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MINISTER FOR HEALTH, CONTEMPT CHARGE 
Motion 

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys) [10.12 am]:  I move, without notice -  

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith -  

That this House -  

(a) finds the Minister for Health guilty of contempt for deliberately misleading the House 
when he stated in the Legislative Assembly on 22 May 2002, “I never, ever 
campaigned in a uniform”; and 

(b) refers this finding to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to recommend a penalty 
to the House by Wednesday, 14 August 2002. 

Mrs Roberts:  This is a grubby little tactic by a party that is bereft of ideas! 

Mr JOHNSON:  This is a very serious motion.  If passed by the House, the Minister for Health will be found 
guilty of contempt.  It is a contempt of the House for any member of Parliament to deliberately mislead the 
House.  On 22 May the minister did exactly that.  He misled the House by interjecting on me and then raising a 
point of order.  His point of order was that I was misleading the House and telling an untruth.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  If the Leader of the House will agree to the suspension of standing orders, the House can debate 
this issue and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services can stand and say whatever she likes to defend 
someone who misleads this House.  This is a matter of privilege; it is not something that one can flippantly say 
should never happen.  If the Premier will not ensure that a proper ministerial code of conduct is adhered to in this 
House, it is up to the Opposition to ensure it.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr JOHNSON:  On 22 May, it was recorded in Hansard - 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  This motion concerns a very serious issue.  I am sure that the minister has 
been advised of it.  I ask members, even though they may passionately disagree with what is being said, to wait 
until they have a chance to speak. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I agree.  This is a very serious motion.  I am pleased to see the Premier here.  I wrote to the 
Premier well over a week ago to point out that the Minister for Health had misled the House and had not taken 
the opportunity to apologise to the House.  He has had plenty of time to do it.  I have been waiting for a response 
from the Premier to see whether he was going to speak to the Minister for Health.  Before the House rose for the 
budget estimates committee hearings I asked the Premier whether he was aware of what the minister had done.  
The Premier was not in the House when the minister did it.  The Premier said words to the effect that he was not 
here, he had not read Hansard and he had not had the opportunity to speak to the Minister for Health.   

Dr Gallop:  I wrote to you. 

Mr JOHNSON:  When? 

Dr Gallop:  About two days ago.  Haven’t you got the letter? 

Mr JOHNSON:  No.  Is it one of those that the Premier just writes and leaves to one side?  I certainly have not 
received a letter.   

Dr Gallop:  Come on; don’t be silly. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I certainly have not received a letter.  I am very interested to know what the Premier’s response 
is.  This all relates to the Premier’s ministerial code of conduct.   

On 22 May the Minister for Health took a point of order.  He wanted me to withdraw a remark.  He objected to 
my saying that when he was a candidate for the electorate of Yokine he had campaigned by masquerading in his 
police uniform.  During the point of order, the Minister for Health said -  

Mr Acting Speaker, that is an absolute untruth, and I ask that it be withdrawn.  I never, ever campaigned 
in a uniform.  That is an absolute untruth. 
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It is in the Hansard.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I will show that the Minister for Health has not been truthful.  He has misled the House.   

Dr Gallop:  The member will only show the House a photograph of the Minister for Health.  I will show the 
member a few photos as well! 

Mr JOHNSON:  Lovely.  We will compare photo albums; it will be great.  However, that is not the point.  The 
point is whether the minister misled Parliament.  The Opposition thinks he did.  We will leave it to the public to 
judge.  Hopefully, this issue will get a run in the media.   

It was not a point of order at the time and it was ruled as such by the Acting Speaker, which was absolutely the 
right decision.  That was what was said on the day.  That is the basis of today’s motion.  The minister created a 
contempt of the House by misleading the House.  As I said, I wrote to the Premier on 18 June pointing out what 
the Minister for Health had done.  In the meantime the House has had budget estimates, so it has not had much 
opportunity to deal with this issue.  I accept that.  I was desperately hoping that the Minister for Health - 

Dr Gallop:  Show us the evidence that the minister was walking around the electorate of Yokine in his police 
uniform.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  It is difficult enough to hear one member, let alone five or six.   

Mr JOHNSON:  I hope that the Leader of the House and the Premier see this as such a serious issue that they 
will agree to suspend standing orders so that this matter can be debated.  I am talking to you, Mr Speaker, but I 
am looking at the Leader of the House to see whether there is any indication that the Government will agree to 
suspend standing orders to debate this matter.  The Leader of the House is looking down at his papers and will 
not give me an indication that he will agree to suspend standing orders to properly debate this matter, so that 
both government and opposition members can have their say.  I would hope that justice would prevail.  

Mr Kobelke:  The motion is a serious one.  

Mr JOHNSON:  It is indeed.  

Mr Kobelke:  However, the member for Hillarys has produced no evidence to support it; it is clearly an 
outrageous stunt that should not waste the time of this Chamber.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House is defending the Minister for Health.  He does not want the truth to 
come out in this instance, like in other instances.  He has the opportunity to agree to the suspension of standing 
orders.  I will show evidence to the Leader of the House, but he just wants to look at his papers.  He is frightened 
of what could come out.  

Dr Gallop:  Did a member of the previous Government’s ministerial staff follow the Minister for Health around 
when he was the candidate for the seat of Yokine?  

Mr JOHNSON:  I am not aware of that.  Is the Premier referring to somebody in particular?  If he wants to make 
allegations, he should substantiate them.  However, that is not the question before the House.  The question is 
that we suspend standing orders to debate a very serious issue.  I do not care whether the Minister for Health 
wore his uniform while he was campaigning; I care about whether he misled this House when he said he never 
campaigned in uniform.  That is what he said.   

Dr Gallop:  You said in the Parliament that he was walking around as the candidate for Yokine in his police 
uniform.  That is not true.  I read the Hansard.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I will read my copy of Hansard.  Maybe the Premier’s copy is a bit more selective.  I was 
making a speech on the parenting information centres being closed by the Government and, as always, the 
Minister for Health cannot resist making interjections, particularly on me.  

Several members interjected.   

Mr JOHNSON:  If members think they can shout me down - 

The SPEAKER:  Members, the level of interjections is at an absolutely ridiculous level.  Even though members 
may not like what the member for Hillarys is saying, in this place he has the right to say it.   

Mr JOHNSON:  I was responding to an interjection from the Minister for Health.  I do not mind that he cannot 
resist interjecting on me, because I play the game - I both take and give interjections.  The Minister for Health 
said - 
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Talk about misleading!  I remember a certain night when you did not even know the laws in my 
portfolio!  

That was a stunt the Minister for Health pulled at a meeting of the Ethnic Communities Council when I did not 
know the exact laws about racial discrimination.  I accept that; it does not embarrass me.  I am not a lawyer.   

Mr McRae:  I served on your committees.  You are a fool! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER:  The remark used by the member for Riverton is inappropriate, and I call upon him to withdraw 
it.  

Mr McRAE:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr JOHNSON:  I responded to the interjection, which I thought was a bit of a sly one, by saying - 

The Minister for Health was a stuntman.  When he was a copper, he was an absolute stuntman.  He was 
walking around, as the candidate for the seat of Yokine, in his police uniform, masquerading.  

He was the candidate; he was preselected.  

Dr Gallop:  There is a bit of a problem with that.  How could he have been walking around in his uniform when 
he did not even have it?  

Mr JOHNSON:  When did he retire from the Police Service?  

Mr Kucera:  When did the previous Government direct the Commissioner of Police to come and seize my 
uniform?  

Mr JOHNSON:  Was it after the Minister for Health retired from the Police Service or before?  

Mr Kucera:  It was well after you were at that meeting you referred to.  

Mr JOHNSON:  Was that after you retired?  

Mr Kucera:  No, I was still in the Police Service at that time.  

Mr JOHNSON:  When did the Minister for Health retire from the Police Service?  

Mr Kucera:  The member for Hillarys may recall that at the time I retired, I was working on a number of 
committees to which I had been appointed by the previous.  He may recall that, since he was still in government 
at the time.  

Mr JOHNSON:  What does that have to do with this?  What does it have to do with the Minister for Health being 
in uniform?  What does it have to do with anything?  What does it have to do with the Minister for Health 
misleading this House?  The Minister for Health is coming out with absolute nonsense.   

Ms MacTiernan:  The member for Hillarys is moving a substantive motion on the basis of an interjection!  That 
is unbelievable!  On the basis of an interjection!  The member has no credibility.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is coming to the support of her best friend again.  
That is fine; he will need that support.   

It is obvious that the Government will not agree to suspend standing orders, because it is very afraid.  Therefore, 
I will have to touch on the substantive motion by referring to the reason standing orders need to be suspended.  I 
reiterate that this is a very serious motion, because it deals with a member having contempt for this House by 
deliberately misleading it.  

Ms MacTiernan:  It was an interjection! 

Mr JOHNSON:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure is a lawyer.  She should look up the English 
dictionary.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Members! 

Mr JOHNSON:  An article in The Sunday Times on 4 February 2001 referred to the Commissioner of Police 
being annoyed by advertisements in local newspapers showing Mr Kucera in uniform.  He said that the 
advertisements, which displayed the Western Australian police uniform and logo prominently, could be 
interpreted as police endorsement of the Australian Labor Party, its policies, and Mr Kucera.  However, the 
Commissioner of Police could not take action because Mr Kucera had quit the service and was no longer bound 
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by the Police Act.  I would bet that the Minister for Health would not be able to quote the Police Act, though he 
lived with it for years.  Section 32 of that Act says quite clearly that members of the force are not to influence 
voters at an election.  The letter I sent to the Premier enclosed the article, which I now show the House.  The 
photograph shows a person who looks very much like the Minister for Health, in a police uniform.  

Dr Gallop:  Has any member of the Liberal Party ever appeared in advertisements with police officers?  

Mr JOHNSON:  The Liberal Party has never contravened the Police Act.   

Who is the other person in the advertisement?  It looks like a very impromptu photograph.   It is a fellow with 
glasses who looks very familiar.  I am sure I have seen him around Joondalup sometimes.  It is actually an 
advertisement for the member for Wanneroo, and I do not have a problem with that.  The problem I have is that 
the advertisement shows the Minister for Health in a police uniform during the election campaign.  This 
advertisement was issued on 16 January 2001, well after the writs were issued.  How can the Minister for Health 
get up in this House and say that he never campaigned in a police uniform when the photograph shows that?   

Mrs Roberts:  It is an old photograph.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The Minister for Police says it is an old photo.  She should be defending the Police Act, but she 
is standing up for a cabinet colleague instead. 

Dr Gallop:  Have any members opposite appeared in advertisements with police officers?  

Mr JOHNSON:  Do not try to make excuses.  The Premier did not even know who the person in the photograph 
was.  He has had two weeks to study the photo. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Once again the level of noise has reached a crescendo.  However, I call upon the member for 
Hillarys to speak to the reason for the suspension of standing orders, which is the focus of the debate to follow.  I 
call on the member to head towards that subject.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I will try to.  It has been difficult with all the interjections and barracking from government 
members.  I hoped to have made more progress on this issue.  The reason we need to suspend standing orders is 
to debate not whether the Minister for Health wore a police uniform, but whether he misled the House.  In my 
opinion, he did mislead the House.  About two weeks have elapsed and the Premier still cannot recognise the 
Minister for Health as the person in that photograph.  The Premier said, “Who is it?”  It is the now Minister for 
Health.   

I have requested the suspension of the standing orders of this House to debate this very serious issue.  It gives me 
no personal pleasure to embarrass the Minister for Health again.  I hoped that he would take the initiative and 
apologise for misleading the House.  He has not taken that opportunity and, therefore, it is incumbent on us to 
ensure that the proper procedures and privileges of this House are not abused.  I have sighted correspondence 
signed by Bob Kucera, Assistant Police Commissioner (Rtd), which, I assume, means retired.  That 
correspondence refers to him as a Labor candidate.   

Mr Dean:  This is a devastating argument! 

Mr JOHNSON:  I agree.  If it were just a letter, that would be fine and I would not have moved this motion 
today; I would not have worried about that little advertisement.  However, it is more serious than that.  When he 
was a Labor candidate, the Minister for Health sent out leaflets.  Who is the person in the photograph in the 
corner of the leaflet?  It is big, smiling Bob.  What is he wearing?  Is it a Father Christmas outfit, a ballerina’s 
tutu or a boy scout outfit?  The Minister for Health knows exactly what it is; it is a police uniform.  The photo 
takes up 20 per cent of the page.  How can the Minister for Health possibly say with any conviction that he never 
campaigned while wearing a uniform?  This photograph clearly shows him wearing a uniform.  The 
Government’s code of conduct is under question.  It has been under question once already because of the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and it is happening again.  

I thought that the Government, which should be in opposition, would argue that the now Minister for Health did 
not campaign while wearing a police uniform; that is, he did not go doorknocking when he was campaigning in 
Yokine.  

Dr Gallop:  That was in Parliament.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The Premier should not try to mix words.  I did not say that the Minister for Health went 
doorknocking in Yokine.  

Dr Gallop:  Yes, you did.  You said, “Walking around in uniform as the candidate for Yokine.” 
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Mr JOHNSON:  Of course he was the candidate for Yokine.  When did he get preselection?  It was probably 
about six months before the election.  What are we arguing about?  Was the now Minister for Health 
campaigning?  The Concise Oxford Dictionary does not define campaigning as doorknocking; it defines it as an 
attempt to arouse public interest, especially before an election.  The then assistant commissioner of police was 
masquerading and deliberately trying to arouse a particular outcome during an election.  

Dr Gallop:  Masquerading?  

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes.  If the Premier has the guts to suspend standing orders, members on this side will tell all 
sorts of stories about the Minister for Health during the campaign.  The Premier will stand by his man and let the 
ministerial code of conduct go right out of the window.  I have been encouraged by my colleagues to show not 
only the front of the advertisement, but also the back of it.  Who is the rather good-looking fellow with the shiny 
head?  I have seen him around Innaloo before.  Is the now Minister for Health wearing a boy scout uniform in 
the photo?  It does not look like it to me.  There is another photo of him in the corner.  Is he wearing his police 
uniform?  The Minister for Health said that he never campaigned in his police uniform. 

Dr Gallop:  He never denied it.   

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes, he did.  He said he never campaigned - is this campaign literature?   

Dr Gallop:  Go back and read Hansard. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The Premier is in a corner.  He is not happy about this because he knows that proper standards 
are expected in this place.  It will be very difficult for the Premier to justify why the now Minister for Health was 
wearing a police uniform in the photograph in this campaign leaflet, not only once, but four times.  We have 
other photos.  Some of them are in colour and show up the blue uniform and the gold studs beautifully.  Despite 
those photos, the Minister for Health claims that he has never campaigned in his police uniform.   

It is obvious that the Government will not agree to the motion to suspend standing orders because it does not 
care about standards.  The Government and the Minister for Health will have to justify the Minister for Health’s 
comment he made in Parliament that he never campaigned in a police uniform.  How can he reconcile that with 
all the evidence?  The Premier asked us to show him the evidence.  This advertisement is the evidence.  It is 
campaign literature that shows the now Minister for Health wearing a police uniform.  It cannot be argued that 
he did not campaign in his police uniform.  I would have accepted it if he had said, “Yes, I did.  So what, I don’t 
give a stuff.”  However, the Minister for Health said that he never, ever campaigned in a police uniform.  

Dr Gallop:  Go back and read Hansard.   

Mr JOHNSON:  I have referred to Hansard many times, probably more times than the Premier has.  I have 
waited to see whether the minister would do the right thing, but he will not.  I have shown members Labor’s 
campaign material that shows the now Minister for Health wearing a police uniform.  

Mr Kucera:  You lost. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I accept that we lost the election.  What does that have to do with it?   

Dr Gallop:  Have there ever been any police officers in campaign photographs with Liberal candidates and/or 
members?  

Mr JOHNSON:  Maybe. 

Dr Gallop:  So what’s the problem? 

Mr JOHNSON:  The problem is that he misled the House. 

Dr Gallop:  He didn’t mislead the Parliament. 

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes, he did. 

Dr Gallop:  No, he didn’t. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I know that in the Premier’s heart of hearts this is difficult for him, because he has some 
integrity.   

Dr Gallop:  That’s good.  The Leader of the Opposition doesn’t think so. 

Mr JOHNSON:  No, he has, and I know it pricks his conscience to have to vote down something that he knows 
in his heart is not right.  I know that.  The Leader of the House has no problem with it.  He will just do it, and 
that is it.  However, the Premier has a bit more integrity, and he will probably have a bit of difficulty because the 
evidence exists.  What more evidence does the Premier want? 

Dr Gallop:  I want you to be truthful about what happened in the Parliament - 
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Mr JOHNSON:  I will be truthful. 

Dr Gallop:  - and you’re not, just like the man sitting next to you wasn’t truthful about the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.   

Mr JOHNSON:  The Premier can stand and debate this once the suspension of standing orders has been 
approved.   

Dr Gallop:  The member for Murdoch came into this Parliament and deliberately said things about the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure that were not true, and you are doing exactly the same thing. 

Mr JOHNSON:  No, I am not.  The media will judge the Premier on this. 

Dr Gallop:  Will they? 

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes, they will, and so will the public.  The last time this story was run was some time ago.  It 
was obviously when The Sunday Times reported on it during the election campaign when there was a problem.  
That is when Commissioner Barry Matthews commented on it.  The other thing is that when people are no 
longer police officers and their pay stops - not a police officer who is on leave because he still receives his pay - 
they must hand back their uniforms.  Does the Minister for Health know what section in the Police Act provides 
for that?   

Mr Kucera:  Will the member for Hillarys take an interjection? 

Mr JOHNSON:  No, because the minister will not answer my question. 

The SPEAKER:  Members, I have been waiting for some time for the member for Hillarys to get to his reasons 
for the suspension of standing orders.  The issue of whether a policeman hands back his uniform under the Police 
Act is getting further away from, rather than closer to, the matter that the member should be addressing; that is, 
why we should suspend standing orders. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I take your direction, Mr Speaker, and will not mention the Police Act.   

Mr Ripper:  Perhaps you could explain why you will not use your matter of public interest to debate this. 

Mr JOHNSON:  Because we have other issues.  This is an issue for the House to deal with.  That is a good 
question, but it is a bit naive.  The reason we will not use our MPI is that this issue is not just one for the 
Opposition; it goes to the privilege of, and is an issue for, this House.  That is why it is more appropriate to 
suspend standing orders to debate this issue.  The Opposition would love to debate the issue, and we could 
debate it far more fully if standing orders were suspended. 

Mr Ripper:  What have you chosen for your MPI?  If this is so important, what is more important? 

Mr JOHNSON:  It is another issue, and the Government will find out at about 11.55 am, I am sure.  That is our 
prerogative.  However, this issue goes to the heart of the credibility of members in this Parliament and whether 
they can come into this place and tell untruths.  I suggest that the Minister for Health came into this place and 
told an untruth.  He accused me of telling an untruth.  What he said was a total untruth.  That is the issue.  That is 
why standing orders should be suspended.  This goes to the heart of privilege in this House.  That is why I 
believe the House should discuss this issue.  If the House has a conscience, it will find the minister guilty of 
contempt.  I believe he is guilty of contempt - I say that openly - because he deliberately misled this House.  I am 
sure that the Premier would have looked into this issue deeply; he would have got his staffers to look into it.  He 
obviously knew that something was going to come up, but he did not even have the decency to respond to me.  If 
he had responded to me, we might not have made it so difficult; but he did not.  He told me that the letter is in 
the post.  I inform the Premier that I have not received that letter.  I hope he is not telling an untruth, because I 
have not received it.   

This issue should go to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges once it has been debated in this 
House.  However, I have a dreadful feeling that my motion to suspend standing orders so that this serious issue 
can be debated will not get very far. 

There are two very serious issues in this motion to suspend standing orders.  One is the privilege in this House of 
Parliament and whether a member can come into this place, say untruths, and then not be expected to correct that 
situation by apologising to the House.  Members tell untruths all the time, but not deliberately, one would hope.  
If they do it inadvertently or make a mistake, they will normally come in here, give a personal explanation and 
apologise to the House for misleading the House.  That has not happened in this case.  That is why one cannot 
say that it was an ordinary misleading of the House.  It was obviously a deliberate misleading of the House, 
which is even more serious, because that is a contempt of the House.  That is the first issue.  The Government 
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has the numbers.  By voting this down today, it will show the people of Western Australia how serious it is about 
members of this Parliament being open and accountable and about the integrity of individual members. 

The second issue, which goes to the heart of why I want standing orders to be suspended, is that this also relates 
to the Premier and his ministerial code of conduct.  There have been two instances of flagrant disregard of the 
Premier’s ministerial code of conduct.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure drove at 98 kilometres an 
hour in a 60 kilometres an hour zone.  She broke the law, and all the Premier did was to take a bit of her portfolio 
and put it somewhere else.  The RAC of WA is having great difficulty with that.  Now the Minister for Health 
has deliberately misled the House.  Will the Premier go for a trifecta?  He has two out of two so far.  When it 
gets to a trifecta, will he stop and say to himself, “Hang on.  Some of my ministers aren’t behaving 
appropriately.  I’ll have to do something”?  I know it is very difficult for the Premier because he does not appoint 
the ministers; Caucus does.  The Premier simply distributes the portfolios.  It is a great difficulty.  The Premier 
cannot move out ministers, even if they transgress.  All he can do is shift them from one portfolio to another.  I 
sympathise with the Premier, because it must be an untenable position when he cannot pick and choose his 
ministers.  The Premier has one or two dud ones now, I am afraid.  Perhaps he should go back to Caucus and get 
it to make a decision to change a couple of the ministers because they have not performed very well.  It is a very 
serious issue. 

I have shown the House the evidence to support my motion to suspend standing orders to debate the serious issue 
of the Minister for Health seriously misleading this House.  I have presented the evidence.  The Government 
does not want to know about it.  Let us see what happens. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [10.48 am]:  This is a sign of an Opposition that is going absolutely 
nowhere.  When the Opposition comes into this Parliament with such a pathetic argument about the question of 
parliamentary standards, it does not augur well for the state of the debate that we will have in the Parliament of 
Western Australia. 

I remind the Opposition that yesterday in the Parliament when I spoke about government reports and committees 
and I pointed out that the previous Government would not release any of that information to the people of 
Western Australia, the Leader of the Opposition said, “That was the previous Government, but I always 
answered questions in the Parliament about these matters.”  However, I was able, within a minute or two, to 
show in the Parliament that that was not true.   

On many occasions, the then minister refused to provide information about the way money was being spent in 
his Government.  Yet, members opposite have come into this place today with a pathetic motion about the 
Minister for Health.  I looked into this matter and went to the Hansard.  We need to look at the context of the 
discussion that occurred.  If members opposite want to claim in this Parliament that members on this side of the 
Chamber have deliberately misled the House, we must look at what was actually said.  The test case on this issue 
involved the member for Murdoch and my colleague the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Opposition 
members took totally out of context what the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure had said and then rewrote 
the story to try to impugn her character.  We on this side of the House will not stand for that sort of thing.  That 
reflected very poorly on the member for Murdoch.   

Let me turn to what happened.  A pretty fiery debate was taking place in the Parliament and the member for 
Hillarys said -  

The Minister for Health was a stuntman.  When he was a copper, he was an absolute stuntman.   

That is an interesting comment, given that he served the minister with loyalty.  If that is the respect the member 
has for public servants in this State, it is an indication of the depths to which the Opposition has fallen.  The 
member for Hillarys said that when the Minister for Health was a copper, he was a stuntman.  That is an 
appalling commentary on the Minister for Health’s performance as a public servant!   

Mr Johnson:  Will you suspend standing orders so we can debate it?  I will show you when he was a stuntman, 
and so will my colleagues.  Will you suspend standing orders? 

Dr GALLOP:  The member for Hillarys is pathetic!  No wonder many members of the Liberal Party in Western 
Australia are ringing us and saying that they are ashamed of the attacks on the Minister for Health, because they 
know the service he provided for the people of Western Australia.  The member for Hillarys went on to say -   

He was walking around, as the candidate for the seat of Yokine, in his police uniform . . .  

The Minister for Health immediately said that that was not true.  It was not true.   

Mr Johnson:  Which bit was not true? 
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Dr GALLOP:  He was not walking around as the candidate for Yokine in his uniform.  That is not true, and the 
Minister for Health made that very clear.  When I spoke to the Minister for Health about this issue, he said that 
he never walked around as the candidate for Yokine in his uniform.  

Mr Birney:  It is right here.  He said that he never, ever campaigned in a uniform and here he is at a door in his 
uniform! 

Dr GALLOP:  The debate is quite clear.  Will members opposite not read the Hansard?  The member said that 
the Minister for Health was walking around in his uniform.  That is not true.  He was not walking around. 

Mr Johnson:  What was he doing?  Was he riding around? 

Dr GALLOP:  Where did the member for Yokine -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr Marlborough:  Do you know what is going on here, Premier?  The member for Hillarys has lost that much 
faith and confidence in his present leader that he has stiffed him and gone to the member for Kalgoorlie for his 
advice.  That is what is happening in this Parliament today.  That is what it is all about.  Have a look and see 
what is happening along that bench.  

The SPEAKER:  Members!  I am sure that the member for Peel is capable of getting the call if he wishes to 
make a speech.  

Dr GALLOP:  In the heat of debate in this Parliament, when things are said and responses are made, we must 
look every time at the context of the comments, as we found when members opposite tried to impugn the 
character of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on the basis of what she had said in the Parliament.  
However, they took her comments out of context.  The context of this issue was quite clear; that is, the Minister 
for Health put on his uniform and went around the seat of Yokine -  

Mr Johnson:  I did not say that. 

Dr GALLOP:  That is exactly what the member said.   

Mr Johnson:  Don’t tell untruths.  I did not say that. 

Dr GALLOP:  Yes, he did.  The Hansard indicates that the member said that he was walking around.   

Mr Johnson:  He was walking around; that bit was true.  Which bit was not true? 

Dr GALLOP:  He was walking around.   

Mr Johnson:  Was he the candidate for Yokine?  Is that bit untrue? 

Dr GALLOP:  This is pathetic!  Is this the standard of debate that the member wants to set?   

Mr Johnson:  That is the standard that you are setting today, my friend.  I think you can do better than that.   

Dr GALLOP:  Let us turn to the issue.  The Minister for Health said to me that he did not deny the fact that 
photographs of him in uniform have appeared in Labor Party advertisements.  He has never denied that. 

Mr Barnett:  Professionally taken photographs for publicity purposes.  

Dr GALLOP:  Is that the Opposition’s point?  Is its point that a police officer should not appear in an 
advertisement with a Liberal candidate?  

Mr Barnett:  That was predetermined publicity material. 

Dr GALLOP:  Let me refer to Dr Kim Hames, a minister in the previous Government and the Liberal candidate 
for Yokine.  On the back page of his “Yokine Report” of November 2000 is a wonderful photograph.  Who else 
is in the photograph?  Assistant Commissioner John Standing.  

Mr Barnett:  That is fine.   

Dr GALLOP:  That is fine!  Opposition members have no problem with that. 

Mr Barnett:  Absolutely no problem with that.  That is quite proper.   

Dr GALLOP:  Let us get down to the nitty-gritty.  The Liberal Opposition has no problem with a police officer 
or former police officer appearing in an advertisement in uniform.  

Mr Kobelke:  As long as it is Liberal advertising. 
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Dr GALLOP:  They have no problem with that; that is okay.  What they have a problem with is the rapid 
exchange that occurred in this Parliament about a claim that the Minister for Health, as the candidate for the seat 
of Yokine, was walking around in his uniform.  The Minister for Health has assured me that he never did that.  I 
have no reason to disbelieve him.  Yes, he appeared in a uniform in a photograph in an advertisement, but he was 
not walking around the seat of Yokine.   

Mr Johnson:  I have never said that he was walking around the seat of Yokine.  If you want to suspend standing 
orders, we might come up with some more evidence for you. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Hillarys! 

Dr GALLOP:  The member has had his chance. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Hillarys has had his opportunity and the Premier is trying to speak on this 
issue.  The member should let him complete a sentence without interjection.   

Dr GALLOP:  Let us get down to the nitty-gritty.  If every time in the heat of debate in this Parliament, when 
comments and counter-comments are made, the Opposition extracts those comments from the context of the 
exchange and claims that people are not telling the truth, the Procedure and Privileges Committee will be pretty 
busy.   

I illustrated the point yesterday when the Leader of the Opposition said in response to comments I was making - 
we all heard it - that he had never refused to answer a question about expenditure of money in his portfolio.  
Today I will provide an example.  Here we go with another question!  The member for Bassendean asked the 
Minister for Resources Development, now the Leader of the Opposition, whether he and/or any department or 
agency under his control had engaged the company Marketforce. 

Point of Order 

Mr OMODEI:  I refer to the standing order that deals with relevance to the motion, which is to suspend standing 
orders.  I have not heard the Premier give any indication about why we should or should not suspend standing 
orders.  

The SPEAKER:  The point of order is quite clear.  During the first part of debate on the motion to suspend 
standing orders, the member for Hillarys made a massive move away from the motion to suspend standing 
orders.  The same latitude will be given to the main speaker from the Government in his response to the motion.  
Unfortunately, that is a result of the issues that were covered in the initial speech on the motion to suspend 
standing orders.  Other speakers on this issue will not be given that latitude. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr GALLOP:  The Leader of the Opposition, as the then minister, answered the question by saying that it would 
be unreasonable to expect the resources to be committed, but that if the member had a specific question about 
any particular contract with Marketforce, he would consider providing information.  He did not answer the 
question.  He gave exactly the same answer as the Minister for Health gave to his question on this matter. 

Mr Barnett interjected. 

Dr GALLOP:  Mr Speaker, how do you deal with someone who is never wrong, never makes mistakes, never 
slips up and is perfect? 

Points of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  The motion is about suspending standing orders to decide whether the Minister for Health 
misled Parliament when he denied campaigning in uniform.  The member for Hillarys has produced the 
argument that the minister did mislead the House.  This is what the debate is about.  It is not about the quality of 
the questions I may have answered during my time as a minister.  I suggest that the Premier be required to debate 
the merits of the case as to whether we should suspend standing orders to discuss whether the Minister for Health 
misled this House.  That is what this motion is about.  

Mr KOBELKE:  Debates to suspend standing orders always require a degree of judgment by the person in the 
Chair and you, Mr Speaker, have already spoken to that on an earlier point of order.  The only point I wish to 
add to the ruling made by the Speaker is that the motion the Opposition is seeking to debate by suspending 
standing orders deals with whether the minister is guilty of contempt for deliberately misleading the House.  
Therefore, it is appropriate that there be some passing reference to examples of factual statements and the 
validity or otherwise of those statements because they directly relate to the matters on which the Opposition is 
seeking to suspend standing orders.  On that basis, it is totally appropriate and in keeping with the motion for the 
Premier to make reference to examples of poor behaviour in this Chamber.  
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The SPEAKER:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the point of order.  However, the Premier is in charge 
of his speech about whether the suspension of standing orders should take place.  The Premier knows those rules 
and he will comply with them.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr GALLOP:  This is about the poor standards that the Opposition has set in terms of its contribution to 
parliamentary and public debate in Western Australia.  It is absolutely about that and nothing else.  

Mr Barnett:  Now you are getting into the personal stuff.  

Dr GALLOP:  The member thinks this is personal!  Let me go through my argument very carefully and point by 
point so that members opposite might ponder on these matters and the standards that their leadership team is 
setting.  First, in the context of the exchanges that occur in Parliament in the heat of the moment - when people 
say all sorts of things - it is absolutely crucial, if a claim is to be made that someone has deliberately misled 
members, that the context of those exchanges be considered.  I have been a member here long enough to know 
that if that is not done we will be in front of privilege committees every day.  This is a Chamber that is 
adversarial, with heat and passion in the debates, because the Liberal Party, the Labor Party and the National 
Party each have their points of view.   

Mr Pendal interjected. 

Dr GALLOP:  My good friend the member for South Perth, and chief campaign manager for the Leader of the 
Opposition, also has his point of view.  Many things will be said in the heat of discussion that can be interpreted 
by some people as being misleading.  However, the context of the discussion must be taken into account 
otherwise we will be debating these matters every hour of every day.   

My second point is that the Opposition has said, by way of interjection, that it does not have a problem with 
police officers who happen to be in uniform appearing in advertisements.  There is no dramatic philosophical 
issue about the Minister for Health being in a uniform in an advertisement.  The Opposition does not think that is 
a problem.  It would be pretty hard for it to argue that point, because its members have frequently appeared in 
advertisements with police officers in uniform.  When political parties want to make a point about law and order, 
they often produce advertisements in which there is a police officer in uniform.   

My third point relates to the clear interchange between the member for Hillarys and the Minister for Health.  The 
point being made by the member was that the Minister for Health, as the then candidate, had been walking 
around the electorate in his uniform, which the minister denied doing.  The minister has assured me that he did 
not do it.  

Mr Johnson:  Do not tell an untruth. 

Dr GALLOP:  What did the member say? 

Mr Johnson:  I said that I did not say that at all. 

Dr GALLOP:  The member did, because it is in Hansard. 

Mr Johnson:  You said, “Walking around Yokine.” 

Dr GALLOP:  It is in Hansard. 

Mr Johnson:  Read it out again, because you are having some trouble with the English language today, my 
friend.  

Dr GALLOP:  That is the problem with this sort of debate.  The Hansard of 22 May states - 

He was walking around, as the candidate for the seat of Yokine, in his police uniform . . .  

Several members interjected. 

Dr GALLOP:  We have a wonderful Opposition.  On statewide television the Leader of the Opposition said that 
the Minister for Health, as the then police sergeant in Belmont, was in a room when a prisoner was being bashed.  
Now he is denying it. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr GALLOP:  That is what he said.   

Several members interjected.  
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Dr GALLOP:  I will read out something that those in the gallery would be interested in, because they know all 
about the English language.  The transcript of the interview on the 5.00 pm news on Channel 10 records the 
Leader of the Opposition as saying - 

A member of Cabinet, by clear fact, was present during the interview when a prisoner was bashed.  

How else can it be read, heard, interpreted or understood?  When the member for Hillarys said that the now 
Minister for Health was walking around as the candidate in his uniform, how else could that have been 
interpreted?  There is no other way to interpret that statement.  The Minister for Health interpreted it in the way 
that every other human being who understands the English language interprets it, and he said it did not happen.   

Mr Johnson:  It was a big misunderstanding and he did not take the opportunity - 

Dr GALLOP:  I see, it was a big misunderstanding.  Why are we in Parliament debating “a big 
misunderstanding”?  We are doing that because the Opposition has nothing else to talk about.  I suppose we 
could talk about the Leader of the Opposition claiming that he did not say that the former member for Geraldton 
would be good ministerial material.  Do members opposite want to talk about that one?  That is exactly what he 
said in this Parliament, and The Geraldton Guardian quoted him saying exactly that on its front page.  We get 
nowhere in Parliament with this sort of interchange because it is a Chamber of adversarial politics and of 
passion.  

Without a doubt, I have established that it is not an issue that deserves debate today.  In my contribution I have 
shown that the Minister for Health did not mislead in his comment when it is placed in context.  I have 
established as fact that it is common for police officers in uniform to be used in political advertisements, 
pamphlets and whatever.  This is pathetic.  This is a waste of the Parliament’s time.  This is an indication of an 
Opposition that has nothing to say about contemporary Western Australian politics.  Day by day the Leader of 
the Opposition shows that he has a totally negative view on everything.  While he has that negative attitude to 
everything, he will go nowhere.  The people of Western Australia want proper issues to be debated in this 
Parliament.  I have written to the member for Hillarys about this matter.  I am sorry that he has not got that letter.  
I explained in the letter - 

Mr Johnson:  You were hoping that I would get it after the Parliament rose.  I cannot bring this matter before the 
Parliament in seven weeks.  That would be unreasonable.  I have raised it in the House at the earliest 
opportunity.  I have already written to you and am awaiting a response.  

Dr GALLOP:  If the member for Hillarys had told me yesterday that he had written to me and not received a 
reply, I would have given the letter to him then.  I had no idea that he had not received the letter.  I signed it off a 
couple of days ago.  I assumed that he had received it.   

Mr Johnson:  My parliamentary office is only a couple of doors away from yours.  

Dr GALLOP:  The member needed to ask me about it.  He did not.  I think we are spending too long on this.  
This is a waste of the Parliament’s time.  We will not suspend standing orders on this issue.  The Minister for 
Health responded to the question that was posed to him in the Parliament.  I have no reason to believe that what 
he said was not true.  He was not walking around the electorate in his uniform.   

Mr Johnson:  I did not say that.  

Dr GALLOP:  This is pathetic.  I have read the Hansard to the member and the people in the gallery.  

Mr Johnson:  Read it again.  

Dr GALLOP:  I will read it again.  The member for Hillarys said -  

He was walking around, as the candidate for the seat of Yokine, in his police uniform . . .  

It is clear what was said.  There is no reason to think that the Minister for Health’s response to that was not 
totally appropriate and truthful.   

The SPEAKER:  Before I give the call to another member, I remind members that they must speak specifically 
to the motion.  Both sides have had the opportunity to put the positions they will argue if the suspension of 
standing orders is successful.  Members must address the reasons for suspending standing orders. 

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [11.12 am]:  The Government is again forced to defend its embattled Minister for 
Health.  I say at the outset that I support a suspension of standing orders.  I support the urgency of this matter for 
two reasons: first, we are about to go into a parliamentary recess; and, second, in the foreshadowed motion 
before the House we have made a rather serious allegation about the Minister for Health, albeit in his former life 
as an assistant commissioner of police.  
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Dr Gallop:  What is your allegation against him as a former assistant police commissioner?   

Mr BIRNEY:  What we have said -  

Dr Gallop:  These people do not use the English language properly.  

Mr BIRNEY:  I am about to answer the question.   

Dr Gallop:  Did members hear what he said?  He said that this is an allegation against the Minister for Health in 
his former capacity as a police officer.  That is what he just said.  He should back up that comment.  

Mr BIRNEY:  We have moved - 

Mr McRae interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Members, speeches in this debate are taking about three or four times longer than necessary, 
primarily because of the interjection level.  

Mr BIRNEY:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for your protection from these babbling fools.  I support the suspension 
of standing orders so that the following motion can be debated -  

That this House -  

(a) finds the Minister for Health guilty of contempt for deliberately misleading the House when he 
stated in the Legislative Assembly on 22 May 2002, “I never, ever campaigned in a uniform”; 

The motion also calls for the matter to be dealt with by the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

Dr Gallop interjected.   

Mr BIRNEY:  We need to suspend standing orders to debate that motion because it has come to light that a 
former assistant commissioner of police, the now Minister for Health, campaigned in his uniform.  We need to 
suspend standing orders so that the Minister for Health can explain to the House why a picture in an official 
Labor Party campaign brochure shows the minister in the uniform of an assistant commissioner of police 
standing in front of a door with my good friend the member for Innaloo.  The caption underneath that 
photograph might convince members of the House to suspend standing orders.  The words are very important.  
Perhaps the Premier, who has been huffing and puffing, will listen to this -  

John Quigley discusses crime problems in Balcatta with Assistant Police Commissioner (ret.) and Labor 
candidate for Yokine, Bob Kucera.  

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr BIRNEY:  One would assume that when one retires from one’s job -  

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Mr Speaker, do I have to put up with this babbling fool?  

Point of Order 

Mr DAY:  Mr Speaker, for your information, I can see that the Hansard reporter is having great difficulty 
hearing what the member for Kalgoorlie is saying.  I ask that action be taken to stop the interjections from the 
other side.  

The SPEAKER:  It is not a point of order.  However, the member for Kalgoorlie cannot be heard because of 
excessive interjections.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr BIRNEY:  I am trying to not raise my voice because I want to discuss a very serious issue.  Members of the 
House need to be aware of the contents of this Labor Party campaign brochure so that they can vote to suspend 
standing orders.   

The SPEAKER:  Member for Kalgoorlie, I call upon you to note what I said earlier.  Discussing something in a 
pamphlet relates to the motion you want to debate.  You need to direct your comments to why we should 
suspend standing orders, not to what is in the pamphlet.  You need to discuss the reasons for suspending standing 
orders.  

Mr BIRNEY:  Mr Speaker, the last words I said before you stood were “to suspend standing orders”.  

The SPEAKER:  Tagging those words onto a comment you wish to make about your argument in support of the 
motion does not make it a point in relation to why we should suspend standing orders.  You need to address the 
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urgency of the matter and the reasons the business of this House should be suspended so that a motion - 
whatever it is - can be debated.  You have been given the call to discuss the suspension of standing orders. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I apologise that I did not make myself clear when I made that comment.  I have said that the 
Liberal Opposition has made a fairly serious allegation against the Minister for Health.  We allege that he 
campaigned in his police uniform.  There is an urgent need for us to suspend standing orders for a couple of 
reasons: first, so that the Minister for Health can explain the photograph of him standing in his assistant 
commissioner’s uniform in front of a door with the member for Innaloo, with the caption identifying him as a 
retired officer.  I assume that he retired from his job to pursue his political career.  We have a photograph in a 
Labor Party brochure of a retired assistant commissioner of police campaigning in his police uniform.  It does 
not get much clearer than that.  The Premier said that the minister did not walk around in his police uniform.  
How did he get to that door?  Did somebody wheel him in a wheelbarrow and then stand him up, or did he get a 
piggyback?  Maybe he did an Uncle Martin and suddenly materialised in front of the door with the member for 
Innaloo.  I suspect that he moved his little legs and walked to the door.  He had his police uniform on at the time.  
Not only that, he had retired from the Police Force.  I know that because it says it in the caption underneath the 
photograph.  

Mr Quigley interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  The unfortunate result of going into the subject matter is that we end up with a great many 
interjections rather than a debate on the point of the suspension of standing orders.  The member should confine 
his comments to the motion to suspend standing orders, otherwise I will not give him the call. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I certainly will not be speaking about the subjects the Premier spoke about.  Not only did he 
allege that we impugned the reputation of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, but also he spoke about 
Hon Kim Hames and his newsletter, the Leader of the Opposition and some of the answers that he said the 
Leader of the Opposition refused to give, the Mickelberg affair and a prisoner being bashed, and the former 
member for Geraldton.  I certainly will not be speaking about all those issues, because they are unrelated to the 
need to suspend standing orders. 

I want to speak to the motion because it is very important that we suspend standing orders so that the Minister 
for Health can give us a very clear account of why he was campaigning in his police uniform when that is clearly 
contrary to the Police Act.  Section 32 of the Police Act states - 

No member of the force shall in any manner influence any elector in giving his vote for the choice of 
any person to be a member to serve in the Legislative Council or Legislative Assembly; 

That provision is there for a very good reason.  Police officers, particularly assistant police commissioners, are 
recognised as being on a pedestal in our community.  It would, therefore, be most inappropriate for a police 
officer to be campaigning to convince people to vote for one political party or another while wearing his police 
uniform.  That is clearly reflected in section 32 of the Police Act 1892.  However, the former assistant police 
commissioner - I know it is him because he has signed his name Bob Kucera in his own handwriting - is dressed 
up in his assistant police commissioner’s uniform.  The caption has the word “retired”.  Not only did he have his 
uniform on but also he was retired.  We know that because the article says so.  Had he refused to give his 
uniform back?  Section 13 of the Police Act states very clearly that once an officer retires he must give back all 
his gear including his uniform to the Commissioner of Police.  We have examples of more than one brochure.  
Another shows the minister in his police uniform with Dianne Guise.  Another shows the Leader of the House 
with the former assistant commissioner of police in his police uniform. 

We need to suspend standing orders right here and now in order to hear from the Government.  We need the 
Premier, who purports to hold dear all those values about accountability and ministerial conduct, and backbench 
conduct which he does not seem to care too much about, to say why he supports his Minister for Health when the 
minister clearly contravened the Police Act as a former assistant commissioner of police.  The people of Western 
Australia have a right to know exactly what the former assistant commissioner of police did while he was a 
Labor Party candidate. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Members!  It is inappropriate for the member for Innaloo and the member for Hillarys to have a 
conversation across the Chamber which drowns out the member on his feet. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I will draw my remarks to a close very shortly. 

In this place from time to time it is possible to make a mistake and to misunderstand what a member opposite has 
said.  In responding, it is possible to make a mistake.  However, I think it would be nearly impossible for a 
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member of this place to say that he never campaigned in a uniform when in fact that was not the case.  I do not 
think one can see that as a mistake.  It cannot be dismissed very easily, as the Premier seems to want it to be. 

If the Government uses its numbers to vote down the motion for the suspension of standing orders, once again it 
will be forced to protect the somewhat questionable actions of its Minister for Health.  The community will form 
an opinion on why the Government keeps protecting its Minister for Health and will not allow him to explain his 
role in all sorts of questionable events.  The public interest is certainly not being served by that. 

We have evidence that the now Minister for Health campaigned very strongly in his police uniform, which is 
contrary to what he said in this House, and, of course, it is contrary to the Police Act. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [11.26 am]:  I will briefly lay out some reasons that the 
House should not support the motion.  The first issue is the element of urgency.  The fact that a photograph of 
the Minister for Health in his police uniform from a previous career was used in advertising seems to bear no 
relation to urgency.  Tens of thousands of photographs showing the Minister for Health in his police uniform 
were distributed nearly two years ago.  Suddenly finding that political use was made of a photograph of the 
Minister for Health in his uniform from a prior occupation, is not urgent; in fact, I have a political advertisement 
containing a photograph of the member for Dawesville with a police officer.  There is no issue about whether 
someone should be photographed with a police officer. 

The Opposition has said that somehow the Minister for Health said something different from what the record 
shows.  That may be the basis for a suspension of standing orders if there were any truth to it and if it were a 
matter of gravity.  However, one would not suspend standing orders on the whim of two speakers who have laid 
out no case.  It reminds me of the song Send in the Clowns.  Their contribution has been absolutely appalling.  
The member for Hillarys said that we should speak the truth.  The motion to suspend standing orders, to which I 
refer briefly in passing, refers to the Minister for Health being guilty of contempt for deliberately misleading the 
House.  That is a very serious accusation. 

I would have assumed that the Opposition would give us some notice and ask some questions to elicit the facts 
before moving a motion to suspend standing orders to debate such a serious accusation.  None of that happened.  
The Opposition was so desperate that it had to pull a stunt.  That stunt has come back to hit opposition members 
in the face, because no basis has been established for wanting to debate a serious matter that requires the 
suspension of standing orders.  Opposition members could not demonstrate a case in the ample time they were 
given.  The Minister for Health’s honest and accurate statements contrasted clearly with opposition members’ 
duplicitous statements.  In his contribution, the Premier pointed out that the Leader of the Opposition made a 
statement this week about how he was asked questions when he was a minister.  We can roll out umpteen 
examples that show the Leader of the Opposition’s statement was not true.  There has been no apology from the 
Leader of the Opposition.  He told this House on Tuesday that he answered questions fully.  The Premier then, 
and again briefly today, alluded to the fact that the Hansard contains many examples of the Leader of the 
Opposition, when a minister, saying exactly the opposite of what he said in this Chamber this week.  However, 
the Opposition has no basis for brazenly suggesting that the Minister for Health said something that was not 
correct.  The Leader of the Opposition is clearly on record as making statements in this Chamber that are 
factually incorrect. 

I cannot go into this in depth, but I will mention it briefly.  Another point can be made that it is not appropriate to 
suspend standing orders because the nature of the motion that would then be debated is totally frivolous.  It is 
malicious in that it tries to cast a slur on the Minister for Health; that is all it seeks to do.  It is an attempt at a 
malicious slur!  On that basis, standing orders should not be suspended.  The standards of the House should not 
be brought down to debate a malicious slur that is totally without foundation.  That has already been laid before 
the House by the contribution of the Premier.  We must look to matters of fact when deciding whether the things 
people say in this place are not factual.  In many cases, it is a matter for judgment.  We have clear examples that 
we can benchmark this against.  It is worth making one comparison of the accusation in this motion, which is 
that, by way of interjection, the Minister for Health said something which was not true - but which on my 
understanding and careful reading was absolutely accurate.  The Opposition wishes to put a different 
interpretation on it.  The Opposition is trying to use the forms of this House to slander the Minister for Health.  
That is all the Opposition is about.  The Minister for Health is clearly being targeted by the Opposition.  He is 
being targeted in a very personal and malicious way.  That is absolutely clear.   

The Opposition has nothing going for it, so it is resorting to base and malicious attacks.  The Opposition has 
been led in its attack by the Leader of the Opposition.  As we clearly know, the Leader of the Opposition spoke 
to the media and his statement was reflected on two television stations on 12 June.  He said - 

A member of Cabinet, by clear fact, was present during the interview when a prisoner was bashed. 
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That was in an interview specifically about the Minister for Health.  There is no ambiguity; the Leader of the 
Opposition was maliciously slurring the Minister for Health.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BARNETT:  The Leader of the House has just accused me of maliciously slurring the Minister for Health.  
That is impugning my reputation.  I ask that he withdraw the remark.  There is no question about that.  To assist 
you, Madam Deputy Speaker, while you contemplate, he also referred to a television interview comment that, I 
have said in this House on two occasions, could be interpreted as being ambiguous.  On two occasions I have 
explained the intent of my comment.  There was no ambiguity with any of the Channel 10 journalists.  Yet I have 
now been accused of maliciously slurring a member of this House.  I ask the Leader of the House to withdraw 
his comments. 

Mr KOBELKE:  I withdraw unreservedly on the basis that it is not related to the motion before the House and 
we can debate it another time.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr KOBELKE:  The fact is that the Leader of the Opposition said, in relation to the Minister for Health - 

Point of Order 

Mr OMODEI:  I do not think the Leader of the House has made a proper withdrawal.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  My understanding is that the Leader of the House has withdrawn his comments 
unreservedly.   

Mr KOBELKE:  That is correct. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Thank you. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition said to the media, which comment was carried on two television 
stations, that “A member of Cabinet, by clear fact, was present during the interview when a prisoner was 
bashed.”  That clearly implies that the Minister for Health was present when something illegal happened.  On 
Tuesday, in this House, the Leader of the Opposition said -  

The Minister for Education has just said that last week I said that the now Minister for Health was 
present when Mickelberg was bashed.   

The SPEAKER:  I remind the Leader of the House that I restricted the member for Kalgoorlie to not addressing 
the point of the suspension of standing orders.  I ask the Leader of the House to comply with that. 

Mr KOBELKE:  The point I was making is that there is no basis for the suspension of standing orders.  There is 
no matter of urgency.  This is not a matter of importance.  I attempted to give one example, which may have 
gone on for too long due to the number of interjections.  If there is to be any basis for saying that an interjection 
by the Minister for Health is a matter of a member not telling the truth - no evidence has been given to show that 
to my satisfaction - then the House needs to benchmark that against the general standards of behaviour in this 
place.  I will conclude by briefly giving one example of a simple benchmark.  The Leader of the Opposition, 
after having made a public statement outside the House, said in this place - 

The Minister for Education has just said that last week I said that the now Minister for Health was 
present when Mickelberg was bashed.  I have never said that.  I have never implied that. 

Those are the words of the Leader of the Opposition.  This leaves the Leader of the Opposition and the whole 
Opposition with a major credibility problem.  To come into this place to seek to establish credibility for 
themselves by attacking the Minister for Health is simply not going to work.  It is a continuation of the duplicity 
of the Opposition in which it sets one standard for itself - in the gutter - and somehow expects other people to 
hold much higher standards.  The Opposition has not been able to substantiate these other standards in any way 
and this is not a good basis for wasting the time of the House by suspending standing orders.  Therefore, there is 
no reason why the House should suspend standing orders. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [11.36 am]:  I will not make the Speaker’s task any 
more difficult than it has been.  The Speaker has had a difficult time in the past half hour or so.  I have listened to 
the debate across the House.  The National Party is not involved in the evidence produced.  It is clear from what 
the Premier and the Leader of the House have said what should happen.  If it is clear what the Leader of the 
Opposition said in his interview it is also clear that the words can be taken only one way.  On the other side of 
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the argument, I am looking at a photograph that also can be taken only one way, if that is the argument.  
Therefore, like Lincoln, we have to support the motion. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [11.37 am]:  When an Opposition seeks the suspension of standing 
orders, it is usually because something is urgent.  That must be the reason.  I will give a reason why the 
Government should not agree to the suspension of standing orders.  The Opposition has shown no sense of 
urgency in dealing with this matter.  The statement about which it complains was made in this House on 22 May; 
it is now 27 June.  The Opposition has chosen to raise the matter now.  I know what has been going on.  The 
member for Hillarys has a little obsession.  In all the parliamentary sitting weeks he has not obtained priority for 
his little obsession to be raised by the Opposition.  He cannot even get the matter of public importance debate 
today.  The Opposition has an MPI straight after question time.  It could have used the MPI if this matter were so 
important.  The member for Hillarys cannot even get priority within his own party to have this raised as an MPI.  
The House has had sitting week after sitting week since 22 May and he has been unable to get any priority for 
his little obsession. 

Mr Johnson:  The Treasurer is absolutely wrong.  The day after the minister made his comments he was not 
present in the House.  We then had the budget estimates.  There was no other opportunity to raise this.  When the 
House resumed last week I wrote to the Premier because I wanted to give the minister the opportunity to make a 
personal explanation and apologise to the House.  I did not get a response and the matter has been raised today 
because it is the last sitting day of the session.  If the issue is not addressed today, the House will be condoning 
that sort of behaviour.   

The SPEAKER:  Parts of the member’s speech were very interesting; however, he has already made that speech.  
I urge members not to take interjections; they are disorderly.  There will be no further interjections.   

Mr RIPPER:  I accept the guidance of the Speaker.  The position is this: the member for Hillarys has clearly 
mishandled the issue if he thinks it is so important.  We cannot suspend standing orders on 27 June for 
something said in the House on 22 May.  That is absolutely ridiculous.  If a matter has the gravity that the 
member for Hillarys says it has, it should have been dealt with straight away.  I think I am correct - the member 
for Hillarys has a little obsession.  I have been in opposition, and I know how some of these things work.  The 
member has a little obsession about this issue, and he has failed to convince his colleagues that it deserves any 
priority whatsoever.  There have been private members’ business opportunities, matters of public interest and 
opportunities for the suspension of standing orders, and he has not been able to get his little obsession up.  Only 
on the last day, the Opposition says that the member for Hillarys should have a go, since he has been a bit of a 
pain about this.  He cannot have a matter of public importance, but perhaps he can be given the chance to move a 
suspension of standing orders, which will not make any difference.  

The second reason the House should reject this motion is that the Opposition in this House is in a terrible state of 
disarray.  It has really bad leadership problems.  Why should the House cooperate with, not an attack strategy, 
but a defence strategy.  It is not an attack on the Government; it is a defence strategy for the Leader of the 
Opposition.  There is no doubt that the Opposition is experiencing its dog days.  It has an absolutely unelectable 
leader.  I apologise to the Leader of the Opposition, but that is the view right across the political spectrum - he is 
unelectable.  Hillary Bray, at crikey.com.au, expresses that in most interesting and colourful terms.  

Point of Order 

Mr OMODEI:  This is the same issue.  This is not relevant to the motion.  

The SPEAKER:  This debate has been dragging on for a huge length of time.  I require the Deputy Premier to 
comply with my ruling about speaking to the suspension of standing orders.  Other members must also comply 
with that.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr RIPPER:  For the benefit of the member for Warren-Blackwood, the argument I am making is that the 
Opposition has put forward this motion because of the disarray in its ranks.  The House should not cooperate 
with a desperate attempt by the Opposition to show a bit of vitality on the last day, in order that the Leader of the 
Opposition can defend his position.  To pursue that argument, I need to go into the position of the Leader of the 
Opposition and his difficulties to demonstrate that point.  I quote from crikey.com.au -  

Now, the death watch on Barnett’s ill-fated leadership has begun.  

Point of Order 

Mr OMODEI:  This is the same issue.  The speech is not relevant to the debate.  
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The SPEAKER:  The time has come for the Deputy Premier to conclude his remarks, I would think.  I urge him 
to come rapidly to that point, and not to bring in matters that do not relate to the question of suspension.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr RIPPER:  The Opposition - 

Several members interjected.  

Mr RIPPER:  I will not take an interjection, because I have been asked by the Speaker not to.  

The SPEAKER:  I ask members not to interject any more in this debate.  The interjections have doubled the 
length of the debate.  

Mr RIPPER:  The Opposition is misusing the forms of the Parliament because of its own internal difficulties.  A 
leading political commentator says that the deathwatch on the Leader of the Opposition’s ill-fated leadership has 
begun.  When an opposition is in those circumstances, it will sometimes conclude that attack is the best method 
of defence.  Opposition members are not really dealing with the issue of the Government’s performance, but 
with that of its own performance.  I am a supporter of the Leader of the Opposition.  I would like him to remain 
in his position.  If I had a vote in his party room, I would be voting for him.  If he stays in his position, it is to the 
advantage of the Government.  I do not see why the time of the House should be wasted, or why the Government 
should cooperate with this motion, just because the Opposition has extreme difficulties.  I would like the 
Opposition, instead of moving the suspension of standing orders, to do what the Leader of the Opposition said it 
would do in the Fremantle Herald of 15 June.  The article states - 

He said his MPs would start to get vocal next month, criticising Labor’s drug reforms, tax hikes, and the 
Mandurah rail route switch.  

There is a problem with that remark.  The Parliament is not sitting next month.  The Leader of the Opposition 
apparently did not realise that, but the member for Hillarys realised that it was the last day for him to get his 
obsession up.  The House should not cooperate with that.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (21) 

Mr Barnett Mr Grylls Mr Omodei Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Birney Ms Hodson-Thomas Mr Pendal Dr Woollard 
Mr Board Mr House Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Marshall (Teller) 
Dr Constable Mr Johnson Mr Sweetman  
Mr Day Mr McNee Mr Trenorden  
Mr Edwards Mr Masters Mr Waldron  

Noes (29) 

Mr Andrews Ms Guise Mr McRae Mrs Roberts 
Mr Bowler Mr Hill Mr Marlborough Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mrs Martin Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kucera Mr Murray Mr Whitely 
Mr Dean Mr Logan Mr O’Gorman Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr Quigley  
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Ms Radisich  
Dr Gallop Mr McGowan Mr Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs Edwardes Ms McHale 
 Mr Bradshaw Mr Hyde 

Question thus negatived.  
 


