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PUBLIC SERVICE - LACK OF EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths):  Members, I have received a letter - 

Dear Mr President 
I hereby give notice that pursuant to Standing Order 72 I intend to move today: 
“That the Council consider as a matter of urgency the lack of effective leadership in the public service 
and expresses its deep concern about the decline in the integrity and accountability of the public sector 
under the Carpenter Labor Government.” 
Yours sincerely 
Helen Morton MLC 
Member for East Metropolitan Region 

In order for Hon Helen Morton to move her motion, at least four members should stand in their places. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

The PRESIDENT:  That having occurred, I invite Hon Helen Morton to move her motion. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [3.57 pm]:  I move the motion. 

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards and other accountability officers have raised some serious 
concerns in the past 12 months about the leadership, integrity and accountability within the public sector.  More 
recently those serious concerns were tabled in this Parliament on 8, 15 and 18 May.  When the Commissioner for 
Public Sector Standards writes in her report, titled “Ten-Year Review: Five: The Western Australian Public 
Sector - A system out of balance”, that she has serious concerns about matters that are at the heart of good 
governance and public sector management, we as a Parliament need to give urgent consideration to those 
matters.  When she states that she has observed in our current environment a frustration among public sector 
employees, a lack of sector-wide leadership and an absence of champions for public employment and for 
excellence in public sector management, we as members of Parliament need to take urgent notice. 

The Premier is the Minister for Public Sector Management and is with whom accountability for this leadership 
problem ultimately rests.  As the Minister for Public Sector Management, the Premier is the direct employer of 
each chief executive officer in the public service.  Mr Mal Wauchope is the Director General of the Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet.  In terms of leadership within the public service, this is where the absence of a 
champion for excellence in public sector management is most noticeable. 

The WA public service is the largest employer in Western Australia, with over 100 000 employees.  The 
commissioner reports that as a workforce, its leader, managers and employees crave inspiration and tangible 
evidence that they are valued and supported and assurance that the values and ethos of public service are upheld 
and modelled at the highest level.  Under current arrangements, these are not being provided.  She goes on to say 
that she wishes to convey the urgency and importance of getting this aspect of public sector leadership right.  
She also says that her report is simple but sends a strong message to the Western Australian Parliament.  She 
says that the system is out of balance and we need to fix it.  We do not need more rules, she says, just better 
leadership, management and understanding. 

The public service is under serious threat whilst Alan Carpenter remains Premier and/or Minister for Public 
Sector Management.  He is simply out of his depth.  He either does not get it or he is deliberately and 
intentionally systematically undermining the integrity of the public service.  As I have said before, he is not a 
patch on Geoff Gallop.  He does not have the intelligence, for one thing, or the leadership ability.  He is unable 
to objectively consider and appreciate the importance of the information being delivered to him in these reports.  
Alan Carpenter is simply out of his depth.  He has not stepped into that lonely world of leadership or statesman 
as did his predecessor.  “Call me Carps” was a call by a leader who wants to be liked more than he wants to lead 
by making difficult decisions that are right.  He has compromised his leadership by needing to be liked, and 
therein lies our leadership problem.  Members should consider these three comments of the Premier in relation to 
criticism of public sector issues.  On 9 May 2007, on Channel 2 news at 6.00 pm, he claimed of Maxine 
Murray’s report, “The assertion is completely wrong; it doesn’t stand up to scrutiny or analysis.”  On 11 May 
2007, on Channel 2, he said, “This is ridiculous; it doesn’t bear scrutiny.”  On 16 May on 7.20 ABC, he said, 
“Where is the issue she’s talking about?” 

When Geoff Gallop left, so did leadership, integrity and accountability in the public sector.  I can imagine the 
compromise he was being pushed into by the powerbrokers and how great that was for him.  There was far too 
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much conflict with his high ideals. However, now we have Carps, a journalist by trade, a spin doctor, a 
wordsmith whose trade was to manipulate information to influence opinion and make a good story.  It seems, I 
recall the last time a government brought shame on WA, the then Premier had the very same background and the 
very same trade.  Here we are heading down the same path with Alan Carpenter - improper behaviour by 
ministers, blatant politicisation of the public sector and a significant erosion of integrity and accountability of the 
public service.  The Premier just does not get it.  After receiving the last two reports from the Commissioner for 
Public Sector Standards, he accused the commissioner of getting her facts wrong and said that he could not 
fathom where her comments were coming from.  It is frightening to think that this is coming from the Premier of 
WA in response to a report tabled by an independent watchdog accountable to the Parliament, providing 
information supplied by the Premier’s own department, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  So 
concerning was the attack on the commissioner that after a few days, on 18 May, the Commissioner for Public 
Sector Standards needed to table an addendum, explaining that all information in her reports was supplied to her 
by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and only tabled after time had been taken to check and suggest 
any changes to incorrect information, and it did not do so until after the report had gone to the printer.  That 
correction was minimal, and it did not refute the assertions in the report; rather, it merely strengthened them.  
Mr Carpenter was focusing on minutiae at a time the commissioner was outlining serious factors that were 
impacting the overall state of the public service in Western Australia.  Mr Carpenter’s response was to attack the 
author and the figures in her report.  He completely missed the opportunity to show leadership or an appreciation 
of the bigger picture.  Can members imagine the impact that that has had on the state’s public servants who want 
to be valued and supported?  Did the Premier’s response make them feel inspired or renew their pride in the 
public service ethos?  I am afraid that they are still looking for their champion.  These are not the only warnings 
that we as members of Parliament received about the dire lack of leadership in the public service during the past 
12 months.  The Auditor General’s report of June 2006 titled “Help Wanted: Public Service Workforce 
Management” states -  

Workforce management is a difficult and complex area, but worrying signs are evident.  

. . .  

The biggest issue is a lack of clear leadership for management of the public service as a whole.  This is 
evident from the lack of concerted, whole-of-government response to the many reviews . . . that have 
identified weaknesses in public service workforce arrangements.   

. . .  

Workforce management is weighed down by bureaucratic controls . . .   

. . .  

I am thus urging the government, members of Parliament and the wider community to recognise the 
fundamental importance of, and very high expectations placed on the public service.  

Interestingly, both the independent watchdogs to which I have referred are now not employed in Western 
Australia.  The prevailing leadership culture of the Carpenter government is to attack and intimidate the 
messenger, the whistleblower, the media, independent accountability officers and the opposition - anybody who 
brings unpalatable information to the fore.  I do not have time to outline all the examples of poor leadership and 
a decline in integrity and accountability; therefore, I will focus on just two - the politicisation of the public sector 
and declining ministerial accountability.   

In terms of politicisation, the real problem with a politicised public service is that is weakens, dumbs down and 
decreases the effectiveness of the service.  In his analysis of corruption in the Queensland government, Tony 
Fitzgerald said that politicisation had taken hold when public servants had given ministers advice that they 
thought ministers wanted to hear rather than frank and fearless advice that a minister should hear.  The 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards says that Western Australian public servants do not know whether 
their advice is passed on by ministerial officers to the minister; and, if it is, to what extent it has been distorted 
along the way.  Politicisation of the Western Australian public sector is completely out of control.  The Premier 
can haggle over the numbers; however, they do not change the fact that when the new numbers are used, WA has 
a higher number of ministerial staff per minister than any other state mentioned in the report.  There has been a 
50 per cent increase under Labor.  Western Australia has more advisers per minister than does New Zealand, 
Canada or the United Kingdom.  Of real concern is the number of public servants who are brought into 
ministerial offices.  That figure jumped from 26 on 1 July 2006 to 70 by the end of April this year.  It is obvious 
that the new approach is to wait until there is a vacancy in the public sector, ensure that a politically aligned 
person is successful in applying for that position and then drag that person into the minister’s office.  That figure 
alone causes more concern than any other.  It means that the politicisation of permanent public servant positions 
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is out of control.  The commissioner also raised the issue of politicisation in the form of party political 
appointees in public sector positions.  For those members who are not aware, that is known as patronage and, in 
some cases, nepotism.  Mr Carpenter did not trust the integrity, confidence and accountability of the public 
sector to play its part in good governance.  He has installed incompetent people at every echelon of the public 
sector.  An example is the appointment of the president of the state branch of the ALP to the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet.  I add also the appointment of Helen Creed, a failed ALP candidate for preselection and 
union organiser, at a cost of $200 000 a year to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, after warehousing 
her for 10 months in the Office for Women’s Policy, where she has used taxpayers dollars for a blatant campaign 
to recruit people to oppose the federal government’s industrial relations legislation.  That is a long way short of 
political impartiality defined as thus: public servants must do their job professionally and loyally without bias to 
one political party or another. 
Declining ministerial accountability is the second point I will raise.  Alan Carpenter has made sure that his 
government will always retain its reputation for declining integrity and accountability in the public service.  
Unfortunately, there are not enough good ministers who can be role models for good governance.  The 
government is four ministers down, and many other ministers are tainted with improper behaviour.  It is rare to 
find someone in this government who is not tainted.  Of greater concern to me is the extent to which ministers 
will go to cover-up their incompetence or try to avoid responsibility for their policy failures.  A very obvious 
approach is to make a CEO take the fall and then buy the CEO’s silence with a handsome payout in the form of a 
management-initiated redundancy with secrecy provisions.  The fourth report of the commissioner outlines that 
out of 35 resignations or retirements of CEOs over the past five years, 19 have avoided scrutiny of the failings of 
their department through those types of provisions, at a cost of something like $8 million.  She states that the 
problem in Western Australia, especially in recent times, has been that the employment power held by the 
Premier as Minister for Public Sector Management is perceived to have been used to terminate rather than 
support and develop CEOs and the public sector in general.  She recommends that a greater degree of 
independence be built into the employment arrangements.   
The 1992 report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters gave us 
the Public Sector Management Act and the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards.  The commissioner and 
the Auditor General have done their jobs by raising these issues consistently over 12 months, and particularly 
over the past six months.  Rather than a defensive, attacking response from the Premier, we need to hear that the 
warnings have been heard and that the commissioner’s many recommendations have been considered. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.12 pm]:  This report and its 
predecessor are, in my view, very disturbing reports indeed.  They are damning of this state government.  The 
problem is that when the state government responds to these reports, it damns the authors.  What we have heard 
from the government in response to these reports is that the messenger has got it wrong, that the government 
knows what it is doing and that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards has an axe to grind and therefore 
cannot write an objective, reliable and competent report.  That is a very sad state of affairs because people who 
are appointed to these types of positions, who are independent of government and who criticise government, are 
doing their jobs because that is what they are appointed to do.  The Office of the Commissioner for Public Sector 
Standards is designed to ensure that the proper standards of behaviour that we expect from the public service are 
met.  The commissioner has written a number of reports that are highly critical of the way in which this 
government is managing the public sector.  That is very disturbing because the public sector manages the state of 
Western Australia on behalf of the taxpayers at the direction of the government.  We are entitled to have a public 
service that is independent, that is not political and that provides advice to ministers without fear or favour.  
However, these reports indicate that the public service is leaderless and has become highly politicised.  I do not 
have a problem with ministers having term-of-government political appointees working in their ministerial 
offices, but I have a problem when those same people are involved in directing public servants in the carrying 
out of their jobs.  I do have a problem when the Premier’s department is filled up with failed Labor candidates 
and presidents of the Labor Party.  This goes back to Tom Butler’s days when he was working in the Premier’s 
department for Brian Burke.  We now have Sharryn Jackson doing the same thing in this government; she is 
working at the very heart of government in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.   
The most recent political appointee is Helen Creed.  We all know that Helen Creed is a very active union person 
and has been for a very long time.  She has probably done a good job on behalf of her union and she has now got 
herself a good job.  In fact, as we have just heard from Hon Helen Morton, she was warehoused in the Office of 
Women’s Interests in order to create a report that was highly critical of the federal government.  That was 
understandable, I suspect, coming from her.  She has now been appointed to a position called the Fair 
Employment Advocate.  Her job is simply to bucket the federal government between now and the federal 
election.  To enable her to do that, she is being paid the princely salary of $162 723 per annum.  In addition, she 
has non-contributory superannuation of $16 346 per annum and a notional amount for a motor vehicle of 
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$18 900 per annum.  That is a total package of $197 969.  Nice work if you can get it!  The only people who can 
get it are people like Helen Creed because it is a highly political job.  The job is to identify, promote and argue 
against the federal government’s industrial relations system, and taxpayers’ money is used to do so.  She is 
getting $200 000 of taxpayers’ money for that purpose!  I asked the other week whether the Premier would table 
any documents that showed the rationale by which the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determined the 
appropriate salary for the position.  It seems to me that if somebody is getting this sort of job - a highly political 
job; a blatantly political job - some public rationale should stand behind the determination that the job is worth 
$200 000.  I suspect that the general secretary of the Labor Party does not get $200 000 a year.  However, the 
government can find $200 000 worth of taxpayers’ money to promote a political campaign.  I asked for the 
rationale behind the decision to allocate her a salary at that level.  The answer came back stating - 

The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has advised that it will not release the documents. 

In other words, we will not be told how the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal came to the conclusion that she 
should get $200 000 a year.  I asked a number of other questions, including the following: who else applied for 
the job?  The answer was that I could not be told because it is all secret; that is, when people apply for these jobs, 
nobody else is supposed to know.  At the end of the day, the only people who know who applied for the job are 
the person who gets the job and those who sit on the panel to decide who gets the job.  I would like to know who 
decided on that job.  Were they from the public sector?  Did the Department of the Premier and Cabinet say that 
the government desperately needs a person at this level to save the state of Western Australia from an absolute 
disaster; therefore, this job is needed and it must be a high-ranking job at $200 000 a year?  Where did it all 
come from?  Did it come from the public sector, cabinet or the Premier’s office?  Why did the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal decide that it was worth $200 000 a year?  That is more than members of Parliament get.  
In fact, it is much more than members are paid, except for those who are fortunate enough to be ministers. 

Here we are: a report was brought down by the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, who from her 
investigations into the way in which this government operates has decided that there are three significant areas of 
concern in the way in which the public sector is operating in Western Australia.  She talks about trying to 
balance agency leadership with enhanced sector-wide leadership, and about a lack of leadership in the public 
sector.  The commissioner also talks about balancing political impartiality and responsiveness.  The most 
damning part of her report is where she says her concern is that the scales have been tipped too far in favour of 
political responsiveness over political impartiality.  That is a very serious allegation, which the government 
continues to ignore.  Then she talks about balancing executive, parliamentary and administrative governance, 
and her concern at the diminution of the checks and balances that are supposed to be in the system that relate to 
the judiciary, the executive and the Parliament.  When a parliamentary officer presents a report like this, and her 
previous reports, all we get is the government damning her.  It does not accept that there might be a skerrick of 
truth in everything she has been saying.   
We have a very sad state of affairs in Western Australia when the Public Sector Standards Commissioner brings 
down a report of this type containing the comments I have referred to.  I suspect we will be told by the 
government that she does not know what she is talking about; she has got it wrong; she will not have her job in 
the future so she is paying out on the government.  I would like to know why she will not have her job in the 
future.  Why will she not be carrying on in her role?  Is it because she writes reports like this, or does she write 
reports like this because she does not have an ongoing job?  I would like to know the truth behind those two 
propositions.  It is not good enough.  We expect a proper response from the government to these reports, not just 
some glib throwaway line that we get from the Premier whenever he is under some sort of pressure and the 
government decides to crucify the messenger and ignore the message. 
I thank Hon Helen Morton for bringing this matter to the house so that it can be debated today.  It is a tragedy 
that this report was not a front-page story in every newspaper in Western Australia and did not occupy the first 
10 minutes of every television news broadcast for the past two weeks, because it is very important.  When the 
way the public sector operates in Western Australia is broken down, it can create extraordinary circumstances for 
corruption, mismanagement and bad government.  We saw it in the 1980s, when it culminated in the WA Inc 
royal commission: government was politicised for the benefit of a particular party.  That government ignored 
what came out of that royal commission at the time, the report of which contained the sorts of words that are to 
be found in these reports.  I say to the Leader of the House in the most earnest way possible that he has to take 
these things seriously, because they are serious. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [4.22 pm]:  I support the motion because I have very real 
concerns about the governance of the Department of Education and Training.  It concerns me as shadow minister 
for Education and Training and I am sure it concerns the community and, most notably, teachers.  My real 
concern was highlighted in the Legislative Assembly budget estimates hearing last Thursday, 24 May, when the 
Minister for Education and Training identified that only three out of 12 senior executive officers in the 
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department were permanent; that is, nine were in acting positions.  One can assume that people in acting 
positions will be more compliant in carrying out the government’s wishes as opposed to doing what might 
necessarily be right.  I also have real concerns about governance in relation to a number of issues in education.  I 
articulated those concerns, particularly in regard to curriculum, in my contribution to the motion moved by 
Hon Norman Moore on 28 March, although I was prevented from continuing my comments.  However, I will 
continue to press that matter over the next couple of weeks.   

I would like to address two issues in particular today, the first being the education department’s complaints 
management unit.  That unit came in for a tremendous amount of criticism as a result of a review that was 
compiled last year.  The unit looks into complaints against teachers.  At the moment hundreds of teachers are 
under the cloud of complaints being investigated by the complaints management unit, or the professional 
standards and conduct division, as it is now called.  A number of teachers contacted me about complaints made 
against them.  I asked a question without notice of the minister on 24 October 2006 to determine whether there 
was a problem with governance in this unit.  I did that because a number of teachers were concerned that their 
cases were not being processed quickly enough.  I asked -  

(1) Prior to 16 October 2006, were any additional staff appointed to the complaints management 
unit to assist with the problems within the CMU as identified in the review; and, if not, why 
not? 

The minister replied -  

(1) Yes.  A 0.5 additional position was approved in June 2006, and a further two positions in 
August 2006.  The complaints management unit is currently fully staffed. 

I was not satisfied with that because it was contrary to the information I had been provided with, so I asked 
another question without notice on 15 November 2006, about a month later.  Referring to my earlier question, I 
asked -  

(1) Will the minister confirm that the CMU remains fully staffed; and, if not fully staffed, what is 
the staffing shortfall?  

(2) Are any staff currently appointed to the CMU on leave; and, if yes, what is the status of that 
leave?  

(3) Is the CMU currently fully operational for dealing with complaints forwarded to the unit; and, 
if not, why not?  

The minister replied -  
(1) Yes.  
(2) Yes; the status of leave is within standard guidelines.  
(3) Yes. 

Obviously that was not a sufficient or adequate response, so I asked another question without notice the next 
day.  Members will like this one.  The first part of my question reads -  

(1) What is the total number of staff employed within the complaints management unit of the 
Department of Education and Training? 

The minister replied -  

(1) The total number of staff employed is 7.5 full-time equivalents. This is in the process of being 
expanded to 15 FTEs. 

The day before, the minister had said that the unit was fully staffed and fully operational.  The next part of my 
question reads -  

(2) How many staff employed within the CMU are currently on leave; and, for each staff member, 
what is the duration of that leave? 

Members will remember that the unit has 7.5 full-time equivalents.  The minister answered -  

(2) Six staff as of 16 November 2006 . . .  

I asked how many complaints were outstanding and the minister gave the answer as 238.  It could hardly be said 
that that complaints management unit was fully operational or efficient.  It took me a month and a half to get the 
response, but there was obviously a problem of governance in the complaints management unit.  The new 
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Minister for Education and Training reinvented the complaints management unit.  It is now called the 
professional standards and conduct division.  A media release dated 25 February 2007 states -  

Mr McGowan said a central unit of professional investigators and expert staff was needed to ensure 
matters were dealt with in a prompt and consistent manner. 

“The Corruption and Crime Commission (CCC) and two other authorities last year found the 
department’s complaints management unit had mishandled a number of inquiries,” he said.  

I had been told on several occasions that it was fully operational and fully staffed and there were no problems.  
On 28 March this year, referring to my earlier question, I asked how many of the 238 matters remained 
unresolved.  The minister representing the Minister for Education and Training replied that 158 matters remained 
unresolved.  However, it gets worse, because the original figure should not have been 238, it should have been 
186.  In fact, since 16 November 2006, 28 matters had been finalised, out of 186.  Since that time, according to 
the minister’s reply, 41 new cases had been taken on, so 227 teachers were still under a cloud.  No doubt dozens 
of those teachers have been taken out of the classroom, and we have a teacher shortage.  Is that a problem?  Of 
course it is, and I suggest that it has a lot to do with the fact that only one-quarter of the Department of Education 
and Training staff are employed in a permanent, substantive capacity.  Three-quarters of the staff are in an acting 
capacity.   

The Minister for Education and Training stated, two days before the commencement of the academic year, that 
there was a shortfall of 264 teachers in classrooms.  At the end of the first school term, dozens of classrooms still 
did not have teachers, and that received an enormous amount of adverse publicity.  Many teachers were under 
the cloud of the complaints management unit, or the professional standards unit, but I was also contacted by 
dozens of teachers asking why the process of accreditation was taking so long.  Therefore, two days before the 
end of term 1 of the 2007 academic year, I asked how many teachers were currently awaiting accreditation from 
either the Department of Education and Training or the Western Australian College of Teaching.  The total 
number of teachers awaiting accreditation was 345 but there were still dozens of classes without teachers.  Is that 
a governance problem?  Obviously, the Department of Education and Training has a problem there.  

Over the next two weeks, not surprisingly, because that got a fair amount of media publicity as a result of those 
questions and a few things I said in Parliament, that number was narrowed down to 44.  One wonders what the 
department had been doing in the previous three months.  It obviously struck a nerve with the acting director 
general because she put out a media release at the beginning of the next term, which was the only media release 
on the staffing shortage that the department had put out all year, which stated - 

The Department of Education and Training has refuted claims that hundreds of teachers are waiting to 
be cleared by the Department to enable them to teach in public schools. 

Acting Director General Sharyn O’Neil said 44 completed applications were currently being processed 
by the Department.  

“We have worked tirelessly to bring the number down from 207 at the start of the month,” . . .   

The department should have been doing that at the beginning of the academic year.  The acting director general 
did not mention the 199 teachers who were still waiting for WACOT registration.  Her claims stretched the lines 
of credibility a little bit.  I am saying that it took the opposition and the media to put pressure on the Department 
of Education and Training by suggesting that it get its act together and ask what on earth was happening in the 
department when there are still hundreds of people awaiting accreditation and dozens of classes without teachers.  
I have no idea because I received an answer back today about the number of employees in silver city; that is, the 
administration block of the Department of Education and Training.  Members should listen to the figures.  Since 
the government took office in 2001, the number of full-time employees in central office was 1 212; it is now 
1 512 - another 300.  The number of part-time employees was 128 in 2001 and now there are 235 employees.  
The number of employees on a fixed-term basis in 2001 was 322, and currently there are 484.  There are 
hundreds more employees in silver city than there were, yet the department cannot process the paperwork to get 
teachers into the classrooms.  What on earth is happening?  Do we have a governance problem?  Of course we 
do.  To ensure that we have more efficiency and effectiveness in the Department of Education and Training we 
need to make sure that the people employed in the department have a job to do and do it well.  The best thing 
they can do first, of course, is to make sure that those nine acting senior officers are made permanent.  At the 
moment, as I said, while they are acting in their positions there is much more of an inclination to become 
compliant with the government’s wishes as opposed to focusing on good governance of education in the state.  I, 
therefore, definitely support the motion.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.32 pm]:  When I first read the motion and its 
precise terms, it seemed to deal with the question of leadership in the public sector.  In fact, it uses the words 
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“the Council consider as a matter of urgency the lack of effective leadership in the public service and expresses 
its deep concern about the decline in the integrity and accountability of the public sector under the Carpenter 
Labor Government”.  I thought the motion was to be about the question of leadership in the public sector.  In 
fact, it turned out to be the usual diatribe, of a highly personal nature, against the Premier, who is not a member 
of the public service; he is in fact the minister responsible for the public sector.  That is not what the motion 
says.  The motion refers to leadership in - in - the public sector, not leadership of.  

Hon Helen Morton:  We are back to minutiae again.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No; when members move a motion in this place, it is handy to have it worded in such a 
manner that the person who reads common English can understand what it means.  The motion refers to 
leadership in the public sector.  If the member had decided that she wanted to move a motion about a personal 
diatribe against the Premier, it would have been nice if that is what the motion was about.  Then, if she wanted 
an informed government response on that matter, she would have got one.  All I can assume is that the member 
is not interested in an informed government response, because I am prepared for a different motion from that 
which the honourable member, using the word loosely, moved in this place.  It is really strange, is it not, to be 
lectured on integrity by someone who came into this place and accused the four ministers of the Legislative 
Council of illegal acts and then failed completely to provide any substantiation whatsoever of those allegations? 
Hon Helen Morton:  You’ll get the rest of it tonight. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member came into this place and abused parliamentary privilege in the way that she 
did and falsely accused members of this place of illegal conduct and then, when given the opportunity to 
withdraw those false allegations, she completely refused it.  For someone like the member to come into this 
place and accuse someone else of lacking integrity -  
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I think the Leader of the House is moving away from the matter under discussion. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Okay. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  He is warming to this personal diatribe. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House is addressing me. 
Hon Barbara Scott:  It is a personal attack below the belt. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, Hon Barbara Scott!  The Leader of the House is addressing me. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask honourable members to put themselves in the same position.  If any one of them 
had been accused of an illegal act by a person who was both unwilling to substantiate that accusation and 
unwilling to withdraw the accusation, how would they feel individually about that?  I am sorry, but it is hopeless 
optimism for the honourable member to say that I should have any regard at all for what she says. 

Hon Helen Morton:  Try to deal with the issue instead of acting stupid. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will deal with the issue. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You know that your response to her comment was over the top.  Her comment was not 
meant to be a criticism of you personally. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, it was.  It was directly aimed at me. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It was a phrase that should have been phrased another way. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  So why has the honourable member not corrected the language? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House should stick to the urgency motion under 
discussion.  There might be a discussion later today; I do not know. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As I said, I came prepared for a debate about leadership in the public sector.  There are 
just a couple of things that I need to say.  The accountability framework that exists in Western Australia, and has 
existed effectively unchanged for 13 years, is unsurpassed in Australia and is widely recognised as being 
unsurpassed.  It is a superb and highly developed framework, which was, as I have said before, introduced by the 
Court coalition government and was supported by Labor in opposition at that time and remains supported by 
Labor.  I do not know why this issue has all of a sudden come up.  It could be because people have read the 
reports of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards rather differently from the way she intended them to be 
written. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  On that point, it is necessary to reference which document I am referring to because there 
are a number of these documents from the 10-year review.  This report of the Office of the Public Sector 
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Standards Commissioner is entitled “Ten-Year Review:  Four:  The principle of integrity in official conduct”.  
This is one of the reasons that I believe it has been misunderstood.  At page 94, the conclusion of report 4 states -  

Particular concerns have been raised about the complex issue of political impartiality in the public 
sector, especially the need for increased understanding of the ethical relationship between public sector 
employees and ministers as a result of the perception of increased politicisation of the public sector and 
the growing influence of ministerial staff. 

There we have in a nutshell essentially all the issues that were raised by Hon Helen Morton in moving this 
motion. 

Hon Helen Morton:  Ministerial accountability is not there.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  To be fair, the essence is there.  I will refer to what the Office of the Public Sector 
Standards Commissioner’s 10-year review states -  

. . . between public sector employees and ministers as a result of the perception . . . 
That is what she said: “the” perception of increased politicisation.  It was not “her” perception; the 
“commissioner’s” perception.  She said “the” perception of increased politicisation; not “the commissioner’s” 
perception.  “The” perception - what does that mean?  Commentators have taken it to mean that this is a matter 
of fact.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  You gave Sharryn Jackson a role in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet because 
she is the president of the ALP.  That is more than a perception, mate.  You know that. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The commissioner is not, as far as I know, a member of the Australian Labor Party.  The 
commissioner talks about “the” perception.  What does it mean?  It means that someone has a view of life that 
supports that particular line.  Perhaps the commissioner does; perhaps she does not. 
I refer members to the facing page, page 95.  The Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner holds a 
large database of responses to the climate surveys of Western Australian public sector employees.  It is an 
amalgamation; not a perception but a matter of objectivity.  Members should look at the graph at page 95 and 
refer to the critical analysis, which states - 

Your agency actively serves the public’s best interests 
Hansard cannot look at that graph, so I will take members through the numbers.  On that factor, in 1999-2000 the 
recording was 75 per cent.  It is now over 80 per cent.  I go to the next critical analysis - 

Your agency acts responsibly in caring for public resources 
It starts at about 67 per cent in 1999-2000 and currently it is just under 80 per cent.  These are objective analyses.  
Best of all, members should go to the next critical analysis - 

Senior managers in your organisation lead by example in ethical behaviour   
When the opposition was in government, it was 55 per cent.  What is it now?  It is 65 per cent.  Hon Helen 
Morton has the nerve to come into this place and say that integrity in the public sector has declined in the term of 
this government when all the objective evidence in the commissioner’s report points to the exact opposite of 
what she is arguing.  The member’s arguments are subjective and slanted, and, as usual when she comes into this 
place, she is completely misinforming the house.  The member has no integrity and no quality as a human being. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is a very unparliamentary remark and I ask that the Leader of the House 
withdraw it immediately.  
Hon Kim Chance:  So is calling me a crook. 
The PRESIDENT:  Leader of the House, the Leader of the Opposition has invited you to withdraw that 
comment.  I invite you to withdraw it.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr President, I will withdraw when she withdraws the accusation that I am a criminal.   
The PRESIDENT:  Leader of the House, I am not aware of any such accusation.  You have been invited to 
withdraw and I invite you to withdraw without qualification.  If you do not, I will give the call to the Leader of 
the Opposition, and I do not want to do that.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 
HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [4.43 pm]:  I support the motion, especially that part that refers to 
the lack of effective leadership in the public service.  This is not a perception, and I refer to what has happened 
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in child protection.  I have a copy of the union’s submission to the Ford review, and the reference in that 
submission to the politicisation of the public service is extremely blatant.   
The executive of child protection comprises 12 members, many of whom come from areas and backgrounds that 
do not have as their core business the protection and care of children.  The report was written in May 2006 and it 
was probably tabled in January 2007.  It is very recent.  The submission states at page 22 -  

An overview of positions within Head Office provided at the Union’s request by Human Resources was 
of no assistance in understanding exactly what many high level workers actually do.   
. . .  
In some ways it is almost like there are two separate departments, the field and the non field.   

The submission states at page 44 that the culture within the department is “autocratic, politicised and based on 
the tactics of fear and intimidation”. 
While we are talking about the need for workers to have expertise, I note that only eight of the 12 workers who 
were at head office in May remain at head office.  The former Department for Community Development has 
been split into two new departments: the Department for Child Protection and the Department for Communities.  
I hope that those eight workers, who according to this union submission do not have as their core business the 
care and protection of children, will not remain in either of those two new departments.   

The union acknowledges at page 21 of the submission that the department needs a solid core of expertise that 
provides sound policy, strategic planning, practice guidance and direction etc.  However, it goes on to state - 

. . . many high level positions add no value to the organisation.  Some of these positions have clearly 
been created specifically to accommodate non-performing staff.   

It is very obvious to me, from the over 400 cases of alleged abuse, and the reports that have come out about child 
protection, that that is certainly true.  There are many good public servants.  However, when the public service is 
politicised, and when the union that represents these people is saying that people are being drafted into positions 
for which they have no expertise, we need to stop and think about what is happening in the public service under 
this government.   

The submission states at page 45 -  

The decision making process at Executive and senior management levels in the Department is secretive 
and exclusive. . . .  

There is significant evidence of Executive overturning the decisions and case plans that have been 
carefully developed by case workers and approved by team leaders and managers . . .  

I have mentioned that before in some of my speeches.  The submission goes on to say -  

It is apparent that many decisions are made for political expediency rather than in the best interests of 
the child.   

Executive are known to alter ministerial briefings and tailor responses to parliamentary questions in 
order to filter the information going to the Minister with the sole purpose of hiding the issues in the 
organisations so that management could continue to perpetrate the myth that they know what they are 
doing and are managing the organisation well. 

As I have said, it is extremely clear that this organisation was not being managed properly.   

The submission states at page 46 -  
The Executive are largely driven by meeting the need of their political masters.  This has led to a 
reactive model of management . . .   

When a union slams the government, the government must realise that it has a huge problem with the 
politicisation of the public service.  Hon Peter Collier talked about education.  I believe the situation in child 
protection is worse than in education.  The situation in child protection cannot get much worse than it is now.  
That is just two departments.   

The union’s submission states that every district has now created its own structure and there is no consistency in 
the provision of services across the state.  This is, therefore, a department that is out of control.  If the minister 
were in the chamber - I know she is away on urgent parliamentary business - she would say to me that the 
department has now been split into two departments, one for child protection and one for communities.  
However, the same people in the Department for Child Protection have been there for many years.  Is it any 
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wonder that only 36 people have applied for positions out of the 300 positions advertised?  After reading this 
submission, which is on the website, why would anyone want to work for the department? 

I hope that the department can be turned around, as there are little children in the community who need 
protecting and they need good, solid workers who are regarded as professionals.  However, if we can believe 
what the union says, how can those workers be regarded as professionals when they have an executive that 
seems to be rotten to the core?  I have no reason to doubt what the union has said, because for two to three years 
I have been saying the same thing.  Now it is in black and white. 

The submission states - 
The funds available are often directed to the politically sensitive cases and a small number of children 
have very large amounts expended on them. 
. . .  
. . . the Department has an extremely high turn over of case managers, 200% . . .  
There is strong anecdotal evidence of cronyism and patronage with positions being created for favoured 
individuals and the appointment process being manipulated . . .  

I would like to take that matter further and ask the minister: just how was the appointment process being 
manipulated and what qualifications, if any, did those favoured individuals have to be at such a high level, as 
they are?  Hon Helen Morton has mentioned Helen Creed, and so has Hon Norman Moore.  It seems that the 
public service can be manipulated and is being manipulated.  The submission continues - 

. . . there is no strategic, sustained program to develop staff to be leaders and managers.  Managers and 
Team Leaders learn by their mistakes. 

Getting back to where I was earlier, the submission states - 

Local administration staff are under enormous pressure as a result of recent staffing increases.  . . . no 
new allocation for FTE to district administration or corporate services. 

It states about divisions within the Department for Community Development - 

. . . divisions . . . are seen as creating two policy ‘sections’ . . . field policy people in . . . head office and 
the corporate policy people . . . The individuals within the two directorates do try to work together, 
however there is a lot of reinventing the wheel and directions being implemented in isolation of the 
field or isolation with the corporate view. 

When two sections within a department pull against each other, child protection misses out.  The submission 
clearly states that the community section of the Department for Community Development was getting a lot of the 
money - not all of the money - at the expense of child protection.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.53 pm]:  I want to make a few comments on this urgency 
motion on behalf of the Greens (WA).  Like many members, we were concerned with the tabling of these two 
particular reports, which I believe are behind the motion that Hon Helen Morton has moved.  We are not 
particularly attracted to the way the motion is framed.  However, it is important to note that the Commissioner 
for Public Sector Standards in her report has identified some serious problems with public sector management in 
Western Australia, and has suggested that there is a frustration among the public sector about a lack of sector-
wide leadership and the absence of champions for public employment and for excellence in public sector 
management.  It is also important to note that she indicated some solutions to these problems as well.  We need 
to focus on these solutions rather than necessarily be too sidetracked by political point-scoring around this report.  
It is worth noting that the report is part of a 10-year review.  Half the period the commissioner is actually 
reporting on includes the operation of the public sector during the Court government.  If there are criticisms, 
some of them go back that far as well.  One of the solutions identified by the commissioner is an independent 
authority that could depoliticise the public service by undertaking the recruitment, employment and performance 
management of chief executive officers.  It is worth referring to pages 8 to 10 of the commissioner’s report 
entitled “The Western Australian Public Sector: A system out of balance”.  In terms of looking at the solutions, 
the report states - 

I believe that we need to balance the agency leadership obligations of CEOs in their agencies with an 
enhanced new sector wide leadership role.  This role should be directed towards building a strong 
public service ethos.  I believe a dedicated entity is needed to build this ethos and this work is a 
necessary precondition to achieving principled conduct and a professional public service that operates 
in accordance with standards and ethical codes as prescribed by my Office. 
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Integrity and a deep commitment to the public interest underpin the public service ethos.  These factors 
are critical to building a strong governance and accountability culture.  These principles, along with a 
raft of other public sector management functions, need a separate entity charged with the necessary 
authority to facilitate and promote excellence.   

Models that could provide guidance for Western Australia exist in other jurisdictions, such as the role of 
the State Services Commissioner in New Zealand and the State Services Authority in Victoria.  
Functions undertaken by these organisations include: strengthening the professionalism and adaptability 
of the public sector through such activities as workforce planning and professional development; 
promoting high standards of governance and accountability; - 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


