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PUBLIC SECTOR JOB SELECTION — COMMISSIONER FOR PUBLIC SECTOR STANDARDS 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths): I received the following letter in these terms — 

Dear Mr President 

I hereby give notice that pursuant to Standing Order 72 I intend to move: 

“That this house considers as a matter of urgency, ongoing bias and favouritism in job 
selection in the public sector, raised by the Public Sector Standards Commissioner in her 2007 
Annual Compliance Report. 

The letter is from Hon Helen Morton. The member will require the support of four members in order to move the 
motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I move this motion as a matter of urgency because 
men and women working in Western Australia’s public sector are fed up with the ongoing bias and favouritism 
in the selection process for jobs. This is an urgent matter because the government has had ample warning and 
notification about this happening for the past two years, and nothing much has changed. It is urgent because the 
Minister for Employment Protection in this house rejects the notion that there is some political fiddling involved 
in appointments in the public sector. It is urgent because a whole raft of ministers opposite are in complete denial 
about this. They say things like, “Tell me who they are”, “Which ministers are doing this?” and “What is the 
basis of your claim?” This matter is urgent because we have a very naive Minister for Employment Protection 
who says, “I cannot for the life of me see how a minister can interfere with low-level appointments.” The 
minister is not in the house today; nevertheless, the Leader of the House is here. Today I will give names and 
examples. At the end of this process, I will ask the Leader of the House and the responsible minister, if he 
manages to get back to the chamber in time, whether they can honestly deny that there has been some ministerial 
fiddling involved, and that this is happening at the very highest level.  

However, I firstly need to go back to the ample warning that the government has received. First of all, the WA 
Inc royal commission explained absolutely clearly why this is such an important issue. This was also outlined in 
June 2006 in the second report from the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, in which she wrote — 

The WA Inc. Royal Commission found ‘substantial reasons for believing that the merit principle was 
put in jeopardy’ . . . Its investigations into a number of high-level public sector appointments revealed 
that close friends and colleagues of the then-Premier were introduced into the public sector, and that 
‘these processes served only to undermine public confidence in appointments . . . It concluded the 
Western Australian public service had been devalued by the events of the 1980s that led to the calling 
of the royal commission. 

The commissioner then went on to point out why it is so important to ensure the maintenance of an impartial 
public sector and the building of trust and confidence of both the community and government, and that they 
would be well served by a competent politically impartial public sector. In her final comments, the commissioner 
stated — 

. . . I have formed the view that there is a need for the relevant provisions of the Public Sector 
Management Act 1994 to be highlighted to the public sector, chief executive officers, ministers and 
parliamentarians . . .  

She referred to how important it is that agencies always ensure that employers better understand the concept of 
merit etc—she outlined why this is so. That was report 2 issued in June 2006. Just so that members are 
absolutely clear about what the Public Sector Management Act states, section 8, titled “General principles of 
human resource management”, reads — 

(a) all selection processes are to be directed towards, and based on, a proper assessment of merit 
and equity; 

(b) no power with regard to human resource management is to be exercised on the basis of 
nepotism or patronage; 

Subsection (2) refers to, among other things, transfer and secondment, and I want members to keep “transfer and 
secondment” in their heads. The provision states —  
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in its department or organisation, an employing authority is not subject to any direction given, whether 
under any written law or otherwise, 

Remember that phrase “or otherwise” — 

by the Minister of the Crown responsible for the department or organisation, but shall, subject to this 
Act, act independently. 

Section 105 refers to the restriction on communications by members of Parliament and to the fact that political 
office holders cannot be involved in the appointment or engagement of people in that employment process. 

So that the government had a better understanding of this matter, the Office of the Public Sector Standards 
Commissioner, in its report of November 2006, reiterated the commissioner’s earlier points as follows — 

It is therefore of concern that comments made during feedback on the Commissioner’s discussion paper 
indicated that some ministers do communicate with, and seek to influence, CEOs about second tier 
employment decisions. 

CEOs should not be placed in the position of having to remind ministers and ministerial staff that such 
action is prohibited . . .  

The report referred to how, basically—in my words—the process is dumbing down the public service and that 
patronage is alive and well. 

Just in case that was not enough to alert the government to what was going on, the “Annual Compliance Report 
2007” released at the end of last year made it absolutely clear; it stated that only — 

. . . 50% of all respondents to the climate survey felt that selection panels in their workplace selected 
candidates on the basis of merit and that the recruitment and selection processes in their workplaces 
were unbiased. 

The report made reference to the recruitment and selection processes not being fair; that is, only 44 per cent of 
respondents felt that the recruitment and promotion decisions in the agencies were fair. On bias and favouritism 
in job selection, the report stated that one-third of respondents felt that favouritism played a part in the selection 
of people for relieving or acting positions, and only one-third felt that transfers and secondments were fairly 
based.  
To ensure that everyone is fully aware of exactly how this is taking place, I will bring to members’ attention who 
is actually pulling the strings with some correspondence that I have. I will read from a letter that was brought to 
our attention by workers in the Department of Water. I cannot go through all of this information, but it states — 

We write to you to outline our concerns with the ongoing abuse of favoring employees within the public 
sector, and a blatant breach of the PSM Act by senior officials. Secondly, we are also concerned with 
the intervention of a government minister, namely the Premier, in directing our agency to contravene 
the Public Sector Management Act on at least two fronts. 

This letter concerns a substantive employee of the Department of Treasury and Finance—a level 8 employee—
who was seconded to the Department of Water, failed to win a position there on merit, and rather than wanting to 
go back to Treasury, was then seconded from Treasury to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  

I want to tell members a bit about how that took place. I have a letter to the Minister for Water Resources that 
was written by the Minister for Public Sector Management, the Premier, and signed by the Premier, and it states 
in part — 

. . . I firmly request that an appropriate officer from your Department of Water be seconded to 
Intergovernmental Relations Unit in my Policy Division. The officer needed by Policy is Hazel Kural 
who is very experienced in Federal/State policy formulation. 

I would appreciate it if Ms Kural could begin her new tasks by the week beginning April 1, 2007 or 
earlier, that the Department of Water remain responsible for Ms Kural’s salary and that the secondment 
period be for an initial period of twelve months. 

That is way beyond what is appropriate. The letter that went back to the Premier from the Minister for Water 
Resources stated — 

I support the secondment to the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC). There are some issues with 
the transfer which I have asked the Director General of the Department of Water and the Director 
General of DPC to resolve, including Ms Kural’s level at transfer, job description and payment of 
salary. . .  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 11 March 2008] 

 p564b-573a 
President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Ray Halligan 

 [3] 

The minister makes it very clear in this letter that he is getting the employing authority to do some work on 
getting a position, a transfer, a secondment and payment of salary. He continued — 

I have requested for these issues to be expedited to meet your requirement of an early commencement. 

Why does the Leader of the House think that this is committed to writing? It is because the public servants were 
not going to act on it until the minister of the day had put it in writing, because they knew that what was being 
asked of them was inappropriate. 

Hon Kim Chance: Why do you think it’s inappropriate? What’s inappropriate about that? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Leader of the House should let me keep speaking; he can have his turn in a 
moment. The Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Mr Mal Wauchope, wrote on 4 
May — 

I am writing to confirm the secondment — 

He referred to the agreement between Paul Frewer and David Hatt, chief policy adviser. We now have a 
ministerial officer getting involved as well. He wrote — 

The secondment will be for the period of 12 months — 

This is outside the standards — 

commencing 7 May . . . 

Members should keep in mind that this letter was written on 4 May and the letter stated that this person would 
commence on 7 May. As requested by the Minister for Water Resources — 

. . . the Department of Water will continue to be responsible for the payment of Ms Kural’s salary . . . 

The return letter to Mal Wauchope from Paul Frewer, the acting director general, states — 

You will be aware that Ms Kural is in fact a substantive employee of the Department of Treasury and 
Finance. The DoW will initiate arrangements to transfer Ms Kural to the DoW, thus enabling the 
secondment to DPC.  

. . .  

As discussed with Mr David Hatt, DPC will pay any other costs associated with . . .  

I asked questions about this in August. I asked — 

Was the appointment of Ms Kural to the Department of Water a merit-based appointment? 

The answer I received was — 

Details of the appointment process have not yet been provided . . .  

I followed up those answers. Eventually, I got fed up with trying to get answers out of the department so I 
addressed my queries to the Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the Corruption and Crime 
Commission because I know that this matter does breach the act. After the matter was finally investigated, the 
response was — 

The requirements of the Public Sector Management Act are that the employing authority of his 
department, the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, must not be subject to a 
direction by the Premier in relation to such a matter and must act independently.  

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards stated — 

I am satisfied the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet was not subject to 
such a direction and did act independently. The Director General, Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet did not become aware of Ms Kural’s secondment until after it was in place.  

Yet I have a letter written by him three days before she started indicating that that is what would happen. The 
commissioner continued — 

It was the Chief Policy Advisor of the Policy Division in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
who made the arrangements. The Chief Policy Advisor is not the employing authority of Ms Kural and 
therefore this provision of the Public Sector Management Act does not apply. 

If the minister wants to know how we can get around it in a technical way, there is the example. It does not mean 
that political fiddling is not going on, but they do not do it themselves; they get their chief policy adviser to do it 
for them. 
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Hon Kim Chance: What do you think is political about Ms Kural? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The letter indicates that she did not want to go back to Treasury and she would get 
Eric to fix it. There is another minister who is involved. The advice continues — 

. . . section 105 which prohibits members of Parliament or ministerial officers from interviewing or 
communicating with an employing authority or its delegate concerning the selection or appointment of 
a person to a public sector office, post or position.  

As Ms Kural was seconded rather than appointed to a position, this section is not at issue.  

Once again, if the minister does not know how to get around it, he would second rather than appoint, even 
though the Public Sector Management Act makes it quite clear that transferring and secondment are not allowed. 
The letter goes on. There are a number of points in it that I do not have time to read out. Again, I ask: after 
listening to me read that letter, can the Leader of the House honestly say that there is no political fiddling or 
interfering going on with appointments? It does happen. Public servants are fed up with it. The community 
deserves better. It is urgent that the Leader of the House and his government restore merit, equity, probity and 
integrity into the job selection process of the public sector.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural — Leader of the House) [3.55 pm]: This is the strangest motion I have 
ever come across. The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards tabled the “Annual Compliance Report 2007” 
on 19 November 2007. I will just advise the house of what the report does not do specifically. The report does 
not in any sense demonstrate ongoing bias or favouritism in job selection in the public sector. It specifically does 
not do that, as claimed by Hon Helen Morton, nor does the commissioner raise that point, as is falsely claimed 
by Hon Helen Morton. Nowhere in the “Annual Compliance Report 2007” does the commissioner raise the 
points that Hon Helen Morton has invented and has pretended exist in this report.  

Hon Helen Morton: Page 26.  

Hon KIM CHANCE: I can tell the member that nowhere in this report does it occur, just as in the earlier report 
that she referred to, when she persistently said that ministers in the Legislative Council have acted illegally, 
without her ever providing any evidence of that fact. She quoted the evidence from that report where she says the 
commissioner was concerned that she was told by a member of the public service that this might be the case. 
Hon Helen Morton then pretended that that was a declaration by the commissioner. Again, that is not true. 
I will not waste a great deal of time on this matter, because it is a motion based on a falsehood. The assertion 
made in the motion is false. The report does not demonstrate what Hon Helen Morton says it demonstrates. The 
Western Australian public sector is the largest employer in the state of Western Australia. In the subject year, 
2006-07, an estimated 14 300 jobs were advertised across the public sector through the integrated e-recruitment 
system. The report demonstrates that 184 breach claims were received by the commission in 2005-06, which 
reduced to 164 in 2006-07. The breaches claimed, as opposed to breaches found, incident rate against all human 
resources standards across the public sector agencies was 0.127 per cent in 2006-07. The claim rate was 
0.127 per cent in that year. The total number of breaches found for that year—rather than claimed—was five. 
That is clearly shown in the commissioner’s report. Two of those five were under the recruitment selection and 
appointment standard; three of the five were under the grievance standard. We have a situation where, out of 
14 300 job vacancies, two were found to be in breach. How can the honourable member claim that there is 
ongoing bias and favouritism when only two breaches were found against the recruitment selection and 
appointment standard over the entire one-year period?  
This motion is a nonsense. The line that Hon Helen Morton has run is a falsehood. The evidence she has claimed 
to present is of no value at all. She has already done the right thing and taken it to the appropriate agencies, if she 
honestly believed that there was a problem. She has been told that there is no problem, but she will not accept it. 
I urge honourable members to read the facts about our public service and to understand that our public service is 
of great value to Western Australia. The government takes it seriously. The objective analysis, rather than 
subjective views about what might or might not be happening, supports the fact that we have the fairest and 
cleanest public sector that we possibly can have. I do not think we should waste any more time on this nonsense.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the Opposition) [3.59 pm]: I regret to inform 
the Leader of the House that we are going to spend some more time on this matter. Although he might say that 
there is no problem whatsoever, I can give him one very simple example of a significant problem that I have 
been asking questions about for some time; namely, the appointment to the public service of Helen Creed. 

Hon Kim Chance: But you still don’t accept that you got that wrong, despite what you’ve been given. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: What did I get wrong? 

Hon Kim Chance: You got your allegations wrong. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: No; I got some papers tabled in the house, which I have read, and they explain to me 
the processes that were used to appoint her to the position. 

Hon Kim Chance: A perfectly normal process. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We will see about that, Mr Leader, because I have some more questions. 

Hon Kim Chance: What else do you want tabled? We’ll try to help you out. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I thank the leader; he is very kind. I appreciate the fact that the Minister for 
Employment Protection tabled the papers, because he gave the impression the last time we discussed this matter 
that there were no papers to table. 

Hon Kim Chance: There were no papers in line with the question you asked. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: What does the Leader of the House think the minister tabled? 

Hon Kim Chance: We gave you what we thought would help. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: He gave me the documents, and then he gave me some more documents later on 
when he discovered that he had not given me all of them. 

Hon Kim Chance: Relevant to the question that you should have asked. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That has simply told me what happened with her appointment. It has raised a whole 
heap of new questions and I have some for the government today. I am also pleased that Dr Ruth Shean is going 
to have an inquiry into the department’s processes. I hazard a guess that she will probably find that the 
department did not do anything wrong. However, it is not what the department did that is of interest to me, Mr 
Leader–it is other people’s involvement in all of this, and I will come to that on another occasion. 

What these papers have revealed about favouritism in the public service, which public service, as the Leader of 
the House has just described, has great value, is that a person who was clearly a political appointment was put 
into a political job with a one-year contract to stitch up the previous federal government on its policy on 
industrial relations. What an extraordinary precedent this government has set! The government of Western 
Australia appointed a union official who was a public servant and was seconded to this position to run a 
campaign against another properly elected government’s policies. That was all done with about $1 million of 
taxpayers’ money. On this government’s precedent, any government in Australia that does not like some other 
government can simply put in $1 million, employ someone of its political persuasion and run a public campaign 
at the taxpayers’ expense to do over the government that it does not like. That is what it means. If that is not 
using the public service for blatant political purposes, I do not know what is. 

We found from these papers that the position was a secondment for 12 months; it was a contract for 12 months. 
The job was set aside for 12 months. Why would the government employ somebody to be the Fair Employment 
Advocate for one year if it was anything but a political stunt until such time as the federal election was held? I 
reckon that that time would have been extended if the Liberal Party had won the federal election. Now that the 
Labor Party has won the federal election, there is probably no need for a Fair Employment Advocate; she will 
just go back to the other job that she had in the public service. What a nice little arrangement for the government 
to look after one of its mates who simply got knocked off in the preselection for Victoria Park. She has been 
looked after by her mentor and colleague, the Minister for Health, and his friend the Leader of the House. They 
have looked after her interests to make sure that she is being paid significantly more than anybody else in this 
house, other than the ministers, in a job that is as political as one can get. If we look at all the things she did 
when she had the job, we find that she is not doing much now. The papers she put out and the seminars she 
organised were all highly political, union-involved activities. 

It is interesting that the papers also indicate that the department recommended that this person be appointed to 
group 2 of the special division. To give the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal its due, it made it a group 1 
position. She did not get $200 000; she got only $190 000, which is interesting. It is also interesting that page 6 
of a submission made by the department to the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
states — 

It is important to note that this position is not a bureaucratic job. It is politically important, and the 
occupant will need to have credible standing within the community. 

It was a political appointment. Even the department has said that this is a political job. It is not a bureaucratic 
job. Who did Helen Creed report to? She reported not to the head of the department to which the job is attached, 
but to the minister. As the submission states, she is to “have end of line responsibility for all activities 
undertaken, but may receive instructions from the Minister in the FEA role, and from the Director General in 
terms of administrative activities”. She was clearly a political appointee to the public service reporting to the 
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minister. What else did we find from these papers, which we already knew anyway? Every state Labor 
government in Australia was doing the same thing. The report states — 

Similar positions have been and are being created in Victoria, Northern Territory, Queensland and New 
South Wales. 

We now find that this was a collective stunt of the state Labor governments around Australia to do over the 
previous federal government’s industrial relations policy. It was a gross abuse of the public service and a gross 
abuse of taxpayers’ funds. If the government is going to do this sort of thing, why did it not use some of the 
$30 million that was spent on behalf of the Labor Party by the union movement during the last campaign? No; it 
just had to chuck in another $1 million of state taxpayers’ money while it was at it. 

Let us have a look at what else the papers indicate. They give all the criteria for the job. Under factor 1, it refers 
to education. This was a group 2 special division job, and do members know what the minimum essential 
educational requirement was for a job that was going to pay $190 000? I do not know what Helen Creed’s 
qualifications are, but I would have thought that the minimum requirement would have been a degree or a 
postgraduate degree. However, no; the minimum requirement was a certificate of secondary education for year 
10 or equivalent. The only thing a person who was going for this job, which was recommended as a level 2 in the 
special division, needed to have was the equivalent of a year 10 education. What a joke! They reckon that this 
job was not written for Helen Creed. These documents, which I thank the minister for tabling, have raised a heap 
of other issues that we will pursue as time progresses. We have a very simple case of a government using 
taxpayers’ money for the most blatant political purposes. 

Hon Kim Chance: Looking after workers who were exploited by your friends in Canberra. How does that get to 
be a blatant political purpose? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: No; if the Leader of the House reads the document, he will find out which other 
government agencies were dealing with those issues. A department was already doing what this woman was 
given a job to do. There is a big department in Perth with all the people in it and its job is to make sure that 
people are not being disadvantaged in the workplace. That is what the department is for. However, the 
government employed somebody else to work not for the department or within the department but for the 
minister and to carry out a blatant political activity, and somehow or other the Leader of the House calls that 
protecting workers. That is not what it was about. 

Hon Kim Chance: That department has jurisdiction in the federal system, doesn’t it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Why did the government appoint her then? What jurisdiction does she have? 

Hon Kim Chance: Sorry; that department does not have jurisdiction in the federal system. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Nor does she. The Leader of the House cannot argue that they are the same. 

Hon Kim Chance: No, but she has a role as an advocate. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The government employed her and the leader knows why she was employed, so he 
should not seek to defend it. She was employed as a vehicle for promoting the Labor Party’s position and the 
union position against the previous federal government at the last federal election. If the government had the 
vaguest concern about employees in Western Australia, why was it a one-year contract? Why did it expire after 
the federal election? That is the proof of the pudding. That is exactly why the government did it and it knows 
why it did it. The worse thing about all of this is that the government has created a very serious precedent. 
Governments will start employing public servants to do over other governments whose policies they do not like. 
That is outrageous. As I said to the Leader of the House at the beginning of this debate, the government should 
have employed Helen Creed as a term-of-government employee so that everyone would know that it was a 
straight-out political appointment.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Employment Protection) [4.09 pm]: I listened with 
some interest to the comments of the Leader of the Opposition. He has based his argument on totally the wrong 
premise. His whole argument is based on the opinion—which he is quite entitled to hold—that Helen Creed was 
employed by the government for the specific purpose of doing over the then federal government. That is a 
ridiculous notion. People often look back after an election and do a bit of navel gazing. I was very interested in a 
recent story on Four Corners called “Howard’s End”. A number of ministers in the Howard government were 
interviewed as part of that program. One of those ministers, Joe Hockey, the former Minister for Employment 
and Workplace Relations, said that he felt that a lot of cabinet members, and also a number of backbench 
members, did not know that workers would be worse off under WorkChoices. As the Deputy Prime Minister, 
Julia Gillard, has pointed out recently, everybody else knew that workers would be worse off under 
WorkChoices. That is why we appointed an advocate. Our justification for appointing an advocate was that we 
needed to point out to the federal government that workers would be worse off under WorkChoices. Minister 
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Hockey knew that workers would be worse off under WorkChoices. The reason we know that he knew is that 
after he became the minister responsible for this legislation, the Howard government tried to back-pedal and 
make the legislation more equitable. The reason our government put this person in place was to advocate — 

Hon Norman Moore: To advocate? What advocating did she do apart from running a few seminars for union 
colleagues?  

Hon JON FORD: She did not have jurisdiction, but the position needed to have standing in the community, and 
she was a person who understood this position.  

Hon Norman Moore: Unfortunately Hansard cannot record laughter!  

Hon JON FORD: The position of director general is a political position. It is not political in the party political 
sense, but it is a political position. Politics is involved in every part of life. Politics is involved in P&C meetings 
at schools. Politics is involved in the lobbyists who advocate for their different positions. Politics is involved in 
the petitions that we present nearly every day in this house. However, that is different from party politics. The 
Leader of the Opposition is trying to make out that we established this party political position for the purpose of 
doing over the then Liberal federal government. That is wrong.  

Hon Norman Moore: That is exactly what you did. 

Hon JON FORD: That is wrong. The papers will show that we followed the proper process for public sector 
appointments. That process was put in place by the Court government. We will wait and see what the 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards says in her report on 9 April. I am confident that the process will be 
found to be according to law. The member might not like the position of employment advocate. I can accept that. 
The appointment for one year was a shrewd decision, because we had all been hoping that the Howard 
government would lose the federal election, because in our view it was not acting in the best interests of workers 
throughout the country. I will be meeting with the Deputy Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, in a few weeks to find 
out exactly what the interim arrangements will be for labour relations in this country under the Rudd 
government, and we will then make a judgement about the position of employment advocate. I understand from 
a cursory conversation with the Deputy Prime Minister that AWAs and the worst parts of WorkChoices will not 
be completely removed from the system until about 2012.  

Hon Norman Moore: A lot of your constituents will love you for that!  

Hon JON FORD: An analysis of our results in Kalgoorlie shows that we had a better return in those seats where 
AWAs are supposed to be of such a benefit to the member’s constituents and mine.  

Hon Norman Moore: That was a Labor seat for 100 years. You have not won it for the past 20 years. That is 
because people understand that what you have got going for you is not what they want. 

Hon JON FORD: Well, we are in government at the state level, and the Rudd Labor government is in 
government at the federal level, so I do not know what the basis of the Leader of the Opposition’s comment is. 
The Leader of the Opposition might be unhappy with the results, but the people of Australia have spoken. I 
would have thought that that was a fairly good indication of the feeling in the electorate towards our policies 
compared with the Liberal Party’s policies.  

As I have said, the premise of the motion is wrong. If members opposite had any evidence, they would be 
salivating. They certainly would be tabling it in the house. They do not have any evidence. Therefore, why keep 
raising this? Members opposite know that they do not have any evidence. They know this is nothing but argy-
bargy fantasy. I am still getting over this stuff about the secret Labor SS — 

Hon Helen Morton: I am glad you remember that, because they are alive and well in your department! 

Hon JON FORD: Which department would that be? Show me where they are and who they are! 

Hon Helen Morton: I will table another letter about your department another day. 

Hon JON FORD: Which department? 

Hon Helen Morton: Employment protection. 

Hon JON FORD: The member has no evidence. She should be very careful about misleading this house. 

Hon Helen Morton: If you keep being very technical, you will keep getting away with it. 
Hon JON FORD: We are not being technical at all. The member needs to put up or shut up. That is the bottom 
line. The member cannot keep slandering the bloody public service—pardon me, Mr President; I am reflecting 
the language in my electorate. The member is slandering the public service. The public service is responsible for 
managing this area. A lot of checks and balances were put in place by the Court government. We support those 
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checks and balances. The member is saying that public servants are not doing their job. That is what the member 
is doing. Every time the member says that, every director general and every chief executive officer is thinking, “I 
wonder who she is talking about.” We are politicians, and we are willing to cop it on the chin. However, the 
member is slandering the public service. If the member can prove it, prove it. Can the member prove it?  
Hon Norman Moore: I think you should read the report of the WA Inc royal commission.  
Hon Helen Morton: Read page 26 of the report and see what the public servants think!  

Hon JON FORD: Where is the evidence? Name the public servants! Put it on the table! Which ministers? Show 
us the evidence! The member does not have any evidence.  
HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [4.19 pm]: I support the motion moved by Hon Helen Morton. 
The motion is just asking “That this house considers as a matter of urgency, ongoing bias and favouritism in job 
selection”. It is not making any accusation. It is just asking the house to consider. What is being put forward is 
argument about why bias and favouritism appear to be rife within the public service. I agree with the Minister for 
Employment Protection that that bias and favouritism does not affect all public servants. Obviously it does not! 
However, it affects a few. Having been a public servant myself for quite a number of years under a Labor 
government, I saw certain things happening. There has been parachuting of people into positions, and then a 
permanency created so that those people can apply for the position. This was before the minister’s time, 
admittedly, and I am going back in history. I sincerely hope that that is still not occurring, but I have very grave 
concerns. The report provided by the Office of Public Sector Standards refers to, as Hon Helen Morton said, and 
which was refuted by the Leader of the House, bias and favouritism. Page 23 has a heading “Employee 
Perception Climates Surveys”. One may ask the question: why is the perception of public sector employees 
required? In fact, if they were not required, why include them in the report? Why send out the surveys in the first 
place? The government must believe that those perceptions are meaningful. Page 26 of the report, under the 
heading “Bias and Favouritism in Job Selection”, states —  

Approximately 35% of survey respondents felt that favouritism played a part in the selection of people 
for relieving or acting opportunities. 

Some people may say that figure relates purely to relieving and acting positions, and that when the permanent 
position is advertised, everyone will have another opportunity to apply, which may be the case. However, there 
have been instances of people acting in positions for three and four years, and those who wished to apply for the 
position have either moved on to something else or realised that the person who has acted in the position for that 
length of time will now put their hand up and say, “I have all this experience, and therefore I am better placed to 
take on the position permanently.” More often than not, that is exactly what happens. 
As already mentioned, there are ways and means of getting around what a lot of people say is the letter of the 
law. Things do not have to be done illegally, but there are ways of moving around certain obstacles that are 
placed in a path.  
Again, bias and favouritism. Page 28 of this report, under the heading “Ethical Codes and Conduct”, refers to the 
occurrence and reporting of unethical behaviour, and states — 

The climate survey asks questions about an employees willingness to take action to report wrongdoing. 
In 2006–07, 17.3% of respondents indicated they had reported the occurrence of unethical behaviour in 
their agency. 

That is a large percentage and one that cannot be washed away or swept under the carpet—it does not matter 
which. The figure of 17.3 per cent of those respondents cannot be ignored. The report further states — 

While the willingness to report unethical behaviour is encouraging, 18.3% of respondents reported that 
they observed unethical behaviour, which they did not report. Agencies may wish to investigate the 
underlying reasons for not reporting such behaviour. 

That poses a question for the government to answer, as this is an agency of the government: has anything been 
done about that? I believe a response is required from the government. It does happen; it is in the report. If the 
ministers wish to ignore it totally, that is entirely up to them. If they ignore it, the ministers are saying that the 
author of this report has reported untruths. The ministers either accept it or they do not. If they do not, have the 
statement retracted; if they believe it, respond and say, “We recognised this, and this is what we’re doing about 
it.” 

Hon Kim Chance: Do the perceptions translate into breaches, is the critical question we looked at. We looked 
for objective evidence — 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: That is what the minister needs to find out. What about the 18.3 per cent of 
respondents who did not bring complaints forward? 
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Hon Kim Chance: Out of about 14 300 jobs that were managed through this system, there were two breaches 
found—two. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: Yes.  

Hon Kim Chance: I think that means that the system is working pretty well. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: We keep hearing “lies, damned lies, and statistics”; often, when these figures are 
provided — 

Hon Kim Chance: No, those are facts! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: I do not deny that, but how many complaints were investigated? The minister talked 
about 14 000; were all 14 000 investigated, and by whom? 

Hon Kim Chance: No, because no claims were made about the vast majority. I said there were only claims 
made in 0.127 per cent of cases. They were the only claims made. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: The percentages referred to in this report are damning of the government. The 
government needs to respond to them, not by coming up with other statistics. 

Hon Kim Chance: Facts. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: It is a matter of looking at these particular cases. What has the government done about 
those cases?  

Hon Kim Chance: These aren’t cases; these are perceptions! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: In the report the commissioner states — 

Agencies may wish to investigate the underlying reasons for not reporting such behaviour. 

Hon Kim Chance: Which is fine. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: The agencies! What has the government done about not reporting the behaviour—not 
reporting? It has nothing to do with breaches, as the behaviour has not been reported. What has the government 
done about it? 

Hon Kim Chance: It provides a system to enable reporting, which people clearly trust. Have a look at — 

Several members interjected.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN: When one buries one’s head in the sand, there is nothing to be seen! The government 
is like the three wise monkeys: it sees no evil, speaks no evil and hears no evil. While that occurs, everything is 
fine. The public service does not have a problem in the public service. There is not a problem with the 
government. It is all to do with perception. It is all to do with opposition. It is somebody else’s fault. There is 
nothing that this government needs to do. These reports provided to this Parliament—fortunately by people of 
integrity—provide information that clearly shows that certain things need to be looked into. Unfortunately, a 
great deal of what should be looked into is not being looked into. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [4.28 pm] — in reply: I will finish my comments by saying that 
public servants do not trust the system. Be absolutely clear that public servants believe that there is —  
Hon Kim Chance: That’s not what the survey states. The survey states the opposite! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The survey states that 50 per cent of respondents believe that bias and favouritism 
reign supreme. In the last three years in a row, confidence in public interest disclosure has gone down, and this is 
to the point at which more people are not prepared to put their careers on the line by raising issues of conflict of 
interest, or knowing about other issues, than people who are prepared to mention it. People are concerned about 
the implications for themselves and their careers. The minister asked me what “SS” stands for. It is the “Secret 
Service” that people do not like that is operating in the public service. It is the political appointees. Of the public 
sector employees surveyed, 50 per cent do not believe job selection is carried out on merit; they believe that 
favouritism and bias reign supreme. Double the numbers of people who are prepared to report — 
Hon Kim Chance: Where did you get that number from? It is not on page 27. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Look at page 26. Double the number of people do not bother reporting their concerns 
and possible breaches. That is because they have a learned helplessness. They know full well that it is almost 
pointless reporting those things because there will be a technical way around them in exactly the same way there 
was a technical way around the issue of the employee that the Premier and the Minister for Water Resources 
involved themselves with regarding political fiddling concerning her secondment and transfer. 

Hon Kim Chance: You’ve not established that. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: That has been established. 

Hon Kim Chance: That is just your jaundiced view of life; it is not established in fact. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Nothing came back from the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards that said that 
that was not established; it was established and the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards conferred with me 
that it was established and that it had occurred. 

Hon Kim Chance: That would be a breach of the act. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is not a breach of the act because — 

Hon Kim Chance: Thank you. That is all I wanted to know. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: —it was supposedly done after she was appointed. 

Hon Kim Chance: Why did you call us crooks? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Because I have a letter that says that he appointed her before she was appointed. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You should apologise. It is pathetic. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I am concerned about the way this debate is going. It is reasonable for 
members to interject, but one at a time and the interjections should be relevant. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Premier targeted an employee whom he wanted to rescue, for whatever reason. 
The staff wrote to us and said that this employee had said that Eric would fix it because she did not want to go 
back to the Department of Treasury and Finance. 

Hon Kim Chance: She said he said they said—that is good sound evidence! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is all over the place. 

Hon Kim Chance: You go and take that to the CCC. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There is nothing doubtful whatsoever in the letter signed by the Premier or in the 
letter that has gone back to the Premier from the Minister for Water Resources. 

Hon Kim Chance: Which was perfectly proper. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it was not. It is not permissible for ministers to involve themselves in transfers 
and secondments. That is a breach of the act. Be very clear about that. That is precisely what was happening. 
There was nothing unclear or dishonest or which was not factual about the letters that subsequently flowed from 
the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and in the letter back from the Acting 
Director General of the Department of Water. Those letters were not in any way refuted by anybody throughout 
the investigation. A suggested technicality allowed the Premier and the minister to get off the hook. The problem 
is that the technicality is slightly flawed as well. Nevertheless, there was an adverse finding that they had been 
directing a suggestion that that person would be seconded to that position for 12 months. That is a breach, too. 
The position subsequently had to be readvertised within six months. There is a problem with the way the 
government involves itself at a ministerial level in job selection, and the public servants are fed up with it. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


