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

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [2.47 pm]:  Mr Speaker, before the luncheon suspension I was referring to a 
number of practices in the House that have fallen into disuse during the time I have been here.  For example, one 
is the practice I have seen develop when the Speaker or the person occupying the Chair rises to his or her feet 
and other people continue to walk in the Chamber.  My understanding is that when the Presiding Officer does 
that it is with the intention of drawing members’ attention to something within the Chamber and that member 
should do two things: they should desist from speaking or walking to see what it is that their attention is being 
drawn to.  Last night we saw a new form of that - I think it was last night - just prior to 7 pm when an Acting 
Speaker was in the Chair and the House was being conducted in the normal way.  If I remember correctly, a few 
seconds before the rising of the House I distinctly recall seeing the Presiding Officer rise to his feet - we all knew 
what was going to happen because it was 7 o’clock and it was time for the session to end - and I saw the 
parliamentary officer come from my left, gloved in order to go to the Table to lift the Mace, but before the 
Presiding Officer even had time to draw attention to it being - 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  The House had broken up before the Presiding Officer had even completed his sentence.  
Such was the situation that the parliamentary officer - 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I understand that we are speaking to the amendment, although the member on his feet may 
not be doing that.   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I am speaking to the amendment.  

The SPEAKER:  I am sorry, but the member for South Perth must relinquish the 10-minute extension because he 
is speaking to an amendment.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I see; I am talking to part (b) of the amendment.  I will therefore have to exercise my right to 
speak to the motion later.  

The parliamentary officer had not even retrieved the Mace before the decorum in the place was broken up into a 
shambles.  The Acting Speaker had not even finished his words about the rising of the House before the place 
dissolved into a bit of an unruly mess.  The Presiding Officer should insist that other business cease when he 
rises in his place.  In that instance a very stark disregard for the Chair was shown by all sides of the Chamber - 
this is not a partisan issue.  I draw that to your attention, Mr Speaker.  

I will speak later on the substantive motion because I want to draw the attention of the House to the way in 
which I think a number of standards have been set aside.  Earlier today I referred to an interjection from a 
member when he called someone scum, which was allowed into the record.  At a later stage today I will briefly 
outline to the House how standards have deteriorated following three rulings from your Chair, Mr Speaker, in 
1935, 1962 and 1974.  In all cases they are rulings that we still respect and to which we still adhere.  

A government member:  Where is the evidence?   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  What is my evidence for saying that?  It is in the footnotes of the standing orders about what 
constitutes imputing improper motives and why members should be called to order for doing certain things.  
Clearly, I will not have an opportunity to do that in the one minute that remains to me.  Part (b) of the member 
for Churchlands’ amendment reads - 

Members must apply high standards of behaviour and consciously avoid personal abuse and denigration 
of parliamentary colleagues.   

That is the strength of the amendment, although part (a) is also a good part.  I support the amendment and ask 
that members of the House also support it.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [2.57 pm]:  The Government is very happy to support 
the amendment.  We made it very clear that we were seeking consultation on this issue.  It is good to see, even at 
the eleventh hour, that members are making positive suggestions after much vitriolic rather than positive debate 
has occurred.  This is a very positive contribution to improve the code of conduct.  When I was speaking to the 
motion, I pointed out that the code was a way of giving guidance to members.  This amendment contains 
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principles that I think should be taken also as guidance.  If the Government had received prior notice of the 
amendment, I might have suggested some minor amendments to the wording to make it slightly clearer.  
Nonetheless, the intent is obvious and one the Government will support.   

The amendment is seeking to create a diversity-respecting Parliament.  Not just the numbers should rule, but also 
people with different points of view who are a minority should have their position respected in a balanced way, 
and a sense of tolerance and respect should be afforded to different political positions in the operation of this 
House.  That is very important.  Often members pursue very strong political positions with blinkers on, oblivious 
to the fact that other members who have different views feel very strongly about them and consider them to be 
very soundly based.  Therefore, it is important that we respect other members with a different political 
perspective on matters.  Paragraph (b) of the amendment states - 

Members must apply high standards of behaviour and consciously avoid personal abuse and denigration 
of parliamentary colleagues.   

That reflects what is contained in Standing Order No 92.  I do not take issue with that in terms of duplication.  
As I have already said, the code provides members with guidance rather than outlining the specific details 
contained in the standing orders or other statutes.  Standing Order No 92 states -  

Imputations of improper motives and personal reflections on . . . members of the Assembly . . . are 
disorderly other than by substantive motion. 

If we believed that something that had been said or done was the basis for launching an attack on a fellow 
member, then there would be a means available by which that could be done.  The amendment by the member 
for Churchlands - an addition to the code - says that, as a normal standard of behaviour, one will seek to avoid 
personal abuse and denigration.  That principle should be put into practise by all members.  Some of us do not 
always live up to those standards but the fact is that it is a principle we should seek to espouse to.  Putting it in 
the code will make a valued addition to what is already contained in it.  The Government will be supporting the 
amendment.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [2.57 pm]:  I support the amendment.  Paragraphs (a) and (b) of this amendment 
are relevant and improve the code of conduct.  Paragraph (a) refers to respect and tolerance of different political 
positions - the key words are respect and tolerance.  Generally that is shown in debate in this place.  However, 
there are times in the heat of battle when that goes out the window.  In those circumstances we should all take on 
board those principles.  Whenever members speak or interject in this place they should show respect and 
tolerance to other members.  Paragraph (b) of the amendment is an essential part to any code of conduct that 
operates in this place.  Like the member for Stirling and others have said today, strong and vigorous debate is 
necessary in this place.  I do not think any member would deny that that is healthy and produces good results.  
However, I feel strongly that personal abuse and denigration of members, as referred to by this amendment, are 
something that we can certainly do without.  Personal abuse and denigration are not on and nor are they 
something that I wish to be involved in.  If a member is running an argument in which he believes, he runs it 
strongly.  Once a member gets personal about another member who is representing his or her electorate and is 
putting forward his views, he loses ground rather than makes ground with his argument.  Members in this place 
have a responsibility to conduct themselves reasonably well and to show others in the community that a person 
does not have to get personal to achieve his aims.  In my previous role in the sport of football things always got 
emotional and heated but I always had great respect for those who made their point strongly but did not get 
personal - 
Mr P.B. Watson:  Except for the runner who came out - 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, except for the runner at Claremont, but he is a bit different.  Over the years I have 
learnt that the people who come through in the end are those who do not resort to those means; there is no need 
for it.  I encourage my colleagues to remember that.  We all makes mistakes at times - I am as guilty as anyone; 
however, we should try to not get personal.   
I have heard members refer to how other leaders in the community and sporting heroes should set examples.  I 
have then watched them do the opposite a couple of weeks later.  They meant well by what they said at the time 
and they probably did not mean to go as far as they did.  However, the point is that if we expect people outside 
this place to set an example, we need to lead by example also.  In the time that I have been in this place, people 
have often commented on the standards of behaviour in Parliament.  This debate will get some coverage, which 
will probably do us no good.  We should lift our game and not get personal or denigrate others, which is why this 
is such a good amendment.   
I spoke to the Leader of the House before, and I tried to get our point across in a fair way.  There should have 
been more consultation involving everyone.  I admit that maybe I could have done more if I had been more 
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aware of the situation.  That is probably a matter that I need to pick up on.  If there had been more consultation, 
and if everyone in this place had been involved and had ownership of it, I reckon that this amendment would 
have been in the code.  I am glad that the Government will support the amendment, because I believe it is 
commonsense and the way to go. 
If we revisit this issue, I stress that it is the process by which we arrive at the code of practice, not the code of 
practice itself, that is probably the most important thing.  If we revisit this issue or come back to review it, there 
should be a process whereby everyone in this place has a chance to have his or her say with other members 
present.  If that process were adopted, I am sure that we would do a better job.   
At times personal comments are made and a member will denigrate someone in this place.  Obviously, we have 
the position of Speaker to try to ensure that that does not happen.  That is the role and responsibility of the 
person who is in the Chair.  All members should respect that position at all times, and at the same time realise 
that we have our own responsibilities. 

It is a sensible amendment that has been well thought through by the member who moved it.  It adds to and 
makes better the code of conduct.  In time, we will probably review this code of conduct.  If we have a good 
consultation process, we will come up with an even better code.  I stress that it is the process, not so much the 
code of conduct itself, that is important.  I support the amendment. 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.01 pm]:  I support this amendment and congratulate the 
member for Churchlands for her work in this regard.  The amendment adds very much to the intent of the code 
of conduct.  One of the basic tenets of democracy is that although we may not agree from time to time with what 
people say, we defend their right to say it.  Unfortunately, that is sometimes overlooked in this place.  I have sat 
through a number of debates in my short time in this place, and the one thing that appals me is when a debate 
degenerates into a personal attack.  I have always had a dim view of that type of approach.  I have always felt 
that nobody wins and it never adds anything to the argument anyway.  It is a pointless and fruitless exercise and, 
frankly, it lowers the standing of this place.   

Members should all aspire to live up to the standing orders.  I urge members to learn them.  I have spoken with 
Presiding Officers who have much more experience than I, as I am very new to the Deputy Speaker’s job.  They 
have told me that it is rather common that members do not bother to learn the standing orders.  However, they 
are a useful tool, and if members take the time to do so, it will add to their ability to do their job well in this 
place, as well as remind them of the behaviour that is expected.  They are really rules of basic common courtesy.  
It is important that we are mindful of that.  This amendment adds to the code of conduct.  I hope that people bear 
in mind the intent of the code and uphold, to the best of their ability, the standing orders of this place. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.03 pm]:  Obviously, all members on this side of the House agree with the 
amendment moved by the member for Churchlands.  It is a very good amendment.  However, I will pick up on a 
couple of points made by the Leader of the House about this amendment.  He said in so many words that it is a 
bit superfluous because it is already covered in standing orders.  I agree that it is.  However, this amendment 
spells it out more fully.  If the Leader of the House adopted that argument, we would not have the code of 
conduct that is before the House at the moment, because everything in that code is either already in standing 
orders or contained in various Acts of Parliament.  The member for Wanneroo just made a remark that I believe I 
have made in this House on this debate before; that is, that members should read the standing orders and get to 
know them better.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Is that what you do? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have read the standing orders from front to back.  I had the privilege of sitting on a 
standing orders committee and - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We did indeed.  The Minister for Police and I rewrote the standing orders when the 
previous Government was in power.  We went through the standing orders page by page, as you will be aware, 
Mr Speaker.  That revision of the standing orders was very worthwhile.  It brought up to date things that were 
relevant and did away with things that were no longer relevant. 

The other point that the Leader of the House made was that people should have put in submissions or made some 
contribution to this motion when it was first put on the Notice Paper.  No avenue was provided for members to 
do that, other than what we have had over the past three days; that is, a debate on the motion that the Premier 
brought in.  This is our first opportunity to have input into the code of conduct.  Many members feel very 
strongly about it.  Virtually every member here feels that there should be a code of conduct, albeit that it is 
already provided for in standing orders and in Acts of Parliament.  This code of conduct puts in terms as simple 
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as possible what is already provided for in standing orders.  Perhaps it would have been nice to indicate the 
standing orders to which the amendment moved by the member for Churchlands refers.  It would have been very 
useful if it had been added to the other parts of the motion.  Perhaps it would have been better if the Premier, 
who has taken the Procedure and Privileges Committee report, had put against all the different items in the 
motion, where they are already referred to, either in standing orders or Acts of Parliament.  It would have made it 
much easier, and there would have been less contention.  It would have encouraged members to look up the 
standing orders to see where they are already covered.  

This is my eleventh year in this Parliament, and I feel very honoured to be here.  It is a privilege for any member 
to be elected into this House.  When I first came in here 11 years ago, the standards in the House then were much 
better than they are today.  Mr Speaker, the member for South Perth has already mentioned that members should 
acknowledge the very important part that you and the Acting Speakers play in this House.  Quite rightly, when 
you stand to speak, every member should be absolutely silent and stand in place, wherever he or she might be in 
the Chamber.  That is what happened 11 years ago.  It is not possible to give a word of advice to you Mr 
Speaker, but I suggest to members that, when the Speaker or any Acting Speaker stands to speak, they stand 
where they are, stop talking and give the Chair the respect it deserves.  As the member for South Perth said, just 
because the Speaker, Deputy Speaker or Acting Speaker is about to put the question that the House do now 
adjourn, the House does not actually adjourn until the Speaker has left the Chamber.  That is how it used to be, 
but it looks a shambles now.   

I am speaking to the amendment, Mr Speaker, because I am referring to part (b) of the amendment in particular.  
We should try to lift our game, and not go down to the lowest common denominator.  We should try to set the 
right standards.  Interjections are considered disorderly under standing orders, but it has been a convention, not 
only of this Parliament, but of every Parliament under the Westminster system, that some interjections are 
normally allowed, as long as they are not abusive, excessive or repetitive.  That is fair; it is what makes a 
Parliament interesting, particularly at question time.  Most of the interjections should come from the member 
asking the question, as you have said many times, Mr Speaker.  I accept that, and try to honour it.  I say to my 
members that only the member asking the question should interject.  They do not always listen to me, but I do 
my best to get them to behave in that way.  Very often I have had some success, and many of the members on 
this side have not interjected at all during question time, which is quite good.  It has brought back the importance 
of question time and the fact that we want to hear clearly the answers that ministers give.  I have said that we 
need to lift our game in that way.  I suggest that should also be part of our code of conduct.  Section 12(b) states 
that members must apply high standards of behaviour and consciously avoid personal abuse and denigration of 
parliamentary colleagues.  That is fine.  I was tempted to add an amendment to the amendment, but I will not do 
that.  However, we could almost have a full stop after the words “Members must apply high standards”, because 
we need to apply high standards not only in the way we behave and the way we refer to colleagues on the 
opposite side of the Chamber but also in the way we dress.  This is not an attack on the member for Perth, but I 
need to use him as an example.  I have previously brought to the attention of the House an occasion on which I 
felt that the attire of the member for Perth was not appropriate for this Chamber and did not conform with 
Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice, which is the bible of our Westminster system of Parliament.  On that 
occasion the member for Perth was wearing a sloppy cardigan that was not done up and that could not in any 
way be described as a jacket.  I believe male members should wear a jacket, shirt and tie in the winter months.  
In the summer months it has been a convention for male members to be allowed to take off their jackets, because 
there is no air-conditioning in this Chamber and sometimes it can get up to 40 degrees or more.  That is 
acceptable. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think we can have some flexibility in the Chamber to allow for extreme weather conditions.  
However, unless the weather conditions are extreme, no member should be allowed to occupy the Chair if he is 
not wearing a jacket.  That should be an absolute standard condition.  Members are now occupying the Chair 
when they are not wearing a jacket.  I find that unacceptable.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I take the Leader of the Opposition’s interjection on board.  I do not ask anything of other 
people that I am not prepared to do myself.  In my 11 years in the Parliament I have never been in this Chamber 
without a jacket, shirt and tie - and trousers, of course.  I actually believe the absolute minimum standard is to 
wear a jacket, shirt and tie even when it is 40 degrees in here, because I take such pride in being here that I am 
prepared to suffer some personal discomfort when it is hot.  Members will never see me in this Chamber without 
a jacket, shirt and tie.  I believe the dress attire of the member for Perth on that occasion was sloppy and not 
appropriate.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I do not wish to inhibit the member in what he is saying, but I have already ruled on the 
attire of the member for Perth.  I do not wish the member to canvass my ruling on that matter. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Obviously I am fully aware of the risk that I run of canvassing your ruling, Mr Speaker.  I 
am not doing it for that reason at all.  My point is that when the member for Perth came into the Chamber the 
following day, I thought he must have listened to what I said because he had on a suit, shirt and tie and looked 
really smart.  I thought the dress standard in this Chamber must have come home to him, and I was quite pleased 
and I complimented him.  However, when he stood to make his speech it was not long before I realised why he 
was wearing a smart suit.  It was because he was delivering his speech not to you, Mr Speaker, as he should have 
been doing, but to the cameras.  He was looking at the cameras virtually all of the time that he was reading his 
speech.  I find that disrespectful of the Chair.  Members should address the Chair at all times, not the cameras.  
The cameras are there to monitor what we say.  They are not there so that we can look into them and speak to 
them.  When I speak I speak to you, Mr Speaker; I do not look at the cameras.  That is another area in which we 
should ensure that we do not let ourselves down.  We often have an enormous number of schoolchildren in the 
gallery watching what we do.  I will always adhere to what I believe is the appropriate dress code for me.   

We should also try to get away from the situation in which extremely rude comments are made by one member 
to another.  That is not necessary.  Members who rely on a base form of behaviour with rudeness and insulting 
remarks to other members have lost the plot and part of their own integrity.  There is nothing wrong with 
members trying to be humorous.  In fact, humour has an important part to play in many debates in this Chamber, 
as it can lighten the debate.  There is nothing wrong with a touch of humour.  I urge members to try to be 
humorous, not overly humorous, in what they have to say.  It is much nicer to hear members being humorous 
with other members of Parliament than insulting them.  There is guilt on both sides of the House and I do not lay 
blame on one side of the House.  However, from today I urge members to go forward in all their standards as 
members of Parliament, to lift their game and to show the people of Western Australia and the schoolchildren 
who visit Parliament that we are responsible adult representatives of a community whose members we are very 
honoured to represent. 

MR J.P.D. EDWARDS (Greenough) [3.15 pm]:  I congratulate the member for Churchlands and commend her 
for moving this amendment.  I support it and agree wholeheartedly with the reason for it.  I also support 
wholeheartedly the comments of the member for South Perth. 

Before I continue, I seek some understanding from fellow members on the dress code for those of us who have a 
superheated metabolism when it gets hot in this place.  I know from personal experience that it is difficult to sit 
in this place in a bath of sweat.  Although I acknowledge that male members must wear a jacket and tie and all 
the other accoutrements, and I try to abide by that unwritten rule, at times when it gets hot in this place I find it 
necessary to remove my jacket.  I mention that as a plea for understanding on behalf of some members. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I am sure you wouldn’t wear a sloppy cardigan. 

Mr J.P.D. EDWARDS:  No, Leader of the Opposition, I certainly would not.  I agree entirely that we must have 
a dress code in this place. 

In this debate there has been little tolerance by some of my parliamentary colleagues for the application of high 
standards and to the avoidance of personal abuse and denigration.  In the past two and a half days we have been 
discussing a code of conduct that has brought out the worst in many members in the form of tirades of abuse and 
denigration that have spread around this Chamber.  It would be nice to think that this is the last time that will 
happen, but, sadly, I am sure it will not be, as many bad attributes of members have been displayed in the past 
two and a half days.  Although I agree that robust and vigorous debate by members is a part of this Chamber’s 
role, it is unnecessary to denigrate and personally abuse other members to win an argument.  I understand that 
we all are very different in this place and that we come from different backgrounds.  Perhaps we all have 
different standards - good, bad or whatever they may be.  However, we are charged by our electors to stand in 
this place on their behalf and speak on issues that are important to them.  I believe we can do that with a far 
higher standard of debate than we have done in the past two and a half years. 

I am not known as a passionate speaker.  I am probably regarded by my colleagues as measured and sedate; that 
is for other members to judge.  However, some members of this place deliver their speeches in a passionate and 
volatile manner and it is sometimes easy for them to slip into that volatility and passion some abusive words that 
perhaps in hindsight they sooner would not have used.  I believe that abuse is unnecessary.  There are also some 
very articulate speakers who put across their argument very well and who do not need to abuse and denigrate 
other members. 
I remind members that this is a public place.  People sit in the public gallery.  Half a dozen people are sitting 
there today listening to this debate.  The behaviour in this place reflects on us as members.  I have said before 
and I will say again that question time is one of the processes about which I have some concern.  Many members 
of the public and very often schoolchildren sit in the public gallery during question time.  We do ourselves no 
credit if we start abusing each other and putting on a bit of a show.  It is good for the cameras and it might be 
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good for the media; however, quite frankly, I do not know that it is what the electors of this State expect from us.  
The member for South Perth said - and I reflected on it in earlier comments - that the leadership roles in this 
Parliament are very important.  Those roles are, of course, the Speaker, the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition 
and the Leader of the House.  The Government of the day sets the standards and determines what we do in this 
place and how we do it.  Far be it from me to be seen criticising it.  If the Government of the day wants those 
standards to rise and thinks that this code of conduct is a way of doing it, so be it.  I believe the leadership of this 
place should sit down and talk about some of the issues that have arisen from this debate.  Perhaps we could 
move forward through that discussion.  We have a responsibility to our electors.  I do not think it is necessary to 
use abuse or personal denigration to win an argument.  The member for Wanneroo is quite right in that it tends to 
diminish rather than add to an argument.   
I was not going to speak in this debate; however, the member for Churchlands has moved a very good, balanced 
amendment that goes to the crux of what the Government is trying to put forward.  I still believe that our 
standing orders are more than adequate for the good governance of this Chamber.  I encourage members who 
have not read the standing orders to do so.  I have read them.  I will probably need to read them another four or 
five times to absorb them.  They are there for the benefit of this House and, if members understand what they are 
for, hopefully also for the electors we represent.   
MR A.D. MARSHALL (Dawesville) [3.22 pm]:  I wholeheartedly support this amendment.  It is a 
commonsense analysis of what needs to happen in the House and a good summary of what has been said about 
the code of conduct by previous speakers.  There should be greater tolerance and respect among the members.  
There should be a better approach to higher standards of behaviour.  When we see each other in the corridors or 
at social events, we should be able to look each other in the eye and enjoy each other’s company.  I have found 
in life that two things can happen to people who say nasty things about others behind their back.  The first is that 
when someone sees a person he has been denigrating behind his back, he feels ashamed, embarrassed and guilty.  
There is a coolness in the air and that person’s eyes self-consciously flitter from one side to the other because he 
knows that he has been deceitful and untrustworthy.  I have some examples of this.  Someone who has become 
engaged introduces his pride and joy, his fiancée, to his best friend.  When the best friend is asked afterwards 
what he thinks of the fiancée, he replies that she is delightful but asks whether she has always had big ears.  That 
would be the last time the engaged person would ever want to speak to his great friend.  Alternatively, a person 
saves for and builds his first house.  His best friend visits and says that the house is great but asks why his friend 
chose to put a blue roof on it.  Even with a best friend, as soon as a negative is implied, the warmth of years of 
association can diminish slightly.  That is what happens in this House.  That negativity tests members’ tolerance 
during question time.   

During question time, members of the Opposition ask questions in good faith.  However, there is a set format of 
responses from the Government.  The first is to talk about what the previous Government did.  Three or four 
minutes are then wasted denigrating the performance of the previous Government.  The second is for ministers to 
say, “But if we could only get money from the federal Government.”  Two or three minutes are wasted on 
making yet another excuse.  The third is to stall and use up time by telling everybody how good the Government 
is and what it has done.  Before a minister even answers the question, whether it is true or false or whether he 
knows what he is talking about, he has wasted the precious time of the member who asked the question in the 
hope of receiving a proper response.  Therefore, members of the Opposition feel an immediate intolerance 
towards the minister, which should not happen.  The ministers should do their jobs.  They should answer the 
questions asked of them.   

I have been guilty of making the odd comment because certain members wrap themselves up.  A co-
commentator of the football at Channel Seven used to wrap himself up so much that his nickname was parcels.  I 
let it slip by saying, “Come on parcels, let’s get back to the facts.”  After I did that a few times, I realised that I 
was being too smart for people; no-one understood what I meant, so I have not said it since.  I have not lost any 
sleep over it but at the same time I know it was wrong because I was becoming intolerant of that person.   

We are better than that.  The member for Albany is looking at me quizzically.  He knows right from wrong.  
Today we were told we should read the standing orders, and so we should.  However, if members have not learnt 
right from wrong before they come into this House and if they do not know how to conduct themselves as 
leaders, they should not be here.  Some members would have been prefects of their school, captains of a sporting 
team or chairpersons of a community organisation before entering Parliament.  If after doing any of those things 
members do not know how to conduct themselves, they should not be here.  Members should not let their 
philosophies of life interfere with the fellowship of man, or women for that matter.   

For the sake of Hansard, I paused to have a drink of water.  I have the flu and am losing my voice.  I have been 
very tolerant today because I am eager to go back to Dawesville and not be here.  However, my duty is to the 
House.  Three or four other members are worse off with the flu than I.   
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At the start of the year I had appendicitis and spent a few days in hospital.  I received a beautiful card from 
members opposite.  I wondered why one must be sick to realise that the people in government are nice people.  It 
should not be like that.  We should be able to go outside and mix and talk about our social lives, including our 
families and children so that everyone has an interest in and knows more about each other.  Many times in this 
House I have suggested that members should exchange their curricula vitae.   

Media interviewers never ask questions unless they know the answers.  That is what makes people look good.  If 
people make an unprepared speech, they will make fools of themselves.  Yet there are 57 people in this place and 
I bet that none of them knows much about each other.  That is wrong.  We should all exchange our curriculum 
vitaes by e-mail.  I saw someone’s CV the first year I was in Parliament and I copied it because I thought it was 
good.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  All its contents?   

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  No, not the contents, just the presentation.  I have never had to apply for a job; I have 
been self-employed since my youth and never had a boss until I came to Parliament.  I feel like giving the 
Deputy Speaker a wink because she is my boss at the moment.  A year later I saw someone else’s CV and I 
changed my format again because it was better than the previous one.  In the past 12 years I have changed my 
CV presentation five times, because I never stop learning.  We should start learning about each other.  The more 
we know about each other, the more tolerant we will become because we will know that we are decent people.   

In closing, I congratulate the member for Churchlands for sitting back, as she does, and analysing what goes on 
in this House.  When she stands she never wastes a word.  Her speeches are always precise, well planned, well 
thought out and presented with great commonsense and courtesy.  We can all learn from that.   

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [3.31 pm]:  I place on the record my support for the principles of the code of 
conduct.  We are debating an amendment moved by the member for Churchlands, which I understand has across-
Parliament support.  There has been a long debate on the proposal for a code of conduct, not just on this 
amendment.  It was not my intention to speak at all, because I think that most of what needs to be said has been 
said and, unfortunately, a lot more than what needs to be said has been said.  I simply thought that I should place 
on record my support for the principles and the objective of the code of conduct.  In the past we have all 
implicitly supported and abided by what is expressed perhaps a little more explicitly in the code of conduct.  
What is most important in the end is how we behave individually.  That is not determined mostly by what is 
written down on a piece of paper; it is determined by our own attitudes and the way in which we conduct 
ourselves.  Unfortunately, to a large extent during this debate there have been occasions on which appropriate 
standards have not been met.  That probably applies to members on both sides of the House.  However, I hope 
that the code of conduct will have the effect of raising the standards to some extent.  As I said, what is most 
important is how individuals choose to behave and that is not determined by anything that is written down.  I 
support the general principles of the code.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [3.33 pm]:  Because I have not spoken on the substantive motion, I will finish 
some of the remarks I was making when I spoke in support of the amendment moved by the member for 
Churchlands.  I wanted to use the occasion to emphasise how far or perhaps how little we have travelled since 
1935.  There have been at least three occasions on which members have taken points of order about having 
unfair reflections cast upon them, which reflections have been used in footnotes to the standing orders.  For 
example, yesterday we heard one member remark to another that he was scum.  It was not unchallenged.  A point 
of order was taken and one of the Acting Speakers believed that there had been so much of a similar kind said 
that we now had to accept that language.   

I will refer briefly to the three occasions that gave rise to Standing Order No 92 which deals with imputations 
and personal reflections, and Standing Order No 98 which deals with a member’s capacity to object to certain 
words.  Members will see how far we have or have not travelled, as the case may be.  In 1935 Mr Moloney was 
talking and the then Leader of the Opposition, Hon C.G. Latham, who later became Sir Charles Latham, told the 
member to sit down because he was wasting the time of the House.  The member took exception and is recorded 
at page 2385 of Hansard of 10 December 1935 as saying - 

On a point of order, I ask for a withdrawal of the statement about my wasting time. 

Some of us in this day and age might say that it is rather precious to react to being accused of wasting time, but 
the 1935 Standing Order No 131 reads -  

No member shall use offensive or unbecoming words in reference to any member of the House. 
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The result was that the member had to withdraw.  That example is used today as a footnote to Standing Order 
No 98. 

An example in 1962 is again used as something that influenced our standing orders.  A member took a point of 
order on 16 August 1962, recorded at page 471 of Hansard.  The member for South Perth, a predecessor of 
mine, said about the member for Beeloo, Colin Jamieson - 

The member for Beeloo has made a statement about me which is quite untrue, and I ask that it be 
withdrawn. 

The Speaker properly asked - 

Which statement? 

The member said -  

That some time in the past at Midland Junction I made the statement that 20,000 communists, I think he 
said, were training in military camps within 30 miles of Midland.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That was Jack Marks and his friends. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  It could have been.  I am glad that the current member for Midland knows the history.  If I 
correctly understand the standing orders today, that was the basis of the rule that if a member found something 
objectionable, it had to be withdrawn.  It is the basis of today’s Standing Order No 98. 

The third example to which I draw members’ attention occurred a little later and is recorded at page 674 of 
Hansard of 15 August 1974.  Mr Jamieson, about whom I have just spoken, took another point of order -  

Mr Speaker, I take a point of order.  The words, “You would have a good idea who the stirrers were” 
are objectionable to me.  They impute that I was associated with the people who disrupted that meeting 
and I ask that they be withdrawn. 

I understand that eventually those words were withdrawn, but in any event they form part of the footnotes of the 
standing orders, whether they be Standing Order No 92 or Standing Order No 98.   

How far have we moved?  I agree with the remarks of the member for Stirling earlier today.  I also agree with 
the remarks of the member for Churchlands and other members on both sides; we do not want a sterile Chamber 
to the extent that there is no serious toing-and-froing and in which there is no colourful debate.  We have gone a 
long way, and it is all downwards, from 1935, when members were asked to withdraw comments to which, 
relatively speaking, people could barely take exception, to a position in 2003 in which a member can refer to 
another member as scum, and get away with it.   

Having given those three examples, I make this point: a member has the right to say to the Presiding Officers 
that they ought to revisit this entire area.  Half a dozen Presiding Officers of this House could say at a meeting 
that either the footnotes to standing orders are so outdated that we will get rid of them, or that they are so 
relevant that they will be enforced.  If they were to be enforced, we would not see a repetition of a number of 
events seen in the past few days.  In that case, we certainly would not hear the remark that a member was scum, 
and certainly not the remark that all members heard the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure make yesterday 
- and not for the first time I might add.   

Members know that the Presiding Officers have a very difficult job.  When they leave their seat, whether from 
the right or left-hand side of the Chair, they must assume a posture that shows a level of bipartisanship.  It is not 
asking too much to ask them to go back to the drawing board and say, “What sort of a language would I permit 
within my family’s company?”  I gave earlier the example of the family barbecue.  The Presiding Officers 
should ask whether in that situation they would have tolerated the remark by the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure, or the remark that another member was scum.  I put it to you, Madam Deputy Speaker, as 
someone who has done a lot to moderate debate in this place, that I think the answer you would give in a private 
conversation is that it is not acceptable.  If it is not acceptable at a family barbecue or a Sunday night meal, and 
we think some standard should be set and enforced, oddly enough we need to go backward in order to go 
forward.  I do no more than ask that the Presiding Officers - the Speaker and his seven deputies - convene a 
meeting and ask what they will tolerate.  If it is difficult, use the yardstick of what they are prepared to hear 
before their children, their spouses, their mothers or their in-laws.  That will bring us back to a benchmark that 
more accurately reflects what Parliament should hear.   

I will vote for the overall code of conduct.  Who could be on the record voting against it?  Nevertheless, I 
honestly believe it is a lot of nonsense.  I am happy with standing orders because they are based on many 
hundreds of years of wisdom from the House of Commons and our own experience of 113 years.  If they are 
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inadequate, let the relevant committee produce some appropriate amendments and update them all.  If the rules 
are there, let us have them applied.  I do not think it is too much to ask that we apply literally the standing orders 
of this House.  If we did so, a code of conduct would be unnecessary.  I repeat my earlier comment: how 
nonsensical it is to tell me in a non-enforceable code of conduct that I may not bribe someone.  As another 
member has stated, I know that intuitively and instinctively, and I also know it through the criminal law of the 
State, which is enforceable.  I do not need to be told it through a code of conduct, which is unenforceable and has 
been cobbled together in the fashion of that before the House.  Despite all that, I fully intend to support the 
motion before the House, but I make the plea that the Speaker and his deputies convene some form of meeting to 
ensure that the House enforces the real code of conduct of this place - the standing orders.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.44 pm]:  I have listened to nearly all the debate 
over the past three days.  As a leader of one of the two major political parties, it is incumbent upon me to listen 
to the views of members.  As such, I have left my comments to the end of this debate.  I will not repeat the 
comments of other members.  I will briefly cover points that I would normally have spent more time on. 

The code of conduct will pass through this Parliament for the simple reason that there is no real reason to oppose 
it.  It will not be passed by this Parliament because members feel that it is in any way a great advance for 
parliamentary democracy in Western Australia.  It will be passed by default; there is no reason to oppose it.  I 
will explain more about that later.   

It is regrettable, but I believe this code of conduct will not have any great status in the operation of this 
Parliament.  It is of limited standing and its legitimacy is a lot less than it could have been.  That is not so much 
because of its content, but because of the process through which it has been created.  There is nothing wrong 
with the content of this code.  The way it has been created means it will not have standing or a high level of 
legitimacy or status within this Parliament.  It has been a very shallow exercise.  It is only over the past few 
hours that we have heard more reasoned and sensible contributions to the debate.  In the early stages of the 
debate the code was described as a stunt.  That is true; it started out as a stunt.  A bit of sense came into the 
debate today.  I find it disappointing that the Premier did not participate in the debate.  If he thought it was so 
important to introduce a code of conduct, he should at least have had the interest to listen to some of the points of 
view of members.  It was never about that; that is why people see it as a shallow exercise and, in one sense, only 
a political exercise.  It was introduced so the Premier of the day could say he introduced a code of conduct.  In 
my judgment, it was not genuine.  In that sense, it is a missed opportunity.  This Parliament has missed the 
opportunity to do something substantial about parliamentary conduct by members inside and outside the House.  
That is largely because of the way in which the so-called code has been established.  As some members 
remarked today, the code should have come from the members themselves.  If we are to have a code of conduct, 
it should have been developed across party lines by members of this House.  If that had happened, there would 
be a sense of ownership, legitimacy, and a commitment to enforcing and abiding by the code. 

The Premier and the ALP made a commitment to a code of conduct during the last election campaign.  That is 
quite credible and a proper thing to do.  I applaud that.  He should have then set about establishing how a proper 
code of conduct could be developed.  The Premier simply announced a code and tabled it in the Parliament.  It 
was what he thought was right; it was his code of conduct.  Why?  Because he wanted it to be the Premier’s code 
of conduct.  That is what it is about.  Had he been genuine, the first thing he would have done would have been 
to consult me as the Leader of the Opposition.  He would have approached me and said that he had an ALP 
commitment to a code of conduct and that he wanted to develop it.  He should have come to see me as a first 
step.  He should also have spoken to Independent members of Parliament.  There was no consultation at all with 
anyone in this House prior to the Premier tabling his version of what a code of conduct might be.  Indeed, the 
way in which this has been done is extraordinarily arrogant.  In the brief speech given by the Premier, there is no 
recognition of earlier work done by members of this House through the Procedure and Privileges Committee, 
which dates back prior to the last election.  In particular, although he made reference to looking at other codes of 
conduct, he did not acknowledge that 50 per cent of this code was taken word for word from the New South 
Wales code of conduct, which was pointed out by the member for Churchlands.   

The Premier happens to be a well-qualified academic.  He should know that, by any academic standard, that is 
plagiarism.  This is what should have happened: if the New South Wales code was so good and he wanted to 
adopt it or adopt 50 per cent of it, he could do so, but he should acknowledge the fact that that was the source.  
This code was not created anew; it was plagiarised - 50 per cent of it was plagiarised straight from the New 
South Wales code - yet the Premier failed to acknowledge that.  As an academic he should have known that the 
first rule is that if a person wants to use someone else’s words because he thinks they are good, he should 
acknowledge the source.  He failed to do that.  He presented this code as his own - as Dr Gallop’s code of 
conduct.  It was not.  It was the New South Wales code, in large part.  That is the reality. 
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The Australian Labor Party had a commitment to a code of conduct.  I applaud that.  The Premier should have 
consulted, first, with the Leader of the Opposition and other members of Parliament as he saw fit.  Secondly, the 
Parliament should have considered whether it should have a code of conduct and, if it agreed that it should have 
a code of conduct, it should have then gone forward from that point.  I suggest that a way of proceeding would 
have been to appoint a committee consisting of members of Parliament from all parties to go away and look at 
the various issues and develop a code of conduct.  The code would then have been developed by members from 
all sides of this Chamber, and from within the Parliament for the Parliament.  That is what should have 
happened.  Members of Parliament would have had ownership of and a commitment to the code, the code would 
have been more relevant and it would have had a higher standing in the eyes of members and therefore would 
prove to be far more effective. 

For example, there may have been some discussion about the principles behind a code.  That would have been 
worth discussing; it has not come up during this debate.  We might have talked about ethical standards, morality, 
integrity, honesty and respect.  We should have talked about what would be the principles underlying a code.  
We did not discuss those matters in the past three days; all we discussed were the pros and cons of the Premier’s 
personal code, half of which was plagiarised.  We did not do the first, bottom, ground-rule exercise of deciding 
whether we should have a code and then look at the basic principles or standards that would underpin that code.  
We also did not look at the scope of the code.  Is it just to be about conduct within the Parliament?  Does it 
extend to conduct from the House to the surrounds of the Parliament?  Does it extend to how we conduct 
ourselves in both our public roles as members of Parliament and our private roles?  Does it extend to how we 
acknowledge or show respect for each other when we come across each other in our normal duties of 
representing constituents, attending functions or whatever else?  Does it refer to acknowledging and advising 
members when visiting their electorates and attending meetings within their electorates?  I am not saying all of 
those things should have been in the code, but no discussions have been held about, first, whether we should 
have a code; secondly, what should be the principles of the code; and, thirdly, what should be the scope of the 
code?  Those three things should have been addressed up-front, before we set about drafting the code.  This 
Premier simply said, “There is the code.  Throw it around and decide whether it is good or bad.”  It was an 
arrogant exercise, designed so that the Premier could go out and say, “I, the great Premier, have created this code 
of conduct.”  It was not a genuine exercise by this Parliament to look at itself and set new principles and 
standards for members’ conduct in the House, the Parliament and perhaps in the wider community.  In that sense 
it was a missed opportunity.   

A lot has been said about the code as it was presented by the Premier.  The overriding comments by members 
have been that there is really little or nothing new in the code.  We have spent three days arguing about 
something that really adds little or nothing to the parliamentary process.  Again, without repeating the arguments 
which the member for Hillarys detailed at some length, I will briefly revisit the proposed code. 

The code covers disclosure of conflict of interest.  That is already covered by the Members of Parliament 
(Financial Interests) Act 1992.  The code refers to bribery, which is covered by the Criminal Code.  The code 
refers to the gifts section, which is covered by the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 1992.  It 
refers to the use of confidential information.  Hang on!  Misuse of confidential information has a name: it is 
called corruption and is covered by the Criminal Code.  The code of conduct refers to misleading Parliament.  
Our standing orders address that.  I could go on.  This code contains very little that is new.  In large part, the 
code is superfluous and redundant.  As I said, it will be accepted by this House, not because it is a great advance 
in parliamentary democracy, but because there is no reason to vote against it.  It is nothing new.  It essentially 
seeks to maintain the status quo.  I am sure that when the motion is passed, the Premier will release a press 
statement congratulating himself for creating a code of conduct when all he has done is cobble together bits and 
pieces of the Criminal Code, the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 1992 and the standing orders.  
He has plagiarised 50 per cent of the New South Wales code, moved a motion in Parliament and let us argue 
about it for three days so that he can claim he is a wonderful fellow.   

He could have done this properly and, ironically, he would have received recognition in the community, in the 
Parliament and even from me for bringing forward the issue of a parliamentary code of conduct.  I think a code 
of conduct is a good idea, although some members do not agree.  I congratulate the Premier on that.  However, 
this proposal is a failure because of the way in which it has been introduced.  We have not discussed whether we 
need a code or the principles underlying a code - ethics, morality and integrity - nor have we discussed the scope 
of the code.  Is it about our behaviour in the House, the Parliament or more widely in the community?  

I refer to a few comments made by members in this debate.  Unlike the Premier, I took the time to spend most of 
this week in this place to listen to what members had to say.  The member for Pilbara made an interesting 
comment when he said that the public’s view is that this debate is about standards of conduct in Parliament.  
Before he made those comments no real discussion had occurred about that.  We had discussed financial 
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interests, conflicts of interest and the like.  Today, at least, people started to address the issue of conduct in the 
Parliament but only after the member for Churchlands moved an amendment to that effect.  The comments of the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure yesterday also drew to our attention the effect of what I consider to be 
an obscene comment in the Parliament.  An extreme example of poor conduct brought us back to the issue of 
conduct in the House, formalised by the amendment moved by the member for Churchlands.  The public thought 
we were talking about a code to lift standards of behaviour in this Parliament.  As it was originally presented, the 
code did not address that.  However, it is a fundamental issue.  The public thinks that is what we need to address.  
The code does not contribute to that at all.  Indeed, members’ conduct in this House is addressed well by the 
standing orders.  As the member for South Perth said, the issue is not about what is in writing but whether the 
standing orders are abided by members and whether they are enforced from the Chair.  If that happens, as the 
member for South Perth said, we do not need that part of the code; standing orders cover it.  If members of this 
House are to display a high standard of conduct in this Chamber, something more basic must be addressed.  I do 
not pretend to be an angel in this House or that I am a flower on the wall.  I do not shy away from the fact that I 
engage in vigorous and aggressive parliamentary debate.  However, members have the prime responsibility for 
standards in this place.  It is individual members more than anyone else who can set the standards.  The 
comments made by the member for Dawesville endorse that.  It is up to individual members.  It is also up to 
party leaders in two senses: first, to set an example - I concede that perhaps I do not always set the best example 
- and, secondly, importantly, to sanction members when they breach the standards.  If party leaders are not 
prepared to call to account their members when they breach the standards, we are wasting our time with this 
motion.  I do not want to get into a partisan debate but I will make a couple of comments.   

Over the past week there have been two or three examples of poor parliamentary conduct, ironically during this 
debate.  However, when those incidents have occurred the Premier has not acted.  When this Government came 
into power the now Minister for Planning and Infrastructure had not declared that she had lost her drivers licence 
three times - twice for drunk driving.  She was in charge of transport and public safety.  I raised and debated that 
issue.  It was not a personal attack.  She is a public person and it is of public importance to know whether 
someone holding responsibilities for transport and road safety has lost his or her drivers licence three times.  It 
was not a personal attack.  It was a very public thing.  Members of Parliament are accountable publicly; that is 
the price they pay for being MPs.  When the Attorney General handed the Lewandowski affidavit to the then 
Minister for Health, it was a clear conflict of interest; that could never be denied.  Yet, when challenged, he 
would not table that same affidavit on the Table of the House.  It was a clear conflict of interest.  Another 
example is when the former Minister for Health was accused of bullying and intimidating a female public 
servant.  That is outrageous conduct by a member of Parliament.  Yet, on each of those occasions - there are 
others - the Premier failed to discipline his members.  He failed to act.  What is the point of a code of conduct or 
waxing lyrical about all the wonderful standards that we will now meet, if political leaders are not prepared to 
sanction members when they breach what would be considered a normal parliamentary standard? 

The member for Warren-Blackwood also made some interesting comments, some of which have been repeated 
by others today.  He said that this is an adversarial Chamber.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I know the public would like to think it is all lovey-dovey in this place; that we all sit 
around the kitchen table, have a cup of tea and talk about issues and agree.  However, the game is a little more 
serious than that.  It is a system of bringing in and debating legislation and of scrutinising and ensuring 
accountability.  By its nature it is adversarial.  We do not want to make the place so boring and sterile that we do 
not have an active interchange.  Sometimes tempers will be raised and members will get excited - I do - and say 
things that may be a bit over the top, but let us not be too sterile.  Do not take that out of the Parliament and 
make it so dull and boring that there is no emotion, no character and no charged debate.  We do not want that, 
and the member for Warren-Blackwood made that point well.  People will use various names and terms in 
debate, but when they go too far, it is up to the Speaker of the day to call them to order.  They should then 
withdraw the comment immediately and without equivocation.  We would be naive if we suggested that that 
would ever disappear.   

The member for Rockingham made some interesting comments.  He claimed that his contribution to this debate 
was a result of his own research.  I suggest it was not but was, rather, a result of information supplied to him by 
the Premier’s office.  However, I do not care.  He should be up front and, if that is the case, just say so.  He then 
decided to make a little attack on me.  Fair enough, I am a target; I am the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader 
of the Opposition is probably the most obvious target in Parliament.  Why the Government spends so much time 
attacking me is beyond me.  Every time it does that it is forgetting its responsibilities to govern the State - so 
keep doing it!  It just reinforces the fact that the Government is failing to do what it was elected to do.   
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The member for Rockingham accused me of using some names and listed the terms I had used.  I am no angel; I 
am not perfect, but let us consider them.  I called the member for Perth a fool and I called other members a 
lunatic fool, a turkey and erratic. 

Mr M. McGowan:  You said conceited little turkey.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay, conceited little turkey.  If a member is called a turkey, a fool or erratic, will that 
really pierce him through the heart? 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  It’s unnecessary, but it’s not a hanging offence. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Exactly. 

Mr A.J. Dean:  Where do you draw the line? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member should listen to me and I will tell him where I will draw the line.  I do not 
have much time, so I want to get to the point.  Terms are used, and they may be unparliamentary.  If I am called 
to order, I should withdraw them.  However, I do not think that terms like turkey and erratic are over the top; I 
really do not.   

Some terms have been used to describe me.  I will not repeat them, because I would not repeat them at home in 
front of my children or among my friends.  I might have used colourful language - I still might - if I have hit my 
thumb when I have been trying to hammer in a nail.  When I played football with the Claremont Football Club, 
even Claremont players used colourful language from time to time, particularly when we played the South 
Fremantle Football Club. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  Now we see your real weakness! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I was called a word beginning with “t” by the Attorney General and a word beginning with 
“w” by the Leader of the House.  I was accused by the Treasurer of being in the bar the other day.  However, 
yesterday’s comments by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure were the lowest and most insulting 
comments I have heard.  I do not personally feel wounded by them.  I am hardened to it.  I have been in 
Parliament for 12 years now.  I have finally become hardened to it.  However, what do members think the 
reaction of other people has been?  Members need only have listened to the radio this morning and looked at The 
West Australian.  I do not bring my family into politics.  However, when my wife read that this morning she 
said, “That is just disgusting.”  That was the extent of our conversation.  That is where our conversation at 
breakfast finished.  We did not have to say any more.  It was totally inappropriate.  It was crude, baseless and 
premeditated.  It was probably one of the lowest points that I have seen in this Parliament.   

The member for Rockingham went on and decided to use some statistics, because he was doing his little job to 
try to say that somehow I am the worst person in the Parliament, and that I interject and get called to order a lot.  
I do.  Sometimes I go too far and must withdraw.  However, I have never sworn in this Parliament, except for 
one occasion: I used the word bloody once.  The member for Greenough said, “I don’t think we should use 
words like that”, and I said, “Yes; right.”  I have never used it again, and I will not. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is when he was in the Chair. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes.  I should not use it.  That is the only time I have ever sworn in this House, and I hope 
I never do it again. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  What about star jumps? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I agree that star jumps are unparliamentary.  That was unparliamentary.  However, I will 
come back to that issue, if the member likes.   

The member for Rockingham did a count - or the Premier’s office did it.  The people there obviously have very 
little to do.  Since the Labor Party was elected, apparently I have been called to order 80 times and - wow - the 
Premier has not been called to order once.  That is the score.  The Premier has never been called to order and the 
Leader of the Opposition has been called to order 80 times.  Therefore, this Leader of the Opposition must be an 
absolutely dreadful person.  There is a big footy game this weekend: the West Coast Eagles versus the Fremantle 
Dockers.  Forty-four thousand people will be at that game.  Imagine how the crowd will feel if one side gets 80 
free kicks and the other side none.  How do members reckon the crowd will feel?  How will they see it?  Point 
taken.  Oppositions get called to order because they attack Governments; and Premiers often get protected in the 
Parliament.  It does not matter which party is in power, they get protected all the time.  Let us be real.  The 
member for Rockingham’s analysis was silly.  He is a bit brighter than that. 
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I have only six minutes left, so I want to make some points.  Where do we draw the line?  I might call someone a 
turkey before my parliamentary career is over. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Conceited little turkey were the words you used. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay.  The member is excited about that.  Big deal - conceited little turkey.   

Where do we draw the line?  That is the point I want to make.  Where the line is drawn is subjective.  I draw the 
line in a certain way.  That might not be the ultimate standard; others might have different values.  To me, it is 
forbidden to attack family members of a member of Parliament.  Members should not try to score political points 
by attacking other members through the actions of their families.  That should never happen.  Members should 
not be attacked on personal factors.  The truth behind it may not be obvious.  Members should not be sledged.  I 
have been accused of that, and I certainly have a go at a few members opposite.  Sledging goes on.  Members 
should also never be involved in a conspiracy to entrap a member, and never engage in dirty tricks campaigns.  
There have been a few in this Parliament.  I will never do that.  I will never attack a member of Parliament 
through his or her family, and I will not engage in direct personal attacks.  I will call the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure to account for her driving record.  She is a public figure, and she is accountable for that, but I 
would not attack her if I knew something about her family.  I know nothing about her family, but I would never 
use that trick.  In the to-and-fro, members can be aggressive and have a go, but should not use personal attributes 
to attack other members.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I agree - it is not on.  I am saying what the standards should be.  I am not saying I do not 
fail to meet the standards sometimes, but I am saying what the standards should be.  I do not engage in dirty 
tricks.  When members engage in dirty tricks campaigns, and know nothing about another member’s family, they 
never know quite what the consequences will be.  The most infamous case in this Parliament was the Easton 
affair.  There was a dirty tricks campaign, and a young woman suicided.  Members opposite have attacked the 
former member for Geraldton, Bob Bloffwitch.  That is fair enough - what he did at the election was wrong.  
After the election, we now know he is a very ill man.  Perhaps some members opposite did not know that.  They 
should cease to attack; they should not be drawing attention to that fact.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He may have been sick even before the election.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes; we now realise he was probably sick before.  That does not excuse his behaviour, but 
it was a contributing factor.  

As members of Parliament, we are public figures.  We are accountable to ourselves and to each other, and we are 
able to be scrutinised and attacked.  We are accountable for what we do and say in this Chamber, and for what 
we do as members of Parliament.  Some members may not like it, but I happen to think that we are also 
accountable for what we do in our private lives.  We are personally accountable, but our friends and the members 
of our families are not public figures, and they are not accountable.  If a member does something in his or her 
private life that is not generally acceptable, that member can expect to be held accountable for it.  If a family 
member of a member of Parliament does something unacceptable, he or she is not accountable for it.  That is 
why family members should never be brought into Parliament.  Members can never be sure of the consequences 
of actions taken.  

In conclusion, the code will be accepted, but not because it is a great code.  It is not a particularly good piece of 
work.  It could have been a lot better.  It has been accepted because there is no reason to reject it, but it is a 
missed opportunity.  Had this Parliament generated this code in a genuine bipartisan way, it would have been a 
better code; it would have had legitimacy and standing, and therefore it would have been effective.  The 
Government has missed this opportunity.  It is ironic that we have seen such poor standards of parliamentary 
conduct while we have been debating a code of conduct.  The code will come into force, but it will not contribute 
in any substantive way to the operation of this Parliament, because it has not been done in the right way.  I hope, 
however, that as individual members, party leaders, ministers and people holding higher offices, we improve our 
standard of conduct.  I hope we do not do so at the cost of becoming so sanitised that we do not have lively, 
vibrant debates in this place.  The job of Parliament is to scrutinise and debate issues on behalf of the 
community.  

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
 


