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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 
Code of Conduct for Members of the Legislative Assembly - Report 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo) [4.25 pm]:  I present to the Legislative Assembly for its consideration a report by 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee on a code of conduct for members of the Legislative Assembly of 
Western Australia.   
[See paper No 800.] 

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  While not all-encompassing, the report provides the most relevant points that need to be 
considered by the Legislative Assembly.  The previous procedure and privileges committee of the thirty-fifth 
Parliament had commenced some consideration of this matter, which the current committee took into 
consideration when drafting the code.   
When preparing the report, the committee reviewed codes used by other Australian and Westminster 
Parliaments, in particular those of the United Kingdom and Canada.  It also took into account the 
recommendations of the Commission on Government and the joint standing committee on COG’s 
recommendations.  When drafting the code, our committee determined that it was not practical to have a code 
that was a compendium of highly detailed regulations prescribing every aspect of members’ parliamentary lives.  
Rather, it determined that the code should contain a statement of essential principles that were needed to provide 
guidance to members.  The committee agreed that the code should acknowledge members’ responsibility to their 
electorates and the general advancement of the common good of the people of Western Australia; place 
obligations on members not to abuse their freedom of speech or knowingly mislead the Assembly or the general 
community; require members to disclose any conflict of interest between their private affairs and official 
functions and duties undertaken in the execution of their office; require members to not undertake any action in 
return for payment or personal financial benefit; include other matters relating to gifts, use of public resources, 
use of confidential information, proper relations with ministers, and the public service; and, lastly, recognise 
members’ participation in political parties as being a legitimate activity of members of Parliament because it is a 
fundamental part of the democratic process.  The code also provides a procedure for breaches of the code 
through Assembly Standing Order No 109, which will allow any member to move a motion concerning a breach 
of the code.  The motion may be dealt with directly by the House or the House may choose to refer the matter to 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee.   
Further to my tabling of this report, I take the opportunity to make a few comments, as a member of the 
committee, on elements of the code of conduct.  The preamble to the code of conduct states -  

Members of the Legislative Assembly recognise that they are in a unique position of being responsible 
to the electorate.  The electorate is the final arbiter of the conduct of members of the Legislative 
Assembly and has the right to dismiss them from office at regular elections. 
Members of the Legislative Assembly accordingly acknowledge their responsibility to maintain the 
public trust placed in them by performing their duties with honesty and integrity, respecting the law and 
the institution of Parliament, and using their influence to advance the common good of the people of 
Western Australia.   

The first point of the code states -  

The purpose of the Code of Conduct is to assist members of the Legislative Assembly in the discharge 
of their obligations to the Legislative Assembly, their constituents and the public at large.   

I wish to highlight these matters as it appears there has been an acute attempt to muddy the waters in terms of 
elected members’ responsibilities to their constituents and the advancement of the common good of the people of 
Western Australia.  A view has been expressed that there is a major discrepancy in how political parties, and 
therefore individual members of this place, may or may not fulfil their obligations.  The minority report mentions 
a clause contained in the constitution and rules of the Australian Labor Party, WA branch, as being particularly 
relevant.  The clause refers to a Labor Party candidate for preselection pledging to vote as a majority on all 
questions before Parliament, as decided at a properly constituted Caucus meeting.  An opinion is then expressed 
that members of the Australian Labor Party in the Legislative Assembly only every get a free vote on sufferance.  
Although in years gone by I believed the Liberal Party to be a tightly run unit, my present view is that it is a less 
organised and unified group.  Clearly that is far closer to the mark.  If I were to take the views of the member for 
Mitchell into account, he would have me believe that it is just a group of Independents, and not the Liberal Party 
after all.  That is very cute, but the member for Mitchell does not walk or talk like an Independent.  In fact, the 
last time I looked he was still the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, which strives - if not very successfully - to 
present itself as a disciplined, tightly aligned unit.  No wonder it is struggling.   
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For the record, Australian Labor Party members have been accorded conscience votes on important matters that 
come before this House, the most recent being the abortion debate.  I am now at a loss as to why members 
opposite were not given a conscience vote on the gay and lesbian legislation, since the member for Mitchell 
would have us believe that there is no party unity and no guidelines for voting.  At least we know the former is 
closer to the truth.  Members of the Australian Labor Party have exercised and will continue to exercise a 
conscience vote from time to time when contentious issues come before the House.  Members of the Australian 
Labor Party have crossed the floor.  The member for Mitchell may be interested to know that the world did not 
stop spinning, and life as we know it did not stop.  In fact, at best, I am informed that a member who disagrees 
with the majority of Caucus can be excused from one or two meetings of Caucus.  I am at a loss to know why 
that would be deemed a punishment; many of us would consider it a reward.  

I express my disappointment that the report does not have bipartisan support.  On reading the minority report, 
members will find it to be nothing more than a political attack.  This is extremely disappointing, given the 
importance of a report on the code of conduct.  I repeat that members in this place recognise that we are in a 
unique position of being responsible to our electorate.  Every four years, those same electors will vote us in or 
out, depending on whether we have upheld their trust in us by performing our duties with honesty and integrity, 
respecting the law and the institution of Parliament, and using our influence to advance their interests and the 
common good of the people of Western Australia.  I therefore commend the report to the House.  

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.34 pm]:  I rise, first of all, to 
clarify that I support this whole report.  Indeed, all members of the committee did so, except that three members 
did not support the minority report, which is what I want to address at the moment.  Most people would support 
the notion of a code of conduct, but the code being presented to this Parliament today omits one fundamentally 
important principle.  That is why the member for Carine and I strongly recommended that the code of conduct 
should include the following provisions - 

•  While acknowledging that members have a broad duty to the State and other responsibilities, such 
as to political parties, their first duty and paramount responsibility as elected representatives 
is to represent the interests of their own electorate and their constituents; and 

•  Notwithstanding the legitimate role of political parties, no member who is a member of a 
political party shall be constrained by, or obliged to follow, any directive from, or decision by, 
any body of that political party in connection with his or her Parliamentary duties. 

We reported as follows -  

West Australians uphold the principle that, under our representative Parliamentary system, a member’s 
first responsibility is to his or her electorate and constituents. 

And yet this most fundamental aspect of our democratic Parliamentary system is not set out in any 
official way.  It is not referred to in our constitutional legislation or in any other Act.  Nor is it contained 
in the Legislative Assembly’s Standing Orders. 

While the party-orientated system in Australia generally has delivered strong and stable government 
there is, unfortunately, a growing negative perception within the community that political parties 
dominate the processes of Parliament and Government.  Members of Parliament representing the major 
parties, in particular, often stand accused of putting party political interests ahead of their electorate and 
constituency priorities. 

We believe that any non-prescriptive Code of Conduct should have at its very heart a clear 
requirement for members, in performing their Parliamentary duties, to look after their 
electorates and their constituents first and foremost - ahead of any party political allegiances. 
These recommended changes to the draft Code of Conduct, along with some technical amendments (eg: 
re-numbering of clauses) would achieve this aim. 

. . . 

When a political party allows its members a free vote, or a “conscience vote”, they are able to vote any 
way they choose without fear of recrimination.  This is a rare occurrence and the only occasion the two 
major parties have allowed their members a free vote during the writers' six year tenure in office was in 
relation to the Acts Amendment (Abortion) Bill in 1998. 

However, most political parties allow their members to “cross the floor” in Parliament and vote against 
their party’s position on any matter under consideration, regardless of whether a conscience vote has 
been allowed in a formal sense. 
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For example, three Liberal Party members have crossed the floor in recent times . . .  

The Liberal Party has a tradition that dissent of this kind is legitimate, so long as the member has deeply 
held convictions on the matter, and when they feel compelled to act in the best interests of their 
electorate or in response to the clear wishes of their electorate.  It is only expected that they inform their 
Party colleagues in advance of their action. 

We hold to the principle that while Liberal members of Parliament owe loyalty to their party and 
parliamentary team, they have a moral responsibility to act in the best interests of their electors on 
specific questions, and to exercise an independent judgement. 

Other parties in this Parliament also allow dissent.  On four occasions the members of One Nation voted 
on different sides during divisions. 

One member of the Greens voted against her colleagues on a clause of the Industrial Relations Bill on 
22nd May 2002, and the Greens were divided over the Criminal Law Amendment Bill on 18th August 
2002. 

By stark contrast, the Australian Labor Party has a constitution and a practice that can fairly be 
described as authoritarian.  It is only on rare occasions that their members are granted a conscience 
vote, such as abortion legislation, either where the ALP knows from bitter experience that it would lose 
votes in the electorate if it enforced uniformity, or that it risks serious and damaging divisions within its 
ranks. 

Clause 26.3.4 of the current Constitution and Rules of the Australian Labor Party (WA Branch) is 
particularly relevant.  A Labor Party candidate for preselection must pledge to: 

“On all questions before the Parliament vote as a majority of the Parliamentary Labor Party 
may decide at a properly constituted Caucus meeting.” 

In other words, a person cannot be pre-selected to run for the Labor Party unless he or she agrees 
to toe the party line in Parliament. 
Indeed there is no mention of conscience votes.  Members of the Australian Labor Party in the 
Legislative Assembly only ever get a free vote on sufferance, not through any declared entitlement. 

Not so many years ago, in 1977, a Labor stalwart and former Tonkin Government Minister, Ronald 
Thompson MLC, resigned from his party and sat out the remainder of his term as an independent 
because he had crossed the floor in disagreement with his colleagues.  At other times moderate, 
conservative Labor members, like the late Gerry Dolan, were harassed for exercising conscience votes. 

Recently, eight Labor members of the Legislative Assembly voted for legislation which would reduce 
the level of Parliamentary representation enjoyed by the very communities they are supposed to 
represent. 

These members, who represent the country electorates of Albany, Bunbury, Burrup, Collie, Eyre, 
Geraldton, Kimberley and Mandurah, were prepared and willing to support legislation reducing 
regional representation in Parliament.  This was directly at odds with their duty to represent the interests 
of their local communities.   

At least two of these members are known to oppose the legislation but all were required to put the 
political interests of the Labor Party ahead of any other consideration.   

This example is a very recent reminder of the sort of dominant party politics which the community is 
growing to resent.   

It is precisely for this reason that the proposed Code of Conduct should contain explicit provisions 
setting out the most fundamental responsibilities of all elected members of the Legislative Assembly.   

The code of conduct refers only to members of the Legislative Assembly and, as such, is limited in its 
application.  However, as a measure limited to Legislative Assembly members, this code is ideally suited to the 
sort of provision I have recommended.  After all, the role of Legislative Council members differs significantly 
from that of Legislative Assembly members.  Indeed, the Commission on Government made the point that upper 
House members do not have the same constituency-based representative role as do their lower House 
counterparts.  They have a broader role to play, especially in reviewing legislation.  This makes the code of 
conduct we are dealing with the ideal place in which to include a provision setting out the primary role of elected 
lower House members; that is, to represent their electorates and constituencies ahead of their political parties.  
Unfortunately, the majority of committee members - all of whom are members of the Labor Party - did not 
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support this provision, hence the need for a minority report.  It is now up to the Gallop Government to decide 
whether to support a code of conduct; and, if so, whether our minority report recommendations will form part of 
that code.  In conclusion, the report states -  

If the State Government is serious about implementing a Code of Conduct which reflects the most 
important community expectations about our elected representatives in the Legislative Assembly, then 
it should embrace these recommendations.   

Failure to do so will demonstrate conclusively that Labor politicians are prepared to put the interests of 
their political party ahead of their responsibility to the broader community.  And it will render this Code 
of Conduct useless.   

MR N.R. MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.42 pm]:  I stand in support of the majority 
report on a code of conduct.  I thank all the members who participated in putting the report together.  I want to 
spend some time on the minority report.  I do not want to argue its historical perspective as written by the 
member for Mitchell.  That is not the issue.  I want to concentrate on the minority report because it highlights an 
important factor in the way in which parliamentary committees like this need to operate.  This House changed 
the standing orders governing minority reports in 1999.  Within those standing orders is a clear intention that 
minority reports be relevant to the issue before the committee.  If members consider what the member for 
Mitchell has just read into the Hansard - that is, the content of his minority report - they will find that it 
highlights a political prejudice and his view of how the most successful party in the State - the Labor Party, 
which is in government - is organised, but they will find it hard to see how it relates to the conduct of individuals 
in the House.  Even if the member is right in suggesting that we on this side have a certain set of standards about 
how people vote that differs from that of the Liberal Party, the measure of whether that process is correct is 
judged by the people every four years through an election.  They look at how the members vote and where they 
stand on particular issues, and vote accordingly.  I have been in politics a long time.  I have been in this place 
since 1986, although I first ran for the seat of Pilbara as a young bloke in 1977.  I have never kidded myself that 
I stand for anything in an electorate other than to represent the Australian Labor Party.  

The truth is that although in the past 30 years there has been some growth in the number of Independent 
members of Parliament, the two key parties - the Labor Party and the Liberal Party - have strong political 
platforms that people look to when they go to an election.  My constituents do not vote for Norm Marlborough.  
Even after 17 years as a member I do not get a stack of votes in my electorate just because I am Norm 
Marlborough.  I am comfortable enough to suggest that of the 67 or 68 per cent of the votes I received at the last 
election, two or three per cent of the electors voted for me personally.  The rest of them voted for what I stand 
for; that is, they voted for the Australian Labor Party.  If the ALP has attached certain rules and regulations to 
my role as its representative when I go to the people, I will not only try to abide by those rules in the main, but 
also tell the community what I will abide by.  They know what I stand for.  They do not want me to be wishy-
washy and all over the place.   

I will refer to the member for Mitchell’s view of the world.  He said that members of the Liberal Party can be 
independent and cross the floor when they have strong differences of opinion.  Where is the member for 
Ningaloo today?  Two weeks ago he was the shadow Minister for Agriculture.  He has been stood aside because 
he publicly aired -  

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  He is probably flying back to Carnarvon.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  He is in the House today; I have seen him.  I am not suggesting that he is out of 
the Chamber.  The member for Mitchell wants to paint a picture of the Liberal Party that its members can hold 
independent views; however, where does the member for Ningaloo stand politically today?  He is no longer the 
shadow Minister for Agriculture because he made it publicly known that he supports Hon Kim Chance, the 
present Minister for Agriculture, who represents the Labor Party.   

However, that is not the key issue.  The key issue is whether, as a result of this minority report, which is very 
political, we ought to have minority reports at all.  I feel very strongly about this matter considering the 
importance of the disciplinary committee.  That committee sets the standard.  Regardless of whether members 
belong to the National Party, the Liberal Party, the ALP or are Independents, the committee sets the standards for 
the way in which members act in this House, rather than how they vote.  It sets the standards for how members 
act and carry out their job when representing the people.  In my opinion, the minority report demeans the 
credibility of the role of the committee.   

In the past 48 hours I have sought some guidelines rather than follow my own prejudice.  I did not have a view 
on this matter prior to it coming before us and prior to seeing the minority report.  I have tried to gather some 
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information to support my view that I now strongly hold regarding whether minority reports ought to be allowed.  
Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice states -  

A protest or dissent must be relevant to the committee’s reference, as the authority delegated to the 
committee and its members is limited to those areas defined by the terms of the inquiry.   

That is how the House of Representatives works.  I hope that is how we intend to work.  Certainly, when I read 
our standing orders, their intention is clear and absolute.  I argue that this minority report is not at all clear and 
absolute.  It starts in a warm, fuzzy way and then goes into a political diatribe on the role of the two major 
political parties.  It says that the two major parties are to blame for problems we have with the public.  At least it 
is honest enough to say that.   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  It is not honest.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Whether it is honest or inaccurate, it certainly does not concentrate on the issues 
on which the committee must concentrate.  That is not the only issue that this committee faces.  It is faced with 
ensuring that the high standards of integrity of the Parliament are kept.  This minority report has led me to 
believe that if minority reports are allowed to be written in this way, they will simply not do that.  As a result of 
this report, from now on, all opposition members could have one view on any matter and write a minority report.  
The process would then become a farce.  

Let us look at what happens elsewhere in the Westminster system.  Parliament Practice in New Zealand 
indicates that minority reports are not allowed with New Zealand committees of privilege.  It reads -  

There is only one report presented to the House from a committee on each occasion it reports.  That is 
the one adopted as the committee’s report by a majority of the committee if need be.   

But committees can in their reports, other than on bills and petitions, indicate the differing views of 
members of the committee.  This is often done, sometimes at considerable length.  No member of the 
committee has the right to have his or her dissenting views presented in the committee’s report; 

Let us look to the cradle of the Westminster system, the House of Commons.  Erskine May’s Parliamentary 
Practice reads -  

No signatures may, therefore, be attached to the report for the purpose of showing any difference of 
opinion in the committee or the absence thereof; nor may the report be accompanied by any 
counterstatement, memorandum of dissent, or protest from any dissenting or non-assenting member or 
members; 

Regarding the minority report attached to the tabled report, the main thrust of the report is to highlight the 
problem with standing orders.  The House must decide whether minority reports have a role in the committee 
process.  The House of Commons states clearly that they do not, and that they are not in the best interests of 
running the Parliament or the committee process.  New Zealand has followed its lead, and it is time the Western 
Australian Parliament did the same. 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [4.52 pm]:  I also speak to the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s 
“Report on a Code of Conduct for Members of the Legislative Assembly of Western Australia” tabled by the 
Deputy Speaker, and I will certainly speak to the minority report, particularly the recommendation that the 
member for Mitchell and I proposed; that is - 

•  While acknowledging that members have a broad duty to the State and other responsibilities, 
such as to political parties, their first duty and paramount responsibility as elected 
representatives is to represent the interests of their own electorate and their constituents; 
and 

•  Notwithstanding the legitimate role of political parties, no member who is a member of a 
political party shall be constrained by, or obliged to follow, any directive from, or 
decision by, any body of that political party in connection with his or her Parliamentary 
duties. 

The members for Wanneroo, Mitchell and Peel all stated that, after four years, we are judged by our 
constituencies.  As such, a determination is made about our performance.   

I draw on my experience in the last Parliament when I crossed the floor.  While our minority report explains that, 
by and large, members of my party make it known to their party room when they intend to cross the floor, on the 
occasion in question I did not make it known to my colleagues.  I refer to 3 December 1998 in the committee 
stage of the Sentencing Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill.  The member for South Perth moved an 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 27 February 2003] 

 p4879b-4885a 
Ms Dianne Guise; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Norm Marlborough; Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr Mark 

McGowan 

 [6] 

amendment to compel heroin addicts to undergo treatment programs.  As a former member of the Select 
Committee on the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981, I felt that the member’s amendment was good, and I felt strongly 
about it.  As such, I crossed the floor.  It was not without a great deal of difficulty, especially given that I had not 
advised any of my party colleagues.  When considering this code of conduct, I applied my firm view that 
members should have that right to cross the floor.  I was particularly interested in the comments of the member 
for Peel during debate on the amendment to the Adoption Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2002 moved by the member 
for Churchlands.  It was interesting to listen to the member for Peel because I think that day the member would 
have liked to vote with the member for Churchlands.  I remind the member that he said -  

I want to speak because I have some sympathy for the amendment.   
. . . it proposes to remove any discrimination on the basis of age . . . Although I may not be voting in 
that way, I want to put on record my concerns, which have already been raised with the minister.   

It was quite clear that the member for Peel had firmly held convictions and would have liked to support that 
amendment.  That day the member for Peel went up in my estimation.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  I was about to say that I think I went up in your estimation.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The member did, because I saw him in a different light.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  I saw a little glow in your eye that day.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  He certainly did.  I thought, “There is a man with firmly held convictions.  He 
really would like to support the member for Churchlands.”   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  You had that Bambi look in your eye when you looked at me that day. 
Mr M. McGowan interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  Order, members!   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Mr Acting Speaker, if I do not acknowledge that interjection, it will not be 
recorded in Hansard, will it?   
Mr M. McGowan:  You already have.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  In that respect, the member for Peel went up in my estimation.   
It is unfortunate that the minority report has fallen along party lines.  It is unfortunate that the member for Peel 
has the view that minority reports should be excluded from the committee process, because in opposition the 
member for Peel and other members in this Parliament probably have been party to minority reports.  I find that 
a very interesting comment and I am sure at some stage it will probably come before our committee.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  It must be relevant to the issue.  That is all I am saying.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  We were looking at a code of conduct for members of Parliament.  I can see that 
the member has some empathy for members on this side who can have an independent view, and it does not 
come without some grief to us.  It certainly is difficult to cross the floor.  However, at the same time, it is 
something I firmly believe in and in that respect I support the minority report.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  I note that when you were in government and crossed the floor, there were never quite 
enough numbers for you to lose the vote.   
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I will comment on that, because the member makes a good point.  Had that 
amendment been mooted earlier, I certainly would have gone to my party room and advised the party that I had 
every intention of supporting the amendment and that, as a party, it also should support it.  It should have 
happened; the member for South Perth moved a good amendment.  Unfortunately, that opportunity was not 
afforded me.  However, I digress from the minority report.  With those few words, I support the minority report.   

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.57 pm]:  Under Standing Order No 279, I seek 
leave to speak to this report.   
Leave granted.  
Mr M. McGOWAN:  I speak to this report because I have been a member of this place for a little over six years 
and I have put considerable thought into the role of a member of Parliament and the sorts of obligations that 
members of the public put on us and the hopes that they have put in our hands.  It is a rewarding job with 
enormous responsibility.  Sometimes members of Parliament go into the community and forget their 
responsibility.  Members sometimes think that the public does not take much account of what they do, what they 
look like, or how they present, but they do.  Members must ensure that they carry out their responsibilities above 
and beyond the standards expected for other occupations.  If we do not do that, we will come under considerable 
criticism, as we have in the past.  We will continue to be ranked in opinion polls that show members of 
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Parliament below that of real estate agents, advertising executives and insurance salesman - no disrespect to the 
member for Avon.  We have a particular responsibility.  It is also a very unusual job, as we have all realised.  
The job requires a great deal of patience and many hours of work.  We saw yesterday in the Victorian Parliament 
how unusual it can be.  In order to carry out her responsibilities as a mother and as a member of that Parliament, 
a member breastfed her baby in the Parliament.  She is a newly elected member of that Parliament.  By her own 
standards, she would expect to appear in the place to which she was elected.  She would see that as a great 
obligation.  She also had the obligation to breastfeed her child.  There is no conflict there.  She had every right to 
breastfeed her child in the Parliament.  She was unable to get out of her responsibilities as a member of that 
Parliament.  Unless there are extreme circumstances, members should appear in Parliament and do their job for 
the people who elected them. 
I have perused the report, which deals with a range of very important issues.  It discusses the use of public 
resources.  Members in this place have great privileges regarding the things that are said.  Conflicts of interest 
often arise for members.  Members can find conflict between their private and public responsibilities.  Members 
may have private assets that could be influenced by public duties.  Members must declare their assets and ensure 
that they do not undertake activities that could improve their wealth.  Some members hide their assets from the 
members’ register of interests by placing them in trusts.  I know of one or two members from the last Parliament 
who did that.  That is breaching trust with the public.  We must rise above that.  The report deals with that range 
of issues in a sensible fashion without being too prescriptive.  It will provide guidance for members of 
Parliament in the future.  It is a minority report and I imagine that was due to the member for Mitchell, not the 
member for Carine.  The minority report points out all those things that members of the public dislike about 
members of Parliament. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Parliament has set up a committee that has come up with good recommendations.  The 
committee has been politicised by a member of Parliament who does nothing except politicise every single thing 
he touches.  That is something that members of the public hate about some politicians, because they believe 
members should sometimes agree on things; that we should cooperate.  That is politicisation and what the public 
of Western Australia dislike about members of Parliament.  I will go a little further.  I note that section 10 of the 
recommended code of conduct, as presented by the committee, states - 

Members must not knowingly mislead the Parliament or the public in statements they make and are 
obliged to correct the parliamentary record as soon as possible when incorrect statements are made 
unintentionally. 

Members will recall the member for Mitchell’s famous press release that he issued stating, with his hand on his 
heart, that he would give up his parliamentary superannuation.  He got a swing in his constituency on the basis of 
that statement.  He won votes in his constituency from people who believed him.  He then came back to the 
Parliament immediately after that, was given the choice and did not do it.  That is what upsets members of the 
public about members of Parliament. 
To come up with a silly little political report - no doubt dictated on a dictaphone in about 15 minutes - on the 
back of this well thought-out report of the committee indicates the sort of politician we have in the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition.  However, he went on to say that members must represent their constituencies.  I 
cannot recall the member for Mitchell ever crossing the floor.  He promised to do that.  He was constantly 
quoted in the Bunbury Herald or the Bunbury edition of the South Western Times saying that he would cross the 
floor on an issue on which he would stand up for Bunbury.  Did he cross the floor, Madam Deputy Speaker?  I 
cannot recall him doing that once.  Did he ever cross the floor?  Not once.  The hypocrisy is breathtaking. 
As the member for Peel pointed out, it is one of those very interesting things.  There is a member of the 
Opposition who occasionally tells the truth.  He is sitting on the other side; it is the member for Ningaloo.  The 
member for Ningaloo occasionally tells the truth.  Last week he said to the Leader of the Opposition that he 
thought the Labor Minister for Agriculture was doing a good job.  Where is the member for Ningaloo now?  The 
Leader of the Opposition reminds me of Billy Hughes: whenever he hears something that he does not like he 
turns off his hearing aid.  The member for Ningaloo went out to the community and told the truth.  Where is he 
now?  He is in the outhouse, he is in the doghouse politically or maybe both.  He is out in the backyard, he is 
over the fence and he is out in the back paddock.  That is where he is with the Liberal Party these days.  
However, the number-cruncher won 20-10 in the ballot for Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party.  The number-
cruncher - the member for Mitchell - claims that he crosses the floor when he does not.  He claims that he will 
give up his superannuation when he will not.  He deliberately misleads his constituency.  He sits there as Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition and comes up with all this cant and hypocrisy in this minority report, which is not 
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worth the paper it is written on.  I hope, if there is any justice, that it receives no coverage at all in the media, 
because it deserves none. 
However, I congratulate members of the committee on the first part of their report.  It is a fine document and sets 
out a blueprint for lifting the standards of members and for lifting the public impression of members of 
Parliament in future. 
 


