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INTRODUCTION

Ian Thompson was interviewed for the Parliamentary History Project by Ronda Jamieson in 1987
and carries the number 0H2264/1. Since 1987, another interview (0H2264/2), conducted on 11
September 2009, continues from that point, and should be read in conjunction with this interview.
The 2009 interview covered the remainder of Ian Thompson's political career, including the
decision to resign from the Liberal Party in July 1989 and become an Independent member of
Parliament until the 1993 election which he did not contest. It covers the various Shadow Ministries
held before his resignation from the Party, the parliamentary Select Committees on which he
served, and his comments on the role of Independent members. The leadership of the Labor
governments and Liberal oppositions from 1989 until 1993 are covered, together with the 1991
Royal Commission into the Activities of Government, known as the WA Inc Royal Commission. Ian
Thompson's activities since leaving Parliament are briefly discussed.
Sadly, Ian Thompson died on 3 December 2009, aged 74.
The interview was conducted in the Parliament of Western Australia by Ronda Jamieson.
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INTRODUCTION

This is an interview with Hon Ian Thompson for the Parliamentary
History Project and the Battye Library Oral History Unit. The
interview was conducted from July to November 1987 by Ronda
Jamieson and there are seventeen tapes.
Ian Thompson was born in Geraldton in 1935, and attended a great
number of country schools because his father moved around the
State as a ganger for the West Australian Government Railways.
After leaving school aged 14, Ian Thompson completed a five year
apprenticeship in the Public Works Department as an electrical
fitter, working for that Department as a tradesman after a period
of National Service. He married Margaret Eddy in 1958 and they
have four daughters.
In 1969, Ian Thompson unsuccessfully contested the Federal Seat
of Moore for the House of Representatives. At the age of 35, in
1971, he entered State Parliament as the Liberal Member for
Darling Range, and following a redistribution, the seat of
Kalamunda, which he still held at the time of the interview. In
1974 he became Chairman of Committees and was elected Speaker of
the Legislative Assembly in 1977, a position he held until the
defeat of the Liberal Government in 1983. In Opposition, Ian
Thompson held several shadow portfolios.
Ian Thompson took his responsibilities as Speaker of the House
very seriously, although he would have preferred to have been a
Minister of the Court Government. At times he was in conflict
with his own party over how he should function as Speaker. During
the interview he discussed the role of Speaker and spoke freely
about controversies he faced. He outlined his work as a member of
Parliament both in his electorate and in the House.
After the interview was completed, Ian Thompson resigned from the
Liberal Party in July 1989 and became an Independent member of
the Legislative Assembly, claiming dissatisfaction with Liberal
leadership, dating from his failure to be appointed as a
Minister. He was later quoted as wanting "more freedom to debate
matters as an ordinary MP." (West, 29 September, 1989).
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The Thompson Family
L-R Lexie, Inger, Ian, Kelsey, Margaret, Netta, 1989

VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT

THOMPSON

Ian David Thompson and I was born at Morawa Hospital on
the 1st of September 1935.
RJ

And who was your father?

THOMPSON

My father is David James Thompson.
He was born in
Geraldton. My mother, her maiden name was Pell. She was born at
a place called Strawberry, which is just near Mingenew on the old
Midland Railway line.
They were married at the tail end of the
Depression and in those days work was very difficult to get and
there was no dole as there is today and people had to take
whatever jobs they could get.
Dad worked as a farm labourer for
his sister's husband in Mullewa for a while but then finally
secured a job with the WAGR as a ganger, as a fettler. They were
required to live in a tent on the side of the railway line at
Pintharuka. Pintharuka, of course, is near Morawa and I was born
in Morawa in the September of '35. I lived in that tent for that
summer of '35/36.
Mum tells me that it was necessary to put my
bassinet in four jam tins of water to keep the ants off me. They
had nothing in the way of refrigeration, of course, in those
days; indeed they didn't even have a Coolgardie safe.
After Pintharuka they were sent to a place called Wurarga which
is on the Yalgoo line located about midway between Mullewa and
Yalgoo, perhaps a little closer to Yalgoo than midway. That's my
first recollection of life in point of fact.
I can remember the
house in which we lived in Wurarga.
It was primitive by present
day standards.
The verandah consisted of sleepers and I can
remember on one occasion when a great scurry was around because
there was a snake in the cracks in the sleepers.
I had only one brother.

He was fifteen months younger than what
I was and he was always a very adventurous kid.
I can remember
once that Mum had to climb the tower tank, water tank that they
used to refuel or refill the steam engines, to rescue my brother
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who'd climbed up the ladder of this tank.
He would then have
been, I suppose only a few months old.
He would have only lust
been walking I'd imagine and he'd got to the top of this tank.
RJ

What else can you tell me about your family life as you

grew up?
THOMPSON

Well because Dad was in the railways and wanting to
improve his position in life he applied for various jobs and that
resulted in us having to move to various parts of the State and
I've lived in many, many parts of the State.
We went from
Wurarga to Tambellup, and from Tambellup to Bunbury, from Bunbury
to Geraldton, from Geraldton to Mullewa, from Mullewa back to
Geraldton. I think there might have been one or two other places
in between.
So in my early years we shifted around quite a lot
and it meant once we started school we were shifting from school
to school.
That was always a problem because there wasn't the
same degree of cooperation, it seems, between the schools as
there is at the present time.
On at least two or three of the
occasions when my brother and I were established in a new school,
we found that we had to drop back a class because we were not up
to the standard of the kids who were at this new school we'd gone
to. That was a bit disconcerting really because we found that we
felt as though we were a bit old for the class we were in and it
didn't help us, I don't think, in our social development.
RJ

Did if affect your ability to make friends?

THOMPSON

Oh I think it would have.
I can't really recall that.
In later life I've thought about it and I think it must have
because we would have been of an age out of kilter with the other
kids in our class.
RJ

Well what sort of experience was school for you?

THOMPSON I never really enjoyed school and I think it's probably
because we were always trying to catch up or we were always in a
new situation. We had our first experience at school in Catholic
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schools.

My parents were Catholics and we started school at a
fairly young age in Bunbury brought about by the fact that my
mother was pregnant with a third child, which she lost. She was
hospitalised for some time and the only way that things could be
handled was that my brother and I were taken off to school.
Although we were younger than the age normally entering school,
we started school at Bunbury.
When we got ultimately to
Geraldton we were enrolled at the Stella Mans College in
Geraldton but then Mum and Dad weren't too pleased with the
progress we were making there so we were whipped out of that
school and started school at the State school in Geraldton and we
stayed in the State system then all the way through our
education.
RJ

When you talk of these various moves, how long on
average would you have been staying in any one place?
THOMPSON Well it varied.
I can't tell you precisely because I
was too young to really think about that.
I can remember that
when we went to Mullewa it was to have been for a couple of years
but we were there only for six months because during the time
that we were there, my father's father died and he asked to be
transferred back to Geraldton and indeed had to regress; he had
to step back a position in the scheme of things in the railway
hierarchy. That was to enable him to go home and help look after
his mother.
They were during the war years and they were fairly troubled
times anyway.
I can recall that we were evacuated out of
Geraldton on a couple of occasions and indeed for several weeks
on two separate occasions.
I can recall once being sent to
Mingenew, to go to school at Mingenew for a few weeks whilst they
waited for a Japanese threat to pass.
Then on a second occasion
we were taken from Geraldton and we went to stay with relatives
in Mullewa and we went to school in Mullewa because again of the
threat of hostilities.
A very turbulent sort of period in which
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to be going to school.
I just am thankful that my kids haven't
had to go through that same sort of turmoil.
I just wonder how
we got an education at all. Some say I didn't perhaps. [Laughs]
RJ
Besides school did you have any other interests as you
were growing up
not that school was an interest by the sound of
it? Did you take any interest in sport for instance?
-

THOMPSON Yes I was interested in sport.
My younger brother was
a very good athlete, a very polished athlete.
He could have
shone in any athletic activity that he wanted to. I was never as
coordinated.
I was always tall and gangly and awkward, but I
certainly enjoyed sport and I particularly enjoyed Australian
Rules Football, but I was something of a late starter in it,
mainly because I was always a bit gangly and awkward.
However
I've always had an interest in sport and I still participate in
sporting activity because I think it's essential for people to
have some recreational activity.
RJ

And what else did you do with leisure time?

THOMPSON Well I can't recall that there was any specific thing
that I did with leisure time.
When we eventually shifted to
Midland (and the reason why we came to Midland was because it was
necessary for us to undertake a secondary education and Dad
thought that it would be better if we were in city than in
Geraldton)) most of my leisure activity was associated with after
school sport.
I was always keen on mechanical things.
I can
remember the only pushbike that I ever owned I assembled myself.
I got a frame from one place and a wheel from another and I can
remember building that bicycle and was very envious of my brother
because Mum and Dad bought him a new one.
I could never quite
come to grips with that.
Still, I think the exercise of having
to do it myself I think probably was better for me in terms of my
development than if I'd have had a new one given to me.
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What was your father like?

THOMPSON My Dad was a very domineering person.
He still is;
he's still alive.
He is unquestionably the worst tempered man
I've ever known in my life. I can remember several times when he
did the block and threw things. I can remember I was helping him
do some work on a bench at the semi-detached place that we lived
in in Midland and he hit his finger or thumb or something with
the hammer and he threw that hammer as far as I've ever seen
anything thrown in my life. Then I had to go and fox the hammer.
But he was a very, very bad tempered person.
I've come to
understand, I think, a little bit of how people who are
associated with a bad tempered person have to adjust to
accommodate for bad temper.
But nonetheless my Mum and Dad were very good parents.
They did
as much for us as they could.
They didn't have the wherewithal
that people have today.
See young people today just take for
granted all the things around them.
But I can remember Dad
making an ice box.
Now this was in the fifties Dad made an ice
box.
We didn't own a refrigerator but he made this ice box.
Then the ice man used to come once a week and put ice in it.
I
can remember when we got our first refrigerator.
I can remember
when Mum got her first washing machine and that only seems
yesterday that that occurred.
Mum and Dad didn't own their own
home.
We lived in rented accommodation and indeed the house in
which we lived in Midland was a condemned housed.

Had it not
been for the fact that accommodation was so desperate we wouldn't
have been permitted to live in it.
They'd lock you up today if

you tried to live in that sort of accommodation.
Ultimately Mum and Dad were successful in being allocated a State
Housing Commission house and we shifted to the State Housing
Commission house in Midland, in John Street, Midland. In fact I
only drove past the place this morning; it's still there. It was
only a two bedroomed house and the second bedroom was really not
big enough for two beds so I slept on the front verandah. It had
very little cover on the verandah and indeed I can remember Mum
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used to have a ground sheet that she'd put over my bed in rainy
weather to stop the bed getting wet.
I quite enjoyed sleeping
outdoors and I did that winter and summer.
Initially it started
off not because I wanted to do that but because that was the only
way that we could be accommodated in the house. It was from that
house that I went to be married in 1958.
RJ

What was your mother like?

THOMPSON Mum was a very soft person, a very gentle person who
wouldn't hurt a fly, still won't hurt a fly. Indeed I think she
was too soft for her own good.
She had to put up with a
bad-tempered husband and used to go to great lengths so ensure
that she didn't cause him to fly off the handle.
In some
respects my approach to life, I think, has been modelled because
of the way my Mum was. I think that had of Mum stood up a bit to
people, it would have been better not only for herself but better
for the people around her. I've come to believe that although it
may be a bit distasteful, there are times when you have to tell
things as they are in the interests not only of yourself but of
the other people around you.
RJ

During that schooling was anything developing in your
mind as to what you wanted to do with a future career?
THOMPSON Yes there was. The normal expectation of someone in my
station in life was hopefully to get an apprenticeship and become
a tradesman, and indeed one's sights were never encouraged to
lift very [much] higher than that.
I can remember at Midland
High School at the time there were three specific streams,
basic.... I don't know what they called the second one, but then
the third one was professional: those people who were hopefully
going to be able to go off to the one senior high school that we
had in the State then, that was at Modern School. If you were a
real bright person you had a chance of going to Modern School,
but if you weren't that and if you weren't a basic student, well
then you were in this middle stream.
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General.

.general stream, and that was the stream that
accommodated most people.
From that people went in to such
things as apprenticeships or shop assistants or shorthand typists
or whatever.
...

I had an interesting experience at school. I left Midland High
School in the second year of high school, but just before I left
school I was quite impressed by a particular social studies
teacher who awakened in me an interest in politics.
Indeed I
became fascinated by the concept that he had taught us that it
was possible for just ordinary people to take an active role and
have an influence on the way in which we're governed and the way
in which things occur in the community.
Up until that point in
my life I just didn't think that an ordinary person could do
that.
I thought the province to govern went with wealth and
station in life.
I look back now and see that particular
experience as the start of a political career, because it was at
that point that I became aware that it was possible for an
ordinary person to have an involvement in politics and have an
involvement in government.
It coincided with a couple of relatives being elected to
Parliament or in fact I think one had already been elected to
Parliament and I was aware of that person's involvement. The two
people to whom I refer were firstly Jack (Drummer) Hall who was
the member for Albany.
He represented the Labor Party.
He was
one of my Dad's cousins.
I can recall meeting Jack Hall on a
number of occasions and indeed in those days he used to go from
Parliament to Albany by a train and the Albany train used to come
to Midland before going off to Albany.
I can remember several
times going over to meet Uncle Jack at the station.
The other person who entered Parliament at about that time was
David Brand.
David came from Mullewa or around the North
Midlands. He in fact was from a Mullewa family but he, after the
war, took up a shop in Dongara. It was from that particular shop
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that he was elected to Parliament, I think in 1948.1
Now his
sister ultimately married my first cousin and because of that
family tie I had an interest in David Brand's career.
So I had the example of two, not close relatives, but certainly
two relatives, who were in Parliament, one representing the
Liberal Party and one representing the Labor Party.
I followed
their careers with a great degree of interest.
Bearing in mind
the earlier experience I'd had with the social science teacher, I
developed a keen interest in becoming a member of Parliament.
I
made a study of the political philosophies and policies of the
two major parties, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party. I grew
up in a household of Labor politics.
My Dad was a staunch
socialist. Indeed he was... • I don't know that he was actually a
member of the Labor Party but he certainly worked for the Labor
Party and I can remember being asked by my father to distribute
Labor Party pamphlets during election campaigns.
So the natural
inclination would have been for me to become a part of the Labor
Party but I studied the policies and philosophies of the two
major parties and I made a very conscious decision to join the
Liberal Party, not because it did all of the things that I
thought to be appropriate but it was the party that went closest
to the things that I thought important. My intention was to join
that party and use whatever influence I could to try and bring it
around to my way of thinking: a forlorn hope in some respects as
experience will show, or experience has shown.
RJ
You said the Liberal Party appealed to you because it
had most of the things that you felt were important.
What were
they?
THOMPSON

Well I think if you look, Ronda, at all the political
parties, they all say they're going to achieve the most for the
people in the community.
It's the different approach that each
of those parties has towards achieving those goals that is the

-------------------'David Brand was elected to Parliament as the Member for
Greenough in 1945 (RJ).
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difference between them.

The thing that attracted me to the
Liberal Party was the philosophy of free enterprise, of giving
reward to effort and in that way I could see that there was more
prospect of there being a bigger cake to share than if you
approached it in a different way, as does the Labor Party. In my
view there isn't the same incentive to make the cake bigger.
There is, it seems to me, more incentive to get a bigger piece of
it perhaps without trying to make it bigger.
So put
simplistically, that's how I saw the difference between the two
parties.
I was attracted to the one that was based on the
free enterprise philosophy.
RJ

What age were you when you made this study of the two
parties' philosophies?
THOMPSON

I'd have been about nineteen or twenty.

I know I was
courting my wife and we were courting for quite a few years
before we were married.
Actually it wasn't courting, it was
'foughting'.
We had a very stormy courtship that was on again
off again over a number of years.
of time that I made that study.

But it was during that period
I didn't actually join the
Liberal Party until some time later but I certainly was an active
supporter of the Liberal Party.
I can recall having made the

prediction to Margaret when we were about nineteen that I would
one day be a member of Parliament.
She didn't believe me, so if
she finds things a bit rough from time to time she has only
herself to blame because she was well and truly warned.
RJ
house?

How did your father react to having a Liberal in his

THOMPSON

It took him quite a long while to come to grips with it
and indeed some members of my family
there is one particular
cousin who regarded me as a traitor and hasn't spoken to me since
that time. She used to be quite a regular visitor to my home but
she's given me up as a bad job.
Dad found it hard to accept
initially.
I'm happy to say I've now converted him.
Well I
-

don't know whether I've converted him to the extent that he
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actually goes and votes Liberal but I've certainly converted him
to the extent that he's been a very active supporter in the six
campaigns, or seven campaigns,1 that I've been involved in.
Indeed he quite frequently now rings me up and gives me some
helpful advice as to what I should be doing about fixing up the
Labor Party.
So if that's not a convert I don't know what one
is.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE ONE

--------------------

1 Mr Thompson has successfully contested six State parliamentary
elections and unsuccessfully contested the Federal seat of
Moore in 1969, making seven campaigns in all (RJ).
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TAPE ONE SIDE TWO

RJ

As you were thinking through the direction in which you
would go, did your father try to argue with you over Labor
thinking?
THOMPSON

Oh yes, yes.
He argued with me but I don't know that
he ever attempted to influence me against pursuing the course
that I'd embarked upon.
He certainly argued vigorously with me
over many issues but he never attemped to change my direction.
RJ

What happened to you after you left school?

THOMPSON I started an apprenticeship with the Public Works
Department.
I used to volunteer to go away to the country to
work.
I enjoyed going to the country.
It was a very pleasant
life, but it was also a financially rewarding life because
firstly board and lodging was paid by the employer and secondly
you were encouraged to work overtime because they, having to pay
your accommodation, the sooner they could get the job completed
the better.
So I used to go away to increase my earning power.
At the same time I had some very rewarding experiences.
I was
fortunate in the jobs that I had or the employer I had because it
took me from places as depressing as mental hospitals and gaols
to Government House and to Parliament House and all in between.
I think I had a most fortunate sort of early working life
experience.
If ever I get gaoled
I hope that never ever happens but I'm
going to claim four months credit because at one stage of my life
(it was just towards the end; in fact I think I might just have
finished my apprenticeship) I was asked to go and work at the
Pardalup Prison Farm.
What had happened was that the electrical
installation at Pardalup had got into a very poor state and in
those days there was very little money for the Prisons
Department, and the Public Works Department were keen to get this
-
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electrical installation brought into some sort of order but they
couldn't find their way clear to allot the money necessary.
They discovered that there was a person living in the gaol who
was an inmate in the gaol who was in fact an electrician.
His
name was Lawrence. He was gaoled just towards the latter part of
the Second World War.
In fact I think it was just after the
Second World War he'd been discharged from the Army and came home
and found his wife playing up with a Yank so he murdered her and
was put in gaol.
While he was in gaol he undertook a
correspondence course to become an electrician.
He didn't have
any practical experience but he had the theoretical knowledge and
was in fact licensed.
So the Public Works Department decided
that they would provide the materials and provide some
supervision but that Lawrence would undertake this electrical
installation.
Well he made an absolute botch of it because he
hadn't any real practical experience and the job got into quite a
mess.
He then got sick and it was necessary to bring him back
from Pardalup to hospitalise him at Fremantle.
In those days
that was the only place where prisoners who were sick could be
treated.
The supervisor of the Public Works Department came to
me, because he knew I was keen on country work, and asked me if
I'd go and work at Pardalup.
He explained to me that I'd be
living in the prison, eating prison food and that there wasn't
any overtime, I could only work the five days, because there was
no pressure on them to have me work overtime and they didn't have
the money to pay overtime.
So I was duly despatched to Pardalup
which is 22 miles out of Mount Barker.
I had no form of
transport; I didn't own a car or anything like that. I worked in
there for those three or four months.
It was a most interesting experience. I expected it to be as far
as the warders were concerned, a close knit community where
there'd be a lot of social intercourse. It just wasn't the case.
They hated one another.
They really did.
The men would work
together but the women just didn't mix socially. I can only ever
remember being invited to a meal once and that was to the home of
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Ivan Thorpe who ultimately became the head of the Fremantle
Prison.
Ivan was then in charge of the prison down there and I
can remember only once being invited to his home for a meal.
I lived in a part of the administration section but I was given a
fellow who was assigned to me to look after my quarters.
He had
to just make sure that the fires were kept going and the bed was
made and that sort of thing.
He was an interesting character.
His name was Wright, Wilbur Wright. He was an A class cricketer.
He was also a very good footballer.
But he had a few extra....
He was a pay clerk for the State Shipping Service and he a few
extra people on the payroll that didn't exist and he was
collecting the extra.
So I met Wilbur in those days.
Another
person who was assigned to help me was a so-called carpenter
whose name was Fellows. I never ever enquired as to what offence
they were in there for, some volunteered it but I never enquired
and I never quite knew why Fellows was there but I assumed it was
for dishonesty.
But he was ultimately hanged.
He murdered a
little girl.
After he was discharged from prison on that
occasion he murdered a little girl in Shenton Park and was the
second last person in Western Australia to hang.
So I worked
with that man.
So, as I say, I had the opportunity to see many
facets of life as a result of working with the Public Works
Department.
So if ultimately I am to be assigned to prison, I'm
going to claim I've got a few months up my sleeve.
RJ
Besides your enjoyment of moving from place to place
did you like electrical work itself?
THOMPSON I enjoy working with my hands.
I still do.
I can
enjoy doing anything with my hands and I am able to turn my hand
to almost anything.
I've built several houses.
The house in
which I live now I built.
But I can't say that I enjoyed being
an electrician any more than I would have enjoyed doing anything
else in the trade area.
I could have been a carpenter or
anything, I think, and would have enjoyed it just as much.
There's nothing special about the electrical trade that
interested me. I could have enjoyed doing other things.
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You had left school without a Junior Certificate.

THOMPSON Yes.
RJ

Did you do any further studies after leaving school?

THOMPSON Yes I did.
I completed the Junior Certificate by
correspondence and I attempted to do Leaving Certificate by night
school.
That proved to be impractical, principally because I
used to undertake a lot of country work and I wasn't around long
enough to undertake a course.
I enrolled two or three times to
do subjects towards the Leaving Certificate but I was never able
to complete them.
I also endeavoured to do a diploma course in
electrical engineering but for the same reason that just wasn't a
practical proposition so I never pursued that.
So in terms of a
formal education I didn't have much of a formal education
although I think that the sort of experience that I've had
probably made up for some lack of formality in my education
process.
RJ

You spoke of a courtship. When and whom did you marry?

THOMPSON I married Margaret Lynette Eddy on the 27th of
September 1958.
We went together for a few years before that
particular happy day. It was, as I said earlier, a fairly stormy
sort of relationship.
On one occasion I can remember Margaret
called it off and left and went to work in Wyndham.
She was a
bookkeeper was her job and she took a job as the bookkeeper at
the Wyndham Meatworks and went up there for four or five months.
That broke my heart I can tell you. Anyway when she came back we
made it up again and I don't know whether we had any more tiffs
but it was a very stormy relationship and I'm happy to say that
it's been a very happy and stable marriage.
We've been very
happy together.
We have our moments like everyone else, but
she's been an absolutely first class wife to me and in politics I
couldn't have had a better partner because she entertains well.
She's been a tower of strength as far as the kids are concerned.
We've had a fairly close partnership in the upbringing of our

THOMPSON

15

four kids but the principal load has been borne by Margaret.
Particularly in my earlier political career I wasn't at home as
much and the kids were young and it was a very difficult time for
Margaret, I'm sure,
We were fortunate in that for the most of
our married life Margaret's mother either lived next door to us
or near to us and she certainly made it possible for Margaret to
have an involvement with me in a lot of the things that I have
done during my political career.
For instance Inga was only two
when I was selected to go to London to do a seminar at the Palace
of Westminster.
It was a three week course, intensive course,
and because we were going that far we decided that we'd have a
look around at Europe so we were away for I think seven or eight
weeks, might have been longer. Margaret's mother just took over
running the home just as if we'd been there.
I might say
Margaret was pretty blue on several occasions and I thought I was
going to have to send her home on a couple, but we got by.
So
I'm terribly thankful for the support that Margaret's mother gave
us because it enabled us to be close when others in similar sorts
of circumstances couldn't be.
There's only one of our children who's ever known a life other
than an involvement in politics and that was our eldest.
Lexie
was
I think she'd have been six or seven when I was elected.
She resented my going into politics because it meant that I
wasn't around as much.
But all of the other kids have grown up
not knowing any other life.
Indeed Inga wasn't born until after
we were elected.
In fact things were a little bit drastic there
for a while.
Every time I was involved in an election campaign
-

Margaret got pregnant. [Laughs]. Of course, we had to put a stop
to that because I've had six elections; fortunately we've only
got four kids.
RJ

When was each of them born, and their names?

THOMPSON Lexie Margaret was born on the 25th of June 1963.
Netta Alice was born on the 23rd of July 1965. Kelsie Louise was
born on the 31st of August 1969 and Inga Elizabeth was born on
the 11th of April 1971.
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RJ

What sort of things were causing disruptions to your
courtship with Margaret?
THOMPSON I really don't know that there was any single factor
that caused the several.
I think it was just a matter of
adjusting to one another and accepting one another. I was also a
very jealous person and she only had to even give the slightest
look at someone else and that was it. That obviously contributed
to the tensions.
Margaret was also an only daughter and she and
her mother were very, very close; very close.
They still are
close. Unfortunately her mother and I have had a falling out two
or three years ago which I regret but I am thankful for the many
years that we had as very good friends. The irony of it was that
the falling out occurred not because of any breakdown in
relationship between she and I but because I punched her bloody
son on the nose, which didn't help. Anyway that's.... There was
no.
RJ
You've raised it: what was it about? Why did you punch
her son on the nose?
THOMPSON Her son.
Well it's just that he and I didn't get on
together at all.
I used to tolerate the jibes and the cheek and
that but it got that way that I wasn't prepared to any more and
perhaps I was just a little bit..., because I've always been a
bit short fused and that's what brought things to a head. He....
yes.
Oh perhaps I'd better not say much more about that.
It's rather ironical that that incident finished up with me in
hospital having open heart surgery because Margaret felt that I
was perhaps losing a little bit of grip of myself and she asked
me to go and have a check up and they discovered I had a heart
murmur and within a few weeks I was in Royal Perth Hospital
having a patch sewn into my heart and I've had that hole in my
heart all my life.
The cardiologist explained that my heart was
operating at twenty per cent below its efficiency all my life and
that I was lucky that I hadn't suffered heart failure as a result
of it.
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What year was the operation?
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RJ
And as a consequence of that is there anything you're
limited in doing?
THOMPSON No, no. The cardiologist said that do the things that
one would normally do.
Indeed I questioned him very closely. I
was a bit concerned about having that operation, I might tell you
and I asked what the alternatives were.
He said, "Well if you
don't have the operation you'd have had to retire and lead a
fairly sedentary sort of life." I said, well that just wasn't
for me.
So I had the operation.
I don't even think about it
now.
It doesn't concern me at all.
I was fortunate that they
picked it up at the time because I was well enough.
I didn't
feel unwell.
Margaret felt that I wasn't as good as I should be
and perhaps I wasn't, but I didn't feel unwell and indeed you
could have knocked me over with a feather when they said they had
to whack a patch on my heart.
I

RJ

Have you very often gone around hitting people?

THOMPSON

No, no, no. When I played football I used to give the
odd backhander, only in retaliation for those that I got myself.
I'm not given to that sort of thing.
I'm a fairly aggressive
person but not physically aggressive and it was just something
that I'd had enough of and it got to me and..., sorry about it
but that's the way it goes.
RJ

What was Margaret's political background?

THOMPSON Margaret grew up in a household of conservative
politics.
Her father's background was from the land, although
he didn't stay on the land.
The farm from which he came was not
big enough, or the farming involvement wasn't sufficient to
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retain him and he was a mechanic, a very good mechanic, but a
supporter of the Liberal Party and her mother still is a very
strong supporter of the Liberal Party.
RJ

You had declared when you were aged nineteen that you
were going to be a member of Parliament and you said Margaret
didn't believe you.
Were you still declaring this when you
married?
THOMPSON

Oh well I hadn't emphasised it but certainly it was
always something that I wanted to do.
I was just fortunate that
things broke my way, although I think I've always felt that you
make your own luck a bit in life.
Certainly luck plays a part
but you can help luck along a bit and I think I gave my luck a
little bit of help here and there but even so I've always said
that in politics you've got to be in the right place at the right
time.
I happened to be in the right place at the right time and
I've had a dream run.
I regard it as having been a dream run
anyway.
RJ

Up until the time that you campaigned for your own
cause had you taken part in anyone else's campaign?
THOMPSON Oh yes.
I participated in the campaign when Maurie
Williams was elected to the seat of Bunbury when a fellow by the
name of Roberts died mid term.
It was a very critical election
because it was at a time when the Brand Government had virtually
no majority in this House and there was a chance that if the
Labor Party.... Well had've the Labor Party won Bunbury on that
occasion there would have been a change of government as a result
of that by-election.
So I was then assigned to Bunbury.
I was
then a supervisor with the Public Works Department and I used to
commute to Bunbury go down on a Monday and come home on a Friday
night.
I hated that period of my life I might tell you but that
was something that I had to do.
I became involved in that
campaign.
Now that would have been in about 1963, I think.1
--------------------

1 Theby-election took place in 1962 (RJ).
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That was the first active involvement I had in a campaign.
Then when I came back from Bunbury I then became a formal member
of the Liberal Party and I was actively involved in the federal
election of 1966 and indeed it was as a result of the experience
I had in that campaign that I resolved that I would seek
preselection for the following federal election. To my amazement
I won preselection.
In those days the federal seat of Moore
included the areas of Kalamunda/Lesmurdie, Midland/Guildford. It
then went north to Three Springs and east to Narembeen; a very
big part of Western Australia.
Of the thirteen Liberal Party
branches in that division, eleven of them were rural branches.
They were farmer dominated branches.
I sought preselection not
expecting to win but to be involved in a campaign.
I had three
opponents, two of them farmers, one of them a Northam businessman
and me with a more Labor background than anyone, coming from the
metropolitan fringe of the electorate.
Now I gave it my best
shot but I couldn't see how I could win, bearing in mind that the
voting system is on preferential vote and with two farmer
candidates, one country businessman, I'd have thought that their
preferences would have supported the other.
However I won the
preselection and I regard that as the most significant victory in
my political career as far as the lay party is concerned because
although I didn't win the seat, and I don't think anyone expected
the Liberals to win the seat at that time, it gave me an
opportunity to be involved and I like to think that people
recognise that I did a good job and I think that was the reason
why, when the blue ribbon seat of Darling Range came up, and that
came up quite unexpectedly because the man who was then
representing it wasn't old.
He'd been in Parliament for nine
years and it was predicted that he would be there for some time
to come but he unexpectedly decided to pull out and it put me in
a position of being able to win that preselection.
I won it
unopposed.
I wasn't opposed on that occasion.
Other than the
federal seat of Moore when I had three opponents, I've never been
opposed for preselection since. I hope that continues.
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RJ
What was Margaret's reaction when you decided to seek
preselection for Moore?
THOMPSON Margaret's reaction has always been
her approach has
always been supportive.
She's always been prepared to support
what I'm doing.
There have been times when she's questioned but
she's never really been anything but supportive in the things
that I've wanted to do.
That's supportive in terms of allowing
me to do it, but more than that she pounds the streets and she
caters and all sorts of things. We have..., brought about by the
fact that in the '69 election we weren't favoured to win the
seat, after I was selected no one really wanted to know you and
the campaign cost us a lot of money out of our own pocket at the
time in our lives when we could least afford it.
Arising from
-

- -

that experience I made up my mind that I'd never be in a position
where we didn't have sufficient money to run a campaign.
So I
have run a champagne breakfast.
It started off as a champagne
brunch but each year, on the first Sunday in December each year,
we run this function and we've had up to five hundred people
attend it.
Margaret does all of the arranging and the ordering
and the catering.
Not only does she give me encouragement, she
actually works towards the successes that we've had.
I couldn't
have wished for a more supportive partner.
The amazing thing is
that it's really not her scene.
It's not her scene.
She would
rather be doing something else but she helps me.
RJ
THOMPSON

What would she rather be doing?

She'd rather have a quieter life.
She'd rather not be
in public life; it's not her scene. I can remember when we were
courting and I'd been judged the fairest and best player in our
club and we had the annual dinner and I was to be in some sort of
limelight and Margaret just couldn't hack that.
I had to
physically drag her into the hail because she didn't want to be
part of the limelight.
That's the way she is.
She's a shy,
retiring person. You'd never know Margaret was around, but she's
a most effective person, an absolutely devoted mother and she's
always made the kids' clothes, her own clothes, and some of the
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outfits that she used to dress our kids in, they were absolutely
beautiful.
I can remember she used to do this applique on
things.
I can remember going to church with these four kids all
dressed immaculately and in the same sort of outfit.
RJ
married?

What was her working background up to the time she

THOMPSON She was a bookkeeper.
She left school just before
completing her Junior Certificate to take a job in a store, in a
grocery store in Mundaring. She worked for a fellow, Rusty Wells
was his name.
I only just knew him because he was only just
around when I arrived on the scene but he was a very old
fashioned, very conservative, very careful businessman and he
taught Margaret the fundamentals of bookkeeping. She ultimately
went on to work with other firms. She worked with one of the big
chartered accountancy firms in Perth, Stowe and Stowe.
They
changed their names to other things in later years.
But she
- -

worked in several places and was recognised as a very good
bookkeeper.

END OF TAPE ONE SIDE TWO
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TAPE TWO SIDE ONE

RJ

When you stood for that federal seat in 1969 was it
just because you saw an opportunity or because you had decided
that federal politics was the way you wanted to go?
THOMPSON I still believe that the main area of interest as far
as politics in Australia is concerned is in the federal sphere.
It will increasingly become more important.
The federal
Parliament will increasingly become more important and as much as
I will fight the gravitation of power to the centre I see it as a
fact of life and I believe the State Parliaments will diminish in
importance.
As far as [State] government is concerned they will
virtually become agencies of the federal Parliament. I regret it
but I recognise it as being a fact of life.
So I've always felt
that way. However, I am glad I was not a federal politician.
- -

RJ

Why?

THOMPSON I just am full of admiration for the people who serve
in the federal Parliament who represent seats as far away as
Western Australia because they lead a miserable existence.
How
they ever hold marriages together I'll never know.
I just think
it's.... I don't think people should be called upon to make the
sort of sacrifices that federal members are asked to make. Might
I say that some people who serve in this Parliament who represent
far flung electorates make the same sort of sacrifices and
contribution. Whilst I believe that that's where the action is I
am not sorry I did not become a member of Parliament because I
don't think I would have had as enjoyable a life as I have had.
I certainly couldn't have had the relationship with my wife that
I've had and I couldn't have had the very close relationship I
have with my kids had it been for that.
RJ

Does that therefore mean that you've not been tempted
to think in federal terms since that time?
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THOMPSON

Oh I thought in terms of running for federal Parliament
at this election, the election next Saturday.
I was sorely
tempted to seek preselection for the seat of Canning.
I think
the seat of Canning is a seat which should be won by the Liberal
Party and I believe had I of stood that I'd have given it a
pretty fair shake.
However I, having thought about it for a
while, came to the conclusion that perhaps it was better that I
did not.
I expect to have an involvement in Parliament for some
time to come.
I've been a member now for over seventeen years.
I have never realised the ambition to become a Minister of the
Crown. I want to achieve that ambition before I leave this place
and I'd like to think that I could be a minister for a couple of
terms at least.
I believe that our turn will come to govern
again soon and I believe that I will have then the opportunity to
be a Minister of the Crown.
Really that's what I think a
political involvement should entail.
I don't think there's any
place in this institution for people who simply want to get a
parliamentary salary and have the status of being a member of
Parliament.
I think that if there isn't the desire to make a
contribution, to try and shape our society in the way in which
you think it should be shaped, well then I question whether you
should be here at all.
RJ
So really it was your ministerial ambitions that
stopped you seeking preselection in Canning?
THOMPSON

Oh that and also my understanding of the miserable
existence that it is, you know, half your time in Canberra and
very little time at home.
That had a bearing on it, that had a
bearing.
Also I have to recognise that at 52 going into federal
Parliament is not the same as going in there at 32, as I came
into this place, into this Parliament, into this House, a bit
over 32.1 I've got a base here. I'm in a position where when
government changes I will have a very influential involvement,
whereas if I was to go into the federal Parliament I've got to
--------------------

1Mr Thompson was 35 when he was elected to the State Parliament
in February, 1971 (RJ).
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start all over again.
Whilst starting all over again at 52
doesn't daunt me, when you take into account the other sacrifices
that you have to make, well then I think I've made the right
decision.
RJ
Well to get back to 1969, how did you go about that
campaign for Moore?
THOMPSON I was preselected almost twelve months before and I
started doorknocking twelve months before the election.
People
thought I was mad and indeed I suppose a lot of what I did was
wasted effort but it's amazing you know that there are still
people around who remember me calling, remember me knocking on
the doors. I did it extensively during that particular campaign.
I also doorknocked extensively during the campaign for the seat
of Darling Range in 1971. I think that for someone breaking into
politics that's a very useful way of campaigning.
However one
*

has to recognise that in a federal seat of 65 000 people that
there's no way that you're going to be able to knock on the doors
of every home and I've come to appreciate in later life that
there are more effective things that you can do in campaigning.
But in that particular campaign I spent a lot of time knocking on
doors.
But then we went through the usual process of
distributing pamphlets and putting up election hoardings (in
those days, of course, we were able to do that) and doing the
things that political candidates generally do, not much of which
I think influences the people but still you keep yourself busy.
RJ
Did that doorknocking only involve the metropolitan
area or did you get into the country as well?
THOMPSON

No I went doorknocking in the country as well.
I took
part of my long service leave to campaign in the latter part of
that particular election.
During that time I went into the
country and doorknocked.
But most of the work that I did in the
country was to go to local authorities and to business groups and
that sort of approach.
I felt that was more effective and I was
supported in that approach by a number of people: John Hyde who
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was my campaign director. Ultimately John became a member of the
federal Parliament for that seat.
I knew we'd win that seat
eventually because as the metropolitan area was extending into
the rural seats so the influence of the country vote was starting
to wane.
In those days, the seats of Moore and the seat of
Canning were held by the Country Party:
Don Maisey in Moore and
Jack Hallett in Canning.
They ultimately lost their seats, not
because of any lack of capacity or work on their part but simply
because suburbia encroached onto what was essentially rural seats
and the conservative vote, rather than being Country Party, was
Liberal and that's how they lost.
Now I recognised that Moore
was going to be a seat that the Liberals would win.
It included
the area in which I lived and that was one of the reasons why I
pinned my star on it.
I didn't expect to win it but I expected
ultimately for the Liberals to win it and, of course, John Hyde
did win and served as a federal member for I think ten years.
Then redistribution changed the character of it again and John
lost the seat.
So I was supported by John Hyde who was a very intelligent active
farming person.
I was also supported by people like Senator
Withers.
Reg Withers was a very active campaigner and I went
away on a couple of occasions with him and we did the sorts of
things that you do: go to visit Shires and business groups and
that sort of thing.
RJ

What sort of experience did you find the doorknocking?

THOMPSON I still find doorknocking very.... [hesitates]
Well I
become disillusioned when I go doorknocking when I come to
understand how little people know about politics and about
Parliament.
That's not a criticism of the people, it's just
recognising the facts that people don't have as an intense
interest in politics in this country as they do in some other
countries of the world.
I put that down to the fact that we've
had political stability in Australia in the two hundred years
that there's been European settlement.
There have only been two
or three occasions when there's been some upheaval that has
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caused people to take an interest in politics.
The last of
those, of course, was the sacking of the Whitlam Government.
People took an interest in politics then; it was a real high
point or a real interesting time in Australian politics.
But
outside of those two or three things, an example of which was the
Whitlam thing, people don't take an interest in politics and
indeed there are very few people in the community who understand
how our system works.
They don't understand the relationship of
two Houses and a lot of people don't even realise there are two
Houses of the Parliament.
They certainly have no deep
understanding of the electoral process.
They don't understand
the electoral laws and how the boundaries are drawn and what
impact there is between the relative parts of the State.
The
Labor Party have been going on about one vote one value.
Out
there in the electorate no one knows nor cares.
[Said with
emphasis].
Anyway: so it is disillusioning.
However I still
think it's important for people to do that, particularly new
candidates, to get themselves established and also to get to
grips with some of the things that worry people.
I must say that I find difficulty in undertaking doorknocking in
my electorate now. I've been a member, as I've said earlier, for
seventeen years or more and a lot of people in the community know
me by my name and they address me by my name and they assume that
I know them. Although I can recognise people and see them around
and a lot of people I do know, you can't know everyone. You see
someone out of their normal environment and you know the person
but you simply can't get the recall of the person's name.
So
doorknocking for a person who's been a member of Parliament for a
while can in fact be counterproductive, because you go and knock
on a door, the door is opened by the householder who knows you by
name, you know that she's something in the community or he's
something in the community, secretary of the P and C or something
like that, you know you've seen them somewhere, and then you try
and strike up a conversation and immediately they say, "This
bloke doesn't remember me, doesn't know my name."
Then they
think, "What sort of a bloke's this?" That's why I feel that
doorknocking is an important and useful thing for new candidates
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to do because you're not expected to know the people, but for
someone who has been a member for a long time, particularly
someone who's got a reasonably high profile, then you've got
yourself a problem because they know you and they expect you to
know them.
RJ

You said you hadn't expected to win Moore but how did
you really react when you knew the result of that election?
THOMPSON Well I was bit devastated because we didn't do anywhere
near as well as I expected to do. It deflated me quite a bit, it
really did.
But still looking back, the predictions I made came
true; we ultimately won the seat.
RJ
But why do you think you didn't do as well as you had
expected?

•

THOMPSON Well because I don't think the country people were
prepared to support a city based Liberal Party candidate.
They
supported John Hyde ultimately because he was a country based
Liberal.
People in the country are very conscious of rural
involvement.

I think they're suspicious of anyone who isn't one
of their own kind. I can understand that because rural life is a
fairly specialised sort of thing, particularly people who have
gone through some fairly hard times farming.
They, I think,
distrust someone who hasn't had the same sort of experiences and
hasn't got the same sort of deep understanding of their position.
I think that's why we didn't get the vote. I was certainly happy
with the vote that we got from the outer metropolitan fringe, but
it wasn't a very good result for us in the sticks.
RJ
You say that election proved very costly as far as you
were concerned.
THOMPSON Mmm.
RJ
Party?

How much financial help did you get from the Liberal
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THOMPSON

I didn't get any financial help from the Liberal Party
and indeed generally no individual campaign is financed or is
financially supported by the Liberal Party per Se.
What happens
is that the branches within the division, in the case of a
federal division, will undertake activity to raise funds for that

•

particular campaign but there's no money comes from the central
organisation.
In the particular campaign, in that federal
campaign, there was very little money raised by the branches in
the division. It was at a time when our political stocks were at
a fairly low ebb and no one really wanted to know us. It was the
election when Fred Chaney senior lost his seat, Gordon Freeth
lost his seat.
Who else? I think there was another Liberal in
this State lost his seat.
It was a really bad election for us.
People didn't want to know the Liberal Party. Consequently there
was no money came to the campaign in the same way as it comes to
campaigns in healthier times, happier times.
That's why we had
to put our hands in our pocket, personal pocket, and help fund
that election.
As I say it was at a time in our lives when we
could least afford to be spending money.
I can't remember how
much it was but it was a significant sum for those particular
days.
But I can assure you that it was a lesson well learnt
because I've not allowed the situation to exist since where there
hasn't been sufficient money to run a campaign.
Only the other
night I went crook at our Kalamunda Branch because they had very
blithely gone and spent another couple of thousand dollars on the
federal campaign when we'd already put in a significant sum for
that campaign.
I saw it as spending money that had been put
aside to contest other elections as well as this current federal
election.
RJ

How much support did you get from the branches in terms
of manpower, manning polling booths on the day and this sort of
thing?

THOMPSON Oh no worries about that.
There was plenty of
turnout. The booths were manned and I'm fairly certain that most
of the literature pre the election was distributed but it was
simply raising the money to print the material and to buy time on
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radio and that sort of thing.
There was a lack of money to do
those things but there was no lack of manpower to hand out the
'how to vote' cards.
There never is that if you've got any sort
of organisation at all.
RJ

Well you've spoken of your preselection for Darling
Range in 1970. Did you seek that or were you approached?
THOMPSON No, no, I sought it.
I very vigorously.....As soon
as I knew that Darling Range was up for grabs I started working
on it.
Indeed I was a bit fortunate that Ken Dunn who was the
sitting member, in this building told me that he would not be
contesting the election.
He gave me a little bit of a start. I
knew a few months ahead of any other would be candidate.
So I
used that time well to ensure that I got myself in a position
where people would think favourably of me.
RJ

How do you do that?

THOMPSON Oh simply by doing the job in the Party, not throwing
in the sponge.
After you've been beaten in a federal election
and fairly soundly defeated, the tendency might be to give it
away and indeed every election you see a fresh crop of people
come as candidates and you never see them again.
They just get
beaten and they go.
So I was an office bearer of the local
branch. I was an office bearer of the federal division.
I just
did my job with a little more gusto.
That helped dissuade
anyone from standing against me when finally Ken Dunn made his
public announcement.
There were a couple whom I approached and
one of them was a very good friend of mine.
He'd been a very
long serving fellow in the Kalamunda area for the Liberal Party
and I went to him and I said, "Alan I expect you to be a
candidate but I will also be seeking preselection for the seat."
He said, "No," he said, "I recognise that you've done the job.

--------------------
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You worked hard in Moore and," he said, "I won't oppose you." So
I was very appreciative of that because I think he could have
beaten me for preselection.
RJ

Alan who?

THOMPSON

Cook was his name.

He was a former Army person who'd
retired from the Army and was then working in insurance but he
was an incredible fellow.
He's still around.
He lives in
Mandurah now.
But a tireless worker, a really tireless worker.
He was President of the Shire of Kalamunda.

He was not one to
shirk a fight, and indeed to some extent that was a downfall for
him.
Indeed had he stood for preselection, I might have beaten
him because it was a time when there was a couple of
controversial issues going on in the Shire and Alan took a very
vigorous approach to things and he lost a lot of support and
indeed ultimately lost the presidency of the Shire.
He was
beaten by Gordon Masters for President of the Shire and Gordon
now is a member of the Legislative Council.
Now Masters would
not have won that contest had it have not been for the fact that
Cook had been such a colourful, if indeed not controversial,
Shire Councillor. That's the way things go. He called the shots
as he thought they should be called and did the jobs he thought
should be done. Unfortunately it didn't help him politically.
RJ

The seat you stood for, of course, was a Legislative
Assembly seat. Was that a deliberate choice or was it again just
because the opportunity arose?
THOMPSON Yes,

it was because the opportunity arose.
I said
earlier that in politics you've got to be in the right place at
the right time and that Assembly seat came up for grabs.
There
was a prospect that I could have had a shot at an Upper House
seat.
Roy Abbey, who'd been a long time member of the
Legislative Council, was getting close to retirement.
In point
of fact he completed his term in 1977, I think
yes 1 77 because
he was reelected again in 1971.
He was reelected in '71 for
another six year term.
At the end of that six year term he
-
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retired.

In point of fact he retired at 1971 effectively.
Had
an Assembly seat not come up, I would have had a go at a
Legislative Council seat.
RJ

That makes it sound as if you were really desperate to
get into politics on any score?
THOMPSON

Well yes I was.
I was quite keen to get into
Parliament and it didn't really worry me much, at that stage,
whether I was a member of the Legislative Council, the Assembly,
or the House of Representatives.
I still, at that point, wanted
to have an involvement in the parliamentary process.
I would
have preferred to have been a member of the House of
Representatives because that was where the action is and will
continue to be.
The second best place to be is in the
Legislative Assembly because it's from the Legislative Assembly
that the government is made.
It's where the predominant number
of ministers are and if I was going to have a chance of being a
minister well then it ought to be in the Assembly.
But if all
else failed I would have sought to become a member of the
Legislative Council.
You can't manufacture the opportunities;
they're either there or they're not.
As it happened.... you see you can never tell in this place;
things are always changing.
There aren't too many half years go
by when there isn't some major development happens here.
You go
back through the time that I've been here and every few months
there's something major happens.
Things can change so
dramatically. Now when I sought preselection for federal Moore I
didn't expect to win that seat. I didn't expect Darling Range to
come up, but it did.
In 1974, a new opportunity became
available.
Fred White, who was not an old man, was a member of
the Legislative Council who died in office and that was the
election at which Gordon Masters was elected. Now had of Darling
Range not come up, well in '74 there would have been an
opportunity in the seat vacated by Fred White on his death, and
in 1977 Abbey's seat came up for grabs.
But, of course, before
any of that happened there'd been a redistribution of electoral
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boundaries and a new seat entirely emerged.
Darling Range
disappeared in the redistribution of '71; it reappeared again at
the subsquent redistribution.
So these opportunities have been
fairly numerous.
RJ

You spoke then of preferring the Assembly because
that's where the bulk of the ministers come from. Does that mean
before you even won a seat you were thinking in terms of one day
being a minister?
THOMPSON

Oh yes, yes.
the Crown.
RJ

I've always wanted to be a Minister of

Why?

THOMPSON

Because it's in that area where you've got executive
authority, where you've actually got the cheque book in your hand
and you can do things.
You can be effective.
I would like
to.... (here comes Richard Court) I would like to have an
involvement in the ministry because you can actually see a policy
through and put it into effect and to achieve something that you
can't do when you're not in that position.
You can have an
influence on it but you can't be a doer of it.
RJ

One other point we should have mentioned before, where
exactly did you live at this time?
THOMPSON

At the point of contesting the federal seat of Moore, I
lived in Mundaring.
We lived on an acre of land there and were
very happy there.
It was well and truly established within the
electorate of Moore.
When Ken Dunn gave me the nod that he was
going
you see that's one of those other things that I did to
-

get myself in a position to get elected. When Ken Dunn indicated
that he was vacating the Parliament, I was not then living in the
seat that he was vacating, so we promptly sold our home and went
and built in Kalamunda, moved to Walliston near Kalamunda so that
I would be in the place.
So that was something that advance
warning did to me.
As well as working hard in the Party I was
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also able to shift house.

Had've I not had that warning I
couldn't have shifted house and without shifting house I don't
think I would have got preselected.
Having lived on an acre of
land in Mundaring, in a very rural part of the hills and enjoying
it so much, shifting to Walliston on a quarter acre block was
absolutely soul destroying and we only lived there for two or
three years and then we bought three acres out in Bickley and we
built a home on that three acres and we still live there now.
RJ

Is that the home you built?

THOMPSON

Well I built every one of them that we've been in,
except the first home we bought.
We bought an old house in
Kalamunda and we did that up.
We bought that five months before
we were married and we repainted it.
It was not very flash but
it was quite a nice home to kick off with.
RJ

And it was really built, you did it all?

THOMPSON

The home that we live in now and the others?

RJ

Yes.

THOMPSON

Well I sublet them.

I did a lot of the work myself.
For instance in the house that we live in now there are
forty-eight thousand bricks in it. I bought a truck for $300. I
had to put new rings and big ends in it because the engine wasn't
all that flash. On the day that I bought it, it wouldn't pull up
Lesmurdie Hill.
END OF SIDE ONE TAPE TWO
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TAPE TWO SIDE TWO

THOMPSON Having refurbished the truck, I then carted the bricks
and I was then, of course, a member of Parliament and Parliament
used to sit late in those days.
I used to be the first truck in
the queue down at Midland Brick.

I'd put fifteen hundred bricks
on by hand, picking them up six at a time, putting them on the
truck.
I would then drive the truck back home.
I used to be
back on the job, back on the job at Bickley, before eight in the
morning.
Then I had an arrangement with the brickie's labourer.
I would take one half of the load off and take them right into
the job, distribute them around where they were working, and then
I'd leave and go to whatever it is I was doing, be away from
there before nine o'clock.
Then during the day the brickie's
labourer would unload the rest of the truck and then next
morning, six o'clock, onto the truck down to Midland Brick and
cart them. So that physical work I did. I didn't lay the bricks
because I'm not a bricklayer.
I can lay them but I couldn't lay
them fast enough to undertake that sort of project. But I formed
up all of the concrete slabs, I dug all the footings myself and
poured the footings.
I did all the electrical work, of course.
We did the painting and I did a lot of the carpentry myself.
I
did all the balustrading and finishing off.
It's quite a big
home.
It's quite a nice home and I enjoyed the physical work,
and indeed had've I not put in the effort, we couldn't have
afforded to have built the place that we did build.
As I say
I've built several houses and I've enjoyed it.
RJ

This is the second interview with Mr Ian Thompson held
at the Parliament on the 13th of July 1987.
Mr Thompson just to go back over some of your early life before
we go on again.
You spoke of sport as you were growing up. Was
there anything else in your life such as music or art, craft?
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No, I didn't have any sort of inclination to music or
art. I like music, but I'm not a musician. I enjoy foot-tapping
music but that's about the extent of my interest in music.
As
far as artistic pursuit is concerned, I have absolutely no bent
in that direction at all.
RJ
I wondered if yours was a family who attended church
regularly?
THOMPSON

In my earlier life my family were churchgoers. When we
shifted to Midland my parents didn't own a motor car and we lived
some considerable distance from the church and consequently
church going ceased at that particular point.
When I met
Margaret, she was very much involved with the Anglican Church in
Mundaring and I became involved with her.
I was also then
conscious of a situation that developed in the Brand family where
Sir David's family were very strong Methodists and Elva, David's
sister, was as well a strong Methodist. My cousin with whom she
was going at the time was from a family of very devout Catholics.
There was a crazy situation where, after they married, Bill would
go off to the Catholic Church with Murray, their son, and Elva
would go off to the Methodist Church with Carol, their daughter.
I thought that was a bit strange and so I felt that it was
inappropriate to have that sort of difference as far as religion
is concerned and so because Margaret was very much closer to her
church at the point that we were courting than I was to mine, I
made a decision to become an Anglican, and indeed I went to
instruction and ultimately was confirmed in St Mary's Church
(they've since knocked it down
the West Perth Church) and
-

became a part of the Anglican Church. Indeed I got very involved
in the Anglican Church in Mundaring and was very influenced by
the minister of the time, whose name was Kranswick, Dick
Kranswick, one of the nicest and kindest people that I've ever
had anything to do with.
Because of my admiration for him I
became quite involved with that church.
I served on the Vestry
for a while while we were there.
So whilst I was initially
introduced into the Catholic Church, I ultimately became an
Anglican and was very much a practising Anglican for quite a
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while.

Unfortunately, as a result of other interests and
influences, we don't attend church now anywhere near as much as
we should.
RJ

But you still do from time to time?

THOMPSON

From time to time, yes, yes.
As a matter of fact I
felt ill at ease at the election on Saturday when John Kerr, our
local Rector, came to vote, because I felt that we're not paying
as much attention to that side of our life as we should. I might
say that equestrian sport has bitten in very seriously to our
religious obligations.
RJ

I wondered too if anywhere along the way you had any
experience in debating.
THOMPSON

No none.

None at all.
As a matter of fact I was
petrified about the prospect of having to debate.
I made some
endeavours.
After having decided to become involved in politics
and to seek a political career I thought I'd better do something
about becoming proficient in the art of public speaking.
I did
make some endeavours, indeed I went to a couple of private tutors
but I found that really not all that beneficial.
RJ

Why?

THOMPSON

Well they tended to concentrate on the techniques of
speaking rather than on what one should say and how one should
put a speech together.
They were more interested in how you
pronounced the words and uttered them.
I was more interested in
knowing how to put together an argument.
So I didn't have any
experience in that at all.
I can remember Clive Griffiths, who
was at that stage also just recently involved in politics, had a
similar sort of problem but I don't think anyone would now say
that Clive has got any inability in expressing his opinion. He's
colourful and I think in some respects the structured way of
debating and making speeches, as is taught by some of the service
clubs and organisations set up for that express purpose, tend to
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smother the individual and to detract from colour that otherwise
would come through.
I can remember Margaret was thrown in off
the deep end a few times and was asked to make presentations and
make little speeches and she was petrified about that.
Anyway
she was encouraged by some ladies in Kalamunda to join the
Penguin Club.
Anyway Margaret was a failed Penguin, I've got to
tell you. [Laughs]. She didn't enjoy that at all.
RJ

Well how did you take to making your first public
speeches when you had to get out there and convince people they
should vote for you and so on?
THOMPSON

With great trepidation.

In point of fact in
campaigning these days there isn't as much need for people to be
able to address public meetings and the like because that isn't a
style of campaigning that's undertaken any more.
It used to be
very much a part of campaigning, but in recent years it's become
very much a publicity thing where the candidates personality
tends not to shine through.
The crunch came for me after I was
elected and I was required to make a speech in the Parliament, my
maiden speech.
I was elected in the February and Parliament
wasn't to meet until August and I can tell you I spent many hours
between February and August reading through the Hansards and
looking at these beautifully put together speeches, not realising
the way in which Hansard is structured.
I just assumed that
these speeches that appeared in Hansard were verbatim speeches.
It wasn't until after I actually listened to the debates in the
House that I came to realise that there was a very heavy editing
process and indeed I've known Hansard to have to actually
reconstruct the whole of the speeches of some members of
Parliament. So after that experience I rested a lot easier about
making speeches.
I don't regard myself as a very capable orator.

I'm not able to
undertake a speaking commitment unless I have had a very deep

involvement in the particular subject that's being discussed.
I've heard of stories of members in the Parliament who have been
asked to filibuster.
One particular fellow when asked by his
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leader to make a 45 minute speech on a particular subject, he
said, "Are we for it or are we against it?" That was all he
needed to know to get up and speak for 45 minutes.
I simply
can't do that.
I've got to have some real feel for the subject
for me to be effective in discussing it and debating it.
RJ
You referred to several unsuccessful attempts to get a
Leaving Certificate.
What was your aim in trying to complete
that certificate?
THOMPSON Well I wanted to improve my education.
I've always
felt that I had an inadequate education in terms of the formal
aspects of education. That was the reason why I wanted to do it.
Indeed I had an ambition early on to do an associateship in
electrical engineering and I realised that I had an insufficient
educational base to pursue that particular course. So that's the
reason.
It's the reason why I did the Junior Certificate and
then I ultimately attempted then to do the Leaving Certificate.
You know kids today are extremely fortunate.
They don't realise
just how easy it is.
Each of our kids will have had the
opportunity, not only of having five years of high school, but
also will be given the opportunity to have a good tertiary
education.
That pretty well is within the reach of everyone in
society.
When I went to school that just simply wasn't within
the reach of everyone in the society.
I think that young people
although there are a lot of shortcomings in many respects of
our education system
young people today are far, far better off
in preparing for life.
-

-

RJ
THOMPSON

Have you ever wished you had more education?

Well yes I have wished I'd had more education. However
I reckon with the bit I've had, I've done reasonably well.
I
suppose the fact is that had've I had more education I might have
been able to go further. But one will never know.
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Where further?

THOMPSON

Well I really don't know.
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I could have perhaps become
a captain of industry or something like that; I really don't
know. But certainly I regard myself as being extremely fortunate
to have been able to have had the experiences that I've had with
the relatively little formal education that was available to me.
I am very appreciative of the fact that I've been able to do the
things that I've been able to do.
RJ

The details of your working life aren't completely
clear. What age were you when you started your apprenticeship?
THOMPSON

I was fourteen. I turned fourteen in the September and
started work on the 12th of June, 1950.
RJ

And how long an apprenticeship did you serve?

THOMPSON A five year apprenticeship.

In those days there was a
requirement for all boys on attaining the age of eighteen to
enter national service. You could seek to go into any one of the
services. If you went into the Navy or the Air Force you did six
months full time service.
If you went into the Army you did
three months full time service and then you were required to make
up an extra three months by way of part-time involvement with the
Citizens' Military Forces.
I was keen to complete my
apprenticeship without having a break for national service and I
made application to the government department that was
administering it at the time and they allowed me to complete my
apprenticeship.
So in fact I was a tradesman at the age of
nineteen and I always felt quite proud of being a teenage
tradesman and I was a bit lucky to complete the apprenticeship
without having it interrupted by national service.
I went into national service after the apprenticeship training
and I hated most of it. Unfortunately I became sick soon after I
went in there and was segregated from the people with whom I was
initially associated with.
I became something of a misfit
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because I was not really part of the company that I was assigned
to after I'd come out of hospital.
By that time my company had
been sent to Lancelin for part of their training and I was stuck
at Swanbourne and really not a part of their outfit.
So I
suppose that's the reason why I didn't enjoy it.
Most of my
mates had a ball.
RJ
So after national service you went back to the PWD and
you obviously had a progression through until you became a
supervisor. Just sum that up for me.
THOMPSON I really served on the tools for only a fairly short
period of time. I worked at Wooroloo. I was put in charge of a
gang of men.
We were involved in the conversion of the Wooroloo
Hospital installation from DC to AC.
The SEC were extending a
line into Wooroloo and I had charge of that group of fellows.
Whilst I was there I was offered a job in the design office in
Perth which I accepted gratefully and I then went into the design
office and wrote specifications and did the preparation of
contract documents for fairly small contracts initially but
ultimately I did a couple of big ones.
The biggest of them that
I did was the Osborne Park Hospital.
I did the complete
electrical design under the guidance of an electrical engineer of
the Osborne Park Hospital.
I was in the design office I think for about eighteen months and
the Public Works Department were going through a reorganisation.
Up until that time all the supervision undertaken in the State
was done by supervisors moving out from head office.
Norm
Saunders, who was then the head of the department, thought that
that was inappropriate and as the Architectural Division, with
which division I was then associated, had branch offices in
various parts of the State where their building supervisors
operated from, Saunders was of the view that we should have
electrical people stationed in the country and so they advertised
four positions for country based electrical supervisors: one in
Merredin, Kalgoorlie, Bunbury and one for the North West.
I
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applied for one of those positions and succeeded in getting the
appointment to Bunbury. So for four years I was operating out of
Bunbury.
It was at a time of our lives that was really not helpful to be
going to the country because Margaret had retained her job as a
bookkeeper to help us financially after we were married. We were
contemplating starting a family and we'd just built a new home in
Mundaring. Because the appointment to Bunbury was expected to be
only for a couple of years, I elected to go to Bunbury on Mondays
and come home on Friday.
It was a dreadful experience really
because we.... indeed while I was undertaking that particular
exercise, Lexie was born and I really did not enjoy being away
from home during that particular period.
However, it was
something that was an opportunity that was presented to me at a
fairly early age, a position which had some responsibility and
which, as far as remuneration was concerned, was probably getting
to the top of what I could expect with the sort of qualification
that I had.
So whilst it was inconvenient and sometimes
distressing to me to be travelling backwards and forwards to
Bunbury, in point of fact I was very fortunate to have had the
position I had.
After I'd been there four years, having thought I was going to be
doing it for only two, a new position was created in Perth known
as Supervisor, Major Construction and I applied for that position
and was successful in getting it.
I then transferred back to
Perth.
I had responsibility for the electrical and other
associated works involved with major contracts and one of those
was the Perth Medical Centre site which now, of course, is Queen
Elizabeth II Medical Centre.
I supervised the electrical
installations on some of the earlier big buildings that are now
part of that very massive campus. It was whilst I was doing that
particular duty that I entered politics.
RJ

At any stage along the way had you thought of applying
for any other type of work?
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THOMPSON Oh no, I was perfectly satisfied with what I was doing.
I'd always had an interest in becoming an electrical contractor
in my own right.
However, the security and the status of the
position I had was influential in my not pursuing that course.
I might say that during the time that I was in the Public Works
Department, I undertook other work.
For instance I bought a
house in Bayswater that had to be demolished.
I bought it for a
£100.
It was a house that I'd seen built and it was to be
demolished very soon after it had been built to make way for some
flats.
So I bought it and I demolished it bit by bit and I
transported the materials to Mundaring.
We bought a block of
land in Mundaring for which we paid £600 and with the materials
that I salvaged from that house, we built another house in
Mundaring. I enjoyed that experience. It took me about eighteen
months in total part-time, evenings and weekends, demolishing the
house in Bayswater, transporting the materials to Mundaring,
cleaning the bricks.
I cleaned 12 000 bricks of the old mortar
and we built this house.
It was rather interesting that at the point of making application
for the building permit to build the house, I didn't realise that
there was any prohibition on the use of second hand material.
Anyway I'd started on the job and the building inspector, who was
well known to me, Ted Bromfield, came along and he said, "You're
not allowed to build in second hand materials without permission
of the Council and," he said, "I don't think Council will give
you permission because," he said,
"we're trying to upgrade the
standards of buildings in the Shire, particularly in towns like
Mundaring." So I made application to the Shire for a permit to
build it in second hand materials explaining just how I intended
doing it and I got the permit ultimately to do it.
I always
regarded it as something of a compliment to my ability to build
when Ted Bromfield expressed interest in buying the house at a
point after it had been completed. So I was quite proud of that.
I made a good job of it.
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Anyway from the money that we generated from that I then
undertook to do some other building and I built a couple of pairs
of duplexes, one in Dianella and one in Bayswater.
I can
remember with the Dianella one I had to borrow some money to be
able to complete the project (had to borrow quite a lot of money
actually to complete the project) and because I didn't have
sufficient income to meet the repayment on the loan, I had to
build that place in a bit of a hurry because I wanted to be able
to let it and get some income from the property before I had to
start repaying the loan.
I built that pair of duplexes in six
weeks.
From the day that I signed the contract to take the land
to when the first tenants moved in, it was completed in six
weeks. I regard that as a pretty good effort of organisation. I
did a lot of the physical work myself but I also put a lot of
time into making sure that each of the tradesmen and
subcontractors were right on the job at the appropriate time.
So there could have been... .had've I not entered politics, I may
well have gone into real estate development because by that time
I'd built up a few bob.
I said to Margaret once, I said, "This
is just got to be too easy." I said, "This is money for jam
building these duplexes," because there was quite a good profit
in them.
What I did was to build them and let them for a couple
of years and then sell them.
Having established myself as a
legitimate landlord, there was no capital gain payable on the
profit on the capital gain that it made and they made substantial
capital gain.
I said to Margaret, "This has got to be money for
jam." Had've I wanted to be wealthy I would have continued doing
that, but I had this interest in politics so left the wealth and
went into politics.
RJ
And you haven't done any of that since entering
politics?
THOMPSON

Oh yes I have.

The last spec house that I built, I
completed in 1980 but I haven't done any since 1980 because there
just isn't the margin in building now.
With these project
developers where they take unimproved or take broad acre land and
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then subdivide it and provide the services and build the houses,
the individual small builder can't compete with that any more.
You've got to be in it in a really big way and the profit margin
is nowhere near as much now as it was a few years ago.
You need
only to make a mistake of a few months or even weeks in the
timing of selling or disposing of the property and you can go
broke because interest charges are so high and holding costs are
so high.
RJ
You referred to the status of your position in the PWD.
Is status important to you?
THOMPSON

I think status.... Yes, status is important to me. I
think status is important to most people.
I think they like to
feel that they're doing a job that is recognised as important by
other people in society and to that extent I think status is as
important to me as it is to other people.
RJ

But status for the sake of?

THOMPSON

Oh no, not status for the sake of.
I think just for
feeling as though you're doing something that is worthwhile, that
people respect.

END OF TAPE TWO SIDE TWO
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TAPE THREE SIDE ONE

RJ

You made reference to your father's cousin, Jack
'Drummer' Hall, the Labor member for Albany, and I wondered what
you could tell me about him, what sort of man was he?
THOMPSON Jack was very much a man of the people.
He was really
revered in Albany.
People used to confide in him. They related
very closely to Jack Hall. He was a very warm hearted person who
was a good mixer and he was one of the few members of the
Parliament who actually had an office in his electorate.
That
was at a time when no provision was made for that by the
government.
He did that out of his own resources.
He used to
operate from that office when Parliament wasn't meeting.
He ultimately succumbed to the grog.
That was a great pity and
when he died or in the time leading up to his death, it was very
much a sad time in his life and in the life of the people who
were around him.
But he was still very greatly respected in his
own electorate.
RJ

Was that drinking in any way caused by the life style
of being a politician and travelling and all the rest of it?
THOMPSON

Oh I have no doubt about that.
I have absolutely no
doubt about that because you see he was away from home for long
periods of time, particularly in the earlier parts of his
parliamentary career, because there was no fast transport and he
used to have to travel to and from Parliament by train. It meant
that he had to be away from Albany for such long periods of time
and was in Perth. The pace of politics in those days was nowhere
near as fast as it is today and there would have been a lot more
free time. Indeed if you talk to people who have served as
Ministers of the Crown in one government, then go into opposition
and then come back and serve as a Minister of the Crown again,
they are able to tell you that the change in the pace that has
occurred in that time has been quite dramatic.
In fact I heard
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Mal Bryce recounting a story the other day, where Bert Hawke when
he was Premier of the State, used to always lunch at Parliament
House and always played a game of billiards after lunch every
day.
Now that just simply wouldn't be a goer in present day
circumstances.
RJ

Was Jack Hall a full time politician?

THOMPSON

Yes, yes, he was a full time politician and had, as far
as I am aware, no business interests.
I think he coupled with
his role as a full time politician, an involvement with the trade
union movement because he was a person who came from the trade
union movement or had a strong association with the trade union
movement before being elected.
So I think that he, as well as
doing his job as a member of Parliament, also took an interest in
the trade union movement, but he would have seen that as part of
his political career anyway.
RJ
Do you happen to know if he enjoyed being a member of
Parliament?
THOMPSON

Oh yes he enjoyed being a member of Parliament.
think he enjoyed being a member of Parliament, with the exception
I think of being away from home for as long as he was.
RI

Right.

I noted that you were listed in the various
cuttings you've made available to me,1 as a member of the
Mundaring P and C and a past secretary and president of the
Mundaring Kindergarten and I wondered if you ever sought
executive office in organisations such as this with politics in
mind or would you have done it anyway?

-------------------1Mr Thompson maintains scrapbooks of cuttings from publications
in which he or his particular interests are mentioned and these
were made available to help in research for this series of
interviews (RJ).
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THOMPSON

Well I'd have done it anyway, and indeed when I was in
those executive positions, it was before real opportunities were
presented to me to become involved in politics.
But I've always
been a participator.
In any organisation that I've been
associated with, I've accepted some responsibility because I'm
not one who can simply just be a member.
I want to participate;
I want to have a go.
I think that's recognised by people and I
think that's why the positions have been made available to me.
See I became involved in the Mundaring Kindergarten because I had
some children who were to be educated and there was no
kindergarten in the town.
I thought it was important that they
have an opportunity to have some preschool experience.

Indeed
when Lexie started kindergarten in Mundaring, they used a little
room which was the CWA Hall.
It was just a very, very small
building known as the Country Women's Association Hall. That was
the facility that was made available as a kindergarten.
It was
done on very much a voluntary basis.
There was no funding for
the teacher or anything like that.
We just had to get things
organised.
At that time there were some other people in
Mundaring who were keen to see a kindergarten established and so
they formed a committee and that committee then negotiated with
the Council and ultimately money was raised by the committee and
a contribution made by the Shire and we built a purpose built
kindergarten in Mundaring.
Now I took very much a role in that
simply because I wanted to see a facility there for my kids as
much as anything.
Of course, when Lexie then went on to school, onto primary
school, I took an interest in the Parents and Citizens'
Association and it wasn't long before I was elected as secretary
of the Parents and Citizens' Association.
It wasn't something
that I vigorously sought but I think it was recognised that I had
some interest and perhaps a bit of ability and that's how I
became the secretary.
I certainly didn't seek to take those
positions as a means of enhancing my prospects of becoming a
member of Parliament.
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You have clearly articulated that you very early in
RJ
life developed a keen interest in becoming a member of Parliament
but what did you see as the role of a member of Parliament? What
did you feel you could achieve in that position?
THOMPSON Well I didn't have any specific objectives except that
I wanted to play a part in shaping the society in which I lived.
You see it was really a part of the reason why I went into
They were
Parents and Citizens' Associations and kindergartens.
I wanted to have some part
areas in which I had an involvement.
in ensuring that they went down the track that I thought
appropriate and really that's the initial interest that I had in
becoming a member of Parliament, to have a say in the way in
which the society in which I and others close to me are going to
It's just an extension of that which.... a feeling which
live.
had been awakened in me by the teacher to whom I referred the
other day. That's the principal reason why I took an interest in
politics.
You referred to being an office bearer in the local
RJ
branch of the federal division of the Liberal Party and then when
Darling Range came up, whilst you had ambitions yourself there,
Why did
you approached a couple of others about preselection.
you do that?
THOMPSON Well I really didn't think that I was placed to win
preselection because I didn't live in the seat of Darling Range.
At that particular time I was living in Mundaring. I was keen to
ensure that we had a good candidate because I was president of
the Kalamunda branch of the Party and I was involved with the
division and I was keen to see that we had a worthwhile candidate
And it was in the back of
So that's the reason why.
to stand.
my mind that if there was no one else who was prepared to stand
As it happened I was
that I would make myself available.
encouraged by one of those, and indeed because I'd been given a
fair bit of notice of Ken's intention to step down, I was able to
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arrange to sell our home in Mundaring and to build a home over in
Walliston to be able to be seen to be a resident of the
electorate that I hoped to represent.
RJ

But really you were therefore putting your Party ahead
of your personal ambitions by looking for someone else for that
seat.
THOMPSON Well I was keen to ensure that the Party had someon
e
who was available and whom I regarded to be suitable for the
position.
I obviously also had it firmly fixed in my mind that
if there wasn't someone, that I would have a dash and I was
delighted when I was actively encouraged by Alan Cooke, who was
the one that I thought would have been a front runner for
preselection
Alan said that he regarded me as the person who
ought to seek it, so I was delighted with that.
-

RJ

You've told us how you went about your campaign for
Moore. How did you go about your campaign for Darling Range?
THOMPSON

Very differently.
Having been through the disastrous
experience of contesting an election where there was no real
branch structure and where there was no money and no prospect of
any money, I very quickly realised that we had to have effective
branches in the electorate and we needed to start raising money
so that we weren't left at the last minute looking for the
dollars and cents to be able to conduct an appropriate campaign.
I encouraged some people who had formerly been associated with
the Darlington Branch to rekindle an interest and I also
encouraged a few other people whom I knew to be Liberal
sympathisers to join that branch.
I'm happy to say that over the years, Kalamunda and Darlington
have both been very effective branches in terms of activity
designed to encourage an interest in the Liberal Party and also
activity designed to raise money to be able to fight elections.
Kalamunda Branch is unquestionably the most effective branch in
the Canning Division.
Part of my electorate is involved in
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Canning.
Darlington is the most effective branch in Moore
Division and I have an interest in part of Moore Division as
well.
Politics is about people.
It's not about dollars and cents and
big business or those things, it's about people and relating to
people. I've always felt that it's more important to have people
associate with the Party and with the individual candidate than
it is to simply have a few major donors that you go and buy a bit
of space on television or in the newspapers because politics is
about people and if you don't involve people then I think you
limit your chances of getting support.
The trend unfortunately
is for people simply to get as much money as they can and spend
it by buying space in newspapers and on television and the like.
My campaigns have always been centred around people, involving as
many people as you can in it because it has a very significant
effect in how you perform.
One of the things that I did in the initial campaigns for the
State seats was to make the distribution of the leaflets a bit of
a fun affair.
We'd arrange it such that everyone would come
together and meet at the one point; be given the areas that they
are to undertake. They go off and do them. Then when they come
back we have a barbecue, a few drinks and a bite to eat and you
build up a sort of camaraderie, a feeling.
Then people go out
and they talk about having been involved.
"You know this guy's
got me to come along and run around being chased by dogs and
growled at by people for stuffing junk mail in their letter box,
but we went back and had a drink." But they talk about it, they
go out and talk about it and that's important. It's important to
me to have people who are respected in my community being
prepared to identify themselves publicly with me. You know to be
seen out delivering pamphlets that encourage me.
So that's how
I've based my campaigns.
I might tell you that although my seat is regarded as a blue
ribbon Liberal seat it didn't start that way.
In my first
election I had five opponents and I got fewer than fifty per cent
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of the primary vote and had to go through the trauma of seeing
the preferences distributed. I won eventually with a majority of
about 500 after the distribution of all the preferences of those
other people.
I've always regarded my seat as a marginal seat
and I work it like a marginal seat.
I could have, I suppose,
after the seat improved
and I've got to admit that part of that
improvement came about by boundary redistribution
after it
-

-

improved I could easily have simply sat back and not worked my
electorate as hard as I do.
However, I believe that firstly, if
you take people for granted, you're inviting them not to support
you.
Secondly, I think that people are entitled to have their
member of Parliament out and about and having a high profile.
It's amazing the number of people who will approach a member of
Parliament at a social function or in the street and raise
something which is troubling them, but something which will not
cause them to ring you up at home or come to your office or write
you a letter. So I've always regarded it as being very important
for members of Parliament to be at the presentation of the awards
at the basketball or to go to the local lapidary club.
Only a
handful of people there but in terms of exposure to the
electorate it's not all that significant.
Some people would see
it as not being all that significant but I regard that as an
important part of my job.
I'm available and people will come in
that atmosphere and raise something with you.
I've had the
opportunity to make representation and help people through that
sort of contact.
So the question you asked was how did I structure my campaign for
the State seat after the experience of the federal seat?
After
the experience of the federal contest, I realised that it was
necessary to have people involved with one and to not leave
things till the last minute; to have your campaign mapped out and
to have your money ready to spend.
Get that done.
I've had an
ongoing fund raising arrangement and at any one time the
Kalamunda Branch can always commit itself to an expenditure of
about $10 000. There's always that money there.
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Now years ago what I did was to recognise that running functions
in hired accommodation, paying for entertainment, all you're
doing is generating some income for people who own the venue or
who provide the entertainment or provide the catering.
So what
Margaret and I have done over the years is to run a champagne
breakfast at home. It's been on the first Sunday of December now
for about ten years.
It may have been longer. We don't have to
pay for the venue because it's home.
Margaret arranges the
catering and there is no entertainment other than one speech. We
don't have any more than one speech and it hasn't always been a
political speech. Sometimes we get someone from outside of
politics to come along and address the group.
Now that function
has
I don't know what it's grossed but it has netted for the
-

Kalamunda Branch of the Liberal Party over the years it's run,
over $30 000. Now that's something that people talk about all of
the year.
You know on the weekend when I was handing out how to
vote cards people mentioned the champagne breakfast.
It's
something that I think is important to have some ongoing activity
to ensure that you involve people and we've served up to six
hundred breakfasts at the champagne breakfast on one day.
Five
hundred people there.
A few people butted up for a second
breakfast.
I don't mind that at all; I don't mind that at all.
It's a full brekkie.
It's steak and onions and mushroom and
sausages and bacon and eggs.
The people principally who run it
are my friends.
In fact at the last champagne breakfast, there
was not one financial member of the Liberal Party who were
involved in the actual running of it on the day. There were some
people from the local branch who helped me set it up and they did
in fact run the raffle.
But as far as serving the food and
making the thing run they were just personal friends of mine,
neighbours and friends who come in and help. That's involving
people.

-

See I've never been one for browbeating people in making a
contribution to the Liberal Party. If they want to I welcome it,
but I don't regard being a financial member of the Liberal Party
as being important.
I think what is important is to have people
identify with you.
I've always made a point.... I hope all of
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the Liberals in my electorate don't get to know this but I've
always made a point of working doubly hard for people I know have
been supporters of the Labor Party.
Over the years I've
converted a lot of people around to, if not being Liberal
supporters, to being my supporters.
Of the five people who
initially opposed me in the 1971 election, four of those people
are now active supporters of mine.
Four of them are. They vote
for me and they work for me. No, perhaps I better rephrase that.
They certainly identify with me.
I think most vote for me and
most work for me.
RJ

The champagne breakfast would not be enough.
other means of fundraising have you used over the years?

What

THOMPSON Well the branches themselves undertake other
fundraising functions.
The champagne breakfast is the one thing
that Margaret and I do as our contribution to the local
organisation.
I don't regard it strictly as a Liberal Party
function although it is run under the auspices of the Party
because ninety per cent of the people who patronise it are people
who are not members of the Liberal Party. But the local branches
Kalamunda and Darlington are the two which are currently within
my electorate. They have other functions which they do purely as
Liberal Party functions.
For instance the Kalamunda Branch, up
until this year, has regularly run a progressive dinner. Our home
has always been used as one of the venues for the progressive
dinner.
That has been an important generator of funds.
At
election time there are direct approaches made by the branches to
Liberal supporters and funds come from that source.
There are
other functions.
We hold businessmen's breakfasts on a fairly
regular basis. They don't generate a lot of money, but you know,
-

a $100 here, a $100 there, it all adds up.
The Darlington
Branch, they are principally a different grouping of people.
They tend to be a little older than people in the Kalamunda
Branch and they tend to be predominantly women. However, they've
been a very, very effective group of people.
They have a
different approach.
They don't raise as much money in any one
event, but they have a lot of events. They have a morning coffee
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once a month and they raise their few bob at that.
They collect
newspaper. They raise $400 or $500 a year from selling newspaper
which goes to be recycled.
They have cocktail parties and
similar functions to that. They're not big functions, they don't
generally attract a lot of people.
They had John Howard to a
cocktail party a few months back where they probably had a couple
of hundred people but that would be as big a show as ever they
run. However they're just at it all the time. They put together
quite a substantial sum of money over a three year period and
that's what we're talking about from election to election.
But
again the Darlington people involve a lot of people. They have a
100 here and 50 there but there's always a fair percentage of new
faces and that's what politics is about.
RJ

Right.

Well that's your getting people involved but
going back to '71, what else was involved in campaigning?
You
doorknocked obviously because you've referred to that.
THOMPSON

Yes I did doorknock very vigorously during that
campaign and indeed it was a continuation of the doorknocking
that I'd started in the 1969 election.
I think for a person
entering politics in a State seat,
doorknocking is THE most
effective thing that he or she can do.
Other things that we did was to advertise by way of billboards.
In those days it was possible to get permission from the local
authority to put billboards up and to advertise the candidature
of particular people.
We did a lot of that. I thought that was
an effective way of drawing attention of the community to the
fact that an election was on and drawing attention to the fact
that the Liberal Party were there supporting my candidature.
We
advertised fairly extensively in the local paper. In addition to
that, we distributed leaflets.
In each of my campaigns we've
distributed at least three leaflets.
That is by the process to
which I referred earlier.
Something that I've [done] nearly
every year (I can't say every year because we missed at least
once but nearly every year) election year or not, is that we
deliver a calendar to the homes of every home in the electorate,
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simply reminding people that I'm the local member and just
delivering the calendar at Christmas time, wishing them a merry
Christmas.
It's amazing the number of people who have said in a
non-election year how they appreciate hearing from a politician
when there isn't an election in the offing.
I reckon the most
effective campaigning I do is in the first few weeks after an
election not the last few weeks before an election.
I think
people appreciate not being used by politicians and political
parties and indeed I think anyone who's keen on a political
career ought to think about doing less in the period just prior
to an election and one heck of a lot more when there is no
election atmosphere about.
RJ

I noted that there was a photo of you and your
daughters delivering pamphlets on horseback.
Was that a
publicity stunt or was that how you do deliver pamphlets?

THOMPSON

No that was just a means of getting some publicity and
to that extent it was a stunt.
I've always regarded the unpaid
publicitiy that you get as being important.
If you can get the
newspapers to write something about you, well then that costs you
nothing and it also is more believed than if you pay for
something, if you've paid for it.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE THREE
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THOMPSON

So I've always looked for ways and means of drawing
attention to the things that I'm doing by interesting the media.
I wasn't in Parliament for very long before I realised the
importance of the media in our democratic process.
I make no
secret of the fact that I've worked at getting stories in the
paper associated with the things that I'm doing.
I've come in
for some criticism from my colleagues because they see me as a
grandstander, I think.
However, I believe that it's important
that people in the community learn of what's going on in
Parliament and what their member's doing. I've made no secret of
the fact that I deliberately go about getting publicity.
That's
the reason why I restructured my electorate office just after the
last election to put on a person whose job it is to look for ways
and means of getting into the newspapers, stories of activities
that involve me.
So going back to that election when we used the horseback, no
clearly that was done to attract the interest of the press.
It
was very successful.
Not only was there a story, I think it was
in the Daily News with a photograph, but also two of the
television channels came along and took a shot of all these kids
and me involved in delivering pamphlets.
RJ

You referred to a restructuring of your electorate
office. What have you done?
THOMPSON There has always been unused capacity in my office, and
I suspect in most other electorate offices, with the exception of
some very, very busy ones.
So what I did was to ask Freda
Machin, who worked for me full time for six years and who left
because she wanted to have a part-time position, to come back and
work for me on a part-time basis.
She works on Mondays,
Wednesdays and Fridays, and on Tuesdays and Thursdays I have
Anita Dalton, who has had a background in journalism, who works
for me.
Her principal responsibility is to keep an eye on the
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things that I'm doing and to look for ways and means of writing
stories that we can send off to the media as a means of
attracting publicity to the things that I'm doing.
That harks
back to that which I said a little earlier: it's important that
people in the community know what their member's doing and they
won't know about it by simply having your activities reported in
Hansard because Hansard is read by so very, very few people.
It's an exercise which I have found to be most beneficial and the
office is working now more effectively than at any time since we
were given the right to have them in 1972 or 1973.
RJ

Going back to your first campaign again.
You spoke of
being a rather shy person early in life.
What sort of
personality had you developed by then when it came to knocking on
doors and fronting on occasions, no doubt, fairly abusive people?
THOMPSON It was a very daunting task.
It was not a task that I
relished.
It took me quite a while to really warm to it.
But
then I realised something that made it a lot, lot easier and that
was that most people made the assumption that I knew everything
about politics and because they weren't too sure, the last
subject they wanted to discuss was politics.
So I found that
doorknocking consisted mainly of talking about their garden,
their view, their kids, and very little about politics. I found
that people in the main weren't interested in talking about
politics.
The majority of them I think were thankful that they
weren't encouraged to become involved in a political discussion.
I respected their right not to involve them in discussion with
which they didn't feel comfortable.
I found that people generally were very warm and friendly. There
were the odd ones that would be a bit abrasive but generally that
isn't the case; generally.
In fact I can't ever recall any
really bad experience in all the time that I've been a member of
Parliament.
I've certainly never endeavoured to shove my
political point of view down someone's throat.
I've never
attempted to out-argue them or that.
I just don't think that's
called for.
You're never going to change someone's point of
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view.

If they've got a strongly held point of view, no matter
how vigorously you argue, you may score a few points on them,
you're not going to change their mind and you finish up making an
enemy of them.
I can remember one experience when doorknocking
in Lesmurdie, I went to the door of this home and no one answered
but I could hear activity in the back yard.
It was a home built
on a corner.
Anyway I walked from the front of the house down
the side street.
[It] had a high fence around it. I could hear
children playing and the odd female mum's voice.
So I thought
well I'd.... There was a gate in the fence on the side.
I
thought I'd just pop in and introduce myself.
So I opened the
gate and marched in to find this very glamorous mother starkers,
sunbathing on the side of the pool with a couple of little kids
running around her.
So I very quickly retreated having said,
"I'm sorry, I'm the Labor candidate," and left. [Laughter].
I
don't know whether she ever believed me. Tom Howard was my Labor
opponent and he didn't look all that unlike me.
RJ

Well if you came to my house and I was in your
electorate what would you have greeted me with?
What would you
have to said to me?
THOMPSON

"Oh good morning.

Ian Thompson's my name.
I'm the
candidate for the State election which is to be held on the 19th
of February.
I'm just calling to introduce myself and to answer
any questions that you may care to ask."
RJ

Now if I immediately responded with, "Look I'm a dyed
in the wool Laborite.
I will never be anything different."
What would you then say to me?
THOMPSON

I would simply say, "Well thanks very much. I respect
your right to vote however you think appropriate and thanks for
your time," and leave. No point in staying there.
RJ

Well when it came to election day itself, your first
election day, what did the day consist of? What did you do that
day?
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THOMPSON Under the electoral law a candidate isn't permitted,
except to vote, to go near a polling booth.
However, all
candidates do circulate in the electorate and make sure that it
is known by their supporters, their how to vote card
hander-outers, that they're around.
I simply moved around from
polling place to polling place talking to people.
It was a very
busy time for Margaret and the kids because not only were they
doing their little stint at the polling booths, although the
little kids weren't (the kids were too small in those days) but
there was a great degree of excitement. But a lot of friends and
relations were there to help and, of course, home was the base
for that activity and there was plenty of food to be served and,
of course, win lose or draw, there was to be a party at home that
night and so preparation was under way for that.
So it was a
very busy day for all members of the family, I can recall.
But
it was just a matter of going around nervously watching what was
happening at the polling booths.
Having doorknocked fairly vigorously during that campaign I knew
that it was not a good climate for us.
I can remember Sir David
and Lady Brand came home for dinner on the Saturday night before
the election.
John Tonkin was reported on the news, because we
watched the news before we went into dinner, was reported on
television as having said that he was feeling very confident.
I
can remember Sir David saying, "He'd like to feel as confident as
I feel about this election result." I can remember thinking to
myself,
"You really don't know what's going on out there,"
because the government were out of touch and the result proved
it; the result proved it.
I can remember Sir David was very
distressed at losing that election.
He thought that the
government had done a good enough job to be entitled to another
term. However, I think that when I look back, that following the
1 65 election when the Liberals had an absolute landslide victory,
the '68 election was an election when we lost some ground. Quite
a few people lost their seats in '68 and the slide continued and
that slide was evident in the campaigning that I did.
It was a
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bit fortunate that the swing wasn't more against us, because
although I won, I only just won in 1 71.
A 500 vote margin was
not a very significant victory in an electorate like that.
RJ

Well how long was it before you knew you'd won?
spoke of having to wait for the distribution of preferences.

You

THOMPSON

Well we were confident that we had won the seat on the
night. I retained that confidence right up to the point when the
preferences were distributed.
It was only when they were
actually being distributed that I could see Tom Howard's pile of
votes getting bigger and he was becoming more gleeful and mine
didn't appear to be moving all that much.
That was the bit that
I found really devastating and soul destroying.
Nothing you
could do about it.
It was conducted down in the Electoral
Office, I can remember, and we were sitting around the table.
The only candidates who were present were Tom Howard and myself
because we were the only ones with any chance.
There were these
preferences going very strongly towards the Labor Party.
It
wasn't until that particular point that I even gave any thought
to my not winning the seat because all of the hard heads in the
Party at the time were quite confident that we'd won the seat. I
can remember Sir David saying to me in the dining room here after
the result had finally been announced that it was a lot closer
than he thought it would have or should have been.
RJ

So when there was some possibility of you losing, what
were you thinking at the time? What were your feelings?
THOMPSON Oh this all happened in the space of a few hours, a
couple of hours, so whilst I was feeling pretty crook, it was
only a feeling that stayed with me for that period of time.
[Laughs].
RJ

Well what was the immediate reaction when you realised
you had won for sure?
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THOMPSON Oh well it was just confirming something I'd already
come to grips with.
If it had gone the other way it would have
been quite devastating I can assure you. I suppose in retrospect
I really should not have felt uneasy or disappointed about it.
Had've I known as much about drift of preferences as I know now I
wouldn't have worried about it.
Really when you think about it,
it was simply not ever a possibility that Howard could get up but
it was just that when they were actually distributing the
preferences that I got this great feeling of unease.
I can
remember feeling quite cold about the whole thing.
RJ

What sort of man was Tom Howard, what was he like to
campaign against?
THOMPSON
fellow.

Oh Tom was a very nice fellow; still is a very nice
He was never really a strong Labor person.
Like a lot
of people, he gravitated to the Labor Party because of his
dissatisfaction with the system as it then was.
This is
something that happens in politics.
If someone has a problem
that they can't get resolved, they eventually finish up going to
the opposition.
I can remember Tom Hartrey, who was one of the
most colourful members of this Parliament in the time that I've
been here, saying that a problem that the Labor Party had at that
particular time was brought about by their being in opposition
for as long as they had because he said, "What's happened is that
a lot of people have gravitated to the Labor Party because of
their dissatisfaction with the Liberal government."
He cited
groups like the aboriginals, homosexuals and the
environmentalists, who are not necessarily socialists or have a
leaning towards the Labor Party.
It is just that they have been
dissatisfied with a Liberal government and they've gravitated to
the opposing political force.
The point Hartrey was making at
that time was that the Labor Party, the real philosophical base
of the Labor Party, was being impacted upon by people who
gravitated to them and who were now having a predominent say in
their direction, who were never really socialists or Labor
supporters. That's true you know, that's what happens.
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What happened in Tom Howard's case was that interest rates had to
go up.
Now building societies had up until that point not moved
interest rates very much, but because the money market was
becoming so volatile, it became necessary for the building
society to increase their interest rates.
Now Tom was of the
view that they had no legal right to do it and he fought it.

He
led a movement in this State that was designed to thwart the
building society from increasing interest rates.
Tom's
simplistic reading of his contract was that interest rates were
set at a particular level and that he, having entered into a
contract to repay his home at that, that they should stay at that
level; a point for which there was a lot of sympathy in the
community. Tom ran this campaign very successfully and attracted
a lot of publicity.
It wasn't so much that Tom sought the Labor
Party's endorsement, I think the Labor Party saw in Tom someone
with a high profile who could well improve their position in the
seat of Darling Range as it then was. I think that's how Tom got
endorsed.
I must say that Tom was a very, very vigorous
campaigner and indeed he ran the most effective campaign that's
ever been run against me.
He generated a lot of support and I
can tell you that it wasn't through any lack of effort on Tom's
part that he didn't win that seat.
He stayed a supporter of the
Labor Party for some years after that but I'm happy to say that
he now has indicated his support for me and indeed has attended
functions at my home that have been designed to raise money for
the Liberal Party. He's a guy for whom I have a lot of respect.
RJ

In your years of campaigning have you ever been
subjected to a dirty campaign?

THOMPSON

No never have; never have.

I've always made a point
of, as soon as someone is nominated against me, I go and
introduce myself to them.
I did with Kay Hallahan. She's now a
Minister of the Crown.
She stood against me in an election a
couple of elections ago.

I sought her out (I'd never met her
before) and just introduced myself.
I assured her that there
would be nothing that I would be doing that would be designed to
attack her personally.
I would be there promoting the merits of
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the Liberal Party and criticising the actions of the Labor Party
but I wouldn't be conducting a dirty campaign in any way, shape
or form.
No I've never been subjected to that and I've always
had a very good relationship with the people who have been my
opponents.
I don't think there's anything to be gained from
mudslinging.
RJ

What sort of campaigner was Kay Hallahan?

THOMPSON

I think Kay really didn't consider her prospects of
winning that seat very highly.
I think however what she was
doing was using it as a means of attracting attention to herself
in the Labor Party and it would appear to have been with some
effect because she was ultimately endorsed for a winable seat and
won it and is now doing a very good job.
RJ

Once you knew you'd won in 1971, what immediate effect
did that have on your life?

THOMPSON

It was a period of adjustment. It came as something of
a shock to my system to realise that there was no one to tell me
what I ought to be doing.
I was elected, arrived here at
Parliament House, and no one said, "Well these are the things
that you're expected to do." For several weeks I was really at a
loss to know quite how to use my time, what to do.
It took me
quite a while to adjust.
One of the things that did happen
several months after, was that Sir Charles Court got all the new
members together, the new Liberal members together.
It was one
of the most beneficial meetings that I can ever recall because
Sir Charles ran through a number of the things that we should be
doing and there are still things that I think about that he said;
made a lot of sense.
That was the really the first indication
that I had as to what precisely I should be doing but it came a
long time after I was elected.
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What sort of things was he suggesting?

THOMPSON

Well he was talking of the relationships we should
establish with government departments, with influential bodies
within our electorates. One of the things that he said that I've
alway acted upon, that is he said, "Always find a reason to write
to people because," he said, "that crest on the letter has one
heck of a lot of impact."
He said, "That will be shown to
Grandma and to Auntie and to everyone in the house." I think
there is some truth in that.
So I've been a prolific letter
writer.
I find reasons to write to people, legitimate reasons
because I think that if you write letters that aren't necessary
but to confirm things or to convey information rather than
using the telephone because I think people do appreciate getting
a response in writing and I think they also have a high regard
for someone who writes an individual letter to them. It's one of
the things in campaigning that I always try to avoid is the
stereotype thing.
If you're going to write a circular letter to
-

people, make it clear that it's a circular letter, don't try and
pretend that you're writing them an individual letter.
They're
not idiots; they're not fools.
George Gear sent me a couple of
letters during this campaign with some "PS's" on. Now I know how
the old postscripts got put on
through the printer.
You know
they just print thousands of them and they go out.
I think to
some extent that that detracts from the approach.
I think it's
far wiser to, if you have to write a circular letter, say that it
is a circular letter and explain the reason why you're not
writing to them individually. But getting back to the point that
Sir Charles made about writing to people.
I think it is a very,
very fruitful way of communicating with people and I think it
-

builds up a good sort of relationship between the member of
Parliament and people within his electorate.
RJ

Anything else you can remember of what Charles Court
said at that time?
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THOMPSON Yes.
He said that it was important to establish
relationships with people in the government departments with whom
you have to work, because as he pointed out, you can often get a
long way further if you can communicate personally with the
people who are actually involved.
I certainly have adopted that
approach.
I'm on first names terms with people in the goverment
departments and instrumentalities who have regular involvement
with my electorate.
For instance the State Energy Commission,
the Metropolitan Water Board, are two that I have a lot of
involvement with because we have quite a bit of activity as far
as they are concerned.
The local authorities, I certainly have
established very close relationships with them.
Also with the
community organisations.
Sir Charles was suggesting to us that
we should know each of the presidents and office bearers of p and
C's and the like, in our electorates, personally. Well I'd like
to be able to do that but that simply is not possible because
there's a fair bit of movement in those organisations firstly and
secondly there are a lot of them and it's just not possible. But
the basic advice that he gave was still quite sound and where it
is possible to establish first name relationships with people,
well then I've certainly done that.
Another bit of advice that Sir Charles gave that I think is very
good advice, he said, "If you're not ten minutes early you're
late." I'm not a person who arrives very early.
In fact most
times I might be just a minute or two late.
I see some people
who I think misuse their time a bit by being over early for
things.
There are many, many things that I want to do in my day
in my life and I'm generally not early; generally not very late,
but I'm generally not early.
So to that extent I haven't always
followed Sir Charles' advice about being ten minutes early.

END OF TAPE THREE SIDE TWO
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RJ

Right. Well move now to opening day of your very first
sitting of Parliament. What memories do you have of that?

THOMPSON

I can remember being very excited about it.
It wasn't
the first time that I knew of the ceremonial and the hype
associated with the opening of Parliament because when I was with
the Public Works Department, because it was known of my interest
in politics, I was always given the responsibility of ensuring
that everything went well on opening day as far as the electrical
installation in this outfit was concerned. So I was here for the
openings of many Parliaments before the actual day and because
I've always been one for a bit of foot-stamping music I went out
to watch the ceremonial in front of Parliament House having
conducted our guests to their respective seats in the gallery.
But I can't remember anything of any great signficance about the
opening, the first opening that I was a member.
RJ

You'd had an ambition for a long time to be there.
Didn't that have an effect on you to realise you were?
THOMPSON Yes it did.
Obviously it did but I can't recall any
great feeling.
I think in the first sitting week, when
Parliament really got going, was when I became very excited about
an involvement.
I can remember the first division that we had
after Parliament had got going on the Tuesday because Parliament
in those days always opened on a Thursday and the first business
session was on Tuesday. I can remember participating in my first
division and feeling how important I was making this great
decision. But when you look back over the years you realise that
really all that happens in Parliament is a public exposure of the
greater decisions that are taken behind closed doors.
I have
never over-emphasised in my own mind the importance of procedures
within the Parliament.
I've always recognised the Parliament as
being the place where you act out the things that are decided
long before then.
So I think having had that sort of
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understanding of the institution, the actual sitting of the
Parliament wasn't as important to me as having an involvement in
party room discussions and in the deliberations that lead to the
things that happen in the Parliament.
RJ

Your maiden speech was about the siting of power lines
in the Darling Range and about environmental protection, issues
that you've taken quite an interest in in your political career.
What do you remember of making that speech?
You say you felt
uncertain about such things.
What do you remember about the
occasion?
THOMPSON Well they were topics that I had some involvement with
and some understanding of, particularly the power line issue
because it was a heaven sent issue for me to campaign on because
I just happened to know a little bit about electrical
transmission and it was a volatile issue in my electorate and I
was able to pursue that speech with a fair degree of confidence.
I'd thought a lot about having to make a maiden speech and wasn't
too sure just how I should go about it.
There were a lot of
things of greater philosophical importance as far as I was
concerned that I really ought to have addressed in that maiden
speech but I didn't feel confident that I could articulate my
thoughts on those topics and so I spoke instead about things that
I was sure of.
So the power line issue and the environmental
issue were things that I understood reasonably well and was able
to make a fair fist of making a maiden speech.
I might tell you
I was petrified about having to make a maiden speech and I think
most people who come to this place are.
They may not admit it
but I watch.
Having been through the experience, I've watched
people in this place and I know just how much of a bogey it is to
people.
Although I felt comfortable with my maiden speech, I've
never ever felt as though it was the most important speech that
I've ever made but it ought to be.
It ought to be a member's
most important speech.
It should lay down a framework for the
rest; if not the rest, for a substantial part of a political
career.
I, and I assume along with most other of my colleagues,
spoke about something on which I felt reasonably comfortable.
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And how do you feel it went?

THOMPSON Well I was reasonably happy with it although I can
remember going into the bar afterwards having a relieved drink
and Arthur Bickerton, a very colourful Labor member of
Parliament, made some complimentary remark to me about it and I
said, "Oh I meant to say this and I meant to say that." He said
to me
he patted me on the shoulder and said, "My boy," he said,
"the best speech we ever make is in the car on the way going
home!" [Laughs]. I always remember that.
-

RJ

I noticed in the seating arrangements that you sat next
to Maurie Williams of Bunbury and Runciman
is that how you
pronounce .....
-

THOMPSON

Runciman, Ewart Runciman, yes.

RJ
Brand.

Of Murray and you were behind Ross Hutchinson and David

THOMPSON Yes.
RJ

I wondered if anyone took any interest in you and acted
as a guide to you as you found your way in those early days?

THOMPSON No not really and that's what I was saying a little
earlier on.
There's no one assumes any sort of responsibility
for a new member coming into the place.
You're left pretty well
to your own devices.
In some respects I think that's good
because you then are free to raise the issues that you think
should be raised.
I can remember I took a very, very keen
interest in what was going on.
I always made sure that I had
questions to ask and I spoke on quite a few issues.
In fact I
would be critical of a member who did the things now that I did
then and indeed there's a term around here for the sort of
politican that I was. It's known as salt and pepper because it's
in everything.
I was a salt and pepper member.
Although I can
look critically at that now, I'm glad that I did involve myself
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in those things. Not always did I earn the approbation of my own
supporters. I can remember Sir Charles ticking me off on several
occasions.
I can remember once when there was an attempt to establish a
second daily newspaper in Perth.
It was being promoted by Lang
Hancock and Peter Wright.
Now I never knew the reason for the
feud between Hancock and Wright and Court but it was a very
bitter row.
Sir Charles was always of the view that that paper
had been started very deliberately to oppose him and to oppose
the Liberal Party.
I however felt there was a place in Perth,
always felt there's been a place in Perth for a second daily
newspaper and I was pleased when the second daily newspaper
started.
But they only produced I think about twelve issues of
the paper and in a front page editorial on the last issue of the
paper, Peter Wright wrote criticism of a number of people and
organisations and one of the organisations that was criticised,
or one of the groups of people who were criticised, were the
major advertisers.
He said in the editorial that the attitude
expressed by the State government, normally a major advertiser in
newspapers, was typical of that which had been made by others.
The comment that Don Taylor on behalf of the State government had
made
he was then the Minister for Industrial Veveioprne.vit
he
said that the State government would adopt a wait and see
attitude.
I framed a question that I perceived to be
-

-

embarrassing to the government and I can remember I rang the
question through to Don Taylor's office because I was going to
ask it without notice and I needed to give them some warning that
the question was coming up.
The name of the newspaper was The
Sun and I concluded my question by implying that the government
had contributed to the early setting of the sun.
I remember the
particular secretary remarking on the bit of rhyme in the
question.
Anyway I hopped up and asked this question.
Well
Charlie spun around and said, "Who put you up to asking that
question?" He was convinced at the time, and I think probably
still is, that I was put up to asking the question by Hancock or
Wright.
But Charlie was so keen to see that paper buried and so
infuriated that one of his own people would be asking a question
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that obviously was intended to try and keep the paper going.
can remember being ticked off for that.
I got ticked off for a
couple of things actually.
But you see Parliament ought to be more about the individual than
it is about the Party and if we had a system for educating or
grooming incoming members of Parliament, it would be a pretty
dull place.
That's why I'm pleased that I was left to my own
devices and why other people are left to their own devices.
For
instance you see Ross Lightfoot in recent times. Since he's been
here, he's caused a bit of a raising of the eyebrows.
I still
think he's entitled to his point of view and to make the speeches
and the utterances that he does.
But if we were subjected to
some sort of grooming, well then that individualistic sort of
approach to things would be lost and I think that would be a
pity, a great pity, if this place simply became a dull place
where some authority in the major political parties determined
what shall and shall not be said by the individuals who are
members of the Parliament.
See political parties are not
recognised in our parliamentary procedure.
You know that? It's
starting to come in in the federal Parliament.
I notice in the
federal election held the other day where I think for the first
time, if not the first it would probably be only the second,
where the political parties of the individual candidates was
actually marked on the ballot papers.
Now Parliament has always
been a place where no recognition has been given to political
parties.
I think the emphasis is then on the individual coming
as a representative of a group of people to express a point of
view and I'm saddened to see that recognition of political
parties is starting to creep into our system.
RJ

What facilities were available to you as a new member
when you first came into the House within the Parliament itself?
THOMPSON

Very little in the way of secretarial support.
Indeed
when I first came in there were two ladies who were responsible
for doing the secretarial work for about 65 members of
Parliament.
I can't remember what the total number was in those
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days. But when you discounted those who were in the ministry and
those who were the presiding officers, it left something like 65
members of Parliament.
Bernie Down and Norma Turton did the
typing and any other secretarial duties that they could fit in
for all of those 65 members of Parliament. Later on a third lady
was appointed. Marion Hunter was appointed and then the three of
them between them did the work.
Obviously those three ladies
were unable to do anything other than the typing.
Indeed a lot
of members used to actually handwrite letters.
I used to hand
write letters to people because I couldn't wait for them to be
typed. That's all that they would do if you could get them to do
it would be to do the typing.
We had to lick our own stamps and
run our own messages and do all of those sorts of things.
To the credit of the Tonkin Government, not long after they came
to power, they gave the right, initially to members of the
Legislative Assembly, to have electorate secretaries.
It was
later expanded to include members of the Legislative Council.
That was seen by some of the old guard, including people in the
Liberal Party, as being a waste of resources.
I don't think
anyone today would suggest that members of Parliament shouldn't
have electorate secretaries.
There was a period of time during
the transition from the old system to the new where there
probably was some waste but that would have been brought about by
members of Parliament not really knowing how to use the facility
that had been made available to them.
However, that transition
didn't last long and I suggest that it would simply not be
possible for a member of Parliament to do his job now with any
less secretarial support than he has at the present time.
RJ

Once you had an electorate secretary how did that
change the way you operated?
THOMPSON Well it made it easier to be able to communicate with
electors.
That's the principal benefit that resulted.
But it
also enabled you to keep better records and to prepare material
in advance for debates in the House and to make more effective
use of your time because the secretaries were able to keep an eye
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on your diary and to undertake some of the leg work that members
of Parliament up until that time were required to do.
For some
members it was a pretty difficult sort of transition
not their
fault.
They just had evolved a system brought about by the fact
-

of no support that when they got it they found a bit hard to
handle.
RJ
What do you remember about the first party meeting you
attended?
THOMPSON

The first party meeting I attended was a fairly solemn
occasion because it was the meeting immediately after the
election that we'd lost.
I think there was still a fair amount
of shock around.
None of that touched me really because I'd won
my seat.
I was quite buoyed by all that was going on but I can
recall that first party meeting as being a fairly sombre affair.
See there were a lot of people who'd had to swallow some great
dollops of pride because some of those people had been Ministers
of the Crown for nine years.
No it wasn't nine years, it was
twelve years, twelve years. The second Liberal government that I
was associated with was nine years but that first government was
twelve years.
It was just incomprehensible to some of those
former ministers that the people of the State could have turned
them down.
So there were a lot of disappointed people around.
It took a while to adjust to this life in opposition for some
people, so I suppose I was a bit lucky that they were doing some
adjusting and I had to do some adjusting as well in a different
way.
RJ

Well in that first period how frequent were party

meetings?
THOMPSON They weren't all that frequent because the election was
held in the February and Parliament didn't resume until the
beginning of August.
We didn't meet on a regular basis until
Parliament came together and then, of course, we met every week.
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RJ
And what do you remember about those party room
meetings?
For a start how effective was Sir David Brand in the
party room?
THOMPSON

Sir David Brand was quite effective.
He was greatly
respected and revered by all the members and when Sir David made
an utterance, it was generally supported, his view was generally
supported. Sir David was coming under a lot of pressure from Sir
Charles to give it away.
I know that Sir Charles was very keen
to lead the party.
Indeed it's my perception that Sir David was
under a lot of pressure leading up to his decision ultimately to
step down as the leader of the party.
He did that, I'm not too
sure how long after, but it would have been, I think, about
twelve months after the change of government.1
I don't think
David Brand wanted to relinquish the leadership.
In fact I'm
fairly certain he didn't want to.
The fact that he elected to
relinquish the leadership but still stay in the Parliament
indicated to me that he would just as soon have been leading.
I was very saddened after Sir David left the Parliament because I
think that he was a fairly lonely man.
He developed a lot of
relationships with people over the period that he'd been the
Premier and I think he had assumed that most of those
acquaintances that he'd made were friendships.
But I think he
found that after he was no longer the Premier, that a lot of
those relationships weren't as sound as they had been.
I can
remember seeing him at one particular State occasion.
It was a
State reception at Government House Ballroom for some visiting
dignitary and I can remember David standing near the entrance
door catching people as they came out.
I thought, you know, he
appeared to me to be a man who was disappointed at being out of
the prime spot, out of the limelight. I think he became a very
disillusioned and perhaps disappointed man.
I know that Elva,
his sister, said to me several times that David was lost, he
didn't really know what to do.
I think the disappointment of

-------------------1 Sir David Brand stood down as Leader of the Opposition on June
5, 1972
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losing that election and also the emptiness that came into his
life, contributed to his early death.
I'm quite convinced of
that.
David gave his all to his public life, not only for the
twelve years that he was the Premier but for a number of years
leading up to that.
Although I think
although I know that his
family loved and revered him, I think that because he'd given
himself over totally to his public life, that they'd developed a
lifestyle that really didn't include he and Doris.
I think
that's sad.
As a matter of fact it's been one of the things
-

that's influenced me in my approach to my public life.
I've
always made sure that I've had a strong involvement with my
family because you see it's a fact that although in politics you
do develop a lot of relationships, you make very, very few
lasting friendships because it's a lifestyle that doesn't enable
you to put in the time to develop friendships.
You're unable to
meet people in a social and casual atmosphere on a regular basis
because you're committed to this, that or the other. So you tend
not to make very many friends in politics.
I think if you speak
to most of the longer serving members of Parliament they would
agree with me on that point.
So I recognised a long time ago
that when I give this job away, if I haven't got my family I am
going to have no one and so I make no apology, never have and
never will, to electors or Party for spending time with my
family. I've got a very, very good relationship with my kids and
my wife, and that relationship has been able to develop because
I've put in some time with them.
I firmly believe that I'm a
better member of Parliament for it anyway.
RJ

From what you're saying, does that mean in your opinion
that David Brand's powers were not declining up to the time that
he left Parliament....
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Oh no.

.

..

because I was under the impression that they were?

.

THOMPSON

Well I don't think his powers were declining.
I think
that he had more and more difficulty in holding his team
together.
There wasn't ever very much love lost between the
Country Party and Charles Court. I know that all the time during
those twelve years of government that Sir David had a lot of
problems in reconciling the differences between Charlie and the
Country Party. I think one of the great achievements of that man
was that he was able to keep that team together for as long as he
did and for them to be able to work as closely as they were able
in bringing about some of the most significant changes that this
State has ever seen, and is ever likely to see I suggest. That's
the great contribution that man made was his ability to keep that
team together.
I don't think his influence was declining.
I
think it just got more difficult for him to keep the team working
smoothly.
I think that he was greatly respected through most of
the time that he was the leader and I think the zenith of support
for him would have been towards the latter part of it.
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TAPE FOUR SIDE TWO

RJ

I would have thought too that there would be some risk,
after a long period of being in government and finding yourself
out of government and being disappointed at that process that
there would an inclination to lose interest somewhat in the whole
parliamentary process. Was there any evidence of that?
THOMPSON

I don't think that he lost interest.
I don't think
there was the same zeal that there had been there earlier but I
think that's understandable.
I think there was probably a
feeling that he'd been unfairly dealt with by the electorate and
to some extent he may have been a bit disillusioned by what had
occurred.
But I don't think his interest had waned in the job
that he was doing. I think perhaps
disillusioned by the defeat and it took a
grips with it.
It wasn't only he who had
it but there were others who had to come to

he was just a bit
long time to come to
to come to grips with
grips with it.

The one who didn't take long to come to grips with it was Sir
Charles.
He was up and away and back in opposition.
He was
firing on all six, or I think in those days there would have been
eight.
I can remember John Tonkin chiding Sir Charles Court. I
think John was of the view that Sir Charles would not be able to
tolerate being anything other than a Minister of the Crown.
I
can remember John Tonkin chiding Charlie about that.
But Sir
Charles had other things he wanted to do.
He wanted to be a
Premier and he worked vigorously during those three years that we
were in opposition to achieve that ambition. I think to this day
he thinks that the work that he did during those three years of
opposition resulted in his becoming the Premier in 1974.
I can
tell him that had've it not been for Whitlam we wouldn't have won
the 1974 election and indeed I regard John Tonkin as one of the
unluckiest Premiers this State has known.
I think the Tonkin
Government was reasonably well respected and I know that John
Tonkin personally was respected in this State. However there was
a backlash against the policies and activities of the Whitlam
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Government and when the 1974 election was held people's attitude
to the Tonkin Government was coloured by Whitlam.
It was an
amazing election 1 74, because John Tonkin got more votes in the
metropolitan area in '74 when he lost than he got in 1971 when he
won. It was only because of the rejection of the policies of the
Whitlam Government that in the country people voted very strongly
against the Labor Party.
The superphosphate bounty was one of
the big issues of the day.
There were a number of other things
as well.
But country people overwhelmingly voted against the
Labor Party in the 1974 election, but metropolitan area people
voted more strongly in '74 for Tonkin than they had in '71.
So
Sir Charles can be thankful to the Whitlam Government.
A lot of people make the assumption that Sir Charles was always a
popular political figure.
He wasn't a popular political figure
when he became the leader of the Parliamentary Liberal Party and
indeed I can remember Liberals in my electorate resigning
membership of the Party because they didn't like Sir Charles.
I
can remember within the parliamentary wing there were a lot of
people who didn't want to see Sir Charles succeed Sir David
Brand.
There was a luncheon held at O'Connor's Restaurant up
here.
A group of members went along and it was for the purpose
of being able to demonstrate that Sir Charles wasn't the
unanimous choice of the members of the Parliamentary Liberal
Party although it was generally conceded that he would win.
At
the luncheon it was agreed that Ray O'Connor would stand as a
candidate against Sir Charles for leadership of the Parliamentary
Liberal Party.
It was agreed that Clive Griffiths would move
the motion that Ray become the leader,

dive got hold of
O'Connor outside the party room just before going in and was
saying to Ray, "Now you're absolutely certain that this is what's
going to....?"
"Yes," Ray said, "that's right." So we go to
the meeting and Sir Charles had obviously got wind of the
prospect of a challenge so he threw down the gauntlet.
I think
Arthur Griffith chaired the meeting at that point. It got to the
stage of calling nominations and Sir Charles said, "Well I want
you to know that if there is a nomination against me, I'm not a
candidate and I'll leave the Parliament."
So Sir Charles was
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duly nominated.
Clive Griffiths hopped up and moved that Ray
O'Connor also be a candidate and O'Connor declined.
Now dive
was flabbergasted, absolutely flabbergasted by that because what
he had done was to indicate that he was the only one.
The only
one in the room who Charlie knew was against Charlie becoming the
leader was Clive Griffiths.
Clive was quite devastated about
that and he often refers to getting assurances from people.
But Ray O'Connor was not the only one who was considered to
oppose Sir Charles.
Indeed there were a number of people who
would have liked to have seen Des O'Neil lead the party and I've
got to say that in the time that I've been in the Parliament, Des
O'Neil has been one of the most effective members of Parliament.
He is certainly one of the most effective debaters that I have
ever known. I believe that he had the talents and the ability to
have led the Parliamentary Liberal Party.
Des was not always
over energetic.
He was very effective in the things he did but
Des was not all that energetic.
I think had've he been a little
bit more energetic, he could well have become the leader of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party and would ultimately have become a
Premier.
I put O'Neil and John Tonkin in the same sort of
bracket.
I think they were the most effective members of
Parliament that I have known.
They are both very capable
debaters, both very clear thinking, level-headed people who could
make an assessment of a situation very quickly and exploit the
weaknesses of their opponents.
John Tonkin had the ability to
extract the absolute maximum for himself out of every situation.
During the time that they were in government, they had a few
fairly traumatic periods but Tonkin was able to minimise the
amount of loss there was in any particular situation to himself.
Yes, I greatly respected John Tonkin.
I can remember that after I'd raised the matter of the SEC power
lines in my maiden speech there was still activity being
undertaken by the SEC and they ultimately made a decision as to
what they would do and I moved a motion in the Parliament.
When
the motion was to be substantially debated, the galleries were
filled with people from the hills who'd come down to hear the

THOMPSON

79

debate.

Anyway I had to reply to the debate and one of the
people from my electorate who'd taken a keen interest in the
subject had written a poem that I thought encapsulated the whole
thing.
By this time Cohn Jamieson was the Minister for
Electricity and I made the speech and I concluded my speech by
reading this poem, the last few words of which said, "The route
is economic and really is well planned.
Minister you must be
kidding, get your head out of the sand."
I can remember I
concluded my speech on that note and the gallery erupted. Danny
Norton, who was the Speaker, had to call them into order. Anyway
there was then a vote taken and a division held on the question
whether my motion should survive or not.
After the division had
been held and we were crossing the chamber again to go back to
our respective sides, Tonkin congratulated me on the speech and
I've always remembered that because I had taken a lump or two off
a couple of his ministers in the controversy not only in that
debate, but in that debate it had been a good one for us and
Tonkin was gracious enough and kind enough to congratulate me and
I've always had a very high regard for him, always have.
RJ

You said that there were those within your electorate
who resigned when Charles Court became leader. Why?
THOMPSON

Resigned from the Liberal Party.

RJ

Yes, but why?

THOMPSON

Because they didn't think he was an appropriate person
to be leading the Liberal Party because Sir Charles had the
reputation of being the hatchet man and in some respects I think
it was a pretty good combination.
Sir David was very much a
respected and loved person and Sir Charles I think was perceived
to be the guy who did the dirty work, the hatchet work. A lot of
people had distrust of Sir Charles.
I think there was a bit of
distrust about the relationship between he and big business
because there was a lot of criticism of the way in which the
Pilbara iron ore developments and other industrial developments
occurred. I never accepted any of that criticism because I think
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that what the government did during that period of time was
absolutely outstanding, absolutely outstanding, and I recognise
that Sir Charles Court played a very major part in the way in
which those things were put together.
I didn't share the
concerns that those other people had but the fact is that Sir
Charles was not the unanimous choice.
It wasn't until after the
1 77 election that Sir Charles then was starting to be regarded as

a popular political figure. There's no question that Sir Charles
grew in stature and is still very much revered in this State now.
RJ

Those that resigned from the Liberal Party because of
his leadership, did they come back later to your knowledge?

THOMPSON I can't recall.
I can't recall that.
They probably
did but I can't recall the individuals.
You know it just struck
me that..., well you know when people talk about Sir Charles they
tend.... No, some people talk about him as though he was always
regarded as a popular political figure.
I can recall those
instances of people resigning membership of the Liberal Party
that just point up the fact that that wasn't always the case.
RJ

Do you know why within the Parliamentary Liberal Party
there was a move against him?
THOMPSON Well Sir Charles was always known to be a very
domineering personality.
I know that the reason why some people
wanted to see a contest was just to demonstrate that he wasn't
the only one available.
That was a feeling that a number of
people had. You see he'd had his.... As a Minister of the Crown,
he'd had his arguments in the party room with a number of people
and not everyone agreed with everything that Sir Charles did or
suggested.
Obviously those people were keen to just demonstrate
to him that he wasn't the unanimous choice.

RJ

A further interview with Mr Ian Thompson held at the
Parliament on the 30th of July 1987.
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Mr Thompson we were talking last time of Sir Charles taking over
from David Brand in June 1972 and I wondered after Sir Charles
did take over what immediate change you noticed in the party
room; in the way the Parliamentary Liberal Party was organised?
THOMPSON Sir Charles introduced an uptempoed approach to the
business of opposition.
He had never accepted that we would be
in opposition for long and he immediately, after the loss of
government, went about fitting into opposition very well.
Once
he became the leader his activities intensified.
The energy
which he displayed during those three years in opposition amazed
everyone who was aware of what was going on.
Sir Charles
rejected the proposition of having a shadow ministry.
He firmly
was of the view that it was only the leader in opposition who had
any sort of recognition in the community.
He tended to take the
lead in all of the issues of the day and because he had adopted
that approach, naturally it brought a tremendous workload on him.
I'm not sure that he could have maintained that pace for very
much longer than what he did during that period.
RJ

How did the rest of the Party feel about him taking the
main role?
THOMPSON

Sir Charles was so clearly au fait with those issues
that he was involved with that no one disputed his right to take
the running.
Sir Charles always was a very strong person and
there were very few people who were prepared to challenge his
authority.
But I think probably most recognised that he was
doing a good job anyway and were prepared to leave it to him.
RJ

But if you are then going into government, that period
in opposition where people are shadow ministers and taking some
responsibility for particular subject areas is a training ground
for the future?
THOMPSON

Yes.

This business of shadow ministries is a very new
phenomenon in parliamentary life.
I suppose it's been brought
about by the growing sophistication of government, the growing
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demands on government and on opposition. I believe it to be just
a natural progression for there to be a system of either
opposition spokesmen or shadow ministries.
It is occurring not
only in the Australian scene but in other parts of the world that
are modelled on Westminster anyway. It is now seen as a training
ground for people who ultimately will go into the ministry.
I
think you need to equate what's happening in the parliamentary
scene now to that which was occurring a few years ago.
I'm not
sure whether last time we spoke I pointed out that Bert Hawke was
able to go and have a game of billiards after lunch.
RJ

Yes you did.

THOMPSON

That was the pace of parliamentary life in those days.
Now the pace of parliamentary life has quickened quite

significantly for those of us involved in Western Australian
State politics.
So you know that which was appropriate for the
days of Hawke (Bert Hawke that is) and Brand and Tonkin and for
part of the time that Sir Charles was the leader of opposition, I
think were appropriate, but that which has evolved, in my view,
has evolved because it became necessary for there to be change.
RJ

What has caused the quickening of the pace in your
experience?
THOMPSON

Well it's been brought about by the significant
increase in our population and by the dramatic change that
occurred during the sixties and seventies as far as industrial
development was concerned.
Those developments resulted in an
expansion in just so many areas of Western Australian life and of
itself brought pressure on parliamentarians.
But I think too,
something that has happened over the last couple of decades, is
that people are becoming more politically aware and they're
demanding more of their parliamentary representatives than was
the case previously.
We've a long way to go, in my view, to
ensure a greater participation of the community in our
parliamentary and democratic processes.
However, we certainly
have a much more enlightened community now than has been the case
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in the past.

I believe that trend will continue and that even
greater pressure will come on members of Parliament.
I believe
that it will become necessary for the staff that is provided to
members of Parliament to be increased to ensure that adequate
attention can be given to the wishes of the electorate.
RJ

You say people are asking more of their members.
sort of things are they asking?

What

THOMPSON Well environmental issues are things that have become
very much a matter of concern to people in the community.
Years
ago nobody would have questioned the establishment of a
brickworks at Midland on environmental grounds but now they do
because people are becoming increasingly concerned about the
environment in which we live.
I think people are also keen to
ensure that money raised by government by way of taxes and
charges is wisely spent.
Taxation in Australia has risen
dramatically over recent years and people are feeling the pinch
financially.
I think that they are looking to their
parliamentary representatives more and more to ensure that
governments don't waste the taxpayers' money.
I think too there
is a rising expectation.
People are wanting a better quality of
life.
That tends to bring more pressure on members of
Parliament.
RJ

After David Brand's resignation in June '72 as leader
of the Party he continued as a member until August 1975 and I
wondered how he functioned in Parliament in those three years?
THOMPSON Sir David was still a stabilising influence in the
Party.
He was able to assist younger members like myself and to
offer some very mature advice to the Party in party room
discussions on the various issues.
He didn't speak very much in
the Parliament after he had resigned as leader, as one would
expect, but his influence was still very much felt by, not only
the Party, but by the Parliament, because you see Sir David Brand
was respected by all the factions in the political arena.
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RJ

You made the comment last time that you were a salt and
pepper member, "in everything" and that you can remember Sir
Charles ticking you off on several occasions.
You did specify
the incident about the second daily newspaper where you clashed
with Sir Charles, but I wondered if you could remember what other
sort of things he ticked you off for?
THOMPSON

There was an occasion when I had asked a volatile
question in the House of Don May, the then Minister for
Electricity, about his declining to receive a deputation of boys
from the Guildford Grammar School who wanted to come and talk to
May about the proposed construction of the 330 KV power line
across the Guildford playing fields.
I was approached by the
boys because I had a very high profile in that particular dispute
who complained to me that Jack Brady, the then Member for Swan,
had arranged for a deputation to go before the Minister but the
Minister at a very late hour, declined to receive the deputation.
So I drafted a question which accused May of being highhanded and
arrogant. It was a question without notice.
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Because of the nature of the question there was
complete uproar from the government benches as I was asking it.
Don May was allowed by Danny Norton, the Speaker, to answer the
question and it wasn't until the conclusion of question time that
night that Norton ticked me off in the House for the question.
He went further and said that if any other questions were asked
like that he would decline the member the right to ask questions
without notice.
I was approached by a journalist outside the House after Norton's
dressing down and asked for my reaction to his proposition that I
wouldn't be recognised at question time.
I suggested that the
Speaker didn't really have that right and that it was against the
principles of the parliamentary institution.
The following
Tuesday when Parliament met I had become aware that Norton had
intended to deal with my having spoken outside the House.
Immediately after prayers the Speaker read a prepared statement
that dealt with me.
That was the end of it at that time, but I
was further approached by the press and I made another comment
about it because he again reasserted that he would not recognise
me at question time.
The following day the Speaker made again another very strongly
worded statement on the subject at the conclusion of which he
demanded that I apologise.
Sir Charles, during the delivery of
the Speaker's statement, turned to me and said, "Did you know
anything about this?" I said well I had an idea that he would do
something about it.
He said, "Leave this to me." Anyway the
Speaker's concluding passage of that statement was a request for
me to apologise.
I had remembered Sir Charles telling me to
leave it to him so I just sat there waiting for Sir Charles to
jump into the breach, but he sat there and didn't move, so I was
in a position of being about to be named, so I got up and I
apologised.
Well that infuriated Sir Charles and he called me
into his office afterwards and said that he'd told me to leave it
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to him and that I should simply have done that, not taken any
action on the demand of the Speaker that I should apologise.
However in those few moments that all of that happened, Sir
Charles didn't take what I thought to be the appropriate action
of getting up to move dissension from the Speaker's ruling; he
sat there motionless.
So I, at that early stage of my
parliamentary career, wasn't looking forward to being expelled
from the House and that's why I tendered the apology. Anyway Sir
Charles wasn't too happy about that particular matter.
Rd
Did you raise with him the fact that he had not taken
any action?
THOMPSON

Oh I did, but....

Rd

And what reason did he give?

THOMPSON

Sir Charles was not one for explaining reasons
sometimes and I can't recall precisely what occurred but he just
gave me a rap over the knuckles for not having adhered to his
instruction.
Rd

So from what you're saying that was an apology to the
Speaker to avoid being named not because you believed you had
reason to apologise?
THOMPSON

Well in retrospect I recognised that I ought not to
have criticised the Speaker outside the House because it is
against the form of the Parliament for that to occur.
There are
provisions for a member to disagree with a Speaker's ruling and I
had that opportunity but I didn't take it. I thought Sir Charles
was going to take it. So that's the reason why I decided to back
off.
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RJ

Just for the record, according to the press, one of the
statements that you made to them was that you accused the
government of using the Speaker to shield them from questions
such as yours.'
THOMPSON

Yes, well there was an element of truth in that.
The
government had been returned at the election with a one seat
majority. By the time they had elected a Speaker, or by the time
a Speaker had been elected from the government side, naturally,
they had no majority on the floor of the House. So it was a very
tense period for the government.
The Speakers (and there were
two during that period of time) came under a tremendous amount of
pressure from their party.
Mery Toms who was elected Speaker on
the first day that the Parliament met after the t71 election
lasted for only a few months and poor old Mery died of a heart
attack, collapsed in the..., virtually collapsed in the chair and
he died soon after having been taken to Sir Charles Gairdner
Hospital.
He was attended here in the House by Tom Dadour and
the ambulance came and took him off to hospital and poor old Mery
died.
I am convinced that Toms' heart attack was very much
contributed to by the tense nature of the Parliament at that
time.
I am aware that caucus had put a lot of pressure on the
Speaker, both on Toms and on Norton because it was a period when
Sir Charles was very vigorous in his opposition and there is no
doubt in my mind that there were demands of the Speaker that the
chair be used to try and curb the activities of the Opposition.
I might say that those things that occurred at that time later
had an impact on me when I became the Speaker.
You see I'm able
to make the assertions I do with respect to the Speakers during
'71 and '74 because of the experience that I had in the six years
that I was the Speaker, because I too came under pressure from
my party and from the leader: in fact leaders, because there were
two.
O'Connor was for a time Premier in that period of time.
The experience I gained during those three years in opposition
very much influenced the way in which I operated from the chair.
--------------------

1 Daily News, April 13, 1972.
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The only thing that opposition has in its favour is that it can
use the forms of the House to put the government under pressure
and if a Speaker is prevailed upon by the government of the day
to use his authority or his position to reduce the amount of
opportunities that an opposition can put the government under
pressure, then I believe that the parliamentary institution is
not operating correctly.
It was that aspect that I took into
account when I was the Speaker and it was an aspect that got me
into a lot of trouble, I can tell you.
RJ

Well, we'll get more of that later. Referring back to
the incident that started this.
You comment that you got up on
the spot to make that apology.
You hadn't thought about the
wording of your apology?
THOMPSON
at all.

Oh no I hadn't thought about the wording of an apology
I wasn't quite sure what the Speaker was going to do.

As a matter of fact I'd had a tip that the Speaker was going to
do something about it because one of the Clerks of the Parliament
at the time didn't say anything directly but said something to me
that gave me the hint that the Speaker was going to do something
about this matter.
So I wasn't surprised, although I must say
that I hadn't prepared.
I really didn't know quite what was
going to happen.
Bear in mind that I hadn't been a member of
Parliament for very long and I wasn't too sure what was going to
happen.
As a matter of fact afterwards I said to Des O'Neil,
"What would have happened had've I not apologised?"
He said,
"Well," he said, "the normal procedure would have been for the
Speaker to name you, and then," he said, "we would have probably
voted with the government to have you suspended." I don't know
whether O'Neil was jesting or not, but that certainly gave me
cause to be pleased that I did tender the apology.
Des O'Neil was a very staunch parliamentarian.
In my experience
I've found members of Parliament who are in either one or the
other of camps: they're either parliamentarians or they're
politicians.
Des O'Neil was very much a parliamentarian.
He
had a great sense of respect for the institution.

John Tonkin
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was a parliamentarian. I can't put Sir Charles in that category.
Although he professed to be a great admirer of the institution,
he would just as soon have been able to govern without having to
come to Parliament.
Well this incident happened in April t72, as you say
not long after [your entry into Parliament] but your actual
apology said, "In no way did I wish to show you, Mr Speaker, or
this House any disrespect.
In so far as the statements in the
Press are concerned
which are attributed to me and appear that
way I do apologise."1 Now that's a rather skilful wording of an
RJ

-

apology but not a retraction isn't it?
wondering if you had some time.

That's why I was

THOMPSON No, well I hadn't really prepared any sort of approach
to it.
I just got to my feet and had to think aloud and I was
certainly not wanting to let May off the hook or the government
off the hook but on the other hand I knew that the Speaker had
some pretty significant powers available to him to deal with me
and so I clearly wanted to get him off my back, but I certainly
wasn't prepared to back away from Don May or the government on
the issue of those power lines.
That's what it was all about.
Incidentally it was a question that attracted a fair amount of
attention from the press.
Indeed the West ran a front page
picture of me with these boys pictured outside Parliament House
and it had a front page story.
So there aren't too many
incidents in Parliament that precipitate a front page story and
fewer still that precipitate a front page picture.
RJ

Which is important to you. [Laughs]

THOMPSON

Well it is important to members of Parliament. You see
a lot of people in the parliamentary arena are critical of their
colleagues attracting press.
I think it's more out of jealousy
than it is anything else because we are all competing one with
the other to try and attract the attention of the press to our

-------------------Hansard, April 18, 1972, p. 696.
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activities because, as I've said before, the press are
fundamental to our system of democracy and if our activities
aren't observed and reported by the press, then the people in the
community simply don't know what we're doing.
RJ

You made reference to one of the Clerks tipping you off
about the incident about Speaker Norton's action. Is that usual?

THOMPSON Well the Clerk concerned didn't deliberately tip me
off.
He obviously was aware of what was going on and indeed I
had observed Cohn Jamieson who used to act as I think unofficial
leader of the House for the government. I saw him spending a lot
of time with Norton and with the Clerks because in those days the
Clerk was Joss Bartlett.
I'd noticed that Jamieson had been
spending a lot of time behind closed doors with the Clerk and
with the Speaker, so I half expected something anyway.
The
particular Clerk who said something was Phil Thornber. Phil said
something as I was in the photocopying room getting some
photocopying as he was there also getting some photocopying and
he just happened to say something that coupled with what I'd
observed going on in the Speaker's corridor alerted me to the
fact that something was going to happen.
RJ

Just to get a picture of how you operated once you
became a member of Parliament.
When the House was actually
sitting how did you divide your time between the House, your
electorate, your family?
THOMPSON

I was a very, very good sitter in the House.
I would
have missed very, very little of the procedures in the House and
I took every opportunity to participate in debate and other
aspects of parliamentary activity, asking questions and moving
motions and that sort of thing. I came to Parliament House every
day, every working day because in those days we had our offices
in Parliament House.
In the earlier part anyway of that period
in opposition we had our offices here at Parliament House.

So
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when Parliament wasn't sitting I would come to Parliament each
day and devote my time to dealing with matters that had been
raised with me by constituents.

a

All through my parliamentary life I have made a very deliberate
attempt to have close ties with my family and I make no apology,
have never made any apology to my electorate or the party or the
Parliament for spending time with my family.
Right from the
outset I determined that I would do that.
So I used to spend
most of the weekends with my family.
I'm fortunate. I'm one of
the most fortunate members of Parliament in this institution in
that I represent a seat which is located fairly close to the
capital and I'm able to go home every night.
I've always felt
that members of the federal Parliament and members of the Western
Australian Parliament who represent the remoter electorates, make
a great sacrifice, a sacrifice that I am sure a lot of people in
the community don't understand and when I hear people critical of
the salaries paid to members of Parliament, I think in terms of
people who represent far flung electorates and of the deprivation
of family life that they suffer because of the job they're doing.
I haven't been one of those members who has had to make that
sacrifice and I'm thankful that I haven't.
It's enabled me to
develop a rapport with my family that I very much value.
It's a
sad fact that our children are really with us for only a
relatively few years.
I know that when you've got two or three
screaming kids that you'd like the period of their childhood to
pass very smartly but when they get to sixteen or seventeen or
eighteen and start to develop an independent life, then you start
to appreciate the value of the contacts that you've had with them
and the rapport that's developed between you and them in their
growing years.
So I don't know that I deliberately determined
how I would apportion my time between the Parliament, my
electorate duties and my family.
What evolved was, I think, a
very happy balance between those three competing interests.
RJ

What happened at night times.

Did you find yourself
attending many functions or were you able to have your nights,
except obviously for the ones when the House was sitting?
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THOMPSON There's been very little change in the pattern of night
time activity.
I would attend meetings or functions on average
four nights a week and that has gone on in all of the time that
I've been a member of Parliament.
There are sometimes when you
might get a break of a few days when you're not required to go to
evening meetings or functions.
There are other times when I'm
out seven nights a week.
But, as I say, on average it would be
four nights a week that I would be out somewhere.
lU
week?

Did you mind being tied up for that number of nights a

THOMPSON

Oh no I didn't and I've never begrudged spending time
at evening meetings and social functions. Indeed I see that as a
very important part of my job.
I enjoy getting around and enjoy
meeting people. I've found that over the period that I've been a
member that it's a most important part of a member of
Parliament's service to the community.
It's amazing the number
of people who will come and raise an issue at a social function
that enables a member to go and do something about it but that
same person wouldn't be prepared to write or ring or come into
the office.
Indeed a lot of people say, "Oh my problem's only a
little one and I didn't bother ringing you but...." this, that or
the other. Well I wish more people would simply recognise that
their member of Parliament is there to help them, and approach
them.
It's amazing the relatively little contact that one has
from the community.
Even with those controversial issues that
I've been associated with over the time, the number of people who
actually get in touch is very, very small.
It will be a raging
issue and yet if you get contact from thirty or forty people
that's as many as you ever get.
That's why I always raise my
eyebrows in the Parliament when members hop up and make a claim
that they've had hundreds of people contact them about some
issue.
I know jolly well that that's not likely to be all that
true because I know from my experience that people don't take the
trouble to get in touch with their member of Parliament.
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RJ

Well to what extent do people or did people ring you at
home with problems or things they wanted you to take up? Or did
they keep it to what was later your electorate office or coming
here?
THOMPSON

The most frequently used facility for communicating
with a member of Parliament is the telephone. Letter is the next
most frequently used and people coming into the office cold to
raise an issue with a member of Parliament is by far and away the
least used facility. Telephone calls at home tend to be the most
predominent form of communication.
People seem for some reason
or other reluctant to ring the office.
They will however
home.
They always open up by saying .... no not always.
generally open up by saying, "I'm sorry to disturb you at
but... ." and when they ring you at three in the morning,

ring
They
home

"I'm
sorry to ring at such a late hour but...." but then launch into
whatever it is that they want to talk to you about. It's amazing
the number of people who ring in the dead of night.
RJ

Asking you to do what?

THOMPSON

Well I had a civil servant ring me just recently in the
middle of the night with the usual apology for ringing at such a
late hour and then wanting to discuss something with me related
to the change in the proposed civil service superannuation
provisions.
The man was intoxicated but he'd still taken the
trouble to ring me up.

When I questioned the time at which he
was ringing he asserted his right to ring his member of
Parliament.
In fact he wasn't one of those that I represented,
he came from Wembley in point of fact but because my name had
been mentioned in a story associated with the legislation he'd
looked me up in the phone book and decided to ring.
I must say
that however most people in the community are quite reasonable.
Although they do tend to ring at home and they do tend to ring at
meal times, they are quite reasonable in their approach. I've
always ensured that my telephone numbers, both office and home,
are in the book and to his credit Sir Charles Court always had
his home telephone number in the book because I think it's

I,
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important that members of Parliament be accessible.

ME

There have
been times when there have been calls to my home that have given
me cause for concern, when there have been abusive telephone
calls taken by my wife or my children.
I've always been very
cross about that.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE FIVE
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However I've never felt any of those incidents should
bring me to the decision to have an unlisted telephone number.
Over the years we've developed a technique, or the family have
developed a technique of dealing with calls that are inclined to
be a bit robust and it's worked pretty well.
I can remember one
particular call that my daughter Netta took that reduced her to
tears.
It was a really vicious and nasty telephone call and
unfortunately the individual didn't identify himself but that's
the sort of thing that happens but it doesn't fortunately happen
all that frequently.
RJ

When you say it doesn't happen all that frequently what
are we looking at? How often would that occur in a year?
THOMPSON

Oh a couple or three times a year.

RJ

And what's your technique for dealing with these now?

THOMPSON The children and Margaret have been asked just to hang
UPI, try and get the caller's name and telephone number but not
listen to any abuse and hang up.
If the caller persists, simply
take the receiver off the hook and leave it that way until it's
reasonable to assume the person might have given up.
RJ

In the case of the civil servant ringing you in the
middle of the night with a non urgent comment or query did you
say to him, "Please ring me tomorrow at my office"?
THOMPSON

No, I didn't do that.

I suggested there was a more
appropriate time to ring but I discussed the matter with him.
I

was out of bed by that time and awake and [it was] just as easy
to deal with it then.
Clearly the man was concerned about the
thing and had've he not been intoxicated well then he probably
wouldn't have rung.
I would venture to suggest that next
morning he would have been kicking himself anyway and so no, I

THOMPSON

96

discussed it with him and I generally discuss things with people
at that hour of the night, you know late night.
It's just as
easy to do it then as it is to do it at some other time.
But it
always give one a shock when you get woken up by a telephone call
in the middle of the night, no matter how frequently it occurs
because you immediately think, "Where are the kids tonight?"
particularly since my children have grown up a bit and they've
got cars of their own and they're moving around.
The immediate
thought that comes to mind is that there's been some accident or
someone is ill, one of our parents or something like that. So it
does give you a bit of a jar.
Even though it happens more
frequently to me than it does to people who aren't members of
Parliament in the community, it still comes as a shock, a
telephone call in the middle of the night.
RJ

And how often would that happen?

THOMPSON Oh that happens oh perhaps again two or three times a
year.
It might be a little more frequently.
The three a.m.
calls, the after midnight calls perhaps two or three a year but
the pre-midnight calls, there are probably a few more of those,
you know ten or eleven o'clock at night.
You get quite a few of
those.
RJ

What sort of things, thinking back to the early days,
were people raising with you?
THOMPSON

Well it varied. People generally don't differentiate
between State and federal politics and a lot don't differentiate
between local authority and the State and federal scene.
So
contact is made over a wide variety of issues from flooding
caused by blockage of shire drains to the problem of a migrant
family not being able to get a relative admitted to Australia, to
allegations of police mistreatment of a constituent or members of
the constituent's family.
You know it varies so widely.
I've
always pointed out in the case of a contact on a Commonwealth
government matter or on a local government matter that it is not
really my area of responsibility and perhaps they would be better
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if they were to talk to a federal member of Parliament or to a
councillor of the shire in which their council query has been
raised.
But I always make the offer to make representation on
their behalf because they've taken the trouble to ring and I
always feel as though they think that by my suggesting they go
somewhere else that I want to shirk the issue.
So for that
reason I've always made the offer to do something about it for
them.
I had a case this week where the shire have been asked by
a constituent to upgrade a road which is now a gravel road.
Now
the person rang me seeking my support.
I could easily have
simply said, "Well it's not my responsibility.
Go and talk to
the council." But I did something about it. I don't know that
I'll succeed for the person but at least they will know that I've
endeavoured to achieve something on their behalf.
RJ
When the House was not sitting how did your division of
time change?
THOMPSON The only difference was that I didn't come to
Parliament.
I just spent more time doing the things in my
electorate office.
RJ
THOMPSON

Did it enable you to spend more time with your family?

I probably did spend more time
don't think there's any doubt about that
those days, of course, Parliament used to
and they were fairly late nights.
We've

with my family, yes. I
because for instance in
sit three nights a week

got civilised hours now
by comparison to what they were in the early days.
So when
Parliament wasn't sitting, clearly it meant that there were three
nights that there was a chance that I would be home whereas when
Parliament was sitting there was absolutely no way I could be
home at night. There were still always the competing requirement
to go to evening meetings and functions.
RJ
You say you now sit more civilised hours than
previously.
What sort of hours were being kept when you first
went into Parliament?
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THOMPSON It was not uncommon for Parliament to rise at three in
the morning.
I can remember the first time that Parliament sat
all night.
I hadn't been elected all that long and I arrived
home at about five thirty and it was in November or getting close
to November time because the sun was well and truly up. I was in
having a shower in preparation to going to bed and Margaret
called out to me, "What are you getting up at this time of the
night for?" I was able to acquaint her with the fact that I had
just then arrived home.
That's how much my spouse worried where
I was at night! [Laughs]

But Parliament didn't used to sit
until four thirty in the afternoon in those days so it was a late
start.
There was less tendency on the part of government to use

their numbers to curb debate in those days.
We've got a more
civilised approach to things now.
Although we do have the odd
late night it is rare that we sit after midnight.
In the days
when I first arrived here it was rare if you got home before
midnight and, as I say, three in the morning was a very frequent
occurrence.
RJ

Once you became a member of Parliament was there
anything that you found you couldn't do that you had previously
been used to doing?

THOMPSON Yes.

I always was involved in sport and I found that
when I became a member of Parliament it was no longer [possible]
for me to participate in team sport.
It was possible for me to
involve myself in sporting activity that was just an individual
thing, such as golf, but because of the calls on one's time and
because of the unevenness of commitments, it wasn't possible to
participate any more in team sporting activity because you
couldn't go to train, you couldn't always be available to
participate in competition.
As a matter of fact the life of a
Parliamentarian does tend to make it very difficult to create
friendships because of the unevenness of the life. You sometimes
are able to accept the invitation to go and play bridge.
When I
first was elected, or prior to my being elected, we used to play
bridge very frequently, but that just wasn't possible afterwards
because we could not be available sometimes when our friends were
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going to play and we were unable to get them together as
frequently to play at our place as had been the case previously.
So see bridge went. It's not possible to participate in a social
club or a sporting club for the same sorts of reasons.
So when
people criticise members of Parliament they really need to have
some regard for the impact on the member's private life as a
result of his being in public life. I put it in the same sort of
category as a shift worker. My father was a shift worker all his
life and Dad wasn't able to participate in social activity,
structured social activity nor could he participate in sporting
activity because of the fact that he wasn't able to involve
himself in the same way as people who aren't on shift work are
able to involve themselves.
RJ

Again once you became a member was there any noticeable
change in the way in which people treated you, both friends and
strangers?
THOMPSON

It's always been a sadness for me that people with whom
I'd worked in the Public Works Department, and some of them I was
very close to, adopted a very cool attitude towards me once I'd
been elected.
Some haven't but a lot did.
For instance when I
was elected to Parliament I got one telegram from one of my
former workmates; one congratulatory telegram and that was the
extent of it.
You know it just rather amazed me. You know when
other significant things have occurred in my parliamentary life,
for instance when I was made the Deputy Speaker and when I was
made the Speaker, none
well very few of my former workmates
ever bothered to ring up and say, "That's great."
So I can
-

assume only that jealousy, or perhaps political division, because
you see I've never ever allowed a person's political leanings to
influence whether I'm friendly with a person or not. As a matter
of fact a significant proportion of the people that I regard as
friends probably vote Labor.
That doesn't worry me. I've never
allowed political division to interfere with friendship and so
that's why I can't understand why the guys with whom or the
people with whom I worked adopted that sort of attitude towards
me.
So you know that's one aspect of how people treated you.

p
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Most people in the community show a degree of recognition and
indeed I think respect because of the fact that I'm a member of
Parliament and I've enjoyed that. I've tried never to appear to
be big-headed or swollen headed about it, about being a member of
Parliament. I regard it as a great honour, always have, but I've
never flaunted it and I've tried not to crudely use the position.
RJ

Do many parliamentarians crudely use their position?

THOMPSON Some do.
I don't think the majority are in that
category.
There are a few who do, people who use their position
to horn their way into the committee room of sporting
organisations, who use their position to get some favoured
treatment in various areas.
I've known people who've tried to
use, and indeed I think have used, their position to get favoured
treatment with airlines and that sort of thing but they are in
the minority, I'm happy to say. But unfortunately those who are
in the minority get a reputation which we all have to endure.
RJ

In interviewing Evelyn Coverley about the period her
husband was a member, which is going right back (he died in 1953
while still a member but became a member in the 1930's) she spoke
of the way that people in the community expected donations and
help in terms of clothing and that sort of thing from their
member of Parliament.1 What has been your experience?
THOMPSON I certainly haven't had any approaches for help like
clothing or for food.
Many people in the community who are in
dire circumstances have approached me to try and get government
assistance for them but they haven't approached me directly for
that sort of assistance.
But I've been approached by many, many
individuals and organisations for financial assistance and indeed
there would not be a week go by when I don't receive a letter or
an approach of one form or another for me to contribute to a
charity or to a sporting organisation or to some function which
is being organised by a social organisation. It is a significant

-------------------'Mrs Evelyn Coverly, interview transcript, 1987.

I
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part of the drain on a member of Parliament's financial
resources.
People in the community have the belief that members
of Parliament are wealthy and that they are in a position to make
a contribution to whatever it is they're collecting money for.
I must say that in recent years I have not been as ready to part
with money as I was in the earlier part.
In the earlier part of
my being a member of Parliament I used to shell money out like it
was going out of fashion but I've adopted a lot more severe
approach to that in recent times because I think really that
members of Parliament who feel that they must contribute if they
are going to be able to continue as a member of Parliament,
really are shying at shadows.
For instance, in a sporting
organisation, a member of Parliament will be asked for a donation
and the only people who will know that he's donated will be the
office bearers and perhaps the committee, but the general
membership of the organisation seldom know that you've made a
contribution and likewise they seldom know if you've declined to
make a contribution.
In any case if I have to spend my money to
V

buy votes, well then I'm certainly not going to have enough money
to buy enough votes to win so I won't try to buy any.
There are
some charities which I support and there are some sporting
organisations that I'm happy to contribute to.
For instance the
Kalamunda Netball Association, when I was first elected it hadn't
been going for very long and I can remember Lady Brodie Hall and
I were invited to go to participate in the presentation of
trophies to this fledgling girls' netball association.
The
association gave little pennants as their trophies.
It was an
organisation that I thought was doing a good job and so I
volunteered to provide some more substantial forms of trophies
for the following year. Little did I know that that organisation
would expand to the point where there are now two thousand girls
playing netball annually but fortunately the management committee
have recognised that it's beyond even the resources of a member
of Parliament to keep up the flow of trophies that are necessary
to meet the demand.
So there are charities which I have been
prepared to help.
But I'm sure that collectors list very early
on in their proposed approaches the names of members of
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notice whenever there's any collection around the
the first to be contacted.
So anyway it is true
Parliament do come under a lot of pressure from
money for all sorts of charitable and sporting

RJ
Do you ever get approached by an individual wanting
money for his own purposes?
THOMPSON I was only ever approached by one individual who sought
money for his own purposes.
It was funny really; I didn't know
the chap.
I used to, and still do, observe the people who come
into the galleries at Parliament House and I noticed that his
particular individual (this was going back when we were in
opposition '71-'74), this particular chap came in night after
night and would sit in the gallery, sit in the gallery and watch.
Anyway one night I went up and introduced myself to him and I
took him down to have a cup of tea.
Well little did I know that
I'd got myself embroiled in a very distressing sort of situation.
This chap had come here from England to meet up with relatives
but then there'd been some rift between he and the relatives and
they'd cast him out.
He had no money and..., well no money
he
had little money, certainly insufficient money to pay for his
fare to go back to England.
He used to come to Parliament
-

simply because he was lonely and it was a place where some
activity was going on. Anyway after I'd taken him to supper that
night he made contact with me quite frequently and then
eventually asked me for money so that he could buy his ticket
home which I had to decline, of course.
Well then he ceased
coming here.
I really don't know whatever happened to the chap.
I did make an offer to approach the British consul here to try
and do something but for some reason or other he didn't want that
to occur.
So I really don't know what happened to him.
But
that's the only time that I can ever remember being approached
directly for money. Generally it's possible to put them in touch
with government or with some charitable organisation who are in
the business of looking after that sort of situation.
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You come across some distressing cases at times.
There was a
case just recently that I became involved in.
It concerned a
chap whom I went to school with who lived in Kalamunda electorate
who was clearly vigorously opposed to my politics but I still
used to say hello to him and that.
His wife and he were both
alcoholics and he was a chronic gambler.

He got himself into
very, very severe financial trouble and his son who is a
policeman (still is a policeman in this town) got in touch with
me because his father was having trouble and I endeavoured to do
something for him, but I needed some additional information.
This chap initially was prepared to cooperate but then for some
reason or other he didn't.
I think he was embarrassed; I think
the poor fellow was embarrassed about the plight that he'd got
himself into.
Well his wife rang me in tears saying that their
home had been sold up by this time and that the bailiff was
coming to move them.
They had nowhere to go and they had no
money. Their family wouldn't help them.
Anyway I made contact with the bailiffs' office and was advised
that really there was nothing that they could do.
They simply
had the instruction of the court to take the action that was
necessary to get these people out of this house and that he would
be going up the following day.
I said, "Well what will occur
then?"
He said, "Well," he said, "we will simply physically
remove everything from that house that they don't own and put it
on the street."
Well I just.... you know that.... I just
couldn't contemplate that happening.
So I contacted the person
who had bought this place at the auction and asked if he would
give some time to enable me to find somewhere for those people to
live and to get them shifted.
Well he said that he felt sorry
for them but the fact was however that he'd bought the place with
the intention of developing some home units on it and that these
people refused to move and that he had no other alternative. Now
I understood all of that but I pleaded with him to give me a few
hours.
Fortunately he said he'd give me 24 hours at the
conclusion of which time they would be physically moved.
So in
that 24 hours I had to get them a house.
I got in touch with
Homeswest and Homeswest couldn't help them.
I got in touch with
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the Planning Commission because I knew that they had houses from
time to time.
They put me in touch with a place down in
Cloverdale and I went down to this house with this chap.
His
wife didn't come.
It
But it was an absolute hovel this place.
was falling down.
It was in an absolutely disastrous condition.
He said, the particular constituent said, "Well I'll have to take
it because I've got nowhere else to go."

END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE TWO
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Well I went back to my office and I advised the chap
from the Planning Commission that my constituent would take the
place but that I felt that it was really beyond the pale and was
there anything else they had?
"Well," he said, "there is this
little duplex down on the river."

He said, "The Planning
Commission are buying the properties along the river to clear
them of development and leave it as open river frontage." He
said, "One half of the duplex has just become available."
He
said, "It's only got one bedroom but," he said, "they may be able
to use that." So I went down and had a look at it.
It was a
delightful little place, clean and neat and right on the banks of
the river at Belmont. So I took these people down and they said,
"Oh it's a bit cramped," but they would make do with it, so we
got the key and made the necessary arrangements.
They didn't have the money to pay the bond and the deposit on
going into the place but I pleaded with the Planning Commission
to allow them to go in and that that would be rectified shortly.
They didn't have the money to get a carrier to cart their stuff
so I used my horse float.
I have a truck which we cart our
horses around in, so I drove my truck around to this place and
aided by the constituent and his daughter and her boyfriend we
loaded this furniture and you've not seen such dilapidated and
dreadful stuff in all your life but that's all they had.
So we
loaded this stuff into my truck and I carted it. I think it
us two loads.
I carted it down to Belmont and got
established in this place.
It was cramped because you see
had one daughter living at home.
They had certainly

took

them
they
more
furniture coming out of the house that they were vacating than
there was room in the one they were going into.
It was very
cluttered. Anyway they shifted in there.
Unfortunately they didn't do the right thing.

I think my
constituent friend endeavoured to do the right thing but his
wife, who by this time was very much in the grip of the grog,
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squandered the bits and pieces of money that he was able to get.
He got himself into such a dreadful state financially that he had
to work overtime consistently to be able to have any money for
his own purposes. He was so heavily in debt that his normal wage
was gobbled up, not in repayment of loan but in servicing the
loan, that is in simply paying the interest.
His employers had
allowed him to convert some of his superannuation entitlement
into cash to meet his debt. A year or two later I found out that
they had also had to be kicked out of this Planning Commission
house.
By this time there has been a separation in the marriage
and to his credit this chap has improved his position.
He's off
the grog and he's stopped gambling and he's starting to improve
his financial position.
But that is probably the most distressing sort of case that I've
been involved in in the time that I've been a member of
Parliament.
I'm fortunate that the area that I represent
generally is an area where people are reasonably affluent, in
fact some of them are very, very wealthy.
However, even within
our own community there are some people who are not all that well
off.
There are other members of Parliament who represent areas
where there are a lot of cases where people are in financial
hardship.
I had to smile recently when the Prime Minister, Bob
Hawke said that by 1990 no child would be living in poverty in
Australia.
That just simply is not achievable.
That simply is
not achievable.
Any member of Parliament would know that that's
not achievable, particularly some of the Labor members of
Parliament who represent areas where there are pockets of
poverty.
I can remember a case involving an English couple.
They'd come
to Australia to make a new life and they had a couple of young
children.
He was a painter and they bought a house in High
Wycombe.
High Wycombe was then in my electorate.
One of their
sons was diagnosed as having had leukemia and no hope was offered
for the boy.
But someone, one of their friends in England
convinced them that there was a doctor in England who could
provide some relief, if indeed not cure, for the boy's complaint.

THOMPSON

107

So they got in touch with an agent and gave specific instructions
that their house was to be let to a family because they felt if a
family was living in the house while they returned to England
that the family would look after the house, that they'd have some
pride in the garden and that.
So they went back to England with
their two younger children.
They had an older child who was of
working age but who was not living at home.
Anyway the son, the
elder son, several months after the family had gone back to
England, got in touch with me because of the state of the house.
The agent had ignored their request to let it to a family and in
fact had let it to two young ladies who turned out to be
prostitutes and who were using the place for the purpose of
carrying on their trade, as well as a few wild parties.
The
house was in an absolutely dreadful state.
By this time this
couple who'd gone back to England with their son had lost their
son, he'd died and they were about to come back to Australia and
the elder son living here had gone around just to make sure
everything was right at the home and when he gets there it's
vacated.
The doors were open.
The place was in an absolute
shambles and he went to the agent and the agent said, "Well
that's not my problem." He said, "They're in arrears in their
rent and," he said, "their bond has been forfeited but," he said,
"I can't get in contact with them."
But the agent accepted no
responsibility for cleaning the house up or anything.
"Oh no
that's their responsibility," he said, "but I can't get in touch
with them so we can't get it fixed."
I can remember making a bad friend of that agent because I raised
the matter in the House. I gave him both barrels under the cover
of parliamentary privilege as I believed it was an appropriate
thing to bring to the attention of the House and the public. But
this couple came back to their house in an absolutely wrecked
state and these girls of the night had vanished into the night.
That was another case where I felt extremely sorry for those
people.
You know they'd made some deliberate attempt to select
an agent that they thought would look after their interests,
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giving him some specific instructions which had been ignored and
then the agent had simply done nothing about trying to rectify
the damage which had occurred.
RJ

What did you achieve by raising that in Parliament?

THOMPSON Oh I made a lifelong enemy of the agent.
I don't know
that I achieved anything.
In fact I know I didn't achieve very
much as far as that particular case was concerned but certainly
that sort of thing being raised in the Parliament puts a bit of
pressure on
in this case
the real estate industry.
If they
know that there's a chance that any delinquent acts on their part
are likely to become the subject of a debate in the House,
they'll do a little bit more to ensure that they don't get
themselves into that position.
It also brings the attention of
the, in this case the Real Estate Supervisory Board, to the
seriousness of the situation.
I, of course, raised the matter
with the Real Estate Supervisory Board.
There wasn't much they
could do about it I might say because the only power they have is
to withdraw the licence of an estate agent.
They have no power
to actually correct the problems that have occurred.
-

-

Indeed I think that many of these agencies of government that are
set up as so-called consumer protection
like the Builders
Registration Board for instance. I've had a lifelong battle with
the Builders Registration Board.
They're an organisation which
is set up to protect the public but the only thing that they can
do is deregister someone who's being deliquent. A person who has
got a faulty home is still left with a faulty home.
It's just
-

that the Board deregister a builder hopefully to ensure that he
doesn't provide someone else with a crook home, but the person
who's got one is stuck with it.
I've always felt that what
should happen is that there should be a fund. I have always felt
that it is better for industry to organise themselves voluntarily
to establish a fund into which all of them contribute so that
they can provide the necessary finance to correct any deliquent
act on the part of any one of their members. That's the only way
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that you will get true consumer protection.
Setting up these
statutory licensing authorities doesn't rectify the problem of
someone who's had a crook job done.
RJ

The first case you gave of the family who were about to
be evicted.
Why did you take action there, because of a vote or
because you cared?
THOMPSON

No, no because I cared and indeed there was no way I'd
get that man's vote because he was a staunch Labor Party
supporter anyway and the fact that he was shifting out of my
electorate would have been absolutely certain.
No I just felt
deeply concerned for that particular family. They had a daughter
who was at tertiary education.
She was in part of a tertiary
education and just what impact would them being physically thrown
out of their house had on that kid and I thought of my own kids
and I thought gee whiz.
So it was just out of.... There was no
vote in it for me.
In fact no one ever knew about it. The only
person who got to know about it was one of my very good friends
and supporters in the Liberal Party who was an agent who'd been
involved in some of the earlier transactions or earlier attempts
to try and get this chap out of it.
My friend attacked me
vigorously because of it, so you know rather than winning
support, I stood the prospect of losing support of at least that
particular individual.
I just felt sorry for this particular
guy.
Incidentally his brother, this chap's brother, is one of the most
highly placed public servants in this town.
I make no criticism
of that particular individual's lack of involvement with his
brother because I have no doubt that there would have been a
history of help that had been either ignored or frittered away
and knowing the situation that had developed....
See even the
chap's son, the policeman son, had by that time lost contact with
them and lost interest or involvement. So I make no criticism of
the highly placed public servant's non-involvement.
I just felt
sorry for the guy and did what I could to help.
There's
obviously got to be an end to how far people can be helped.
I
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think this chap had reached that, but I sleep a little more
comfortably at night knowing that at least they weren't
physically thrown out of that house and that I got them a home to
go to.
The fact that they blew that is something that
disappoints me but at least in that instance I did something.
RJ

In your belief of the importance of publicity would you
ever use an episode like that to get publicity?
THOMPSON

No, no.

RJ

Why not?

THOMPSON

Because I just don't think that that's appropriate.

RJ

You have an episode which occurred very early in your
parliamentary career where in the Parliament you made reference
to what you saw as victimisation of a Welshpool worker by his
fellow workers over an issue at a factory where unionists were
picketing that factory.
In the paper of the next day there is a
claim by you that your family were terrorised, you felt over the
comments that you had made in the Parliament.1 What actually did
happen?
THOMPSON

[Laughs] That was quite interesting.
There was a
strike on at Forward Downs Engineering works in Welshpool and a
chap who was known to me, he was a welder, his wife had left him
and he had two small girls. He simply wasn't in a position to go
on strike.
He had to pay a housekeeper to help look after these
kids so he elected to continue working.
Anyway these roughneck
unionists were giving him a hard time.
So I raised it in the
Parliament and indeed I referred to the activities of the
unionists as being Al Capone style activity.
It attracted a
headline which used the words "Al Capone Style Activity".
The
next night I got a ring from Margaret at I suppose it would be
about nine o'clock at night, saying that the house had been
--------------------
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showered with rocks.
They were all frightened, the kids were
frightened, Margaret was concerned about it.
I was absolutely
convinced that there was a connection between my attacking these
unionists and the rocks being thrown on the roof. I raised it in
the House as a matter of privilege, I think.
I regarded that
because of my having raised the matter in the House that that had
led to some reprisals and I believed that to be an abuse of
parliamentary privilege.
It was ruled by the Speaker as not
being a matter of parliamentary privilege and the matter rested
at that point.
It wasn't until probably five years later that a, by then, well
developed young man whom I met at a social function said to me,
"You know the incident of the rocks on your roof?"
He said,
"That was myself and two or three kids who did that" [laughs]
"and," he said, "we were so worried about the ramifications of
us throwing rocks on your roof and then having it raised in
Parliament," he said, "we weren't game to tell anyone about it,"
he said.
It's only now with the passage of these four or five
years, that he was able to tell me about it. He would have been
probably about fourteen at the time and these kids.
And I said,
"Why did you chuck rocks on my roof?" He said, "Oh well," he
said, "you're a member of Parliament and we just thought we'd
stir you up a bit." It had nothing, absolutely nothing to do....
So at this very late stage I apologise to the unionists.
But I
think I told you before that I considered myself one of those
salt and pepper members.
That was an opportunity that I took to
raise something.
Probably now I would never even think of doing
that.
I'm a little bit more mature and less inclined to become
involved in parliamentary activity and introduce that sort of
thing into the Parliament.
RJ

At the time, not knowing that this was just
mischievous, how did your wife and family react?

THOMPSON Oh they were quite concerned about it. They were quite
concerned.
They genuinely thought.... I genuinely thought that
it was this activity because you see those unionists just didn't
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fiddle around, they got quite physical with this particular chap.
They forced his car off the road and pulled him out of the car
and roughed him up.
So it wasn't as though there was not some
reason to have some concern about it because there was no doubt
about the physical activity that had gone on with this particular
individual.
I and my wife and.... of course the kids were only
quite young then.
They were quite sure that there was a
connection between that activity and my raising the matter in the
Parliament.
RJ

The following year you expressed anger over the arrest
of a man for not paying his road maintenance tax. You are quoted
in the West as saying, "Mr Ian Thompson said he would pull out
all stops to have the man released from prison by tonight."1
What can a member of Parliament do in that situation? What stops
can you pull out?
THOMPSON Well in that particular instance road maintenance tax
was a burning issue.
Road maintenance tax was introduced by the
Brand Government after pressure had been applied on the
government by the Commonwealth.
At that stage of proceedings
every other State in the Commonwealth had road maintenance tax.
Western Australia, which received a higher percentage of revenue
from the Commonwealth per capita than any other State, didn't
have road maintenance tax, so Brand was forced to put on road
maintenance tax.
It was a controversial issue.
Now Tonkin and
the Labor Party in the lead up to the 1971 election had promised
to get rid of road maintenace tax.
They said that it would be
one of the first things they did. Now this particular individual
believed the government and at the time that he was arrested for
non payment of road maintenance tax, the Tonkin Government were
in power.
It was more a political issue than it was a police
issue and the stops that I was pulling out was to put pressure on
the government to honour their promise to get rid of road
maintenance tax.
Of course, they never got rid of road
maintenance tax, not at that point.
Ultimately it went but at

-------------------1 West, March 8, 1973.
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that point they didn't get rid of road maintenance tax because
they were in the self same position that the Brand Government had
been in.
To some extent it highlights the hypocrisy of some of
the actions of people in parliamentary and in public life.
Politicians are too quick to make promises that they ought to
know cannot be kept.
That was a promise that the Tonkin
opposition at the time, and ultimately the government, made that
simply could not be delivered.
Now this individual had got
himself arrested and put in gaol because he believed that the
government was going to get rid of road maintenance tax.
He was
ultimately released from gaol I might tell you.
By order of, I
believe, I can't prove it, but by order of the government he was
released.
He didn't stay there for long.
RJ

But you didn't succeed in getting him out that night?

THOMPSON

No I don't think I succeeded in that night but I got
him out very soon afterwards.
But turning to the wider question of what can a member of
Parliament do when the police are involved?
Really a member of
Parliament can do very little.
The police operate under a
commission which is completely divorced from parliamentary or
political influence or it should be. I believe it is. I believe
there are times when a lot of pressure is applied to the police
from goverment, but in most cases I believe that that pressure is
resisted and I have always had the utmost respect for the
independence of the police force in this State.
I can remember Jerry Dolan crossing the floor on one of the very
few occasions when a Labor member has crossed the floor against
his own government, to vote on an issue which was seen as
undermining the position of the police.
Jerry Dolan was at the
time the Minister for Police and I greatly respected Dolan for
having done that.
I think actions like that have strengthened
the independence of our police force.
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Do you happen to know if Dolan was disciplined over

that act?
THOMPSON

Oh I have absolutely no doubt that Dolan was
disciplined and he would not have been in a position to do that
had've he not been in the last term of his parliamentary career.
If he had've been up for re-endorsement, he would not have got
re-endorsed.
There are a couple of examples of where that's
occurred and another example of a Labor member going against his
party in his last term was Ron Thompson. But the Labor Party are
quite ruthless with their members as far as adherence to caucus
and party decisions.
There aren't too many occasions when a
member will go against the Labor Party.
A case where endorsement was in fact withdrawn from a member was
that of John Troy.
Dr Troy was the member for Fremantle in the
Legislative Assembly. Troy expressed something publicly that was
contrary to Labor Party policy.
Tray was not endorsed at the
following election, David Parker was. That's when Parker came to
power.
John Troy was a very serious and earnest member of
Parliament.
He had deeply held convictions that simply wouldn't
allow him to budge.
I can remember as Speaker I named him
because he refused to shift from a particular position and he'd
been directed by me as the Speaker to do that.
I had no
alternative but to name him but I still recognised that he was
moved by this deep conviction and I don't hold it against him for
the confrontation that he and I had.
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TAPE SIX SIDE TWO

RJ

You were a member of the select committee to study
homosexuality in W.A. and then it became a Royal Commission in
1973. Was that your first experience with that sort of committee
and commission?
THOMPSON Yes it was.
RJ

And what sort of experience was it?

THOMPSON

It was quite an enlightening experience but I'd like to
just talk about the background to my becoming a member of that
select committee. Matters like that have always been regarded by
the Liberal Party as non-party issues.
Where it's on the
question of homosexuality, on moral issues and on gambling and on
liquor laws, the Liberal Party have always allowed their members
to have a free vote.
There was a free vote on the bill that the
Tonkin Government had introduced to decriminalise homosexuality.
Sir Charles Court was vigorously opposed to decriminalising
homosexuality.
I made a speech in the Parliament that must have
obviously pleased Sir Charles because I really did attack
homosexuality and the proposal of decriminalising it. It was not
surprising I suppose that I was then nominated by Sir Charles to
serve on that select committee.
The homosexual group in this
town vigorously opposed my inclusion as a member of that select
committee because they said that I clearly could not be seen as
being an unbiased enquirer.
Ultimately I put my signature to a
report that recommended decriminalisation of homosexuality.
you see people's minds can be changed.

So

I found that a most rewarding experience being part of that
select committee that ultimately, as you have said, became a
Royal Commission. I learnt a lot about human behaviour. I might
tell you that I don't now hold the same view about
decriminalising homosexuality as I did at the conclusion of that
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select committee/Royal Commission process.

With the spread of
AIDS that has caused me to have a rethink about it.
The select

committee took evidence from a lot of people which evidence was
given in the normal context of the select committee and was then
the evidence ultimately.... well it was conducted before the
press so it was open to the public.
But there was a lot of
evidence that was given that was given in camera and I think the
in camera evidence gave me a greater insight into human sexual
behaviour, some of which I found quite grotesque. But there's no
doubt in my mind that whilst there are some people who, as a
result of exposure to a particular environment, become
homosexuals, I think there are some people who have a natural
bent that way and I had to come to the conclusion that it was
inappropriate to treat those people as criminals.
[Pause] I'm
not sure that I would like to go through the experience of
serving on a committee like that again but it was quite
interesting.
RJ

-

•

So how valuable then is an investigation like that in
your opinion without worrying about it being the homosexuality
issue, but just the business of a Royal Commission investigation?
What do you feel is gained in that process?
THOMPSON

Well I think enquiries of that kind are very, very
valuable, not only for the people who are actually part of the
enquiry.
There is an immense educational process involved in
that.
I've served on several select committees and there's an
immense educational value in it for those people who are members
of the committee, of the select committee. But it has value far
wider than that because it puts pressure on government
departments and instrumentalities to look at their operations.
Even though generally they're quite defensive, you find that
eventually there'll be a change that will occur in their
operations that would not have happened had've it not been that
their activity came under scrutiny by a select committee.
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We've been in this Parliament, I think, very remiss in not having
more enquiries, select committees or Royal Commissions or that
sort of thing.
This Parliament really has not worked or been
able to work as effectively as it could or should.
There was an
absolute prohibition by the Brand Government and the Court
Government on the use of select committees, with the exception of
one or two.
To a large extent the time talents and ability of
members of Parliament is wasted when they could well be involved
in committee work.
I think the example of the Australian Senate
ought to be followed by more of the Parliaments and in recent
years there has been a rise in the number of ad hoc and standing
committees in the Senate.
I think that that has been
instrumental in providing better government and I'd like to see
more committees introduced into our Parliament.
RJ

By changing your view, on one hand being against
decriminalisation and then supporting it, did you again incur Sir
Charles Court's displeasure?
THOMPSON

•

No there was never any discussion about that after it
occurred because you see the Royal Commission went on for quite a
long while. The report went to the government, it didn't come to
the Parliament you see because Parliament was prorogued and so it
was necessary to change the status of the enquiry to a Royal
Commission.
Now the recommendations of Royal Commissions go to
the government and the government simply received it but then did
nothing about it.
So it was not a matter that had a very
prominent place in the scheme of things as they were then because
it was simply going to be one of those reports that would gather
dust on the shelf because the government of the day wasn't going
to act upon it.
RJ

Amongst those who were new members at the same time
that you were a new member was Tom Hartrey.
You've already made
reference to Tom.
He was 70 years of age when he entered
Parliament.
As you know there are now moves to have older
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politicians retired and a move in the community to see people
retire by .... well certainly before 70.
How effective was Tom
Hartrey at 70 years of age?
THOMPSON

Oh Tom Hartrey was very effective, very effective, one
of the most colourful and effective debaters that I've seen in
our Parliament in the time that I've been here. Tom had a wealth
of experience and he used that experience in the debates in the
House.
He was a fiercely independent member and indeed even if
the age rule that the Labor Party had by then introduced for
re-endorsing people for parliamentary election [had] not come
into effect, Hartrey would not have been endorsed because he had
on a couple of occasions incurred the wrath of the Labor Party by
siding with the Liberals.
I can remember once there was a move
to dissent from a ruling made by Ross Hutchinson, who was then
the Speaker and Hartrey voted to support Hutchinson's position.
That didn't endear him to the Labor Party.
RJ

What do you think of the moves within your own party to
force the retirement of long serving politicians?
Bill Grayden
is one that's been named in the press.
THOMPSON

The Labor Party went through a process of changing the
composition of their parliamentary team some time ago with very
great effect.
They replaced people like Bill Sewell from
Geraldton with Jeff Carr,
Jack Brady from Swan.
There were a
couple of members who have served in that seat since but they
finished up with Gordon Hill who is a Minister of the Crown.
People like Pearce and Parker, Burke, came to the Parliament to
replace people who were a lot older and generally the new influx
of people in the Labor Party in the 70's and 80's have been
people who have been generally well educated, articulate,
intelligent and very effective. The Labor Party have now in this
Parliament a very, very effective team.
By contrast the Liberal Party hasn't had that sort of change.
You need only to run your eye along the benches of the opposition
to identify those who would be potential ministers and you start
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to stop counting very quickly.
So I think it is inevitable that
there will be some significant changes to the ranks of the
Liberal Party.
I don't agree that age is necessarily the reason
why a member should be replaced.
I don't agree that a member
should be replaced because he's been in the Parliament for a long
time.
I believe that there are some members of Parliament who
are not young who are still quite effective and who can and do
make a contribution.
We wouldn't have had Sir Charles Court or
John Tonkin if you vigorously adopted a rule of retiring people
at 65. No one would deny that both Tonkin in his term and Court
in his term were very effective Premiers.
I think to just make
an arbitrary decision that people should retire because they're
at that particular age is not sound.
However we'll find it hard
in the parliamentary area not to have some retirement age adopted
when the rest of the community are expected to adhere to a
particular retirement age.
Getting back to your specific question about what's my view of
the proposals within the Liberal Party to get rid of some of the
older members and you specifically referred to Grayden.
Bill
Grayden has still a lot to contribute to our Parliament and I
don't believe that it is appropriate to include Grayden in any
list of those to be axed.
RJ

Another new member finding her feet at the same time as
you was Lyla Elliott, the only woman in the Parliament at that
time though she was, of course, in the Council.
I wondered if
there was anything that you observed about her finding a place
within a very male dominated institution?
THOMPSON

Lyla very quickly fitted in to her parliamentary role.
I never really felt that she had much trouble in working in what
was then, and still is, a very heavily male dominated
institution. She certainly made her presence felt and indeed I
think in some respects being a woman gave her a bit of an edge
over some of the rest of us.
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In what way?

THOMPSON Well being the only woman or being a woman in
Parliament,
well particularly at that time, gave her a lot more
prominence.
I think she had greater access to the media.
I
think just being prepared to express a point of view by her was
of more interest to the press than one of a bundle of men
expressing a point of view on the same subject.
Lyla served on
the House Committee and was instrumental in drawing attention to
a number of things in this place that obviously has occurred
because of the dominance of males.
For instance in the area
adjacent to the dining room there was no female toilet.
The
closest female toilet was around the other end of the building
and it was because of attention being drawn by Lyla to that fact
that when I was the Speaker I took action to have a female toilet
provided on our side of the building.
Not a very big thing I
know but certainly Lyla was very much aware of the position of
women in our society and she brought to the Parliament a number
of issues that affect women that would probably otherwise not
come to the Parliament.
•

RJ

You get that picture drawn by some that men in a bar
for instance swear beautifully until a woman walks into the area
and then they all start being gentlemen.
Was there any of that
went on?
THOMPSON

Yes, yes, there was.

I think it's a sad thing that
there's less respect shown to women today as far as language is
concerned but to some extent women can really wear some of that
blame.
Indeed some of the coarser language that I hear around
this place now comes from some of the women around this place
now. So it's reasonable to assume that if women are going to use
coarse language then men are less likely to curb their language
in the presence of women.
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What effect did Lyla have though?

THOMPSON

Lyla was always a lady and Lyla's presence certainly
resulted in men being a little more careful in the choice of
words.
RJ

Just sum up that first term in Parliament for me.
You
had been very keen to be a member.
How did the reality compare
with the ambition?
THOMPSON

I enjoyed the three years in opposition because of the
opportunities I had to involve myself in the activities here.
I
had, however, to admit to myself that I hadn't changed much and
it became quite apparent to me that simply being a member of
Parliament wasn't enough to have the influences on the society
that I wanted to have and clearly for me to have that sort of
impact I had to become a part of the government and I still hold
that view.
You can go so far in the parliamentary institution.
You can draw attention to things, you can make suggestions, but
you don't have the executive power, you don't have the power to
make the change.
You can perhaps convince someone else to make
the change but you can't do it yourself.
can.
RJ

Ministers of the Crown

But beside that fact did you enjoy being a member?

THOMPSON

Oh yes, I enjoyed it. I think of all of the time that
I've been in the Parliament, the first three years when we were
in opposition, I enjoyed most.
It was an exciting time for me
and I relished my participation in the activities around this
place.
Although I've had the opportunity to do a lot of things
since that time, I still regard those three years as the most
exciting.
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RJ

A further interview with Mr Ian Thompson held in the
Parliament on the 13th of August 1987.
Mr Thompson you spoke last time of the abusive calls that you
sometimes get and the rare really vicious and nasty call.1 I
wondered what sort of issues people rang you to abuse you about?
What's usually the cause of an abusive call?
THOMPSON

Generally they are matters of not great substance.
They're generally something that has triggered an anger in them,
probably a headline in a newspaper or something that's appeared
on television. They're not generally matters of great moment but
they're obviously things that do concern them at that particular
time.
Generally abusive calls are associated with the intake of
alcohol.
I find that most people in the community, even if they
are a bit cross when they ring a member of Parliament, are quite
decent about it.
They don't pull their punches but then on the
other hand they don't abuse you.
The abuse tends to be
associated with an over indulgence in alcohol.
RJ

And is that abuse aimed at you personally or the
government or the Party?
THOMPSON Well

it can vary.

Sometimes it's aimed at the
individual personally but generally it's aimed at the Party.
There have been times when I've received calls that have been
very abusive towards me personally because of a point of view
that I've expressed or because of something that's occurred but
they don't happen all that often.
RJ

In speaking of the Royal Commission you served on that
looked at homosexuality in 1973 you said, "I'm not sure that I
would like to go through the experience of serving on a committee

1 This transcript, p 95-96
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like that again but it was quite interesting."1 Why would you not
like to go through that again?
THOMPSON

Well it was a long drawn out affair that involved one
in listening to hours and hours of evidence, testimony on a
subject which isn't a very pleasant sort of subject to
contemplate.
That's the principal reason for my not wanting to
become involved in that sort of thing.
Indeed I found that select committees, parliamentary enquiries,
tend to be very boring affairs.
The only lively one that I was
ever involved in was the committee of which I was the chairman.
It would be one of the shortest lived select committees that the
Parliament has known.
It arose out of Malcolm Bryce, then the
member of Ascot in opposition.

In a speech in the House he made
allegation about a minister of the Court Government but didn't
name the minister. It was late in the night when Bryce spoke and
it was more or less a throw away line when he referred to a
Minister of the Crown having "sticky fingers". The House treated
it as a joke really but the West Australian newspaper took it up
and they gave it some prominence, a front page story and it was
at that point that the government began to take the matter quite
seriously.
Indeed Sir Charles Court was furious and when
Parliament resumed the following day, Sir Charles gave notice of
a motion setting up a select committee to enquire into the
allegations.
What Sir Charles overlooked when he moved the motion or when he
gave notice of the motion was that he would be obliged to chair
the select committee.
He wasn't particularly interested in
chairing a select committee of the Parliament obviously so I was
deputed to move the motion, to pursue it to the notice given by
Sir Charles. There was a long debate, it went on for hours. The
slanging match went on for some considerable hours.
Indeed the
vote on the question of whether the select committee should be
established or not wasn't taken until about three in the morning.
--------------------

1 This transcript, p. 116.
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Subsequently the second motion was moved that the membership of
the committee be established.
There was to be a five man
committee, five person committee.
I was nominated from the
government side as was Ray McPharlin and Ian Laurance and from
the opposition benches the two who were nominated were Brian
Burke and Arthur Tonkin.
The original motion called on the
select committee to report to the Parliament in something like 72
hours.
I forget the precise time but it was very little time
because Parliament was about to rise for the year.
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TAPE SEVEN SIDE ONE

THOMPSON

So in anticipation of all of these things happening, I
had prepared letters summoning the members of the select
committee to be at a meeting at nine a.m. on that same morning.
This is the 3 a.m. in the morning and I was summoning them to
the first meeting of the select committee for nine a.m. the same
day.
I knew jolly well that Brian Burke and Arthur Tonkin would
not have cooperated in coming to a meeting at such short notice.
One of the things that I thought they would do would be simply
not be available to receive the notice.
So I had these notices
prepared and I had two of the attendants of the Parliament
standing right behind each of these two members so that the
moment the vote was passed and the select committee was then
established and the personnel who were to serve on it had been
established they were handed these notices calling them to come
to a meeting.
I can remember Burkie reacting quite.... well he
took it quite humorously.

He laughed about the whole deal. The
fact was that the notice had been properly served on them and the

meeting did proceed at nine o'clock but neither of those two
members turned up. Burke and Tonkin refused to come.
RJ

Why had you done that?

THOMPSON

Well because there was an obligation on me to get a
report and knowing the sort of manoeuvres that go on in the
Parliament, I knew that if I didn't deliver the notices to them
immediately they simply wouldn't have been available to receive
them either because they'd gone home to bed or because they may
well have decided to deliberately be unavailable to receive the
notices. So that's the reason why I did it that way.
RJ

But you also called the meeting at nine o'clock really
with the thought that they probably would not front?
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THOMPSON Oh no, no, no, no.
There was no reason why they
shouldn't front.
I'd decided on that course at a much earlier
hour of the debate.
Indeed you see the motion was moved very,
very early in the day's sitting.
It was only because of some
filibustering and some nonsense that they had perpetrated that
kept the debate going for as long as it had.
Now there was
absolutely no reason why there should not be a meeting at nine in
the morning.
The whole world doesn't stop because Parliament
sits until three in the morning.
There was also this other
thought in my mind that if we didn't meet at the earliest
opportunity, there was no way that the committee could meet the
instruction of the House to have a report to them within such a
short space of time. So that was the reason why the time was set
and having established the programme I was keen to see it
through.
It was as easy or as difficult for them to get to that
meeting as it was for me and the other two members of the
committee who in fact did turn up.
Now they made a mistake politically because they boycotted the
meeting and the press gave it a fair amount of exposure and it
was very fully reported that Tonkin and Burke hadn't arrived.
Now I know they got some stick from their own party and from
their own supporters for not being at the select committee.
It
was something of a lesson to me that people aren't interested in
whether you've sat until three in the morning and that nine
o'clock is an unfair time to call the next meeting or call them
to a meeting.
That isn't something that they took into account
on that occasion.
All they knew was that two people who were
part of a committee didn't attend.
So I've always thought about
that when there are things occurring in the political scene.
People don't take the trouble to understand the minute detail.
They're only interested in the main things, the main facts of the
matter and that's what they make their judgment of.
Anyway the select committee duly proceeded.
I think the next day.

Bryce was summoned,

Because it was only a preliminary meeting
that first meeting (it was only a preliminary meeting to have me
elected as the chairman and to have certain other formalities

U
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completed) it wasn't intended that it would be a working session
and in point of fact the committee met for only about fifteen or
twenty minutes.
Then after that there was authority for the
Clerk of the Committee, who was Ian Allnutt, to do the things
that were necessary to bring witnesses before the committee.
Of
course, the only witness that we could call at that stage was
Bryce because he was the one who'd made the allegation and we
needed to get some detail from him to be able to progress.

•

So the following day Bryce duly came before the committee and he
agreed that he would be prepared to give the detail that the
committee sought but before he gave that detail he was looking
for certain assurances and he had a list of items which he needed
to have assurances on before he would give evidence, such as he
was looking for some guarantee that there would be no reprisals
taken against any of the public servants who would be implicated
and that.... I forget all the detail but he was asking for a heap
of assurances none of which were necessary in point of fact
because the system under which the select committee operates as
far as privilege is concerned is identical to that under which
the House operates.
Privilege extends to members of the
committees just as it extends to members of the House.
So there
was no real need for those assurances but that was just one of
the things that he felt was necessary.
One of the problems we had with that select committee was that
bearing in mind that the principal players from their side, from
the Labor side of politics, were pretty astute people (you had
Brian Burke, Arthur Tonkin and, of course, Mal Bryce himself)
they put some fairly convincing argument on certain points and
they kept winning Ray McPharlin over. It left me and Laurance in
a very awkward position because the government majority that was
on the select committee kept on being eroded by Ray McPharlin
tending to side with the two Labor members because they were
pretty powerful debaters and they were able to convince McPharlin
at least.
So it became quite apparent that Bryce was not going
to give evidence and so we finally agreed on a report to the
House that just simply indicated that he wouldn't cooperate and
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there wasn't any point in pursuing the matter any further.
But
it was a short lived select committee and that's the sort of
select committee....
No, it's not the sort of select committee
that I would like to serve on but I believe that select
committees tend to become a very drawn out affair. A lot of time
is taken up with a lot of mundane stuff, albeit perhaps necessary
stuff, but it's a pretty hard slog going through all of the
procedures associated with them.
RJ

That episode occurred in November 1976 and at a point
in which Labor moved to have standing orders suspended to table
papers relating to the case for a Royal Commission they asked for
into allegations against the government, Tom Hartrey voted with
the Liberals, with the government.
Did you ever know why he did
that? Did you ever discuss it with him?
THOMPSON

No I didn't discuss that with him but Tom Hartrey voted
with the Liberals on several occasions, principally on procedural
matters.
Tom Hartrey was very much a parliamentary
traditionalist.
I know that he voted in support of Speaker's
rulings on a couple of occasions because of his respect for the
institution and his respect for the chair.
On that specific
matter I never discussed it with Tom and I really don't know what
motivated him to support us.
RJ

Following all the process you've described, you
actually moved in the House to bring criminal proceedings against
Bryce for failing to give evidence to that select committee. You
said it was a contempt of Parliament and you asked that there be
a prosecution under the criminal code.1 Why did you choose that
course of action and not to bring it to the House itself if you
felt he needed censuring?
THOMPSON

Well the committee reported to the House that that
committee couldn't progress its work because the member simply
wasn't prepared to give evidence. It seemed to me that the House
--------------------

1 DailyNews, November 25, 1976.
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taking action against the member was hardly a strong enough sort
of censure to be able to deal with what were fairly serious
allegations when you looked at them.
When they were initially
made they were treated as a joke. It wasn't until the press took
up the point and gave it such prominence that it emerged as such
an issue.
Indeed had've it not been pursued by the press as it
had been in the first instance there wouldn't have been the
select committee set up.
It simply would have been one of those
things that would have been on the Hansard record that members of
the Labor Party would have gone around one showing the other and
perhaps a bit of rumour emerging but there wouldn't have been the
general public awareness of it. So because of the importance the
press gave to it it became quite an issue.
The people who were
under suspicion..., and at that stage of the proceedings all the
Ministers of the Crown I think were entitled to be seen to be
defending their position.
It was a party room decision that we
should pursue it by way of moving for a Royal Commission to try
and clear the air. The government were quite sure that there was
nothing to hide and they were prepared to go to the lengths of
taking that sort of action.
I think that that episode, along with others, highlighted to me
the impact that the media have as far as politics are concerned.
A lot of things that governments, oppositions and political
parties do is influenced by the degree of importance that's
placed on them by the media.
That incident and others have
highlighted for me the very special role that the press play in
our system of parliamentary democracy.
It's the reason why the
news organisations themselves should be extremely careful in the
way they treat issues.
They should be very mindful of the
potency of the work they do. It's been my experience in the time
that I've been here that the press have been very accurate in
their reporting. I feel on occasions that the emphasis they give
to the things they do emphasise, perhaps is unwarranted and
perhaps there are other things that are of more importance that
should be pursued. I've never been one to miss an opportunity to
seek publicity. It has been my experience that sex, sewerage and
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animals will always get a run.

I told my recently appointed
press secretary that once and she was trying to find a story in
which we could combine all three [laughs]. It never happened.
RJ

If things can be distorted by the press placing more
emphasis than they should, you've really cooperated with that in
your comment earlier that the reason you moved for criminal
proceedings rather than for it to be dealt with in the House was
because of the press publicity given.
THOMPSON

It had assumed an importance that was, I think, in
excess of that which ought to have applied.
The reason why it
had assumed that importance was because of the way the press had
treated the subject.
They'd escalated it from something of a
joke really to something which was attracting a tremendous amount
of public attention.
That's the reason why we moved as we did,
not because of the incident itself but because of the importance
that the press had given to that particular incident.
It was
something that hung around here for a long time because it was in
fact Ray O'Connor to whom Bryce was referring.
He eventually
said that in some other context, in another sort of situation.
Indeed when Ray O'Connor became leader of the Party it was one of
the sorts of rumours that were circulating around the town that
Ray had connection with certain undesirables and that he'd been
part of shady deals and all of that, none of which was ever
proved but see people don't vote on what the facts of the matter
are, they vote on the perceptions they have and our political
opponents weren't going to squash any rumours that were
circulating that tended to paint our leader as something of a
shady character.
It wasn't in their interests to do that
although they really had no reason to allow the rumours to
circulate.
No proof was ever produced that there was anything
wrong. But that's politics unfortunately.
RJ

When you called for criminal proceedings was that with
the thought that that would succeed or was it just a 'try on'?
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THOMPSON No it was quite serious at the time.
It wasn't a 'try
on'.
It was just something that was in proportion to the event
as it had emerged.
RJ
According to the press there was then conflict between
the National Country Party and the Liberals over the plans to
bring criminal charges against Bryce) What was going on there?
THOMPSON Well I think the Country Party had come to the view
that the whole thing had gone just a bit too far and they decided
to give it a miss.
I think that Matt Stephens would have had a
fair sort of involvement in that because Matt has never been one
who has been a strong supporter of the Liberal Party over the
time that he's been involved. We're talking now about '76. This
was after the break had occurred in the coalition and by that
time it was a fairly strained relationship between certain
elements of the then National Country Party and the Liberals. So
that would have been a factor in it.
In happier times the
Country Party would have stayed with us on a question like that.
RJ

Is that the reason that you then dropped the criminal
proceedings?

THOMPSON

Oh yes because we didn't have the numbers.

RJ

Just as simple as that.

THOMPSON You change your mind when you lose the numbers.
[Laughter].
RJ

Actually the NCP tried to take credit out of that
didn't they: "I do think this proves the NCP is a viable force
and has some significant effect on the course of government."21t

--------------------

'West, Dec 1, 1976.
2 Daily News, Dec 1, 1976.
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ended with motions being passed against Bryce in the House on the
2nd of December 1 76.
The House recorded its contempt for Mr
Bryce. How did you feel about the outcome?
THOMPSON I felt we'd done as much as we could do in the
circumstances, bearing in mind it was never ever any real great
desire of mine to make this the issue that it became.
Looking
back on it I think the whole thing was just a farce. It's one of
those things that could just have easily have been allowed to go
through to the keeper and it should have been in retrospect.
I
don't think we did anything to clear up any of the allegations.
If anything we heightened speculation about it.
As far as the
parliamentary institution is concerned I don't think anything was
gained at all.
I think it was ultimately perceived by the
community to be a bit of a charade, the whole thing. It's a bit
like the recent event of the Legislative Council calling Ellett
before the bar.
You know that just.... and then whacking him
over the wrist with a feather. Huh! What a nonsense.
RJ

As I've said this happened in 1976 but just thinking of
that first period when you were in Parliament, the 1 71- 1 74 period
when Tonkin had such a very small minority, just how do you think
the Court opposition operated?
A statement is made in the West
as Court saying about Tonkin, "You have had an armchair ride from
a cooperative opposition."3
THOMPSON Well we certainly weren't a cooperative opposition;
quite the reverse.
The opposition during '71-1 74 was a very
vigorous opposition, very vigorous opposition.
We had the
situation where Sir Charles recommended to the Parliamentary
Liberal Party that we should defeat either the budget or the
supply bill (I'm not sure which but whichever it was it would
have brought the government down) that that bill should be
defeated in the Legislative Council.
Now it is a fact that that
motion was carried by the Parliamentary Liberal Party. It stands
to the credit of the Liberals in the Legislative Council that
--------------------

1 West, Nov 1, 1973.
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they flatly refused to accept such a decision of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party.
It would have brought the
Legislative Council into absolute disrepute had've the Council
used its numbers for that purpose.
But that's the sort of
approach that we had to opposition during '71-1 74. It was a very
vigorous opposition and we kept Tonkin here night after night
debating issues and making our presence felt. They didn't get an
armchair ride.
Indeed a Speaker collapsed and died during that
period of time and I'm quite sure that the tension around this
Parliament was a contributing factor to Mery Toms dying.
It was
not an easy time for ministers in the Tonkin Government.
I sat at lunch today with Bill Crommelin who retired as a member,
I think, in 1968.
He served in the Brand Government when the
Brand Government had a majority of one.
The Tonkin Government
had a majority of none on the floor of the House and Crommelin
was pointing out that during those three years when Brand had a
majority of one that it was a very, very tense Parliament.
But
the pace of life and the decorum of members in those days was a
very, very gentlemanly affair by comparison to what it had become
by 1971-1 74.
It was a time of very vigorous politics and Tonkin
certainly didn't have an armchair ride.
RJ

When the Legislative Council members refused to vote
against supply, do you know personally how Court reacted to that?
THOMPSON

Oh he reacted quite angrily about it but there wasn't

much that he could do but he was certainly very cross that the
Council had decided not to do that which the majority of the
combined Liberals in the Council and the Assembly had decided in
the party room to do.
RJ

Is it fair to say which way you voted?
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I voted for the defeat of the bill.

RJ

Why?
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THOMPSON

Because I suppose I got carried away with the idea that
we had some particular right to govern in those days.
I was
quite concerned about some of the things that the Tonkin
Government were doing and wanting to do and I was opposed to
Labor and opposed to what they were doing.
I just reckoned that
if you could beat them well then you beat them.
Of course, you talk about the armchair ride.
There was another
incident that occurred during that period of time.
Toms died on
a Thursday and that meant that the government had lost their
majority.
Now Sir Charles immediately gave the indication that
we would defeat them, we would defeat the Tonkin Government
because they'd lost their majority, and it was a pretty tense
sort of time.
I can recall that the Tonkin Government advised
the Governor of the day to prorogue Parliament.

Now David Brand
was still the leader at the time and I can remember David Brand
saying that it was unfair to have the Parliament prorogued, that

the Governor should have left the matter in the hands of the
Parliament to determine what would happen.
But Tonkin was aware
that Court would certainly do everything he could to bring the
government down and I think that what happened was really the
fairest thing to happen because it wasn't as though the seat that
had been vacated by the death of Toms was a seat that was likely
to become the property of the Liberal Party and we'd have had a
very unstable situation where we would have been the government,
could have been the government for the few weeks it took to hold
an election in Ascot and then there would have been another
change of government.
You hear people criticise the involvement
of the Governor or the existence of the position of Governor but
that was one occasion where it was necessary for there to be
someone else to take a part in proceedings.
I believe the
Governor was absolutely right in accepting the advice to prorogue
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Parliament and to allow the election to be held and then for
Parliament to continue.
But it's another example of the sort of
tension that was present during the period of office of Tonkin.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE SEVEN

At the time of the defeat of the Electoral Act
Amendment Bill, 1977.
Vials Zanallis (Kalamunda artist) with Ian Thompson.
(Vials Zanallis was featured in the painting.)
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TAPE SEVEN SIDE TWO

RJ
You said on that occasion you voted with your party
over the bill going to the Legislative Council.
What would you
do today given the same circumstances?
THOMPSON

Not only would I vigorously oppose it I'd publicly
denounce any such move. I just don't think that's a role for the
Legislative Council to play, for them to be defeating money bills
in that way because if that were to be the case there could never
have been a Labor government in this State because the
conservatives have controlled the Legislative Council ever since
responsible government was introduced in 1890.
For an ambitious
leader of the opposition to be able to use the numbers in the
Legislative Council that way I think is quite unacceptable.
RJ
Is it right that the conservative parties have
dominated the Upper House?
THOMPSON [Pause].
It's fortunate for our side of politics that
we have.
It is obviously..., no
it is considered by some
people to be as a result of the sort of electoral system we have.
But there are a few cases that I can recall in the time that I've
been here that would indicate that the Labor Party could have won
control of the Legislative Council.
See the Labor Party never
really took Legislative Council elections seriously.
They never
have taken election in the Council seriously. The Liberals have.
I think that's a reason why we have had such a stranglehold on
the Legislative Council.
To give an example of what can happen
-

or what has happened with respect to election to the Council. In
1965 there was a landslide victory by the Liberals.
It was at
the height of the popularity of the Brand Government.
They came
in in '59 and they were re-elected again in '62 and in the six
years prior to '65 a tremendous amount of development was
undertaken, was initiated, and the people of the State recorded
their support of the Brand Government with a record win for them
in '65.
We won seats in 1965 that you win once every twenty
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years, the sorts of victories you have once every twenty years.
We had people like.... Peter Durack was elected to the seat of
Perth. Ross Elliott was elected to the seat of Canning and Clive
Griffiths was elected to the....
I think it's the South East
Metropolitan Province or it was then the South East Metropolitan
Province.1 Of course in 1968, three years later, the Liberals
had lost a bit of favour and a lot of members, Assembly members
who were elected in 1 65, lost their seat.
Elliott and Durack
were two and there were others as well because we'd returned to a
normal voting pattern.
Now in 1971 we had further slid on the political slippery pole
and Clive Griffiths who'd been elected in a landslide situation
in '65 was at the end of his six year term facing re-election to
the Legislative Council.
In the Province, the South East
Metropolitan Province, there were five Assembly seats.

Bill
Grayden was the only Liberal to be elected from those five seats.
The seat of South Perth was won by the Liberals, the other four
Lower House seats were won by the Labor Party.
Clive Griffiths
won the Upper House seat.
Now it wasn't that just one or two
people went into the polling place and voted Labor for the
Legislative Assembly and Liberal for the Legislative Council,
thousands of them did it.
There were about 65 000 people and
Clive had a very comfortable win in 1971.
Now that was because
Clive worked vigorously to get himself re-elected.
He didn't
start working in the immediate campaign period, dive gave six
years solid work and promoted himself and promoted the cause of
the Liberal Party, although I think not so much as he was
promoting his own cause. Indeed he tells the story.... I'll come
back to that in a while. Anyway in that election Clive Griffiths
won where by all rules of the game a Labor man should have won
that Upper House seat.
Now that's one example of where if the
Labor Party had've half tried they could have won that Upper
House seat.

--------------------

dive Griffiths was elected to the South-East Metropolitan
Province in 1965. (RJ)

THOMPSON

138

In that same election there was the classic case in the North
Province where there had been a vacancy caused by the early
retirement of a Legislative Councillor. It meant that on the one
election there were vacancies for both the seats in the
Legislative Council.
The Liberal Party won one of those seats
and the Labor Party won the other.

So there was a case where
people went into the polling booth and voted for a Liberal for
one part of the Legislative Council and for a Labor man in the
other.
So you see I think the people of the State really have
put the Legislative Council in a different sort of category to
the Legislative Assembly and they vote differently for the
Council in some cases than they do for the Legislative Assembly.
Let me tell you of Clive's campaign in 1 71.
Clive had worked
hard during the six years and was well and truly identified as a
hardworking member.
He knew the Liberal Party weren't all that
popular in '71 and he was accused by one of his opponents of not
putting the word "Liberal" on his campaign literature.
Anyway
some Labor guy rang him up and accused him of not putting the
word "Liberal".
Clive said, "Yes there is." The fellow, "No,
I've got your pamphlet here in front of me.

Can't see it
anywhere." Clive said, "Well," he said, "if you turn to the back
page, turn it upside down and," he said, "you'll see. See that
down there." It wasn't quite like that but the word "Liberal"
was written in letters of about one sixteenth of an inch high.
That's an exaggeration too but Clive was astute enough to know
that being identified as a Liberal candidate in that election
wasn't necessarily going to be an asset.
RJ

What do you think of the future of the Council now
that some degree of reform has occurred just recently?
THOMPSON The Legislative Council will cease to exist in a very
short time.
Indeed my prediction is that it will disappear
during the period of my parliamentary service.
I think the
Legislative Council has undergone the reform that will result in
its disappearance. The Labor Party have never been..., well have
never been supporters of the existence of the Legislative
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Council.

In recent years they've modified their written policy
to reflect some recognition of it and acceptance of it but I
think the moment they get control of both Houses of this State
Parliament, the Legislative Council will cease to exist and I
think that probably what will happen is that which happened in
Queensland where they simply make sure that the members who are
then the members of the Council are adequately recompensed and
they will vote for a bill to see the abolition of the Council.
It may not be abolished in precisely the same way as the
Queensland Upper House was abolished, it's more likely they will
combine the two Houses in some way, but I think we will have a
unicameral system here within the next decade or fifteen years.
THOMPSON

So you think that the reform has been sufficient to
enable Labor to win the Upper House, the Council?
THOMPSON

The work that we've done on the statistics indicate
that the Labor Party will win seventeen of the 34 seats under the
worst possible scenario, under the worst possible scenario, and
under the best they could win more than that.
That's looking at
the election results over the last twenty years.
Now it's
unlikely that people's voting pattern is going to change
significantly in the next ten years.
They might vary a bit but
by and large it will stay about where it is.
There are going to
be some good elections for the Labor Party in that time and when
they have a good election they're going to have a comfortable
majority in the Legislative Council and that's when the
Legislative Council will cease to exist.

RJ

Again going back to that first term you were in
Parliament, I wondered how you felt about the sort of
relationships that existed between members, the contact in the
dining room, the bar that sort of thing. What was the atmosphere
in the House in that time?
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THOMPSON Well perhaps I could go back even a little earlier than
that. Before I was elected to Parliament I had quite a bit to do
with Parliament House through my involvement with the Public
Works Department.
There was in those days a very happy
atmosphere around this place.
There weren't the sorts of deep
divisions that have been evident over the last few years. When I
came into Parliament, of course, we still had some of the
characters around the place who'd been here for a while, David
Brand and Arthur Bickerton and a host of others. There was a lot
more friendliness about the place.
After the Parliament rose, a
few would gather in the bar and have a drink or two.
There was
no division on party lines.
They'd tend to stay with their own
particular group but then there'd be a mixing of the groups.
There'd be the odd party break out in the corridor and it would
be across party lines and involve the staff and people would come
down from Hansard.
It used to be quite a happy sort of
atmosphere.
It didn't mean that there weren't the sharp
differences expressed in the chamber and indeed on the floor of
the House arguments in those days were as vigorous as they are
today. A lot less personal than they are today. But once people
left the chamber, well then the differences were left behind.
They didn't talk about politics.
They talked about things that
were of mutual interest and where there could be common ground.
To my way of thinking it's a bit sad that that atmosphere has
disappeared.
I think that we ought to be mature enough to
respect the other guy's point of view, to respect that they come
from a different background, they represent a different sort of
philosophy and extending your arguments outside of the chamber
into the dining room and the bar really isn't going to do much
for the harmony around the place.
It's not going to change
anyone's point of view, you're not going to win them over so why
even try.
I think that what's happened is that in recent times
there's been a different style of person elected to Parliament
and I think to some extent that's to the good but there have been
some down sides of that.
See go back a few years ago and the
sort of people who came to Parliament from the Liberal Party side
were people who were a little bit older than the ones who are
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coming here these days generally.

They tended to be people who
had made some contribution in their community as business leaders
or farmers and had earned the respect of their local community.
They tended to be very conservative and very stable people and
they were elected to come along and represent their area.
From
the Labor side of things they tended again to be older men,
generally from the trade union movement rather than from other
streams. To some extent I think the level of education from both
sides was much lower than what it is at the present time.

Now the Labor Party a few years ago embarked upon a programme
to.... whether they did it deliberately or not I don't know but
the fact is that a few years back, going back to '68, from 1 68
on, they started selecting people who didn't always come from the
trade union area but some did. They tended to be younger, better
educated, more articulate than the people they were replacing.
They tended to be a little more
[hesitates] motivated by
ideology more than perhaps people before them were, although I'm
not too sure that that's true.
But they certainly were angrier
young men and those people coming to the place.... I don't think
I'm denigrating them but you had people like Tonkin and Bryce and
Burke and then after them came Parker and Grill and Dowding, of
course, to the Upper House.
They were very vigorous young men
who were very keen to change the world.
On the Liberal side we
had some people who came in who had a bit of fire in their belly
as well, who matched it with some of these young Turks of the
Labor Party.
You can see the fiery people that we've got around
here like Ian Laurance and in later times George Cash.
The tempo of parliamentary life has changed quite a bit. I think
largely that's to the benefit of the institution. I think having
better educated, younger people coming to the Parliament has
to the good of the institution as a whole.
But there has
this down side in that the sort of harmonious relationship
existed around here has disappeared. You don't see the same

been
been
that
sort

of relationships between people from the various parties forming.
You see people like Arthur Bickerton and Bill Grayden were great
mates although they used to cross swords in the House, and Bert
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Hawke and Dave Brand were friends.
They used to sit down and
have a chat to one another.
There was this sort of camaraderie
around the place.
That really doesn't happen today because
unfortunately the arguments that ought to be contained to the
floor of the House are now extending out into the corridors and
to me that's sad.
I don't think that anything is served by that
occurring.
It must make it a terrible place for the staff to
work in.
They must be dead scared to be seen talking to this
member or that member for fear of being branded as being aligned
with one political force or another.
RJ

Doesn't that show a degree of immaturity when people
can't leave their arguments to the proper place?
THOMPSON No, I don't know that it's necessarily a degree of
immaturity.
See it's not common to our Parliament; it's
happening in other Parliaments as well.
I think it's just
changing times.
I think that the pace of life has picked up
quite a lot.
There are greater issues and more important things
occurring now
no not more important.
Perhaps things are
-

happening a lot faster now than they were happening 40 or 50
years ago and the pace of life has quickened.
There isn't the
time now available to take a leisurely approach to things.
I
think things are moving so fast that people haven't got time to
be friendly any more, more's the pity.
RJ

When you first came how was the seating arranged in the
dining room? Did you sit in the same seat each time or were you
free to move around?
THOMPSON

They had a system that required members to sit at
particular places and indeed during the time that I was on the
House Committee I changed that.
The system was introduced

because it was the custom to provide members with a linen napkin,
table napkin and because they only got washed once a week it was
necessary for the staff to know where members were going to sit
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so that they could provide them with their personal serviette.
So that's the reason why members were allocated a particular
table.
I can remember Ray Young, John Williams and I were assigned to
the one table after the '71 election and Youngie was always
terribly ambitious and wanting to be in the thick of things and
of course, he wasn't overly impressed at being stuck at a table
with a couple of new chums. So he used to go into the bar as was
the want of most members in those days as soon as the House rose
for dinner and have a pre-dinner drink.
Then he would establish
which members were in for dinner and which weren't and then he
would go and take up the seat of a member who was not going to be
in for dinner.
In that way he could get off this table with
these new chums and go and sit down with some of the people who
were more senior and I think he felt he was more in the thick of
things.
We had Charlie Davis here at the time.
He was
affectionately known as "Mother" and he was the chief steward and
he used to go and lasso Ray Young and cart him back to his seat.
Now Youngie really resented that and indeed it got to the point
where Ray got quite cross about it and then boycotted the dining
room for a long, long time, months I think, probably even longer
because he wasn't prepared to be marshalled in that way.
But that system of having preset places in the dining room
continued for quite a considerable period after we dispensed with
having the linen table napkins.
It was only because that I had
recalled that that was the reason why the system was introduced
that I was able to convince the Joint House Committee that they
should drop that arrangement.
So now, of course, when you go
into the dining room you can sit at any of the tables that are
reserved for members.
RJ
THOMPSON

Is that reserved by party or is there an intermixing?

There hasn't been very much change since the freeing up
came into existence.
There have always been a couple of tables
that are used by the Labor members.
On the other side of the
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dining room there are a couple of tables that are always used by
Liberal members and down the centre there are two or three tables
where you do get a bit of mixing although not as much mixing now
as was the case a few years ago.
There seems to be more
segregation now than previously.
You see the bar here must be
going broke because there are very few people use the bar now. I
think we must have the highest percentage of teetotallers in the
history of the Parliament.
But years ago when the House got up
for dinner or for lunch, if the House was sitting before lunch,
members would go in there and there would be quite a solid group,
you know, perhaps 30 people at the bar.
They used to be a few
deep at the bar.
But now you go in there at some dinner
adjournments and there'd only be three or four people in the bar.
See I think that's where the mixing used to occur.
The mixing
used to occur in the bar and then when they went into the dining
room, if there wasn't a seat at the table that was traditionally
Liberal or traditionally Labor for their respective people they
would go to one of the centre tables.
But now they don't gather
for a predinner drink so there isn't the natural flow on to the
non-aligned tables.
RJ

In the days of the linen serviette and the strict
seating who made the decision of who sat where?
THOMPSON Well I never quite knew who did but I just assumed it
must have been Charlie Davis.
RJ

And why couldn't Ray Young have refused to be moved?

THOMPSON

Well I suppose he could have refused to be moved but no
one likes to embarrass the staff and Charlie would have come
along and quietly asked him to move.
It would have meant that
there would have had to be a confrontation between Ray and
Charlie and that would have then finished up in the Speaker
having to be involved I suppose
the Speaker or the President
-

having to be involved because in those days the President was
always Chairman of the Joint House Committee.
I suppose the
President would have taken issue with a member who didn't adhere
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to a policy decision of the House Committee.
I can understand
the rationale for having the preset places.
It would have been
impossible for the staff to go running around trying to give a
member a serviette that he'd had at his previous meals.
I could
never quite understand why they couldn't have a fresh serviette
for each meal.
You go to a restaurant and you get a couple
during a meal if you happen to soil one.

END OF TAPE SEVEN SIDE TWO
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TAPE EIGHT SIDE ONE

RJ
In 1972 the Darling Range electorate that you had gone
in to represent in the first instance was abolished by
redistribution and in 1974 you contested Kalamunda. What changes
did that mean as far as you were concerned?
Was that an easier
seat to win or a harder one?
THOMPSON Well neither of them were hard to win.
I did have a
bit of a battle in the first instance when I was elected but
things improved dramatically as the metropolitan sprawl
continued. I have yet to learn whether I made the right decision
in 1972
4?
-

1

RJ
1974 was the election, '72 was when the redistribution
occurred.
That's right, '72.
THOMPSON
The newly emerged seat of
Kalamunda.... I'm trying to get things right here because there
have been a couple of changes.
RJ

Yes.

THOMPSON
changed.

The only thing that occurred really was that the name
The electorate didn't change all that significantly.
It simply became a smaller geographic area and I lost a couple of
parts that were potentially bad for me politically: that was High
Wycombe and Forrestfield.
In point of fact the newly emerged
seat was a much safer seat for us.
There was a later redistribution where I had to make a decision
that is the decision to which I referred a little earlier that
I've yet to see whether I made the right one.
But what was
happening was that the metropolitan sprawl was coming into the
hills.
People were electing to come and live in the hills
because it's a nice place to live.
As the numbers increased the
geographic area had to reduce to keep in step with the quota
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assigned by the law as far as the redistributions are concerned,
because you see that seat, my seat, was regarded as a country
seat and it had a quota that was half the number of the seats in
the metropolitan area. So the metropolitan sprawl impacted on my
seat quite significantly. The area reduced quite dramatically in
the first two redistributions that occurred.
RJ

In 1974 according to the Daily News you were urged by
some Liberals to resign from the State Parliament and contest
Moore.1 We've already put on tape your objections to a federal
seat from a family point of view and so on but just how seriously
did you consider that suggestion?
THOMPSON

I quite seriously considered it for the reasons I've
enunciated earlier but I ultimately turned it down.
I'm not
sorry that I did.
RJ

Was that purely for family reasons?

THOMPSON

Yes principally for family reasons.
The life of a
federal member is a dreadful one. I felt I could do a job in the
State Parliament.
I was already established as a State member
and I would have had to have started the whole process all over
again.
That was another factor that came into it.
But the
signficant factor was that I wasn't prepared to thrust my family
into the sort of lifestyle that I knew federal members had to
lead.
RJ

You have that dramatic process during the 1974 campaign
with someone coming around and taking down your election signs
and there was a stake out that you were in to get photos of the
person doing it. What was that really all about?
THOMPSON

Well in those days one of the principal features of
campaigning was the use of election signs and political
candidates and political parties used to spend a lot of time and
--------------------

1 DailyNews, April 11, 1974.
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effort putting these signs up all over the place.
In that
campaign, my campaign committee, which was promoting the
candidature of myself and Gordon Masters who was up for election
for the first time, decided that they would have these signs
erected. They did a very good job of it, spent a lot of time and
effort and put these signs up and they had quite an impact around
the electorate.
The Labor Party obviously didn't have the same
sort of financial and physical resources that our party had and
their signs were puny by comparison.
Anyway it was obvious that
someone decided they were going to even the score a bit and our
signs kept disappearing.
They were being pulled down and
destroyed and that sort of thing.
I noticed a pattern emerging
that there was a particular road in the electorate where there
were quite a few signs where the signs were being pulled down at
regular intervals.
We had a system that if they were pulled
down, our people went out and put a new one up.
Anyway they were getting sick and tired of putting these signs up
in this one particular area so I said to Gordon, "You know it's
happening that frequently that it wouldn't be too hard to catch
who's doing it." So we decided that we would put the signs up
after they'd been pulled down and that we would arm ourselves
with a couple of flashlight cameras and conceal ourselves and
catch this individual.
Anyway we re-erected the signs on this
particular Sunday and I said to Gordon, "We'll go out tonight."
He said, "Oh no they won't do them straight away," he said,
"we'll have to wait a couple of days." I said, "No," I said, "if
we sit there for a week, every night for a week, we'll catch the
bloke and the publicity that we will get from catching this guy
will be worth more than the signs ever would be worth."
So I
finally convinced him that we should do it. I might say that I'd
also..., the other thing that I'd noticed about them being pulled
down was that they always disappeared somewhere between midnight
and five or six in the morning. So we knew we would only have to
sit out for about five hours each night, if that long.
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So anyway on the Sunday night I told Gordon to be at my place at
midnight.
So he turned up and Margaret had made us some
sandwiches and a flask of coffee and I'd whacked a bit of brandy
into the coffee just to stiffen it up a bit.
Anyway Gordon
turned up and he's got a hockey stick.
I said, "What have you
got a hockey stick for?" He said, "There might be two of them."
Anyway I got Margaret to drive us to the place.
It was about a
mile from where we lived and so that we wouldn't have to leave a
car displayed Margaret drove us to this spot.
I'd been out
there in the daylight and had surveyed the situation and I'd
worked out where each of us would hide.
So we plodded through
the bush to this spot.
The tree was only perhaps eight feet off
the bitumen and the tree had the sign on it.

So we went a
little further into the bush, only about another twenty feet I
suppose.
I had a stump behind which I was going to hide and
Gordon was a little bit further to the right and we had a couple
of blankets and we set ourselves down there.

•

Well we were only there..., didn't even have enough time to start
on the coffee and this car came along and cruised slowly past,
went down a couple of hundred metres, turned around and came
back.
Now that was something.... I assumed that the car would
approach from the other direction.
I don't know why I'd made
that assumption.
So that threw the plan out a bit.
Anyway the
fellow got out and he walked around the front of his car, left
his car lights on, grabbed the sign and as he went to tear it off
we let these flashlight cameras off and I yelled out, "Got you
you bastard!" Of course, the thing I had not thought of was that
the flashlight blinded us; couldn't see where we were going. So
I jumped up and was intending....
The plan was that I was going
to go one way and Gordon was going the other so we'd chop off any
escape.
Well I took off in the direction I thought I had to go
and I ran fair into a stump and this stump was about three foot
high and it hit me in the tenderest part of the body.
Oh!
Masters got himself tangled in the remnants of a wire fence that
was there and he fell over.
Anyway eventually I staggered
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breathless out and this guy was petrified.
Lucky he didn't die
of a heart attack.
I've thought about it many times since, you
know we might have been on a very serious charge.
But anyway I charged around and bailed this guy up against his
car and he was petrified as I said.
I asked his name and he
wouldn't give his name.
So I said to Gordon, "Get a photograph
of him." So Gordon comes around to aim the photograph on him and
the bloke puts his hands up over his face.
So I feigned to give
him a punch in the stomach and he pulls his hands down like that
and there's this startled look on this guy's face [laughs] and
that's the shot that Masters has got on the camera.
Anyway we
let him go, he left. We recorded the registration number of his
car.
We couldn't get his name because he wouldn't give it.
We
had a photograph of him and we let him go.
Anyway, of course,
we're a mile away from home and I hadn't thought of how we're
going to get back there.
So then I ran all the way back to home
to ring the police.
You see the reason why we decided to do this was because we'd
been and complained to the police frequently about this
destruction of our election material. The police didn't take too
much notice of us really and they said well they hadn't got the
resources and it would be hard to catch them.
So I was
determined to prove that they could be caught, so I had great
glee in ringing the police sergeant to tell him that all this had
taken place.
Then we went the following morning and made an
official complaint and the guy was interviewed.
But, of course, as soon as it happened I rang Trevor Gilmour from
the West.
Gil is one of the senior people with the West
Australian newspaper.
I rang Trevor because he used to be in
the gallery here, parliamentary gallery and I told him and it got
quite a good write up in the press and then, of course, the
Sunday papers took it up.
I think the Sunday Independent was in
existence then and they wanted photographs.
photographs that we'd taken.

They published the
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Cohn Jamieson was the leader of the Labor Party at the time, the
Leader of the Opposition and he said it was all a political stunt
that there'd never be anyone charged and all the rest of it so I
was determined that the matter would proceed.
The case
ultimately went to court and lo and behold the guy was defended
in the court by Tom Hartrey.
[Laughs].
The case gets heard in
the Midland Court and Hartrey's there with a copy of the sign.
He's got Masters in the witness box. He said, "Mr Masters that's
quite a good likeness of Thompson, but," he said, "would you
admit to that being a likeness...." [laughs]. Anyway the guy was
eventually fined five dollars.
A very serious offence, a very
serious offence!
RJ

On your re-election you were appointed Chairman of
Committees. Had you at that stage hoped for a ministry?
THOMPSON Oh indeed I had. I was very disappointed at not having
been included in the ministry.
I worked very vigorously during
those first three years as a member and I felt that I had a very
good chance of being in the ministry.
There weren't all that
many people around who'd had ministerial experience at that stage
of proceedings because there'd been a fairly big turnover in the
two elections.
In fact the election that I came in at was the
highest turnover of members in the Parliament in its history to
that point.
Then in '74 there was again a very significant
turnover.
I looked around on our side of the House and I
couldn't see how I could be excluded from the ministry.
In
addition to which Sir Charles Court had said during the election
campaign that there would be a new team. He was challenged by, I
think it was a journalist on Channel Nine, to name some of the
new young people that he was saying would be in it and he
nominated two people, Ray Young and myself.
Anyway after the
election I sat around waiting for the telephone call. Eventually
[I] got the call inviting me to come and talk to Sir Charles and
he told how he had a pint bottle and two pints to put into it and
that sort of thing and how he'd like to put me higher but he
could offer me only the Chairman of Committees but you know
telling me how important the job was and all the rest of it.
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Well I wasn't in a position really to argue with him because he
wouldn't tell me who was in the ministry.
He was only prepared
to talk about my particular position.
So it wasn't until after
the ministry was announced that I was bitterly disappointed
because he'd included a couple of people in the ministry who
really hadn't done much during those three years and the two to
whom I refer are Alan Ridge and Bill Grayden.
Now Bill in that
period of opposition really wasn't all that helpful to the
opposition and hadn't made much of a contribution.
Alan Ridge
had not made much of a contribution.
In some respects I suppose
there may have been a little bit of poetic justice in this.
There was always a fair amount of rivalry between Ray Young and
myself.
I think Youngie had made up his mind that there was no
doubt that he was going to be in the ministry and I think he'd
formed the opinion that I had a chance but so too did Alan Ridge
and he obviously preferred to see Ridgey get up, so he used to
give Alan a hand to handle bills.
Now Alan wasn't the sort of
person who sought that sort of role.
He didn't relish it.
So
Ray used to give him a hand.
In fact I know Ray used to arrange
with Des O'Neil who used to look after the management of the
business for our side of the House, to let Alan take the
adjournment on certain bills, on a number of bills and then Ray
used to give Alan a hand to do the research and prepare the work
on it.
I can remember Ray actually sitting next to Ridgey
helping with the committee stages of bills.
I thought it was
rather ironic that Alan ultimately finished up in the ministry
and neither Ray nor I finished up there.
So I was quite
disappointed about that because I felt that I had done enough
work during that period of time to justify my inclusion in the
ministry.
I was subsequently invited to join the ministry when the Country
Party walked out of coalition.
That was a process that went on
for about a week or a fortnight.
The Country Party walked out
and then there was going to be a reconciliation and then there
wasn't and Joh Bejike Petersen was flown over and he was going to
bring about a reconciliation and he failed.
I think Sinclair
came and he had a dash.
Anyway it became quite obvious that Sir
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Charles had to appoint ministers from the Liberal side to fill
the vacancies caused by Baxter, Stephens and McPharlin walking
out of the ministry.
Anyway I was duly summoned to meet Sir
Charles and he said that the reason for my being invited was to
invite me to join the ministry.
But he said, "There is a chance
even at this late stage that there can be a reconciliation so,"
he said, "I don't want you to say anything about it." He said,
"You'll just have to wait for a few hours until we're absolutely
certain that this last ditch effort to re-form the coalition
fails or succeeds." So I went home armed with a bottle of French
champagne and we hadn't even finished drinking the bloody
champagne and had a ring to say that the coalition was to
continue but with different ministers.
So my elation turned to
tears: not really but it was a bit sad.
But anyway that's the
way the cookie crumbled.
Of course, I then continued for the
balance of that session as the Chairman of Committees.
RJ

You said that you felt Ridge and Grayden had not made
any great contribution in opposition.
What contribution did you
feel you had made?
THOMPSON

Well I participated in a lot of the debate and did a
lot of travelling around during the election campaign trying to
get us up and by contrast those guys didn't.
They certainly
didn't participate in the same way in the debates in the House.
We were a very vigorous opposition between '71 and '74.
The
people who took part in it were principally Sir Charles, of
course.
Des O'Neil did a bit although not as much as I think he
could have done.
Cyril Rushton, O'Connor, Hutchinson, myself,
they were the people who took the main run and did the main work
during that period.
Ray Young.
Ray certainly was pulling his
weight well and truly but Ridgey and Grayden didn't.
Now I reckon that in retrospect I see it as being a fairly clever
move on Court's part to put Grayden in the ministry because Bill
Grayden was very disruptive during the life of the Brand
Government and indeed Dave Brand told me that Bill gave him a
terrible time.
Indeed Dave said that it depended where Bill had
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been prior to Parliament meetings as to how he voted and Charlie
would have known of the likelihood of having trouble with Grayden
and I think it was a pretty astute political move to put Grayden
in the ministry because he then gave him some responsibility and
he was able to keep a bit of an eye on him and put the thumb on
him a bit.
Bill was an effective minister.
Although I was
disappointed that he had been included ahead of me I recognise
now that Grayden was quite an effective minister although he did
have his problems in the latter part of the ministerial period.
RJ
Well that's why Grayden.
Court chose Ridge?

Why Ridge? Why do you think

THOMPSON

Well Court was a bit impressed with Alan Ridge.
You
see Ridge had won the seat of Kimberley after it had been held by
the Labor Party for a long, long time.
Alan was also very much
a Court man.
I think Charlie felt quite comfortable with Ridge.
I think he perhaps thought I might be just a little bit of a
gamble because he and I did have our moments during the period of
opposition.
I was active and that but I think he thought that
perhaps I might be just a little bit accident prone or likely to
cause trouble.
See Charlie was such a strong leader and a very
effective leader too, but he really didn't want high profile
ministers.
That would have been no good to him.
He was the
leader.
You see he didn't want any high profile people in
opposition. Charlie flatly refused to have a system of spokesmen
or shadow ministries. He was the Leader of the Opposition and he
was to be supreme in opposition and the same sort of thing in
government. Charlie didn't want anyone outshining the Premier or
upstaging the Premier.
I think that Ridge was a far more
comfortable proposition for him than would Young or myself have
been because Youngie saw himself as a future Premier and I was
pretty ambitious to boot.
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Did you see yourself as a future Premier?

THOMPSON I never saw myself as that but I dreamt about it from
time to time.
I've always felt that I would like to lead the
Party. I've said that quite frequently when asked by journalists
at the various times when leaderships have been up because I....
I think that anyone who comes into this place and who doesn't
want to get to the top should be questioned about where they're
going.
RJ

In March '75 you've got the expansion of Cabinet.
Now
from what you're saying you only just missed out the time before.
Why did you miss out that time?
THOMPSON

Well they expanded the ministry by two.
That was to
make way for [Ian] Medcalf in the Legislative Council.
One of
the two ministerial posts went to the Legislative Council and the
other of them came to the Legislative Assembly.
The Premier
appointed June Craig to that position.
The reason why I didn't
succeed was because I didn't wear a bra.
It was clearly
Charlie's view that there would be some electoral benefit in
having a woman in the ministry and June Craig was appointed to
that position.
RJ

Are you therefore saying that's the only reason she was

appointed?
THOMPSON There certainly couldn't be any reason that was based
on performance or on ability. I think June Craig was an absolute
hopeless minister and did more to bring about the defeat of the
Liberals in '83 than any other minister in the government.
RJ

You had enjoyed those first three years of Parliament.
You were now in government which, of course, would have had its
appeal but losing out on a ministry did that take any of the edge
off the experience for you?
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THOMPSON No it didn't take any of the edge off it.
It wasn't
what I would have wanted.
However I was still fairly new in the
scheme of things and was philosophical enough to come to grips
with it and so it didn't pan out as I had hoped it would.
But I
was still very much involved and still felt that I was making a
contribution to the scheme of things.
END OF SIDE ONE TAPE EIGHT
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TAPE EIGHT SIDE TWO

RJ

A further interview with Mr Ian Thompson held at the
Parliament on the 16th of September 1987.
Mr Thompson you made the statement last time in speaking about
June Craig that she was "an absolute hopeless minister and did
more to bring about the defeat of the Liberals in '83 than any
other minister in the government."1
Why did you make that
statement?
THOMPSON

June wanted to be seen as being a strong minister.
I
think she wanted to model herself on Maggie Thatcher, wanted to
be the tough lady of politics and she chose, unfortunately, to
demonstrate that toughness with the people in my view that she
needed to work closest with and they were the members of her own
parliamentary party.
Now June in point of fact when any one of
her own colleagues approached her adopted a harsher attitude to
them than I've ever experienced from any Labor ministers when
they're in government towards opposition. June would not come to
one's electorate. She would say, "No I'm not available to go to
that.
I'll make up my mind on the basis of the information that
comes to me from my departmental officers," and would leave it at
that.
Now that's not helpful to members in their electorate.
Members of Parliament are basically fairly sensible people and we
know that you can't always have ministers of the government that
you support agreeing with you. But people in the electorate have
got this notion that by contacting a member who happens to be
part of a government means that they've got some sort of entree
to the minister in the various areas and I think that's a
reasonable assumption for people to make.
There were occasions
when I invited her to come to my electorate to have a look at a
problem that a constituent was having and where the constituent
was appealing against the decision of the Town Planning Board, or
alternatively appealing against a decision made by the local

1 This transcript p 155.
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authority, because she was also Minister for Local Government.
Now there was no expectation in some of those cases on my part
that she would uphold the appeals, but at least I thought she
could have shown some cooperation with me as the member in coming
along and having a look at the situation on the ground.
Now she
just simply wouldn't do that.
I just believe that what she did
was to alienate her own people as well as infuriate others.
People around Local Government are still (she's gone for years
now) are still critical of June Craig's involvement as the
Minister for Local Government.
So the opinion I expressed is my
personal opinion, it may not be shared by others, but from the
conversations I've had with many of my colleagues I'm sure that
it is shared by my colleagues.
I just believe that June didn't
help herself and didn't help the team.
RJ

What is your justification though to say that she did
more to bring about the defeat of the Liberals in '83 than any
other minister in the government?
THOMPSON

I'm not too sure that any one minister could have been
identified as being THE reason for the government losing and I'm
not saying that June Craig was responsible for the government
losing. But of all the ministers of the government, June was the

one that in my view was most talked about adversely in the
community and that's why I make the statement that she did more
than any other single minister.
There was obviously
dissaffection with the Liberal Government leading up to the 1983
election.
The experience I had was the greatest degree of
dissaffection was with June Craig.
RJ

We move into the 1 74 period where you found yourself in
government instead of in opposition.
What immediate effect did
that have on your routine, your division of time and so on, if
any?
THOMPSON

Well in '74 I became the Deputy Speaker and Chairman of
Committees and as far as my parliamentary time was concerned, it
swung very heavily towards acting as a presiding officer of the
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Parliament.

I was required to relieve in the chair frequently,
relieve Ross Hutchinson in the chair frequently, when the House
was in session and, of course, as Chairman of Committees I had to
occupy the chair of the Committee during committee stages.
So
that tended to downgrade my involvement in parliamentary debates
because I took the view, and I think rightly, that one should not
have a high profile in a debate if one was expected then to go
into the chair and display some degree of impartiality as the
Chairman of the Committee, so my role as a backbencher tended to
change.
Up until 1974 I'd had a very high profile in terms of
parliamentary participation.
Now that changed and it had to
change because of the role that I was then playing.
RJ

How easy was it for you to fall into that position of
Chairman of Committees and Deputy Speaker?
THOMPSON

Well it took a bit of adjusting.
I was fortunate to
have been selected to go to London to study at the Palace at
Westminster.
That was a three week seminar and it gave me an
opportunity to get a better feel for the parliamentary
institution.
I think it equipped me to be able to serve in the
chair much better than had've I just gone straight in to the
position of Deputy Speaker.
It took some adjusting and really I
can't say how long it took for that period of adjustment to
occur.
I enjoyed my time as Deputy Speaker.
I had one or two
interesting moments and indeed I think it was during the time
that I was Chairman of Committees that I set the scene for my
becoming the Speaker.
There was a fairly controversial piece of legislation before the
Parliament that caused Arthur Tonkin who spent the whole of his
parliamentary career crusading for parliamentary and electoral
reform....
The particular legislation caused Arthur Tonkin to
become very angry and Arthur, I think, deliberately embarked upon
a course to confront the chair as a means of drawing attention to
his hostility to the legislation.
Indeed he incurred the wrath
of the chair when he accused the Court Government of being
corrupt.
Of course, there are certain words that Speakers down
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the ages have not been prepared to allow to be used in connection
with other members of the Parliament by people who are addressing
the chair.
I had to rule on a point of order and require Tonkin
to withdraw the assertion that the Court Government were corrupt.
Indeed I think Tonkin was a bit more explicit than just saying
the Court Government was corrupt: he said the government was
corrupt and was led by a corrupt leader, referring to Sir
Charles.
Tonkin refused on, I think, three or four occasions to
obey the ruling of the chair to withdraw the words and then
ultimately it became necessary for me to name him.
That was
something that I found quite distasteful and I was mindful of the
fact that in doing that, it was the first occasion in something
like 40 years that someone had been named in our Parliament.
Well Tonkin refused to withdraw; he was ultimately named by me.
I then was obliged in the terms of the Standing Orders to report
that fact to the House.
I didn't have to deal with the next
action, that's the responsibility of the Speaker. So Hutchinson
was called back into the chair and I think it was O'Neill, or it
may have been Sir Charles who moved the motion that Tonkin be
suspended from the service of the House.' Well that precipitated
another reaction because Mal Bryce who was also then a fairly
volatile member of the Labor Party joined in the fracas that
occurred and he then earned the displeasure of the Speaker, Ross
Hutchinson who named him as well.
So two of them were suspended
in the one night, but the first, of course, to be suspended was
Tonkin on my having named him.2 I think that my handling of that
affair I think demonstrated to Sir Charles that I had strength
enough to deal with that sort of occasion. I think that probably
sowed the seeds for my ultimately becoming the Speaker. But that

--------------------

1 Sir Charles moved, "That the member for Morley be suspended
from the service of the House." (Hansard, Sept 9, 1975, p. 230)

2 A copy of the Hansard report of the incident on Sept 9, 1975,
is attached, pp362-7.

THOMPSON

161

wasn't until some considerable time later, of course.1
RJ
Your memory is very good.
Tonkin's actual statement
was, "A corrupt government led by a corrupt leader." But also,
according to Hansard, when you did ask for him to withdraw those
comments he did go on to disagree with the chairman's ruling. He
makes the statement, "The Chairman has turned his back on me. 112
Now later on he says, "The chairman gave a ruling and I
immediately moved to dissent from the Chairman's ruling but the
Chairman refused to give me the call."3
THOMPSON

Well he was in no position to take such an action
because the Standing Orders are quite clear that once a person is
named there is no opportunity for them to move to dissent from
that ruling. The naming occurs and then the next action that....
Well in that situation, once I've named the person, I have no
alternative but to leave the chair and report the naming of the
individual to the Speaker.
Tonkin was just really.... he'd
planned the whole thing and it was precipitated by his deciding
to use that particular way of drawing attention to his concern
about that legislation. He ought to have known that there was no
opportunity for him to take the action that he was doing. It may
have been possible for him to have moved that motion once
Hutchinson was back in the chair, but I don't think that's
something that the Speaker would entertain.
I don't think the
Speaker would entertain that.
But in any case the Standing
Orders were clear as to what my action should have been and I
followed that to the letter. The fact that Tonkin didn't move to
dissent from the ruling that I'd given when Hutchinson came back
into the chair was probably something that slipped his mind.

-------------------Mr Thompson became Speaker in 1977 and remained so until the
defeat of the Liberal Government in 1983.

2 Hansard, op cit p. 2629.
Ibid, p. 2630
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RJ

As you've said this went on over a considerable period
with lots of people becoming involved, but one of them was John
Tonkin who you have already stated had a very great feel for
Parliament.
He, in speaking to Hutchinson on his return said,
"With respect Mr Speaker I suggest I have every right to raise a
point of order.
I consider mistakes were made on both sides and
whilst I agree entirely with what you read out, I say, with
respect, you overlooked this point. The Standing Orders provide
that when the Chairman of Committees or a Speaker asks a member
to withdraw, a point of order can be raised so that the decision
made by the Chairman of Committees or the Speaker can be
challenged."1 Now is he right in his interpretation of Standing
Orders and were any mistakes made on your side?
THOMPSON Tonkin was given at least three clear opportunities to
withdraw his statement
this is Arthur Tonkin, was given three
opportunities to withdraw his statement and he chose not to do
that.
Once the Chairman names him there is no alternative for
the Chairman to do anything else but to leave the chair and
report that fact to the Speaker.
So John Tonkin was wrong.
It
-

may have been possible for points of order to have been taken
when I called on Arthur Tonkin to withdraw, but no one took the
points of order during that time and I think it was a belated
thought on the part of John Tonkin to try and bluff his way
through.
I think that Tonkin was then Premier and leader of the
team and one of his members was in trouble and I think that he
probably felt that he had an obligation to go to the aid of the
member but the time had passed when he could have taken that
action.
I could just as easily have required Arthur Tonkin to
withdraw on the first occasion of my asking him and with his
failure to do so then named him.
I didn't do that.
I gave at
least three clear opportunities and if John Tonkin or anyone else
wanted to take a point of order on my ruling or on my position,
well then they clearly could have done that.
But it didn't
happen and so the sequence of events in my view were strictly in
accordance with not only the Standing Orders but the precedents.

-------------------1 Ibid., p. 2632.
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I'd like to point out that I was responsible for naming people at
least on six or seven occasions during the time that I was either
Chairman of Committees or Speaker.
In every one of those cases
I gave at least three opportunities for members to withdraw or to
adhere to the ruling of the chair.
I'm satisfied that every one
of those members who were ultimately named by me had decided to
embark on a course to ultimately be thrown out of the Parliament
as a means to drawing attention to their particular point of
view. I think certainly in the latter cases, people came to know
that it was a good way of getting a lot of publicity.
Now to
their credit the press, in later times, paid less attention to
people being thrown out of Parliament and there was a noticeable
drop off in the occasions when people embarked on that course.
RJ

So in all that occurred, and it was considerable with
many becoming involved, you don't feel that either Sir Ross
Hutchinson or yourself did anything improper in the way you
conducted that?
THOMPSON

No, no.

I would be very surprised if anyone in the
Parliament (if you could get them to speak frankly about it)
would have thought that we had acted improperly.
RJ

In interviewing Sir Ross Hutchinson it was clear to
me that he'd been extremely hurt by that whole occasion.
What
was the impression you had at the time?
THOMPSON

Well I must say that I found Ross Hutchinson's reaction
to what happened as being rather a strange reaction.
He went to
water in my view.
He left the chair or I.... the chair was
certainly vacated for some time.
I can remember discussing it
with him in his office and he was more or less blaming me for the
circumstances that had arisen or for the whole thing coming to
the point that it had. He was quite shocked by the whole affair.
I can remember him saying, "Well what if he refuses to go?" I
said, "Give him a clout across the ear with a mace if all else
--------------------

1 SirRoss Hutchinson, interview transcript 1986.
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fails." But in a serious vein I said to him, "Well if Tonkin
refuses to go ..... "
He said, "Well Thornber.. .11 Phil Thornber
was then the Sergeant-at-Arms. He said, "I can't put Thornber in
a position where has to physically remove the man." I said, "He
doesn't have to do that.
All you have to do is direct Tonkin to
leave and if he won't go then instruct the Sergeant-at-Arms to
escort him from the Chamber.
Now," I said, "if Tonkin wants to
defy Thornber who is simply carrying out an instruction that
you've given him, well then he'll be seen to be something less
than a man." Anyway in point of fact that's what happened.
Tonkin ultimately was confronted by Thornber.
Thornber never
touched him. He just simply walked up to Arthur Tonkin and asked
Arthur Tonkin to leave and Tonkin left, as I expected that he
would have because although Tonkin was cross and a pretty
volatile sort of character, there's no way in the world that
anyone would have put poor old Phil Thornber in a position of
having to physically eject him from the House.
Quite frankly I
thought Ross Hutchinson was quite weak in handling the situation.
He more or less blamed me for bringing the whole thing on.
Well
the Hansard will show that there was no alternative but for me to
take the action that I did.
I would have been seen to be
absolutely weak had've I not taken that action.
RJ

You hadn't really long been Chairman of Committees at
this time.
The episode happened in September 1975.
Does that
indicate that you'd made quite a study of Standing Orders and
precedent?
THOMPSON

Yes I had. The moment that I'd been elected, in fact I
think pretty soon after it had been indicated by the government,
by the Premier, that it was his intention to move to have me
elected as the Chairman of Committees, I commenced a programme of
studying the Standing Orders in detail.
I tell you that one of
the things I did when I arrived in 1971 was to study the Standing
Orders, not that I learnt all that much from them, I can assure
you.
I read them and I thought I'd digested a lot, but one had
to i actually serve in the House for a lot of the Standing Orders
to come into focus.
So I'd had that experience.
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When it became known that I was to be the Chairman of Committees,
I sat down with Bruce Okely and I studied the Standing Orders.
We went through them.
We spent hours going through the Standing
Orders and so I briefed myself fairly well on the operations of
our Parliament, not only from the point of view of the Standing
Orders but also from the point of view of the many rulings that
had been given down over the years because you see a lot of what
happens in the Parliament is not enshrined in our Standing
Orders, they are simply things that have come about by way of
precedents, or come about by way of rulings from the chair.
So
not only do you need to know the Standing Orders, you need to
know also the interpretations that have been placed on those
Standing Orders by Speakers over the years.
The experience that I had in London, of course, helped me greatly
with respect to my role as the Chairman of Committees.
Those
three weeks were valuable three weeks really because I had the
opportunity of hearing from people at the mother of Parliaments
and also from people who'd come to that seminar from other parts
of the world. There were 24 delegates at that seminar who'd come
from Parliaments in Canada and in Malaysia and other parts of the
world, so it was a very valuable and enriching experience.
RJ

You say that Sir Ross felt that you had done things
wrong in the way you handled the Tonkin episode.
Did you ever
know what Sir Charles thought besides his obvious vote of
confidence in making you Speaker?
THOMPSON

Oh I think Sir Charles was quite happy with the way
that I handled it. There's no doubt about that. In fact I think
I can recall him having actually said at a later date that I'd
handled the situation well. I'd have known from him had've I not
handled it well.
RJ

Does what is really a nasty episode like that take the
edge off being Deputy Speaker?
Did it make you hesitate about
the likelihood of being Speaker later?
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THOMPSON Well I'd never ever thought about, at that point, the
likelihood of being Speaker. I was hell bent on being a Minister
of the Crown so, you know, I'd never thought of it in those
terms.
But I can tell you that that didn't shake my confidence
in the job I was doing because I was as convinced then as I am
now that the whole thing was orchestrated as a means of drawing
attention to his argument. So why let that worry one?
RJ

As I've said that episode occurred in September 1975
but a year before that, in September 1974, there was an episode
over the emergency fuel legislation.
You apparently did not
recognise Cohn Jamieson and are said to have put the vote twenty
minutes before the debate was due to end.1 What do you remember
about that occasion?
THOMPSON

Well I remember quite a lot about it as a matter of
fact, because that was a bill that became the subject of a
guillotine. Now a guillotine is a procedure by which a timetable
[is set] for dealing with the various questions that have to be
put in the parliamentary debate [by a pre set time].
I took the
trouble to study the last occasion when there was a guillotine
motion handled in the Legislative Assembly and it was in 1963
when that occurred when the government introduced legislation to
amend the Industrial Arbitration Act in a very, very significant
way and it was fought tenaciously by the trade union movement and
obviously fought also by the Labor Party.
I'm told that the
galleries were packed day after day and that there were milling
crowds of lumpers and people from the building industry and many
other working people close to the trade union movement who came
here to demonstrate and try and put pressure on the government.
The Labor Party at the time, then in opposition, used every
available device to them to frustrate the government in the
passage of the legislation until it was necessary for the
government to set up a guillotine, a timetable procedure.

-------------------'West, Sept 19, 1974.
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Iven Manning was the Chairman of Committees at that time and
Manning got himself into a position where the guillotine was in
trouble. There was a problem in meeting the time scale.
One of
the problems that was encountered by Manning was that he gave the
call to someone to speak for a period of time that took that
person beyond the time when the motion should have been put.
Of
course, when Manning tried to interrupt to put the question, he
simply couldn't do that because the member remonstrated and said,
"Well I've still got X number of minutes left on my time," and
the guillotine collapsed.
Well that cost Iven Manning his
position.
The timing of it would not indicate that Manning lost
his position for that reason but it is well known that Iven
Manning was removed from the position of Chairman of Committees
and Deputy Speaker because he had not the strength to be able to
handle that situation.

END OF SIDE TWO TAPE EIGHT

I-

THOMPSON

TAPE NINE SIDE ONE

THOMPSON Now I'd studied that particular case in preparation for
the debate that I knew I had to handle by way of guillotine
procedure, so I'd firmly made up my mind that I would not give
the call to anyone to speak if the time that they had available
to them was going to take them beyond the time by which the
question had to be put.
Bear in mind the guillotine doesn't say
that the question must be put AT that time; it says it must be
put BY that time. So I simply, when whoever it was was speaking,
finished their contribution, I stood and put the question.
Now
[John] Tonkin not only was cross about my having put the question
before the time, he was cross that I stood, cross that I'd stood,
because the Chairman of Committees doesn't stand, always sits,
puts the questions from the sitting position.
I can remember
John Tonkin saying to me in a rage some time later that not only
had I done that but I stood.
I said, "I stood because I wasn't
going to have your people stand over me as they stood over Iven
Manning years earlier." And I stood to demonstrate my control of
the situation and with the firmest voice and with the absolute
resolve I put those questions and had it passed and the whole
thing was over.
And whilst they kicked and screamed and carried
on I had done my job in accordance with the instruction of the
committee or the House.
The House had carried a resolution that
by those times these things had to happen and I just simply did
it.
Now I didn't deny anyone their opportunity to speak [hesitates]
unfairly.
I simply had to do it in accordance with a particular
set of instructions from the House. If I'd have let someone else
speak, then I'd have had the same argument in trying to put the
question, trying to interrupt that person to put the question,
you see, because although in point of fact you have the authority
to interrupt the person to put the question, you put yourself at
a disadvantage if you're having to do that.
You're having to
argue about whether or not you have a right to interrupt.
So I
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wasn't going to have that argument, made up my mind I wouldn't
have that argument.
I put the question well in advance of when
the time was set down by which it had to be put.
RJ

So from what you're saying that was clearly your own
thinking and your own knowledge of the previous episode because
you were accused in the press, or Tonkin accused you of being
coerced by Court into putting the vote ahead of time and that the
government had in fact influenced the Chairman of Committees.1
THOMPSON

No that simply is not true.

That is not true.
I did
it for the reasons that I've enunciated. I did it because it was
my view that it was the best way of dealing with that situation
and I certainly was not prevailed upon by the government to do it
in that particular way.
As a matter of fact I stood out against

the government time and again when they attempted to influence
me, not so much as Chairman of Committees because I didn't have
that sort of pressure then, but certainly when I was the Speaker
there were a number of occasions when either Ministers of the
Crown or the Premier and even other members of the government
parties, attempted to have me use my authority to advantage the
government.
I resisted that and unfortunately you know I still
pay the price for that.

I still pay the price for it because
people saw me as being pro-opposition that I didn't advantage the
government.
Well as I said I think once before Ronda, when
you're in this place you play a role.

If you're the Premier you
do the things that Premiers are expected to do.
I was the
Speaker and I did the things that the Speaker, or the Chairman of
Committees as the case may be, were expected to do.
I don't

regret that. I'm satisfied that I did my job in the chair fairly
and impartially.
You see there was another episode that you'll
probably come across later on and that is the legislation that
was designed to expand the ministry but perhaps I'll leave that
until perhaps you get to asking me about that.

--------------------

1lbid and Daily News, September 18, 1974.
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RJ
(Laughs] Yes.
You have made reference to your
representation of this State Parliament as the only delegate to
the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association Conference in London.
You've commented on the value that you found that experience but
I wondered if there was anything that you saw that occurred in
the House of Commons that you wished we did here?
THOMPSON No I didn't see anything that occurred in the House of
Commons that I wish we did here with the exception of the very
special position that the Speaker of the House of Commons is in
by comparison with the situation here.
The Speaker of the House
of Commons is greatly respected and revered and is accorded every
courtesy by members.
In our Parliaments that doesn't occur,
unfortunately. I can understand the reason why it doesn't happen
in the Australian Parliaments and it's all to do with the
relative value that's placed on one seat, on a seat.
The House
of Commons is made up of 630 member or thereabouts.
The amount
of power that any one member has in the House of Commons is
considerably less than the amount of power that a member has in
our Parliament.
I have one/57th of the say in our Parliament.
If I was a member of the House of Commons I would have one/630th.
That's why in the Palace of Westminster it's possible for them to
siphon off a seat and say, "That's the Speaker's seat and we'll
allow him to divorce himself from his party.
It won't be a seat
that we'll contest at election because the Speaker should be able
to be seen to be apolitical." So they do it that way.
But in
our situation there is no way that the political parties are
going to be prepared to say that one of the 57 seats of the
Legislative Assembly is a seat that is not going to be hotly
contested at election time simply because it's occupied by the
Speaker.
The other thing, of course, is that the political parties here
are not likely to accept the Speaker completely divorcing himself
from their party.
That's a bind, that's a dilemma for Speakers.
I was in a position where I was expected by my party to have some
sort of allegiance to them and to recognise that that's where I
came from, just as the present Speaker will be prevailed upon by

THOMPSON

171

his party colleagues to try and advantage them in a situation.
It's a pity, but I recognise it as a fact of life.
It did not
however, stop me whilst I was the Speaker from acting
impartially.
Indeed I didn't attend party meetings during the
time that I was the Speaker, deliberately didn't attend party
meetings because I didn't think it appropriate that a person who
is trying to be seen, or is wanting to be seen to be apolitical
to be attending the party meetings and being part of the
discussions with respect to the tactics in the House.
I was
never challenged on that point during the time that I was the
Speaker, but it was thrown up at me once by Sir Charles.
But I
really don't know that he was all that unhappy about the fact
that I didn't, except on that one occasion when it suited him to
throw it up at me.
RJ

You have an episode that you've already referred to in
1976 when Ray McPharlin and Matt Stevens led the National Country
Party out of coalition, "In protest against an alleged lack of
influence within the ministry,"1 and they reentered the coalition
but lost the Deputy Premiership.
I wondered what you knew about
that occasion and why you think it occurred?
THOMPSON

Well I think that there was a body of opinion in the
Country Party that they were being used by the Liberals in
coalition and that they were not having as much say in the way in
which coalition governments operated. I disagree with that point
of view, quite frankly.
I think in point of fact the Country
Party were treated very fairly in coalition governments.
Indeed
I think a lot of the decisions that were taken federally and in
State Parliaments where there have been coalition governments has
been akin to the tail wagging the dog.
I think some of the
policies that have been pursued were pursued for the reason of
trying to maintain harmony within the coalition rather than
pursuing them necessarily in the interests of the wider

--------------------

1 Black, David in A New History of Western Australia, Perth, Uni
of WA Press, 1979, p 469.
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community, but that's an aside. There was that opinion strongly
held by people in the Country Party and I think that was the
thing that brought it to a head.
Charles Court was very much at loggerheads with the Country Party
during the period of time the Brand Government was in existence.
I think that the people in the Country Party were very much
against Charles Court becoming the leader of a coalition
government and I think that they took a very early opportunity
after the coalition had been formed to try and assert their
position so that they wouldn't be dominated by Sir Charles.
There's no secret that there was no love lost between Sir Charles
and the Country Party during the Brand Government period, '59 to
'71.
There was no love lost between them and that was well
known.
Of course, I think I said earlier on Ronda that Charles
Court was not a popular political figure at the time that he
became the Premier and he certainly wasn't popular with some
quarters of the Country Party because of the relationship, the
strained relationship that existed between Charlie and people in
the Country Party when they were in government.
It's a great
tribute to Sir David Brand that he was able to keep that
coalition government together for those twelve years when there
were those two elements in his government that were at
loggerheads with one another.
I think that was where the push
came for there to be this stand off that occurred.
was in '75 or '76 was it?
RJ

I think it

'76 yes.

THOMPSON

'76, in '76 when ultimately the three Country Party
ministers, Baxter, McPharlin and Stevens walked out. Of course,
history shows that the coalition continued but not with those
ministers; there were a couple of others who came back.
RJ

Once Court took over as leader of the party did he try
to be more cooperative with the Country Party?
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THOMPSON I think he was quite cooperative with the Country
Party.
As a matter of fact he went against the wishes of the
party with respect to the setting up of the coalition as a means,
I think, of trying to buy some peace. When we met after the '74
election and before the government was formed, it was necessary
for the leading lights in the Liberal Party to meet with their
opposite number in the Country Party to lay down the conditions
for the forming of a coalition.
We in the parliamentary wing
gave Sir Charles a pretty free hand but we did make a couple of
stipulations.
One of them was that there were to be only two
ministers from the Country Party and that neither of those were
to be the Deputy Premier.
Now they were the only two conditions
that we really were strong on. The rest of the thing was left to
Sir Charles.
Sir Charles came back to a later meeting and said
that it was absolutely imperative that he concede three
ministerial spots to them and that he also concede the position
of Deputy Premier to them.
That's when Ray McPharlin became the
Deputy Premier.
It wasn't until several years later that it
emerged that it was never ever a condition of theirs that they
have the three ministerial posts.
Sir Charles actually gave it
to them.
So I think there's an example of where Sir Charles did
in fact, even against the wishes of his own party, try to curry
favour with the Country Party and I think that he genuinely tried
to work with them but there was this element in the Country Party
that was suspicous of Sir Charles and indeed I think worked
against him.
RJ

In July 1976 you have the episode over Tresillian where
the plan was to move handicapped children out of Tresillian and
in fact to put them into a hostel in Forrestfield.
You are
quoted as publicly dissociating yourself, together with other
Liberal members of Parliament, from the government's intention to
transfer these patients.1 Tell me about that occasion.

--------------------

1 West, July 24, 1976.
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THOMPSON I found out much later than this episode that what
transpired in the early part was that some people in Nedlands had
complained to Lady Court
not to Sir Charles, to Lady Court,
-

about the existence of these handicapped children in Tresillian
Hospital.
I get the impression that what happened was that Lady
Court suggested to Sir Charles that the children should be moved.
I don't know that that's the case but I do know that she was
certainly contacted by people about it.
I think that's how it
all started.
Anyway Sir Charles issued an instruction, it
transpires, to Norm Baxter who was then the Minister for Health,
instructing that the children be moved.
Baxter was not really a
great diplomat and, of course, he went about the task in a pretty
hamfisted way.
Of course, Baxter's attitude to it and then
ultimately Sir Charles's attitude to it I think became as much a
reason for the hostilities that broke out as the fact that the
kids were going to be shifted anyway.
But, of course, a number of people got to know that the shift was
to occur and there was an organisation formed known as the
Friends of Tresillian.
It was led
if not led by, certainly
very much influenced by the involvement of Dr Harry Cohen.
They
-

mounted a very vigorous campaign to oppose the shifting of those
children.
In point of fact in the initial stages they didn't
know where they were going to shift them to.
It wasn't until
later in the controversy that they settled on Boston Hostel in
the Shire of Kalamunda in the foothills of the Darling Scarp as a
place to take the children.
Members of Parliament, me included, came under pressure from
people in the community with respect to this proposed shift.
It
happened that the Liberal Party's annual conference was about to
be held at the South Perth Civic Centre and so a group of members
asked to meet with Sir Charles to discuss it and the group was
quite a sizeable group.
Probably ten or twelve members of the
State Parliamentary Party sought to meet with Sir Charles to talk
about it.
Unfortunately I wasn't at the conference. I was home
with the 'flu and I didn't attend that meeting.
But what
happened was that Sir Charles charmed (and he can be a charming
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man) charmed a number of them across to his side but there were
two of those who attended that meeting who were still not
convinced that what the government were doing was acceptable to
the community and they were dive Griffiths and Jim Clarko.
Anyway the three of us decided that we would try and bring about
a change of heart on the part of the government and we asked Sir
Charles to meet with us about it.
We went down there.
We
resolved that we'd stick together and that we would really fight
to stop this move occurring.
So we went down and met with Sir
Charles and he applied the charm but we stuck to our guns and we
said that it was unacceptable.
Anyway eventually we left Sir
Charles with him saying, "Well if the government go ahead with
our plans, can I assume," he said, "that you won't be with us."
And we said, "Indeed we will not." And so we left.
Well then what happened after that was the government appointed a
Cabinet subcommittee consisting of Bill Grayden, Ray O'Connor and
Norm Baxter.
Now we assumed that that subcommittee was designed
to find an alternative to shifting these kids but in point of
fact what the Cabinet subcommittee boiled down to be was a little
pressure group that was designed to work on us three.
It wasn't
without its significance that one of those people who was on that
Cabinet subcommittee was Bill Grayden, a very strong personal
friend of dive Griffiths. So in this Parliament House the three
of us met with two of them.
Norm Baxter wasn't at this meeting
but O'Connor and Grayden were. We finished up having a ding dong
blue and O'Connor suggested to me that I should resign from the
party because I wasn't supporting government policy.
parted very much having not resolved the issue.

Anyway we

Well a little while, a few days later, the three of us
buttonholed Norm Baxter after a Cabinet luncheon had been held
here. Baxter had been at the Cabinet luncheon and we got hold of
Baxter in Jimmy Clarko's office.
Jim Clarko was then..., or it
might have been my office, anyway we had an office on the front
of the building.
Anyway we got hold of Baxter and Baxter said,
"Oh well we've decided to shift them and we're going to shift
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them in ministerial cars," if you don't mind, from a government
garage because by this time the ambulance drivers had declared
they wouldn't shift them, the people from Mental Health Services
said they wouldn't shift them, so the only way the government
could get them shifted was to move them in ministerial cars.
I
said to Baxter, "If you do that you'll bring that much discredit
on the government that we'll never live it down." So that's when
we took the decision that we would publicly dissociate ourselves
from what the government was doing.
Now unbeknown to us, Tom Dadour had also found out that this was
on and he was in the process of also dissociating himself from
the government.
Dadour was never a part of our group.
Now Ray
Young who'd been here for that Cabinet luncheon (he was then the
secretary to the Cabinet) he'd kept in touch with us and had
privately expressed to us his dissatisfaction with what the
government was doing but he didn't want to be seen with us; he
used to dodge us.
He dodged us on the day of this Cabinet
luncheon; didn't want to be seen as part of our thing.
Anyway
when it became known to him....
What we did, Clarko, Griffiths
and I, after Baxter had gone having told us without any
equivocation they were going to shift these kids, we settled down
to preparing a statement dissociating ourselves from the
government.
I said, "Well what we'll do is we'll call a press
conference and we'll issue a statement and simply state our
position." I can remember the drafting of that statement.
Jim
Clarko is a man of letters.
He's well educated and very precise
and was quite pedantic about the words we were going to use.

We
were humming and harring over how the statement should be put
together and eventually I said, "For goodness sake Jim!
It
doesn't bloody well matter what we say in it.
After we've said
we're dissociating ourselves from the government, that will be as
much as they'll be interested in and from there on we'll just
take it as it comes." Anyway Jim was trying to....
I said,
"There is no nice way to tell the government to go to buggery,
and that's what we're doing." There's no nice way to tell them
that and he's trying to find some nice way. In fact I thought we
were going to lose him at one stage.
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Anyway to his credit he stuck with us and we went down, called
the press conference and were in process of concluding that press
conference, a very impromptu press conference held down in the
front of Parliament House here, when there was a bit of a flurry
among the journalists and Ray Young came out of the building and
handed the journalists a statement from himself saying he was
dissociating himself.
He'd gone further than what we had.
He
was resigning his position as secretary to the Cabinet. Well, of
course, that took precedence over what we were doing. I must say
that there have been a number of things happen during my
parliamentary career that has made me somewhat of a cynic and it
was Ray Young's actions on that occasion. Young was not prepared
to confront the government whilst he was on his own but when it
became clear that others were, he simply jumped on the bandwagon.
I really must say that he did not impress me; he did not impress
me. Had've we not dissociated ourselves from the government, Ray
Young would have stayed in there because he would not have alone
come out.
That was absolutely clear.
But once it became
apparent that some Liberal members were going to dissociate
themselves from the government on that issue, Young decided that
there was some advantage to himself in being seen as part of
that.
Bear in mind there'd been a redistribution of electoral
boundaries and he was looking down the barrel of electoral defeat
at the following election.
In my view he perceived there to be
some political advantage to him in coming out and bucketing the
government, but he didn't do it until we had. [Pause]
Anyway [sighs] the move did not occur on that occasion.
Subsçjuently they were moved, those children were moved from
there, but it wasn't until there had been some meetings with the
parents and an acceptable procedure, an acceptable programme was
laid down.
Boston Hostel still accommodates children of that
type.
In point of fact as a result of that whole affair,
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get a boost because the government
doing something very special for them
were things done from then on that
types of children.
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children in this State did
then had to be seen to be
and I think certainly there
improved the lot of those
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RJ

There was a lot going on during Tresillian.
As you've
said, Mental Health people were against the move, parents were
against the move, many in the community were against the move.
What do you think was the strongest factor that influenced the
government because there is then the stand of your small group?
THOMPSON

What influenced them in changing their mind?
Oh
there's no question the impact of a number of people in the
government dissociating themselves from the government over the
move.
You see it wasn't only the three of us, Clarko, Griffiths
and myself, there was Young and then there was Dadour from the
Liberal Party and, of course, there were people in the Country
Party who also expressed their concern about what was happening.
So it was really quite a sizeable revolt within the government
parties that caused the government to change their mind.
Added
to that, of course, was all of these other protests that were
going on around the community.
I can remember being at church
and Canon Albany who was conducting the service at the Anglican
Church in Kalamunda calling on us to pray for the children of
Tresillian.
He implored Sir Charles who had attended a service
earlier in the year.

Actually Sir Charles came to church with
our family in the December prior to this preceding a champagne
breakfast that we hold annually at our home.
So Sir Charles and
Lady Court came with our family to church and we went on from the
church service to this champagne breakfast.
Sir Charles was
invited to read the lesson at the service.
When this Tresillian
thing came up and before the decisions were taken, Canon Albany
asked us to pray for the kids at Tresillian and called on Sir
Charles to show the qualities of mercy that were possessed by a
couple of the people to whom Sir Charles referred when he read
his lesson in the preceding December.
So right across the
community there was concern about what was going on. It became a
very, very big issue.
So I think those things would certainly
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have been a factor but the principle reason why ultimately it
changed was because there was an absolute revolt within the
party.
RJ

How did Sir Charles react to Canon Albany's act?

THOMPSON

He never knew about it unless there was divine
transmission but Sir Charles wasn't at the service.
This was at
a service months later.
RJ

What really was gained out of that episode however,
because the children, as you said, were eventually moved and the
protest initially was against any move?
THOMPSON

Well it was more than just a protest against the move,
it was a protest against the community turning their back, or
being seen to turn their back on some in the community who were
mentally and physically defective.
That's what the protest was
really about and whilst the children ultimately were shifted
there was a significant change in community attitude to children
of that type, to people of that type, as a result of what
happened at Tresillian.
I've already said that the government
did spend more money and more attention on providing facilities
for people of that kind.
So as well as there being a change of
community attitude there was also a change of attitude on the
part of the government towards providing facilities for those
people.
So whilst they were shifted, the shifting of them was
really the catalyst but it was more the attitude of officialdom
and of people generally in the community to the less fortunate.
RJ

What was your motivation in this: a concern for the
children and their situation, or your electorate's attitude?
THOMPSON

Well I'd been contacted by a lot of people who had
expressed their concern about it, but I had another very personal
reason for having concern for people like that.
I've only one
brother.
I haven't any sisters, one brother, and his second
child, Dean, who's about the same age as, well a bit younger than
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Netta.

Netta's our second child. But Deanie was born perfectly
normal and as a result of the triple antigen needle at age three
months he suffered encephalitis which left him mentally
defective. It was predicted that he wouldn't live beyond the age
of three.
He's now twenty-one.
I knew of the heartbreak of my
brother, but more particularly my sister-in-law and of my Mum and
my Dad and of the impact there was on my brother's life, his
wife's and the impact on my parents' lives as a result of Deanie
being mentally handicapped.
So I had a very special, a very
personal reason to take a position in the Tresillian thing.

I
just think that those of us in the community who have got healthy
kids oughtn't to forget there are others who haven't got healthy
kids and that we should have some compassion for them.
That was
the very personal motivation I had in taking a stand in
Tresillian.
RJ

You've spoken of conflict with Sir Charles before.
What was his attitude to the group of you who moved against him
in Tresillian?
THOMPSON

Well I think Sir Charles always blamed me for
Tresillian and in fact he said so once when we had another
confrontation over something.
But to his credit he didn't hold
it against us in terms.... Well I don't think he did anyway.
Certainly I ultimately became the Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly so if he'd have really held it against us that would not
have occurred. I think after it all happened, I think he came to
realise that it was more than just us and there were a lot of
other people involved in it as well.
So I don't think he held
us quite as responsible for what occurred in those circumstances.
He may have had if we'd been the only ones who'd have stood out
against him.
RJ

A statement is made in the West on the 21st of July
that Sir Charles said that when it came to the move, "That
revised plans had been in hand before he learned of the decision
by backbenchers," that was the decision for Ray Young to resign
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and you people to dissociate yourselves with the government
stand.
"He strongly denied that the backbench revolt had
influenced the decision."
THOMPSON I think that was just a bit of a face saving exercise.
They were going to shift the kids in the black cars and there's
no denying that.
The minister responsible told us that that was
going to happen.
There was certainly no high principled plan to
shift them to better accommodation to meet their needs.

It was
simply that those kids were being shifted out because a few
people down in Nedlands grizzled about them being there.
That
was the fact of the matter and all of the face saving things that
occurred afterwards were just that.
RJ

Leading into the 1977 election there is a report in the
Daily News that you were in line for the position of Speaker but
that you had a strong preference to be a minister.1 Why was
being a minister more important to you than being a Speaker?
THOMPSON Because a Minister of the Crown is in a position to
have some influence over the way we live, the values that we hold
dear and to be doing things.
You see politics is about being in
a position of changing society, changing it for the better as one
sees it. That can't be achieved from the position of Speaker and
I'm not sure that it can be totally achieved from the position of
being minister but at least you are a part of the Cabinet, you're
a part of the executive that makes a decision, makes the
decisions on issues that impact on our lives.
Then there is the
more direct involvement that as a Minister of the Crown you have
the opportunity to implement policy and to get things done in the
way in which you believe they should be done.
Now that's the
reason why I wanted to be in the ministry.
It still remains the
reason why I want to be in the ministry.
I'm in this job to
represent the people who have sent me here and to try and become
a Minister of the Crown in order that I can implement the things
that I believe to be important.
--------------------

1 DailyNews, Dec 2, 1976.
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What do you believe to be important?

THOMPSON Well I believe to establish social values that enable
people to live a healthy and happy life.
To ensure justice to
all people in the community. To enable kids to grow up in a safe
and happy, healthy environment where social values are sound and
wholesome. They're the things that are important to me.
RJ

Did you do any lobbying for a ministerial post?

THOMPSON

No.
I made it abundantly clear to the one person who
determined whether or not one is a minister and that was the
Premier, but beyond that there wasn't any lobbying that I could
do.
RJ

In 1976 there were again changes to your electoral
boundaries and I wondered what effect they had?
You chose to
contest Kalamunda not Darling Range.
THOMPSON Yes that has some relevance to today in point of fact.
What occurred in 1976 was that because there'd been a significant
build up in the population in the hills areas a new seat was
created.
Actually it was the name of an old seat recreated.
When I was first elected in 1 71 I was elected to the seat of
Darling Range.
It was subsequently abolished under a
redistribution and the seat of Kalamunda emerged.
The new seat
of Kalamunda contained the principle areas that were in Darling
Range and I was then elected the member for Kalamunda.
With the
build up in population and with the area in which I was
interested being outside of the metropolitan area and having a
smaller quota than seats within the metropolitan area, it meant
that another seat had to be created to accommodate the population
growth, so a new seat was created and it was called Darling
Range.
I had the alternative. I had three alternatives available to me.
I could have stood for the seat of Darling Range which on paper
was a four per cent better seat than the other Assembly seat that
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was available to me, that was Kalamunda. Darling Range was also
the seat in which my home existed.
So there were a couple of
strong reasons why I should have gone for Darling Range. However
the seat of Kalamunda contained the township of Kalamunda and the
residential development around that which I believed would be the
core of a seat no matter what happened.
I predicted, I foresaw
in those days that eventually the metropolitan area boundary
would be expanded and that my seat would dramatically change
because of the ratio, because of the weighting that applies,
metropolitan as against country.
So I predicted that the
boundary would go out, that my seat would change dramatically but
I believed that Kalamunda would form the core of a seat no matter
what happened.
Well, of course, we've seen in recent days the
passage of legisation to expand the metropolitan area.
In a few
weeks' time I'm going to see whether or not my judgment was
right.
The immediate impact of the redistribution of 1976 was that I had
to travel less distance to service my electorate.
It became a
very compact electorate and indeed in some respects an
embarrassment, an embarrassment when you consider that Kalamunda
really is a suburb of the city and I was being treated in the
same way as the seat of Collie for instance which is located
remote from here and a much bigger area with the same number of
people spread through it. So I must say that that redistribution
certainly favoured me considerably and indeed Kalamunda is one of
the safest Liberal held seats in this State.
R13

You made reference to the episode about your election
signs last time but in the '77 campaign you made a fuss about the
decision of Shane Baker and Bob Pearce in their electorates not
to use election signs because they considered them visual
pollution.
Why did you choose to make a fuss about something
like that?
THOMPSON

Well because that wasn't the reason why they had
decided not to use election signs.
Baker had been endorsed for
the seat of Kalamunda in that election.
There was no real heart
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in the campaign from the Labor people in the area.
The reason
why Baker made that song and fuss was to attract some publicity
for some high moralistic stand he was taking when in point of
fact he never had the money to buy the signs in the first place.
That was what I was drawing attention to.
It was just a lot of
hypocrisy. He'd have put the signs up had've he had the money to
be able to afford to buy the signs.
And Pearce, Pearce was
probably in a different position but I lumped them both in
together.
RJ

We move into the period between 1977 and 1983 when you
were Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.
You've already spoken
of your view of Toms and Norton as Speakers.
What had you felt
about Sir Ross Hutchinson as Speaker from 1974 to 1 77?

THOMPSON Well I think Ross did an adequate job as the Speaker.
I don't know that there were very many things of any great
signficance that occurred during the time that he was the
Speaker, except of course the Tonkin incident when I thought he
showed less than the sort of strength that one should have had in
that situation.
Ross used to get terribly hurt if someone acted
up in the Parliament.
I suppose that's born out of being
conditioned in a Parliament that was a very much more gentlemanly
affair than what Parliament was then becoming.
The tempo around
this Parliament has changed quite dramatically over the years
that I've been here.
Hutchinson was here .... in the latter part
of his parliamentary career that tempo was quickening.
I don't
think Ross really accepted the behaviour that was emerging as
being appropriate.
He used to look quite genuinely hurt when
things would occur that he didn't think was quite cricket.
I
think Ross was a politician that was suited to his times.
I
don't know that he would have enjoyed being in this Parliament
today.
RJ

With the Speakers that you had experienced in your time
in Parliament did you find yourself modelling your style as
Speaker on any of them, or did you endeavour to create a very
individual approach?
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THOMPSON

No I didn't endeavour to model myself on any of the
Speakers that I'd experienced.
I tried to do the job as I saw
it, as I believed it should be done.
I very much subscribed to
the view, still do, that it is oppositions who ought to be
uppermost in the minds of a Speaker when conducting the
Parliament because oppositions haven't anything except the forum
of the Parliament.
Governments have got a lot going for them.
Well firstly they've got access to the cheque book, the purse
strings of the State.
They've got access to staff and to
equipment and facilities.
They are in position to command one
heck of a lot more influence than opposition.
So I believe that
it is a paramount responsibility of the Speaker to ensure that
oppositions are not disadvantaged. I'm not going to suggest that
a Speaker should try to redress the imbalance that's brought
about by the system, but what he should not do is to disadvantage
the opposition.
Unfortunately there are examples of where
oppositions have been disadvantaged by Speakers. I certainly, as
a Speaker, if anything bent towards the opposition simply because
I believe
that they deserve perhaps a little bit more
consideration than the government because of the imbalance.
RJ
So really what Sir Charles accused you of of favouring
the opposition, to some extent you were deliberately doing?
THOMPSON

Well I wasn't favouring them but I wasn't deliberately
disadvantaging them and that was the thing that they didn't like.
They thought that I ought to be favouring or at the very least
not disadvantaging the government.
I didn't set out to
disadvantage the government, but on the other hand I certainly
didn't attempt to disadvantage the opposition.
I just believed
that the opposition.... It's the only thing
the parliamentary
forum is really the only thing the opposition's got going for it.
Look at the imbalance in the very important area of press
liaison.
Every minister of this government has got access to a
press secretary, full time, as well as a heap of research people
and advisers and the like.
The opposition has got one press
person, one press person, and very little in the way of research
-
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facilities.
government.

So everything's weighted in favour of the
So in those circumstances as Speaker I was not
prepared to use my position to disadvantage the opposition.

RJ
I should have asked you this first. You have expressed
your strong preference to be a minister but once you knew that
you had been appointed Speaker how did you feel about that?
THOMPSON I was terribly disappointed, terribly disappointed. I
can remember being at the Pickering Brook Sports Club at a social
function that was being held there.
It was at the election that
George Spriggs had been elected to Parliament and he was there
also; he was President of the club.
I was called to the
telephone and Bob Davies was then the Under Secretary in the
Premier's Department
it's significant to note that he rang me
to tell me (it wasn't Sir Charles who rang) that it had been
decided that I would be the Speaker.
I can remember going back
to the table and having told Margaret and Spriggs and one or two
others who were there that that was the decision and how dejected
I was.
I can remember George Spriggs saying, "You should
-

consider yourself lucky," and I suppose I should have considered
myself lucky, but I just had my heart set on being in that
ministry.
It didn't happen.
But still that's life and I'm
content with myself that the job I did as Speaker was I think,
well satisfying to me.
I don't know how history will judge my
involvement in that role. All I know is that I'm quite satisfied
in myself that I did as good a job as I possibly could have while
I was there.
RJ
But your extreme disappointment reflects somewhat on
your feelings about the position of Speaker.
THOMPSON
RJ

In what way?

Well I would have thought there would have been a great
satisfaction in the opportunity that that gave you as well even
though it may not have been the thing you wanted?
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THOMPSON

Well no I enjoyed being the Speaker and I think I did a
job as Speaker.
If in my future parliamentary career I'm again
called on to be the Speaker and I'm not given the opportunity to
go into the ministry, I wouldn't slash my wrists about it.
I'd
still hold the same sort of disappointment about not being in the
ministry but I would still do a job as a Speaker.
RJ

It must be preferable to being a backbencher?

THOMPSON

Oh of course it's preferable to being a backbencher but
being a backbencher isn't what I'm here for.
RJ

[Laughs] What was the reaction of your wife and
children to your elevation?
They shared my disappointment because they knew what I
THOMPSON
wanted to do.
But I can't recall that there was any great
feeling or discussion about it.
It was just something that was
life and we got on with it.
RJ

And how did the position affect the allocation of time
between family, electorate and the House?
You have spoken as
Deputy of spending more time in the Parliament.
THOMPSON

Yes well I certainly had to spend more time here not
only during the sittings of the Parliament but the administrative
duties that attached to the job of Speaker meant that I was
required to be here fairly frequently.
In point of fact what I
did was to close my electorate office in Kalamunda and I brought
my electorate secretary here to Parliament House.
So I had in
point of fact two offices, two set-ups here at Parliament. I had
my electorate secretary and electorate office here.
I also had
the staff that were responsible to me in my capacity as the
Speaker here. For those six years or almost six years that I was
the Speaker,
I operated totally from here.
I never once
received any criticism from my electors, any of my electors,
about my office being here. I made it clear to people that I was
still available to them and if people didn't want to come and

THOMPSON

meet me here at Parliament House, come from my electorate to meet
me here at Parliament House, I would arrange either to go to
their home, they could come to my home, or alternatively if
neither of those options suited them I used to arrange to meet
them in the office of my Upper House colleague, Gordon Masters.

END OF TAPE NINE SIDE TWO
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TAPE TEN SIDE ONE

THOMPSON In point of fact most contact that's made by
constituents with their member is by telephone.
Very, very few
people walk in off the street unannounced to talk to their member
of Parliament.
That's my experience, others may have had other
experiences.

But ever since I've had an electorate office there
have been very few people who have simply walked in to see me.
Generally they'll ring.
Some will write and raise issues with
one in that way, or alternatively arrange for meetings and
several people, lots of people will make a telephone call and
make an appointment and then come in to see me in my office.
So
in terms of servicing my electorate, having my office here for
those six years was not a problem.
RJ

What support did you have at Parliament House in terms
of staff and car and facilities?
THOMPSON

Well as Speaker I was provided with a car which was
very, very acceptable. That was the hardest perk of office that
I had to give up, I can assure you.
It was very handy having a
very nice motor car that was kept spotlessly cleaned and filled
with petrol.
RJ

Driver provided?

THOMPSON Not in those days.
There is now a driver provided for
the Speaker but in those days there was no driver as such
provided although what I did when I needed a driver (and there
are lots of times when you need a driver, for instance if you
were attending a reception or a function at Council House well
then you really need a driver for that) so I used to arrange with
the Clerk to have one of the attendants attached to the Assembly
available to drive the car.
If Margaret needed to be brought
down here for a function that I had to attend then I'd use one of
those fellows to drive the car up and pick her up and bring her
down, because there were lots of times when I had to be here at
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eight in the morning and then to attend a luncheon in the middle
of the day or attend some function later on and I just didn't
think it appropriate that Margaret should have to drive down here
because she wasn't coming down for her own pleasure, she was
coming down as the Speaker's spouse.
So I had no compunctions
about using the car in that way.
Brian Burke has provided a
driver for both the Speaker and the President and I think that's
appropriate.
As far as the staff is concerned, I had Bruce Okely as the Clerk
and Lionel Farrell as the Clerk Assistant and other people on the
staff of the Assembly to assist me during the time that I was the
Speaker.
I want to say of Bruce Okely that through the
experience that I had as Speaker which included my travelling to
several conferences within Australia and outside of Australia,
conferences of presiding officers and Clerks of the Parliaments,
I came to know Bruce as a very, very competent Clerk.
Indeed
this Parliament is very fortunate to have someone of the calibre
of Okely.
Bruce Okely is recognised in our region as probably
the most knowledgeable Clerk in any of the Parliaments.

The
Australian and Pacific region, includes all of Australia, New
Zealand, New Guinea and the islands of the Pacific. I think that

it is a tribute, not only to Okely himself but to our Parliament,
that our Clerk is as well respected as he is.
Of course, Bruce
has built on a tradition that has been carrying on for a long
time and I think Bruce has enhanced the reputation of this
institution by the work that he's done.
RJ

Who acted as your secretary and receptionist?

THOMPSON

Cynthia Pick was.

Cynthia had the distinction of
serving, I think by the time she retired, seven or eight
Speakers.
She was very good, very good in her job. She's very,
very much the Speaker's secretary and used to watch over the
Speaker like a mother hen.
RJ
days?

Did you have to share her with Bruce Okely in those
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Yes, yes, I did.

RJ

Did that work?
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THOMPSON

Oh yes, yes, worked quite well. She was secretary to
me as well as secretary to the Clerk.
RJ

So by having your electorate secretary here you kept
the two positions quite separate when it came to secretarial
assistance and so on?
THOMPSON

Yes, yes I did. There were times when the relationship
between Freda Machin, who was my electorate secretary, and
Cynthia Pick as my secretary as Speaker, were a little strained
because it was something that Cynthia Pick had never experienced
before and she was very possessive as well as being protective.
Indeed she and I had to have a little confrontation on one
occasion that I can recall and from then on there was never any
problem and indeed they worked exceptionally well together and I
think finished up being quite good friends. Freda is a wonderful
person.
She worked with me for about six years and then decided
that she didn't want to work full time so she left.
In recent
times I've got her to come back and work for me again on a part
time basis sharing the job with another lady.
But between
Cynthia and Freda during those six years that I was the Speaker I
was looked after tremendously and I really do, did appreciate the
loyalty and the dedication that both those ladies showed towards
me.
I'll always have a soft spot for both of them if only for
that particular experience but certainly I still keep in touch
with Cynthia, and Freda, of course, is still with me.
RJ

What about the actual facilities that you had as
Speaker in terms of rooms and for entertaining guests?
THOMPSON

The facilities for the Speaker in this Parliament,
whilst I consider them to be acceptable, were nowhere near as
comparable with say the accommodation provided a Minister of the
Crown in this State and in other States for that matter, or with
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the Speakers in the Parliaments of other States.
In point of
fact the suite that I inherited, the suite of rooms that I
inherited, were really quite tatty and the facilities available
were quite tatty as well.
There was an absolute reluctance on
the part of the Court Government to do anything about improving
the facilities, but piece by piece we did get the furniture and
fixtures and the room improved.
It was a struggle but we did.
Some of the furniture in there I thought was quite beautiful
furniture.
It's very old furniture and I thought in character
with this building and with that particular suite.
What we did
progressively was to have that furniture refurbished.
When I
vacated the suite it was very much more comfortable and I think
in line with the sort of prestige of the job than it was when I
first went into it.
RJ

And what about facilities for entertaining?

THOMPSON Well the facilities for entertaining aren't all that
grand there.
There's only the one room and it's not a very big
room at that.
It's essentially a sitting room.
I introduced
the idea of dining in there.
It was necessary to pull part of
the furniture out and bring in a dining room table and set it up.
But I entertained a lot in there and entertained people to meals
in there quite a lot during the time that I was the Speaker.
I
hope that when this Parliament House is expanded, as is intended
in the near future, that the Speaker's suite is improved upon and
that he has somewhere where he can entertain people at meals
because the Speaker is required to entertain people on a regular
basis and I think that is only appropriate and proper that he
have proper accommodation in which to undertake that catering or
that entertaining.
It was a jolly nuisance the way it was then
and probably still is now for Mike Barnett because you've got to
drag furniture out and other furniture in to be able to convert
the one room from a dining room to a sitting room or vice versa.
RJ

So what was done before your time, the dining room was
used was it?
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THOMPSON They would entertain in the dining room, yes, or in the
Cabinet dining room because in those days the Cabinet dining room
wasn't used as frequently as it is now.
It's almost impossible
to book the Cabinet dining room these days.
Indeed during
parliamentary sessions the Cabinet dining room is booked months
in advance.
So it must be difficult for Ministers of the Crown
who are obliged to entertain on a regular basis and for the
presiding officers who also are obliged to entertain on a regular
basis to get access to that dining room.
I think that each of
the presiding officers should be provided with a separate dining
area.
In point of fact the President of the Legislative Council
does have a separate dining area and I think the Speaker should
have a similar facility as well. You see the Speaker's suite was
much bigger than what it is now but it was in some years gone by
when, I don't know which Speaker, relinquished his control of the
room.
It used to be the Speaker's bedroom.
The room that was
the Speaker's bedroom is on the first floor.
Both the presiding
officers had living accommodation here.
They had dining
facilities and they had a bedroom.
But, of course, in recent
years it hasn't been necessary for the presiding officers to
actually sleep here.
So the bedrooms have been given up but
along with it went the dining room as well.
So that's been the
evolution but I think what needs to happen now is there to be
some reversal of that and we get back to a situation where the
Speaker and the President are provided with facilities that are
in keeping with the office they hold.
RJ

You said the Speaker's bedroom and dining room used to
be on the first floor. You mean the second floor do you?
THOMPSON

Well on this level.

RJ

It was on this level?

THOMPSON
floor.

No.

This is ground floor on this level, that's first
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RJ
Oh right coming from that entrance,' right okay. So it
was above it anyway?
THOMPSON

Above yes, it was above.

RJ

As Speaker you chose to wear the wig and gown.

THOMPSON Yes.
RJ

Why?

THOMPSON Well I jokingly used to say, "I may not be a Speaker
but I'm going to look like one." But I'm a traditionalist.
I
believe it's very easy to erode standards but you can't get them
back again.
It's very hard to reverse that.
I am one to dress
up.
I like to be well dressed.
I'm a very conservative person
in that respect.
I'm not one for shorts and thongs and beards
and the like. So given the responsibility to fill an office that
has had as a tradition the wearing of the wig, I had absolutely
no hesitation in putting the wig on.
In fact I bought a new one
while I was the Speaker; raised the eyebrows of one or two
people.
RJ

Why did it raise their eyebrows?

THOMPSON Well because you get some of these people who are
shorts and thongs people who just couldn't see any justification
in buying a wig.
But the wig that was here, the wig that I
inherited, was pretty grotty and I thought that it ought to be
replaced and indeed I commissioned its replacement.
RJ
I wondered what you thought of the dress of members
too, because I noticed that you had a clash with Jeff Carr on one
occasion because he wore a safari suit with an open-necked shirt
underneath and you considered that not to be an acceptable
standard?
--------------------

1 Thesouth entrance.
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THOMPSON

I still don't believe it to be an acceptable standard.
Safari suits I was prepared to accept provided they wore a tie.
But I come back to what I said a little while ago Ronda.
It's
pretty easy to lower standards, it's almost impossible to reverse
them.
I think that members of Parliament should dress well. I
don't mean expensively but they should be neat in their
appearance and set a bit of an example.
I simply do not
subscribe to this sloppiness.
But still there are other
people who do.
The problem of maintaining dress standard in the
Parliament really was one of the things that used to aggravate
me. It really did because I just reckoned it was a question that
you shouldn't even have to address, that people ought simply to
be well dressed and not be attempting to lower standards.
It hasn't been a bone of contention during the period that the
present Speaker's been in the chair because I think
well the
Liberal members, the Liberal/Country Party members have never
-

been ones to (in my experience anyway) attempt to lower dress
standards. When I was the Speaker I had a clash with a number of
members over their attire: Jack Skidmore, Mike Barnett, the
present Speaker, John Troy, Jeff Carr.
There may have been
others as well.
Generally the reason I was obliged to have
something to say was because other members of the House had drawn
my attention to what they perceived to be a lowering of the
standard of dress in the Chamber in the House.
It wasn't just
that it was my view.
See really, when Charles I of England marched into the House of
Commons and demanded of the Speaker to identify the five people
whom he perceived to be conspirators,
Lenthall said, "I've
neither eyes to see nor tongue to speak in this place save as the
House shall direct me." He was saying in effect that all he is
doing is reflecting the attitudes and values of the membership.
Coming back to the dress standards, it was other members of the
Parliament of the House who were calling on me to make a judgment
as to whether those standards of dress were being eroded.
It's
my view that the majority of members of Parliament from both
sides want the male members in suits and ties still, even though
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there have been some different rulings given.
It is still my
view that they do.
Indeed you need only to look at the members
of the government party now, particularly if they know there's
going to be a television camera in there, to see whether they've
got their ties pulled down to their second button or not or
whether they've got their coats off.
Of course they want to
maintain standards, but you get the odd guy who just wants to do
his own thing.
I think in the interests of the majority the
presiding officer has no alternative but to have a very
conservative approach to dress standards.
I was once approached by a member who drew my attention to the
fact that there was a member in the House who had neither a coat
on nor a tie.
I said, "I have enough trouble trying to keep the
men dressed properly without starting to tell June Craig she's
got to wear a tie and a coat!"
RJ

You now have the situation where Mike Barnett wears
gown and not wig and in my observation in coming to the House
where jumpers are worn without suit coats and in fact coats were
off and all sorts of things.
If you were to become Speaker
tomorrow would you try to go back to the standards that you hold
dear?
THOMPSON

You can never reverse the process.
You can't go back.
I certainly wouldn't allow standards to slip beyond what they
have come to now.
But there is no way that I would be able to

impose a stricter dress code than is in existence or would be in
existence at the time if I were to become Speaker again.
You'd
just have to accept that as the standard and it would be my
endeavour not to allow the standards to erode further.
RJ

Would you wear a wig?

THOMPSON Yes.
The President of the Legislative Council still
wears a wig.
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court still wears
a wig.
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As Speaker what was your policy in controlling debate
and interjections?
THOMPSON

I like to see a freef lowing debate with interjection to
the extent that interjection was enhancing debate, giving color
to debate.
I think a Parliament that had no tolerance of
interjections, no allowance of interjection at all, would be a
dull place.
Indeed having experienced making speeches in the
House I've come to appreciate the value of interjections. It
brings out a lot more in a debate.
It reminds the person who's
addressing the House of things that he might otherwise have
forgotten.
It enables him to understand a lack of appreciation
that may exist on things that he knows and understands well but
which he perceives by the interjections that are coming are not
understood by others and it enables you to embellish your
argument a bit.
The level of interjection that I certainly was never prepared to
tolerate whilst the Speaker was interjection that was designed to
shout a man down. That used to happen and it does happen now. I
notice Barnett had to draw attention to that facet or that style
of interjection the other day.
But during the time that I was
Speaker, several times, it was clear that all that was happening
was that a person was being shouted down and I wasn't prepared to
tolerate that.
I used to incur the wrath periodically of the
opposition of simply terminating question time when the level of
interjection got to the point of being simply out of bounds.
Barnett quoted me just recently when he stopped question time in
the House because of too much interjection.
But I was certainly all for a freeflowing full blooded debate. I
recognised that the Parliament is the place where two very
differing points of view come together and it is inevitable that
sparks will fly.
One must expect there will be some heated
exchanges and one must expect that there'll be interjections and
I think they're to be tolerated and accepted. But the thing that
I wasn't prepared to accept was abusive language where members
were saying things that were designed to hurt rather than to make
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I think that's something that Speakers always have to
be mindful of, that you mustn't allow slanging matches to occur.
But drawing the line is always difficult, always difficult.
So
that's why Speakers have from time to time declared certain words
and phrases as being unacceptable.
For instance the word lie or
liar. I always was of the view that you shouldn't call someone a
liar. You may be able to point up in your argument where he said
something that isn't true but the term liar is not really an
appropriate sort of term to be using by one member against
another.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE TEN
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TAPE TEN SIDE TWO

RJ

What was your policy about the use of question time?

THOMPSON

I think question time is the most important part of a
parliamentary day and indeed during the time that I was the
Speaker I reformed question time.
Or let me say this perhaps

more fairly: question time was reformed during the time that I
was the Speaker.
I think I had a lot to do with it,
but there
were others who were involved as well. When I became the Speaker
I inherited the tradition of having questions on notice answered
in full.
The ministers would rise in their place in turn and
simply read out the answers that had been prepared for them by
their departmental officers.
It used to take over an hour for
that to occur.
I'd make the point now that in the time that I
have been here the number of questions that are being asked in
the Parliament have increased significantly. When I first came I
can remember Sir David Brand asking us to make sure there were at
least twenty questions on the notice paper.
Well at times there
are 80 questions on the notice paper now.
Of course when I
became the Speaker there'd been a dramatic increase in the number
of questions and it meant with the ministers reading their
answers in full that you just occupied so much of the valuable
time of the Parliament.
So during the time that I was the Speaker a couple of things
happened.
Firstly we dispensed with the practice of having
ministers answer their questions that were put on notice, but
what I also did in line with that was to increase the amount of
time made available for questions without notice. It's a curious
fact that in this Parliament there is no right of members to ask
questions without notice.
Questions without notice are entirely
at the discretion of the Speaker.
When I first arrived here
there might have been two or three questions without notice on a
parliamentary sitting day.
When I changed the arrangement and
allowed more time for questions without notice we were getting up
to sixteen and eighteen questions without notice.
It became a
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very interesting part of the parliamentary day. Unfortunately
that question time has been spoilt.
It was spoilt initially by
ministers in the Court Government attempting to prevent the
opposition from pursuing ministers at question time.
What they
did initially was to filibuster on the answers.
We had people
like Cyril Rushton who would go on and on and on with an answer
to a question.
Ray Young used to do the same and one or two
others used to as well, being smart in point of fact.
In
addition to that they also started having their own backbench
people ask Dorothy Dix questions and the ministers would then
reply to the Dorothy Dix's, sometimes at length.
That practice
has been followed by ministers of the Burke Government and by the
Burke team generally.
It rather disappoints me because it was
seen by me and by others when the change was made that the
Parliament would be a livelier place and where question time
would mean something but it's been spoilt, it's been prostituted
for political purposes.
Now our people choose to blame the
Burke team but all the Burke team did was perfect something that
our mob started.
Now how you ever are able to change that I'll
never know but still that's the way things have evolved.
RJ

And so really are you saying that before the Court
Government there were not Dorothy Dix questions asked of
ministers?
THOMPSON

Very, very infrequently. Very infrequently.

RJ

As Speaker could you help a new member from the chair,

did you?
THOMPSON

Yes I used to.

It was not always recognised by the
member as my helping him I might tell you. I used to help him by
not allowing him to read his speech.
They used to hate me for
it, but in point of fact I was helping them because if they had
the crutch of being able to read their speech they'd never have
been able to really perform in the Parliament. So I used to call
it helping; they used to call it other things and call me other
things to boot I have no doubt.
Yes I would try to help new
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members by giving them a little bit of gentle advice and
generally perhaps giving them a bit more protection when they're
on their feet in the initial stages but I think every Speaker
attempts to help a new member.
RJ
In September 1977 there was an uproar in the House in
which Mr Grayden was a key participant and you in fact threatened
to resign over the controversy.
It was known as the Mullally
controversy.
THOMPSON Yes that was a debate that was precipitated by an
officer of the City of Stirling being involved in something.
I
can't recall precisely what it was.
Brian Burke was very much
involved in the debate and Bill Grayden at that time was being
very difficult in the House, very difficult indeed. It was at a
time when Bill was perhaps imbibing a little more freely than he
has at other times of his life. I had great difficulty in trying
to control the debate and Bill was not at all helping.
It was a
very embarrassing position for me because it was clear to
everyone in the House that the problems that I was having in
controlling the debate were not brought about by the actions of
the opposition but indeed by the government and indeed by a
minister of that government. It really did upset me to the point
where I threatened to give it away because it was just clear that
I wasn't getting any cooperation from the people who ought to
support the Speaker, that is the government. After all said and
done the Speaker is put there by the majority membership of the
House and if the Speaker can't rely on some cooperation from the
government in a volatile situation, then on whom can he rely? So
that's the reason why I made the threat. See I suffer from these
rushes of blood to the head periodically and that was a rush of
blood to the head.
It was something that I said but I didn't
mean it for long.
RJ

So you wouldn't have resigned.
happened? How did it end up?

[Laughs]

What
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THOMPSON I can't recall Ronda but it would have been one of
those things that would have gone on in a rowdy way for a while
and then the vote would have been held and they'd have knocked
off for the night.
That happens; it's happening all the time in
this place.
Bill Grayden was being very difficult at that time
and I think it wasn't very long after that that Bill actually
left the ministry in some sort of controversial circumstances.
He was encouraged to carry on in that way by his colleagues,
including Charles Court, which to my way of thinking didn't
please me.
RJ

But with what motive, with what purpose?

THOMPSON

See they used to skitch Bill Grayden on to the
Opposition because this was at a time when Brian Burke started to
assert himself, started to come to a position of prominence in
the party.
Burke was a very, very
still is
a very capable
debater.
They used to put Grayden up to counter Burke. Grayden
used to do it because Bill Grayden's a very colourful speaker and
can be a very capable speaker but Bill used to conduct those
debates inwhat I thought was a very provocative and disruptive
way.
-

-

RJ

On a different tack altogether but within the
chronology is the episode in October 1977 when you took an
example of oats grown on your property to Parliament and it
became an annual competition among some of your fellows.
What's
the story of that?
THOMPSON

Well I bought a block of land next door to the block on
which our home is built in Bickley for the purpose of
accommodating our horses and I decided to grow some oats as a
means of producing feed for the summer.
It was a block that had
been formerly an orchard block but had not been used for some
years.
Anyway I put this crop of oats in and it was a
particularly good year and I put a lot more fertiliser on than
really was necessary and it produced this absolutely gigantic
crop.
It was at a time when there was unfortunately drought in
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the wheatbelt, particularly in the northern wheatbelt.
I can
remember talking to Reg Tubby about this crop of mine and he
said, "Well you ought to see it up our way." I said, "Well bring
us in a sample, and," I said, "I'll bring you in a sample of
mine." So he turned up with this spindly little crop about six
inches high and I came in with my oat crop which was about six
foot high.
That's how it started but the following year the
northern wheatbelt returned to a better season. Bill Grayden was
also a grower in that area.
He still has a farming property in
Morawa.
So Reg Tubby said that he would be able to outgrow us
this year.
I think Ray McPharlin became involved as well.
I
think Ray McPharlin probably did a little bit of hand watering of
some. But anyway we had this oat growing competition. That went
on for two or three years. It was just one of those lighthearted
things that occurs from time to time.
But it's an interesting
thing and you see it's amazing the things that will attract the
attention of the press.
You can make a well considered, well
researched speech in the House on some very serious subject and
it doesn't attract a line and yet a couple of members have a bit
of a joke about growing oats and hey presto you get photographs
in the paper.
Anyway that's the way things go; you can't change
it I don't suppose.
RJ

A further interview with Mr Ian Thompson held in the
Parliament on the 30th September 1987.
Mr Thompson you made the point last time that the Speaker for the
House of Commons does not have to face an election and you, of
course, went on to explain why that wasn't possible here, but I
wondered when you were a Speaker if you didn't have to face an
election how that would have affected the way you operated in
your electorate?
THOMPSON

It would have significantly changed the way in which
one would operate in the electorate and to some extent it would
virtually mean that the people of the Speaker's electorate would
be denied representation. But that really wouldn't be the case in
point of fact because there are three members of the State
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Parliament that represent any one area and if a Speaker were to
virtually withdraw from his role as a local representative, that
void would be filled by one or the other or a combination of the
two remaining members, albeit Upper House members, and so most of
the work of representing those people would be undertaken by the
Upper House members.
RJ

You have the press gallery report of October 1980 which
referred to Brian Burke's suggestion that a judge should be
appointed Speaker "so distancing the position from political
influence."1 What did you feel about that idea?
THOMPSON

Well I don't think it's appropriate quite frankly to
bring someone in from outside to act as the Speaker.
I was
conscious of a situation where that occurred and where it was
totally unacceptable. In the Cook Islands which has partially
adopted the Westminster system, they had the idea there that the
Speaker should be someone who should be divorced from the
political system and so what happened there was the Prime
Minister of the Cook Islands appointed his sister as the Speaker.
She operated as Speaker there for quite a long time and that
eventually was .... well there was quite an upheaval in that
country.
Indeed there were a number of Courts of Disputed
Returns following an election not all that long ago and it was
found that the government had acted incorrectly. What happened
was they simply hired a number of jumbo jets and flew back into
the Cook Islands people who'd gone to live in New Zealand and in
other parts of the Pacific Islands. They were simply ferried back
by plane loads into the Cook Islands for the express purpose of
voting and obviously voting for the Prime Minister. Now the
courts held that that was an inappropriate use of power. In the
meantime the election had been declared in favour of the Prime
Minister who had reinstated his sister as the Speaker. Then after
the Governor General had acted upon the advice of the Court of
Disputed Returns and kicked the Prime Minister out he couldn't
get rid of the Speaker. She flatly refused to budge because she'd
--------------------

1 PressGallery Report, Oct 17, 1980.
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been appointed for I assume a three or a five year term and she
simply wouldn't go. Margaret Storey was her name. It wasn't until
eventually she was virtually dragged kicking and screaming from
the job that she left it.
But that was a case of where a Speaker has come from outside and
I just don't think it's appropriate in our system. If we're going
to have the Westminster system then I think you've got to have it
in as pure a form as it's possible to have. However, of course,
in the Australian scene and in all other scenes with the
exception of the UK, the Speaker rotates depending on the results
of elections.
RJ

You referred last time to Sir Charles throwing up at
you that you did not attend party meetings.1 I wondered what the
occasion was and on what grounds he used this against you?
THOMPSON Oh it was when the Electoral Act Amendment Bill had
been defeated and he made the claim publicly that he hadn't been
advised of my stance. That simply isn't true. He'd been advised
of what my position was and during that particular facet of that
controversy he said that I didn't attend party meetings and the
implication, of course, of that was well if he didn't attend
party meetings how could the party have been informed? Well the
party was well and truly informed I'm satisfied of that. I
certainly told the government Whip a week before the defeat of
that bill that I was not prepared to support it and I'd told Sir
Charles in my suite six hours before the thing was defeated.
Indeed it was the reason why he hit the roof and swore and
declared that there'd never be a place for me in a ministry that
was under his control and he even went a bit further and said so
long as he had any sort of influence on the political system. So
there's no question in my mind that he knew what the position was
but he chose to use the well known fact that I didn't attend
party meetings as evidence of my not having told the party.

1 This transcript, p 171.
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RJ

Right well we haven't got this controversy over the
Electoral Reform Bill, illiterate voting legislation it was, in

November 1977. Start from the beginning and give your side of
that story.
THOMPSON

Well there'd been the election of 1977 held and all the
seats ultimately declared including the seat of Kimberley where
Alan Ridge was declared as having won the election. There were a
lot of accusations made by people from the Liberal Party of
manipulation by people of the Labor Party of the aboriginal vote.
There were also counter allegations made by members of the Labor
Party with respect to the Liberal Party's activities there. The
result was fairly close in that election and Ernie Bridge who was
the defeated candidate took a case to the Court of Disputed
Returns. Now all of the evidence that got published out of that
Court of Disputed Returns indicated that the Liberal Party had
got up to some nonsense. The Liberal Party mistakenly decided
that they would not submit any evidence that indicated that the
Labor Party had got up to some nonsense. The rationale for that
was that they'd already won the election. Ridge had been declared
elected, the member, and the only thing that the Court of
Disputed Returns might do or could do was to declare a fresh
election. Now the only reason why they would declare a fresh
election would be if there had been some irregularities shown up.
So the Liberal Party decided that they would not bring evidence
to the Court of Disputed Returns to show that irregularities had
occurred because they would be playing into the hands of those
who wanted to see a fresh election. Now I think that strategy was
wrong and I think that people in the Liberal Party now would
admit that that was wrong. However the fact was that all of the
evidence that went to the Court of Disputed Returns indicated
that the Liberal Party had been manipulating or trying to prevent
people from voting because aboriginals had indicated, or it was a
perception of the Liberal Party that the aboriginals had
indicated a preference for the Labor candidate.

.
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Now while all of this publicity was occurring, the government
presented a bill into the Legislative Council which actually
passed the Legislative Council virtually without any sort of
notice. The intention of that legislation was to disenfranchise
aboriginal people. It was as plain as the nose on anyone's face
that the Court of Disputed Returns would have come forward with a
recommendation that a fresh election be held. Anyway the
government introduced that legislation; it passed through the
Legislative Council. It wasn't until it came to the Legislative
Assembly that people in the community started to realise what it
was that the bill was all about. There emerged a tremendous
amount of agitation and indeed there were rallies and marches on
parliament and a number of other things and it became clear that
it was quite a controversial issue.
Now at that stage the Court Government had a majority of nine on
the floor of the House. After the election there was a majority
of ten on the floor of the House but with Ridge having been
removed by order of the Court of Disputed Returns we were back to
a majority of nine. The government Whip, Dick Shalders, came to
me a week before the bill was defeated. The bill was defeated on
the 15th of November 1977. He said that he was having trouble
with numbers because members of the then Country Party had
indicated that they weren't prepared to support the bill
some
members of the Country Party weren't prepared to support the bill
and there was also an indication that Dr Dadour would not support
the bill. It meant that they would have been struggling to have
the legislation passed through the committee stage and so what
-

Shalders came to me to ask was for me to come in and to cast a
vote in the committee stages.
Now that has happened in our Parliament before in my experience.
In the period between 1 71 and '73 the Tonkin Government didn't
have a majority on the floor of the House. They relied on the
casting vote of the Speaker. Now when the Speaker is out of the
chair and the Chairman of Committees is in the chair, if the
Speaker stays out, as I believe he should in normal
circumstances, then the government would lose their legislation.
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The Speakers during the Tonkin Government period were required,
if the government was able to govern, to actually vote in
committee. Now in those circumstances I believe it's appropriate
for the Speaker to act in that way.
In the case that the Court Government were presented with in 1 77
it was a different situation. Four members of the government had
indicated that they were going to vote against the legislation
and if they were to exercise that vote in the committee stages
then the government couldn't succeed. So it was that aspect of it
that caused Shalders to come to me and ask me to vote in
committee. I told Dick Shalders in no uncertain terms that
firstly I thought it inappropriate for the Speaker's vote to be
used in that way when the government had a very healthy majority.
They shouldn't have to rely on the Speaker. But I went further
and said that I was vigorously opposed to what the government
were doing. I thought it totally inappropriate that the
government use their superior numbers to force through
legislation that was designed to disenfranchise aboriginal
people.
By this time I might tell you the Court of Disputed Returns had
come forward and had declared that there would be a fresh
election. It would have been perhaps a different thing, perhaps
when the legislation passed the Legislative Council, if the Court
hadn't decided at that stage that there had to be a fresh
election but by the time it got to the Assembly there had been a
declaration that there was to be an election. Now one of the
principles of a fresh election being caused by a Court of
Disputed Returns is that the election be held on the same rules
as the original election. Here the Court Government were trying
to change the rules midstream. So I told Shalders that I was
opposed to that and that I didn't think it appropriate that a
government should act that way.
END OF SIDE TWO TAPE TEN
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TAPE ELEVEN SIDE ONE

THOMPSON

Now I didn't hear any more about it. The bill didn't

come on for debate during the following parliamentary sitting
week. However on the 15th of November it was tipped to be the
last week of the parliamentary sitting. I had a call from Oliver
Dixon who was the Parliamentary Commissioner, the ombudsman, to
ask me if I, together with the President of the Legislative
Council, would be available to receive from him his annual
report. Oliver was quite one for ceremony and for doing things
correctly and he wanted to formally come and present his annual
report to the two presiding officers as was his responsibility
and then in turn for the presiding officers to table his report
in the Parliament. So it was duly arranged that Oliver would come
to Parliament House at about noon and that he would meet with
myself and dive Griffiths, the President,
in my suite and
formally present the report. So that little ceremony had been
concluded and I offered Oliver a drink, and he's been known to
have the odd weak shandy on a hot day.
We were in the process of having a quiet little chat and a drink
when Charles Court burst into my room and it became quite
apparent to my two friends, the ombudsman and the President of
the Legislative Council, that their presence wasn't required any
more so they gracefully withdrew and Charles Court confronted me
with the words, "What's this I hear about your not supporting the
government legislation on this electoral bill?" I just repeated
to him the things that I'd told Shalders a week earlier. It was
during that conversation that Sir Charles Court told me that
there would be no place for me in a Liberal Government as a
minister and he would use his influence to see that it didn't
happen in the future and then he departed.
RJ

Was that a statement or was that a threat to try to get
you to change your mind?
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THOMPSON

Well I am convinced that he thought that he had got on
top of me. I saw it really as intimidation. If I'd had no reason
before that to defeat the legislation I had it from that point
on.
I'm going to tell you something now Ronda that I haven't told
anyone except my wife and that is that I persuaded Dr Dadour not
to vote in that legislation. If Dadour had've voted on the second
reading then it would have been lost on the second reading but
what Dadour did was to leave the Parliament. He didn't vote. Now
I discussed the matter with Dadour beforehand and I said that
because of the way that Court had carried on there was no way in
the world that I was going to allow an opportunity to pass to
publicly demonstrate to him that I wasn't prepared to be stood
over and so Dadour walked out of the Parliament and I was then
left in the position where a casting vote came my way. I wasn't
sure that Dadour would go mind you, but he was aware of the
situation. So Dadour walked and I cast the vote against that
legislation and I did it because I was not prepared to be stood
over by Court or anyone.
Now you know if Charlie had've come in to me and said, "Ian I've
got a problem. We've got ourselves into an awkward situation and
I'm appealing to you to give us a hand." Now that would have put
me on a spot and if he'd have done it that way there might have
been an entirely different approach by me. But I am not prepared,
and I don't think anyone with any red corpuscles in their blood
would be prepared, to be stood over by anyone like that. I simply
could not have lived with myself if I'd have been seen to
wimpishly cower under that sort of threat. So that's what
happened and I do not regret the defeat of that legislation. It
was inappropriate, it was a misuse of power. It's significant to
note that no government, Court nor O'Connor nor Burke have sought
to amend the law in that way. That was just an absolute abuse of
parliamentary authority.
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But saying that, you also just said that if Court had
RJ
approached you differently you really may not have cast your vote
against....
THOMPSON Well it would have put me in a spot. If someone comes
to you and says, "Look you're part of the team and you know,
we've got ourselves in a bit of a predicament," and all the rest
of it, well then it would have been harder, it would have been
harder to have defeated it. In fact what would have happened, I
suggest, if he'd have come to me that way then Dadour would have
voted and it would have been defeated on Dadour's vote or it
would have been defeated on the combined vote of the Country
Party people who decided to vote against it and Dadour. The bill
was going to be lost anyway. All that I would have done would
have been to prolong its life in the Parliament for a little bit
longer because I would have voted in committee and it would have
gone into the third reading stage but ultimately that bill was
doomed to failure. Although I don't shrink from anything that I
did I need not have exposed myself to that sort of criticism but
I did it because I don't think anyone should be able to throw
their weight around in that particular way. No one. No one is God
Almighty (save him up there) and they haven't the right to throw
their weight around like that. I wasn't prepared to cop it.
Ian Thompson wasn't prepared to cop it or the Speaker
RJ
wasn't prepared to cop it?
THOMPSON Well I think there were two elements involved in that.
Firstly I didn't think it appropriate that the Speaker should be
used in that way but Ian Thompson wasn't prepared to cop it
either so I don't know how you apportion the situation but its
the combination of the two. I didn't think it appropriate for the
office to be used in that way and on a personal level I didn't
think it was appropriate for Parliament to be passing that sort
of legislation. If I'd have been on the floor of the House I'd
have been with the other dissenters because I just would not have
been prepared to have accepted that.
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RJ

It's a wonder from what you're saying that there
weren't others in the Liberal Party who felt the same way as you
did?
THOMPSON

This legislation attracted a lot of comment, editorial
comment, not only in this State but in other parts of the nation
as well. One political commentator said that the significance of
the defeat of that legislation wasn't that 'x' number of
government people voted against it, but that 26 people who called
themselves Liberals could have voted for it. Now that was the
strange thing. It was, I think, probably a demonstration of just
how secure Charles Court was in the role of Premier at that time.
You know he'd just won the 1977 election. That in fact was the
zenith of Court's era and he'd won that election very
convincingly and people in the party were by that stage really
looking up to him and there was a certain amount of aura about
him. He'd changed; he'd transformed from being an unacceptable
political leader to many people in the party in 1974 to three
years later or just over three years later to have got this aura
about himself.
RJ

Shalders, the government Whip, is quoted in the Daily
News on the 16th of November as saying that your particular move
was, "an act of incredible disloyalty to both the Government and
the Government back-bench members. There was no need for Mr
Thompson to prevent the Bill from going into the committee stage
where it might have been amended to an acceptable form. Either of
the two major provisions in the bill could have been accepted,
deleted or modified in the committee stage." What do you feel
about that comment?
THOMPSON

Well that's a theoretical possibility but I submit to
you that it was never going to happen. But the other point I
would make is that if Dadour had've voted against the bill in the
second reading stage as he had indicated, it was lost at the
second reading stage anyway. Shalders made that comment for
whatever reason I don't know. Perhaps it was to ingratiate
himself with the person who was the kingmaker. I don't know why.

I
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But let me say this that Dick Shalders and I have always been
quite friendly and although he said that publicly there's never
been any sort of animosity between he and I. There were a number
of my colleagues who reacted. Bill Hassell was the only one who
actually came to front me face to face to express his
dissatisfaction with what I had done and for that I respect him.
Shalders made his comments public and there were perhaps one or
two others who made some remarks publicly but for the rest of
them, no one ever came to front me about it although I do know
that many of them were upset by what happened. I think it was
one of those cases, Ronda, where a lot of them were kicking
themselves afterwards because they hadn't taken the sort of step
that I and others had.
RJ

Anyone in your own party that you know of who agreed
with what you had done?
THOMPSON Not at that time but subsequently there have been
people who have said that they were sorry that they didn't stand
against it.
RJ

How did you feel after that because it sounds as if you
were somewhat isolated from your own colleagues?
THOMPSON

Well Hassell came to see me soon afterwards and then
disappeared. The defeat of the bill occurred just prior to the
normal dinner adjournment. I left the chair early. I suspended
the House a little earlier for dinner that night and I went in to
my room and I rang Margaret and I told her what I'd done. I told
her what I intended doing. I rang her before. I let her know what
it was that I was doing and I rang her afterwards to say that I
had cast the vote in that way. Hassell came in and grizzled and
he departed with us having expressed our separate points of view
and I went in to the sitting room adjacent and I poured myself a
stiff brandy and dry.
I won't name the member of the staff of
the Legislative Assembly because he's still here and I don't want
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to cause him any embarrassment but he came in to my room and said
that he respected what I had done and I invited him to have a
stiff brandy too.
Now Parliament sat through until the wee hours of the morning and
it turned out to be the last day of that sitting. As is the
custom, not so much now, but as was the custom in those days
there was a party; not only a party, several parties. Hansard had
a little gathering upstairs and the press had a little gathering
and there was a gathering of members down in the corridor. No one
wanted to know me. The government people didn't want to know me
and the opposition people didn't want to know me. So I spent that
evening with the press and with the Hansard people.
Anyway late in the evening, or it was early in the morning by
this stage, Jessie Bussola, who was then the Chief Hansard
Reporter, came to me to say that she was worried about the
welfare of Bill Grayden. She said, "I can't move him." I said,
"What's the matter with him?" Anyway I said, "Where is he?" She
said, "He's in the Liberal Party meeting room." Now how Jess knew
that Grayden was in the Liberal Party meeting room I don't know,
I haven't bothered to ask. Anyway I went with Jessie and here's
Bill on the floor. He was asleep on the floor. So I said to Jess,
"Well you better get a pillow and we'll make him comfortable." I
said, "He's just tired and had a couple of drinks and he's just
resting." So she went away and came back with an eiderdown thing
and a pillow and propped it under his head. I just thought I'd
better stay there for a while to see that he was alright. Jessie
then departed. So I put my head down on the pillow next to
Grayden and I went to sleep.
Anyway it wasn't until nine next morning that Cynthia Pick who
had been the secretary to five Speakers before me came....
Someone must have told her I was there obviously, I don't know
who and she assured me that, "Mr Speaker doesn't do this sort of
thing." I said, "Where's Grayden?" She said, "Grayden? What do
you mean, 'Where's Mr Grayden?'" I said, "Well he was there
earlier on." [Laughs] Grayden had gone. Anyway I had an

I-
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appointment for lunch that day and by this time, and I suppose it
was about ten in the morning, I had this call from Margaret. No,
I'd rung her. I rang Margaret and asked her if I sent the car up
would she send down a change of clothes because I had an
appointment for lunch. She agreed to do that. Anyway the next
thing I know the phone rang again, it's Margaret on the phone and
she's in tears.
I said, "What's the matter?" She said, "Oh
TDT..." that's the ABC programme "This Day Tonight" "....are
sending a crew up here." I said, "Well don't worry about it
Margaret. I can't be expected to be home all the time. Just send
them back down here." She said, "But they want to interview me."
She was all upset because she was to be interviewed. Anyway they
interviewed Margaret and they came down and they interviewed me
down here. I can remember they conducted an interview in a very
relaxed atmosphere sitting under the shade of a tree out in the
garden.
That TDT interview was something that really must have annoyed
the Premier because he rang me immediately after that had gone to
air and suggested that he and I should have a little chat and he
was talking in terms of my considering my position. I told him
that I didn't intend doing anything about considering my
position. But of course we were then in the by-election mode and
it was obviously a by-election that the government wanted to win.
Sir Charles chose not to talk to me about the defeat of the bill
at that particular time. All efforts were then put in by the
government into winning the by-election.
Immediately after the by-election, which we won I might tell you,
Ridge was returned, and that demonstrated that there was no need
to be fiddling around with the laws anyway
it was after that
by-election that Sir Charles asked me to come and see him and he
arranged for me to go after hours to the Superannuation Board
Building where his office was. Further arrangements were made for
me to park the vehicle in the basement and it seemed clear to me
from all of this activity that he didn't want anyone to see me
-

going to his office. During the interview that I had with him he
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demanded my resignation and I declined to resign. He said then
that I would have to face the party, that the party would then
have to make a determination as to what was to occur.
Of course, the party meeting was subsequently held. I.... [Pause]
It's not normal for a member to walk to the front of the room to
address the party meeting. You normally stand in your place and
address, but as I was towards the back of the room I'd have been
talking to the backs of a few heads so I strode to the front of
the room and I addressed the room facing them. I simply explained
what my position was. Of course, there were a couple of members
who were very forthright in criticising me in the party room. One
of them was John Simpson and the other was Tom Herzfeld who is
now incidentally the general secretary of the Liberal Party in
this State. Both of them were very critical and indeed were in
the process of moving a motion censuring me and I must say that
I.... my admiration for Margaret McAleer escalated dramatically
during that meeting because Margaret in her very quiet but firm
way told the party that if they were to do anything to censure me
that they would simply bring more discredit on themselves than
they already had. I do respect Margaret for that. I might tell
you that Margaret wasn't overly happy with the way things had
developed, the way the whole thing had gone.
However she said
that it would be a complete rejection by the Liberal Party of the
Westminster system of government if the Speaker were to be
criticised or to be censured by the party.
There's one point that I must make here is that I did undertake,
I did make the undertaking to the party that if ever a similar
situation arose then I would tender my resignation from the
party. I suppose I perhaps ought to have resigned when this
Electoral Act Amendment Bill defeat occurred. However it was
something that I'd given consideration to but I didn't think that
that was the correct course to follow. I think it would have
perhaps brought more attention to the whole affair than already
had been brought to it and I don't know that it would have been
helpful in the long term as far as the speakership was concerned
either.
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RJ

But that's almost an admission that you felt you had
done the wrong thing if you are prepared to resign over something
that you felt strongly enough about to use your casting vote and
which you had every right to do and which after all there are
some felt was normal procedure. In the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association newsletter this incident is reported and it is
stated, "Following the usual convention he cast his vote to
maintain the status quo and the bill was lost."1
THOMPSON Ronda I want to make it absolutely clear that the
thought of resignation was not from the role of Speaker, not from
the position of Speaker, but resignation from the Liberal Party.
That was the only thought of resignation that passed through my
mind. I didn't think it inappropriate for the Speaker to carry on
in that way, but I was prepared to accept that perhaps there were
some people in the party who felt that I couldn't remain a member
of the party and be seen to be working against the interests of
that party. So there was never any intention or suggestion of
mine that I would resign from the speakership or from the
Parliament; I would simply resign membership of the Parliamentary
Liberal Party.
RJ

But that's really allowing pressure to be put on you
and accepting that pressure? It was unfair pressure anyway.

THOMPSON Well I thought it was unfair pressure but I can accept
that people in the party perhaps felt that it was inappropriate
to have one of their colleagues carrying on in that way.
RJ
Charles?

What did you say in your "TDT" interview that upset Sir

THOMPSON

I don't know that I said anything in particular that
upset him but I think just the way the whole thing was presented
was something that really riled him. The whole of the media were
against the government in their move to have this legislation
--------------------
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passed and all "TDT" did was to really further go against the
government. It wasn't an interview that was at all sympathetic
towards the government's position; quite the contrary. They
certainly portrayed me as something the government wouldn't want
me to be seen as. That's the thing that I think infuriated Sir
Charles.
RJ

What was the ABC's purpose in interviewing Margaret?

THOMPSON

Oh I think it was just a matter of interviewing the
silent partner of a team. They interviewed Margaret at home, in
her home and just spoke about her relationship with me and how an
event like this affected her. She said, "Well he did discuss it
with me but it's his decision." She said she doesn't influence me
one way or the other. She never has you know. She's caused me to
think about things, but she's never said, "You should do this,
you should do something else." She's always accepted my judgment.
RJ

When you had the experience at the various windup
parties at the end of the year of finding yourself isolated both
from your own party and the opposition, how did that affect you?
THOMPSON I felt badly about it. It tended to be a bit upsetting
although I didn't let it get to me too much because that's just
one of the ramifications of taking some pretty independent
action. It's just one of the things you've got to accept from
time to time and I didn't let it worry me too much. I had an
enjoyable evening.
RJ

Over this episode Dr Dadour is quoted in the press as
being critical of the Court ministry as incompetent. He made the
claim that Cabinet made the decisions and backbenchers did not
have a say and that backbenchers were given no time to study
bills.1 Is any of this true?

--------------------

1 West, Nov 17, 1977.

THOMPSON

220

THOMPSON

Well there is an element of truth in all of what Dadour
said. However I think the main thing is that by this stage of
proceedings Sir Charles Court was very much in command of the
situation. I think that people were prepared to trust him and to
go along with anything that he was wanting to do. In that
atmosphere I think Tom felt very ineffective.
I might say that Tom Dadour [is] an interesting character.
He
came into Parliament the same time that I did. He made some very
colourful speeches in the period 1 71 to 1 74. In fact I don't
think I can ever recall a member of Parliament being cartooned on
his maiden speech. Dadour was cartooned in the West on his maiden
speech when he attacked the Royal Perth Hospital for what he saw
as a waste of money for some of their procedures. Tom was
encouraged by Sir Charles Court during those three years to make
his flamboyant speeches and Sir Charles used to think that was a
bit funny. However the thing that Tom Dadour failed to recognise
was that when you change from one side of the House to the other
you're supposed to change your views or change your stance on
things. Tom continued to make the speeches about the Royal Perth
Hospital and other hospitals in this State and the government
that ran them when in government as he did when he was in
opposition. It wasn't so much that Dadour had changed, it was
that the rules of the game had changed and Tom failed to
recognise that.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE ELEVEN
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TAPE ELEVEN SIDE TWO

THOMPSON

But Tom carried his criticism of the health system in
this State all the way through his parliamentary career. He
simply wasn't prepared to change his view because it happened to
be politically expedient. For that I think Dadour could hardly be
blamed, although a lot of people did become very anti Tom Dadour.
RJ

There's a letter to the editor written by Hassell and
Williams, Tony Williams about
"MP's stand up for Premier" is
the way it was headed. "It is a privilege and not a right to
belong to the Parliamentary Liberal Party. The right to dissent
-

is not questioned, but the privilege of membership carries with
it the responsibility to account for a dissenting vote in the
party room, before the vote is cast."1 Now you say that Sir
Charles knew of your attitude and the Whip knew. Do you feel that
you should have also let the party room know?
THOMPSON

Well I thought that I'd done as much as was necessary
to let the party room know. If the Whip and the Premier didn't
report to the party room my attitude, well then I can't be held
responsible for that. What Hassell, and Williams by his putting
his signature to it
I don't think Williams would have written
one word of that letter
what Williams did by putting his
-

-

signature to the letter was to talk about the general party
membership situation. I have no disagreement with what they were
saying. However what we're talking about here is not just some
ordinary member of the party. You're talking here about the
person whom the party have entrusted with the role
not only the
party, the Parliament have entrusted with the role of being its
Speaker, their Speakear, and the Speaker
there's a different
-

-

sort of conduct expected of that person when compared with an
ordinary backbencher say of the party.
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RJ

As you've said there was widespread support for you in
the media for your action. John Arthur of the Daily News in fact
gave you his "Politician of the Year Award for 1977," for "an
honest performance as Speaker, by a man seeking to avoid the
constant compromise that society ruthlessly demands."1 Did that
sort of comment help in any way.
THOMPSON Well it made me feel good but it didn't help me in my
relationships with my colleagues I can assure you. But still
that's the way it goes. I received a flood of telegrams and
letters from all over the place. It was amazing because you see
this issue was something that went far beyond just this State and
indeed one of the major newspapers in the Eastern States ran a
series of in depth articles on the whole affair. I can't recall
but one headline said something about trying to control the black
vote.
I just can't remember the headline but it was a fairly
comprehensive commentary on the whole affair. It was something
that was of interest way beyond the Western Australian
Parliament. I think that the government failed to understand just
what it was that they were doing. And indeed I reckon I saved
them from something that would have become quite an issue. When I
say they were saved, it wasn't only I who was against them. In
fact I would never have got a vote had've it not been for the
fact that McPharlin and Stephens and these other guys decided
that they were not going to support it. I would never have got
into the act at all. I do not accept the total responsibility for
its defeat, although I'm happy that I was associated with its
defeat.
RJ

How long did it take for your colleagues to forgive

you?
THOMPSON

Some of them haven't to this day. This is a decade on I
might tell you. [Pause] There wasn't too much animosity. I
suppose it's because of the sense of decency there is in people
they tend not to confront you with it because they don't want to
--------------------
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embarrass you or they don't want to embarrass themselves or they
don't want to get involved in an argument that they'd just as
soon not have. So very, very little was said about it and
certainly nothing is said about it nowadays. The odd crack every
now and then but still.
But see I opposed the government on a couple of issues,
significant issues. One was the Tresillian thing and one was the
Electoral Act Amendment Bill. Now I was accused of being
disloyal. My loyalty is as much to principles, in fact more to
principles, than it is to people. My loyalty is to the Liberal
Party and to the principles for which that party stands. It's
never been Liberal party policy to kick kids, mentally and
physically retarded kids, out of hospitals. That's not Liberal
Party policy.
And it's never been Liberal Party policy to
disenfranchise people from voting simply because those people may
appear that they're not going to vote for our Party. Neither of
those issues have ever been planks in the platform of the Liberal
Part, nor will it ever be. Because I went against the Premier
and the government of the day, in my view doesn't make me
disloyal to the Liberal Party. If any disloyalty was being shown
to the party and to its principles it was being shown by that
government on those two occasions.
RJ
You said that you were ignored by your colleagues
straight after this episode.
When the House resumed again what
was the attitude?
THOMPSON Well life went on. We went on to something else. I was
not aware of any sort of tension in the place or any sort of
animosity towards me but there was obviously a noticeable
coolness. I think even my closest friends would just as soon I'd
been at the other end of the passage because [laughs] they didn't
want to be seen too close to me. But that's understandable. I
didn't endeavour to embarrass anyone. I just went on life as
usual as far as I was concerned. There are other things to do and
other things to occupy your attention. Any sort of feeling about
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a controversial issue like that tends to dissipate pretty smartly
with the ordinary people. The main players in it, of course, take
a little longer to get over.
RJ

You spoke of Sir Charles being at his zenith in 1977.
In August '78 according to the Weekend Australian, "Although a
prodigous workaholic, the wear and tear of four years as Premier
is beginning to tell," this was on Sir Charles. "He looks tired
and drawn these days, despite his continued capacity for work and
good health. "1 Was this correct? Were you seeing any signs of
wear and tear?
THOMPSON

Oh well certainly from the mid part of the '77-'80 term
Sir Charles was starting to noticeably slow down. He would never
admit to it but the signs were there that he was fatigued and was
feeling the pressure. But he was still fairly [pause] well
committed to continue. There was no suggestion at that stage of
proceedings that he would give it away. Not even the thought
entered the heads of the people around him that he was going to
be giving it away. But you could see the signs that he was
slowing down.
RJ

In November '78 a mining bill went before the House
that would have allowed mining in the Darling Ranges, the Bauxite
Bill. You used your casting vote on that occasion to vote with
the government. That did bring critical comment in the press
where it was pointed out that you'd had "courage and conscience"
before over various issues, "Yet on the mining bill now being
forced through Parliament despite the fact that it is
undemocratic, a bad piece of legislation, violently opposed by so
many
and completely against Liberal Party philosophy
he
saves the government,"2 which is yourself.
...

--------------------
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THOMPSON

Well the two elements that were present in the
Electoral Act Amendment Bill, namely that I was opposed to it
generally and secondly that I wasn't prepared to be stood over,
weren't present in this particular situation. I was not
personally opposed to it and in the circumstances I didn't think
it was appropriate to defeat it with a casting vote as the other
bill had been defeated. I don't think it was a bill that touched
principle anywhere near as much as the other one did. That was
the reason why I wasn't prepared to use the casting vote on that
occasion.
RJ

So there was no chance that the reaction of colleagues
before, that whole process that you went through, influenced you
in any way?
THOMPSON

Not at all, not at all.

RJ

You actually had to suspend Skidmore over all of this
and I noted in your scrap book
oh I'm sorry this was another
time that Skidmore was suspended in May 1 78. Bill Hassell has
penned a note to you, "Mr Speaker.
A masterly performance.
Ccongratulations!" What was that about?
-

THOMPSON

I can't recall precisely but it was obviously Hassell
voicing his appreciation of the action that I'd taken against
Skidmore. I don't really know why he'd have written that note. I
think that was the occasion when Skidmore was being a bit clever
and where it was just a little tricky for me to be able to handle
the situation. Perhaps that's the reason why Hassell wrote the
letter.
Ronda I really can't recall the precise detail of that
note. But now that you remind me I can see the note coming to me.
RJ

Did that mean that he'd forgiven?

THOMPSON Oh I don't know that he'd forgiven. No I don't think
he'd forgiven. But it's perhaps an indication of how things do
change in this place. [Knock on the door]. Come in!
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RJ
In 1978 you have the split in the National Country
Party which saw four members of Parliament from the ten members
form the National Party. What can you tell me about the
background to that split and what you thought of the outcome?
THOMPSON Well the whole thing, of course, related to things that
had happened much, much earlier. I spoke some time ago about Sir
David's masterly performance in keeping the coalition together.
When Sir Charles became the leader there was a certain amount of
apprehension within the ranks of the Country Party of accepting
an involvement with the Liberals in government and indeed there
are still some elements within the National Party, or former
Country Party, that are opposed to being involved with the
Liberals. That really has been a significant factor in all that's
gone on in the rural based party. They've been fighting for a
bigger slice of the action and that really is what's been behind
all the things that have happened in that party and in the
conflict that has gone on between the Liberal Party and the
National Party or Country Party. When the new Party formed it was
just an extension of all that had gone on before. I can't recall
the precise dates when all of these things happened because it,
to me, is part of the same sort of deal. A lot of the detail I've
forgotten. So really I can't recall the precise detail of that
arrangement in 1978.
RJ
Hendy Cowan ended up the leader of that new National
Party. What is your assessment of him?
THOMPSON

I have great admiration for Hendy Cowan. I think Hendy
is an open, honest and approachable person. I don't think the
National Party could have done better than to have elected Hendy
as their leader. I think that Hendy has proven to be an effective
political leader in the years that have gone since he first
became their leader.
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RJ

In April 1979 you had an episode where the Labor Party
threatened to move a motion of censure against you over a ruling
you gave about questions without notice. What can you remember of
that occasion?
THOMPSON

Well question time had deteriorated in the Assembly to
where it was becoming impossible for Ministers of the Crown to
respond to questions that were asked of them. I simply indicated
to the House that I wasn't prepared to allow question time to
degenerate to the extent that it had by that time and that I
would be taking action to try and ensure that an orderly question
time prevailed. I've always regarded question time as one of the
most important parts of a parliamentary sitting day and indeed
during the time that I was the Speaker there were a number of
reforms which occurred that I think made question time a much
livelier and much more interesting passage of our parliamentary
day. But Brian Burke was at that time starting to assert himself
as the leader of the Labor Party and was very effectively, from
his point of view, using question time. Now I'd followed the
precedent set by people who'd been in the office before me.
Rodoreda was one who simply cancelled questions when question
time got out of hand or went beyond what he termed to be
acceptable limits. It was in line with that sort of approach that
I had indicated that I would require some notification of the
questions that members were proposing to ask. Now that was
unacceptable to the Labor Party and they indicated that they
would move a motion of no confidence in me. I subsequently
discussed the matter with senior members of the Labor Party and
as a result of that discussion I didn't proceed with the line
that I had the day before indicated that I would pursue.
RJ
THOMPSON

What were those discussions?

It was simply to ensure that I wanted to be satisfied
that the opposition weren't going to abuse question time. Once I
had the assurance that that wasn't going to occur well then I
simply didn't proceed with the line that I'd initially indicated.
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RJ
And what is the point at which you feel question time
is abused?
THOMPSON

I think it's abused when there's a barrage of
interjection that is designed to prevent a person asking a

question, or a minister or another person answering a question.
That's when it's abused in my view. I think too Ministers of the
Crown, both in Liberal and Labor governments, have abused
question time by simply giving unnecessarily long answers to
questions.
They're virtually circumventing the question time
facility.
RJ

In August 1979 while a debate was going on about WA's

public assembly laws, you were criticised by the opposition for a
ruling that you gave that disallowed discussion of an incident in
Karratha saying that this was sub judice. You were in fact
accused of actually being bullied by the State government in
giving the ruling that you gave.
THOMPSON It's an interesting thing, Ronda, whenever a Speaker,
or whenever I as Speaker
not whenever, but on several occasions
when I was the Speaker, when I gave a ruling which was favourable
to the government, I was accused of being biased and bullied by
-

the government. However I point to a number of rulings that I
made during the six years that I was the Speaker which went
against the government and there was never any criticism from the
opposition at that time. But I think it just highlights the fact
that the Speaker's role is an impossible role. You can never
satisfy anyone. That's why whoever is the Speaker should have
strength. There should be a ton of strength there simply to do
that which he thinks is right; accept that he's going to make
some mistakes from time to time but do the job as it ought to be
done without fear or favour. I'm perfectly satisfied that in the
time that I was the Speaker I acted completely from my own
thoughts of the situation, guided by the Clerk. I can never
recall any occasion when I've done something simply because it
has been expected of me by the government.
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RJ

On a quite different tack altogether but fitting in to
your period as Speaker. On the 30th of August '79 there was a
dinner that Sir Charles Court organised for the three surviving
former Premiers, Wise, Hawke and Tonkin at which you were
present. I was wondering what sort of occasion that turned out to
be, and what you talked about?
THOMPSON

Oh well it was a very pleasant occasion and, of course,
the discussions were about the old times, about some of the
humorous instances that these people experienced. The discussion
centred around the roles that those people played when they were
for the time being Premiers of the State. It was a very happy
occasion and I felt quite proud to be associated with three great
Premiers of Western Australia.
RJ
came up?

You don't happen to remember any of the anecdotes that

THOMPSON

No I can't recall any of the specific points or the
stories that were told.
RJ

You were Speaker when Arthur Tonkin set a new record
for the longest speech in the Legislative Assembly's history. It
was a speech of 5 hours, 55 minutes, on the Electoral Act
Amendment Bill. I wondered what it's like to sit through a speech
of that length and the quality of that speech?
THOMPSON

Well as a matter of fact it was a speech of quite high
quality. Arthur Tonkin is one of the people, one of the few
people that I've experienced in my parliamentary career who have
been crusaders. Matt Stephens is a crusader. Arthur Tonkin was a
crusader. Tonkin came here with a fire in his belly about the
unfairness of the electoral laws in this State and he pursued
that with regularity, I can also say I think monotonous
regularity, athough that speech that he made on that particular
occasion was a speech of some quality although I must admit that
the points that were made during that five hour speech could well
have been made in a much shorter period of time. But it was just
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a part of Tonkin's ongoing campaign to have electoral reform
accepted in this State. He obviously knew what the speaking
record in this Parliament was and set about breaking that record
as a means of drawing attention to what he saw as a need for some
major change.
It is, I think, a bit sad that Arthur Tonkin left this place a
bitter man having seen his own party desert him on an issue on
which he felt so strongly and indeed an issue which was his
principal motivating force in all the time that he was here.
RJ

In February 1980 Ray O'Connor was elected the Deputy
Leader of the Liberal Party against Bill Grayden, Ray Young,
Cyril Rushton and June Craig. According to the West you had
intended initially to be in the field but did not stand.' Is that
correct?
THOMPSON Yes it was correct.
RJ

Why did you not stand?

THOMPSON

Because there was unsufficient support for me to stand.

RJ

Was that still a hangover from 1977?

THOMPSON

Oh I think that probably would have been the case,
although at that stage of proceedings with a field like that I
didn't rate myself a very big chance of getting up.
RJ

June Craig at various times was touted in the press as
a potential Deputy Leader and some even went as far as to call
her a possible Premier. You have expressed your opinion of her as
a minister but I wondered if there was ever a serious thought
that she could be a Deputy Leader?

--------------------

1 West, Feb 28, 1980.
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THOMPSON Not in the ranks of the Parliamentary Liberal Party,
the people who in fact have the say on who are our leaders and
deputy leaders. There was never any sort of support for that
proposition in my experience.
RJ
Was that because of her personal attributes or because
she was a woman?
THOMPSON No I think it just was recognised that June did not
have the qualities that were required in a leader or a deputy
leader.
RJ
During the 1980 election did you find yourself using
your position as Speaker when you were campaigning? Did you bring
your electorate's attention to your role?
THOMPSON Yes I did. The fact that I was the Speaker was revealed
in material that was used to publicise my candidacy. It wasn't
something that I made a big thing of but I think it was
reasonable for people to know that I was the Speaker. In the pure
Westminster tradition, the Speaker doesn't even have a contest.
He goes through the process of election but there is no contest.
That's not the situation in our case. The position of Speaker
doesn't have the same sort of connotation that is does in the UK.
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RJ

After the election in March 1980 you had the
appointment of the new ministry and, of course, you were not one

of those given a ministry. Was that again because of what Court
had threatened previously do you think?
THOMPSON

Well I don't know the precise reasons why there was no
offer of a ministry. This was 1980. I'm just trying to recall the
date on which Sir Charles actually left the scene.
RJ

December 1981 he resigned.

THOMPSON

No I didn't expect to be offered a start in that
ministry. It would have been a complete reversal of Sir Charles's
attitude towards me for him to have invited me to join the
ministry. I did continue however as the Speaker.
RJ

Did that surprise you?

THOMPSON

No it didn't surprise me because I knew that the
numbers were there to see me elected the Speaker anyway. There
was never any sort of suggestion that I wouldn't continue as
Speaker.
RJ

Even from Sir Charles?

THOMPSON

No not at that point.

RJ

You do have an actual election though for that position
of Speaker for the first time in 76 years. This was forced by the
National Party. They wanted to nominate a candidate to force an
election to show that the Parliament decided the position, not
the government. What did you think about that?
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THOMPSON One of the things that disappointed me about that
particular situation was that one of my colleagues had entered
into an agreement with the National Party to stand as a
candidate. Now it was well known by the National Party that they
wanted there to be an election. Now at that stage there were only
Stephens and McPharlin who were suggesting that. It had been
reported in the press that the National Party would be nominating
someone for the position of Speaker but it wasn't until very late
in the process that they said that they would nominating someone
from the Liberal party. I can remember in the party room on that
occasion because I went to that party meeting, I can remember on
that occasion Sir Charles saying, "Well it's been reported in the
press that a Liberal is going to accept nomination from the
National Party." He said, "Now no one's been to see me about it
and," he said, "I can assume only that it is a furphy that's been
floated by the media or by the National Party." And he said, "I
must say that I'd be very disappointed if anyone is contemplating
doing that," particularly without them telling him about it.
We'd actually passed on to the next item of business and Reg
Tubby got to his feet and announced that he was the one who had
entered into an agreement and that he was going to stand. He was
convinced that it was necessary to stand. Well that was how we
left the party meeting. We left the party meeting with the
proposition that Tubby was going to stand. It wasn't until the
bells were actually ringing for the House to come together when
Tubby said that he told his backers in the National Party that on
the grounds of ill health he was going to withdraw from the race
of Speaker. So what ultimately happened was Stephens nominated
McPharlin and the House duly elected me as the Speaker. But it
was one of those chapters in my parliamentary career that I will
long remember; I will long remember that. I think it says a lot
about politics and about politicians. There's a saying, you know,
around here that in politics it's not your enemies you have to
worry about, it's your friends.
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So you felt hurt by that?

THOMPSON

I felt very hurt by it, very hurt indeed. I'd have
thought at least Tubby could have come to me and said that he'd
entered into this arrangement and given me some justification for
it. It wasn't till afterwards, after the whole thing had become
public, that he tried to justify it on the grounds of he didn't
expect to win but he thought it was appropriate for there to have
been shown a demonstration that the person who was elected was
the choice of the House and not the choice of the government.
RJ

What was Tubby's reception in the party room when he
made his announcement?
THOMPSON

Well there wasn't any sort of discussion on it. I was
most dissatisfied by the way the whole thing was allowed just
to.... There was a little bit of tut-tutting on the part of the
Premier but that was about as far as it went. There was no
suggestion that he shouldn't stand; no suggestion that he
shouldn't stand. And indeed he didn't feel constrained to
withdraw at that point; it wasn't until later on and I don't know
what brought about the change of heart. I don't know whether
anyone else had spoken to him. I certainly hadn't spoken to him.
But eventually he decided he wouldn't stand. Because you see
there'd been a luncheon adjournment between when the party
meeting broke up and when the House actually sat so there'd been
a bit of time for someone to talk to him if they wanted to. Now I
don't know who did. I don't know whether anyone did but the fact
was that his health deteriorated in that hour. It must have been
a dreadful lunch!
RJ

A further interview with Ian Thompson held in the
Parliament on the 23rd of October 1987.

.
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The next controversy in which you were involved occurred in 1980
when you ruled that a constitutional majority vote was not
necessary when it came to increasing the size of the ministry.1
The government had proposed its increase from thirteen to
fifteen. The opposition actually walked out of the chamber in
protest at that ruling. Tell me about that incident.
THOMPSON Well it had its origins immediately after the 1980
election when Sir Charles Court indicated that he was going to
increase the size of the ministry by two positions. What he did
immediately was to appoint two people as honorary ministers and
those people commenced duty but without salary. The arrangement
was that each of the other substantive ministers made a
contribution to a fund from which fund the two honorary ministers
received some increase in recompense. Now it was suggested by the
press and by some members of Parliament that the bill to confirm
those appointments or to expand the size of the ministry would
require the constitutional majority. There's a difference between
a simple majority and a constitutional majority. A simple
majority is simply one more than half the number of members who
are present at the particular time a vote is taken. A
constitutional majority is one that requires more than 50% of the
total membership of the chamber.
Now the National Party indicated their opposition to increasing
the size of the ministry. That presented no problem to the
government because they had sufficient numbers to be able to have
the National Party vote against them and still have their
absolute majority.
However Tom Dadour, who was forever looking
for opportunities to go against Sir Charles Court, indicated that
he would be voting against the legislation designed to increase
the ministry. Of course, that increased the interest of the press
in the subject. So for several weeks and indeed months before the
legislation came to the Parliament there was this speculation
about these two people who were acting as honorary ministers that
they would have to continue in that capacity because there was

-------------------1 A copy of the ruling is attached, pp. 368-77
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little likelihood of the bill surviving, bearing in mind that it
was considered by some as being a bill requiring an absolute
majority.
Because there was so much speculation and because I knew of a
similar sort of situation that had happened earlier, it caused me
to have a close look at it and indeed quite a conversation with
the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, Bruce Okely. It was
eventually my view that there was no need for an absolute
majority on such a bill and indeed during the term of office of
Speaker Hutchinson, he had allowed a bill impacting on the
constitution, because we're talking here about an amendment to
the Constitution Act
Hutchinson had allowed a bill impacting on
-

the constitution to pass the Legislative Assembly without an
absolute majority. Now that particular piece of legislation was a
bill designed to preclude prisoners from being able to vote. Now
that particular action caused a person who was then an inmate in
Fremantle Gaol by the name of Wilsmore to challenge the validity
of the change to the law that denied him a vote. That action had
already been initiated in the courts so I was aware of Hutchinson
not requiring an absolute majority to that particular change in
the Constitution Act and I concurred with Hutchinson's point of
view. So I made up my mind that before the legislation reached
the point of requiring a vote in the Assembly that an absolute
majority was not necessary.
Now at no stage during the passage
of the legislation in the chamber did anyone seek my ruling on
that point and at no point did I indicate to anyone except the
Clerk of the Assembly that I would be not requiring an absolute
majority.
Prior to my giving the ruling which I ultimately did, I did call
Mr Langelont who was then the Crown Solicitor and asked him to
look at a ruling which I'd prepared. It was a fairly long ruling.
Actually it was a ruling which Bruce Okely prepared and I want
again to pay compliment to Bruce Okely. I think Bruce is an
outstanding Clerk and he prepared the ruling which ultimately I
gave. Now I showed Langelont that ruling not because I wanted to
pass the responsibility to him but to have that very senior legal
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person run his eye over it and if there was something skew whiff
with my thinking on the matter, then I needed to know before I
made the ruling. I may still have made the ruling even if he'd
have said that it wasn't right.
Langelont concurred with my
point of view. At no stage did I ever draw on that for support. I
did make the statement at one stage that I had allowed Langelont
to look at it but I accepted responsibility for that because I
didn't think it fair that it should be passed off to someone like
the Crown Solicitor or the Clerk of the Assembly.
Circumstances were such that the debate was concluded and prior
to my putting the question I'd indicated that I'd observed the
comments made in the House and outside the House by some members
of Parliament and also the speculation in the press and then I
just simply gave the ruling. Well that infuriated Ron Davies who
was then Leader of the Opposition and the Labor Party. They moved
to dissent from my ruling and, from memory, before the vote was
taken on that they actually walked out of the House, quite
unprecedented for them to do that. They walked out of the House
and Davies I think was the only one left in the chamber
protesting vigorously.
However that was the end of the penny section until the following
sitting day. I think the ruling was given on a Thursday and the
next sitting day was not until the following Tuesday. They came
back into the Parliament on that occasion with a fresh motion, a
motion of censure against me and they listed a number of things
that they accused me of including conspiring with the government
and all of that sort of thing.
It was a very volatile debate.
The government members defended me; the opposition castigated me
and called me for everything. The opposition lost the vote but
that's not unusual bearing in mind the government are the
government because they've got the majority in the House. I'm not
sure whether it was Brian Burke but I think it was Burke who said
that they would mount a challenge in the Supreme Court to the
validity of the passage of that legislation and indeed they did
initiate court action.
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Now running in parallel with the action that they had then
started was this Wilsmore case. Wilsmore had had some success in
the court but eventually the Wilsmore thing went to the High
Court of Australia and unanimously the High Court of Australia
ruled that there was no requirement for the legislation to which
he objected requiring an absolute majority. So I felt quite
pleased and felt that my actions had been vindicated by the
actions that had been taken in the court on the Wilsmore case.
Of course, the Labor Party never pursued the challenge to my
ruling that they had mounted because clearly the principle had
been tested in the Wilsmore case.
I must say that I was saddened by that whole affair and it just
showed me how fickle members of Parliament can be. You know this
is the same opposition who when I voted against the Electoral Act
Amendment Bill, they stood and applauded and people said I was a
great Speaker and what a great decision and all the rest of it.
Yet when this other thing occurred, they called me for everything
they could lay their tongue to. It just seemed to me to be the
epitomy of the pettiness that goes on in this place. It took
several months before all of that court procedure was ultimately
concluded and I just felt badly through that whole thing. You
know it's an interesting thing, not any one of those people who
called me all of those things during that time ever bothered to
come and apologise. Indeed Tom Dadour with whom I was very
friendly, he was livid about the ruling and he privately said
some very nasty things to me. Even to this day I think Tom still
thinks that I acted at the request of the government. That's just
not true. No member of the government asked me to give such a
ruling; no one. It was a ruling that I'd determined that I should
make, that it was appropriate that such a ruling should be made
and I'm able to say now that by five judges to nil the High Court
of Australia supported my point of view.
RJ

When Bruce Okely was talking about some of the rulings
that you had made as Speaker he referred to the fact that you
started the move to relax the hard attitude taken in the past
against debating matters that were sub judice. "He in effect
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allowed debate to take place not withstanding a defamation writ
was in existence where that matter had not been set down for
trial. Later Speakers have taken the same attitude including the
current Speaker. "1 I wondered on what you based your relaxing
that attitude? How did you come to that conclusion?
THOMPSON

Well the sub judice rule is one that had always
mystified me. I took the trouble to discuss the sub judice rule
with a number of people in our Parliament and at presiding
officers' conferences that I attended fairly frequently I also
discussed the matter. It seemed to me totally inappropriate that
the Parliament could be gagged from discussing an issue simply by
someone issuing a writ. I was conscious of the fact that many of
the writs that had been issued on politically sensitive issues
never ever got to court and it became clear to me that the
purpose of the serving the writ was simply to shut Parliament up.
Now the House of Commons had the same attitude towards the sub
judice situation as we had here. Once a writ was issued they
simply wouldn't allow debate. There was the case of the
thalidomide controversy when there were lots of children born
deformed as a result of the drug thalidomide and court cases went
on for a long, long time and the British Parliament was precluded
from discussing the matters surrounding the thalidomide case
until eventually the Speaker of the time (and I'm not too sure
whether it was Thomas but I think it was Speaker Thomas) decided
that it was inappropriate to gag the Parliament for that period
of time over such a major issue that he simply reversed the .... or
relaxed the sub judice rule in their Parliament.
It came to a head in our Parliament when there was a controversy
surrounding Penn-Rose Hospital, or it was called a hospital; it
was in fact a home for handicapped people, a privately run home.
The Daily News ran a series of articles highlighting the
mistreatment of some of their patients and indeed honing in,
using as the prime example the death of Reginald Berryman who was

-------------------1 BruceOkely, interview transcript 1987, p 177.
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a Downes Syndrome person who died soon after he'd been taken from
the care of one of these homes. The Daily News ran a series of
articles that were highly critical of that particular
establishment.
Several weeks, and I think it might have been months later, it
was Brian Burke and Barry Hodge who gave notice of their
intention to raise this issue in the Parliament. Within 24 hours
of that notice of motion having been given the proprietors of
Penn-Rose Hospital caused a writ to be issued out of the Supreme
Court. Now Ray Young, who was then the Minister for Health, came
to me before the Parliament sat and made the statement, not the
request or the observation just simply made the statement, that I
would be ruling the Labor Party's motion out of order. Well I
gave it some consideration and I came very firmly to the view
that that writ had been issued for one reason and one alone and
that was to stop the Parliament from debating that issue and I
ruled accordingly and I allowed debate to proceed and I made the
ruling at that time that many of these actions simply never get
into the court.
The reason for the sub judice rule isn't to protect the litigants
so much as it is out of courtesy to the courts to ensure that you
don't bring about a situation where the courts are unable to work
because there has been some debate and public attitude being
formed as a result of that debate, more particularly the impact
that that debate would have on a jury. Now I was aware that most
of those actions never got into the courts anyway. So what I did
was to make the ruling that until such time as these actions are
set down for trial that they would not be matters that could not
be raised in the Parliament. Once they'd been set down for trial,
well that's a different thing because clearly the courts are
going to be required to make a determination on the issue, but
until that time I didn't think it appropriate that the Parliament
should be denied the opportunity of discussing matters of public
importance

-------------------1 A copy of the ruling is attached, pp. 378-80.
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That ruling did not go down well with the then government. In
fact they were hostile, quite hostile about it. However I'm
pleased that the ruling that I gave has been followed by my two
successors in office. Harman and Barnett have adopted the same
attitude to that ruling. I believe that no one is going to be
injured as a result of that, no one. And I believe that the
Parliament, which is the pinnacle of our democratic processes,
will be the better for it.
RJ
You say the government was not pleased. How was this
expressed to you on that occasion?
THOMPSON

There was no one actually took me on formally but just
the comments.... Oh Ray Young was furious and said so privately
to me and one or two others did as well, but there was no
demonstration of that hostility because I think they knew from
former actions that I wouldn't just let it pass by without having
the odd "goodness gracious me" to say about it.
RJ
Did you often have ministers come and tell you what
ruling you would be making?
THOMPSON

No, no I didn't. There were times when people did come
to me and suggest that I should take a particular course of
action. I never allowed myself to be influenced by that sort of
activity. There were times when rulings I gave or actions I
undertook were in line with what they were seeking but it wasn't
because they had come to see me. I might tell you that the longer
I stayed in office the less frequent were the occasions when
people came to see me because they came to understand that it was
simply a waste of time.
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Can I tell you that the Penn-Rose thing never went to

RJ

Any other rulings that you would like to comment on
besides those that you have talked about?
THOMPSON Well I can't think of any others Ronda. The ones we've
covered are the main ones.' There were lots of other rulings that
I was required to give but they were not of the same sort of
magnitude as the ones that we have discussed in detail.
RJ

In October 1980 there were moves within the Liberal
Party against Dr Dadour. He was asked to attend a meeting of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party and according to the West he emerged
from it "vocally battered but otherwise unbowed."2 What really
went on?
THOMPSON

Well by that stage of proceedings the members of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party had quite despaired of Tom. It had
become quite clear to the members that Dadour was not prepared to
be a part of the team.
No one denied him or anyone else the
right to express a view that was contrary to the view held by the
majority of members but, you know, Tom went further than just
expressing a view. He was openly hostile towards some of his
colleagues.
People in the party simply weren't prepared to
accept that any more. Whilst Tom was still very vocally attacking
his fellows there was no way that they were going to cop that any
more.

-------------------1 A further ruling of interest is attached, pp.381-3.
2 West, Oct 23, 1980.
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So what was said in the party room to him?

THOMPSON Well I can't recall precisely what was said to him but
it was made fairly clear to him by a number of members that his
actions were no longer accepted. He was eventually required to
come and show cause why he should not be expelled.
He didn't
come to that meeting and a resolution was carried that he should
be expelled, but he obviously got wind of that and tendered his
resignation before that actually happened. I'm perhaps not quite
accurate in saying that the resolution to expel him had been
carried. Certainly there was talk that that should happen and I
think that Tom got the message and he tendered his resignation
before the axe actually fell. He tendered his resignation saying
that he would stand as an independent at the next election.
History reveals, of course, that he did not stand as a candidate
at that election.
But I think he'd made up his mind a long time before then that he
was going to leave politics because during the earlier part of
his service as a member of Parliament he was very active inside
the House and outside the House. He also developed the practice
of getting close to his electorate by entertaining here. He used
to be a regular entertainer at lunch, morning and afternoon tea,
of people from his electorate and I assume also people from the
branches of the Liberal Party within his area. Long before he
tendered his resignation he stopped all of that. He was very
seldom in the House and the signs were there. He shared this
office with me. Tom and I shared this office and so I could see
that Tom was not working like a person who was contemplating
continuing a parliamentary career.
RJ

In November 1980 you used your casting vote to defeat
an opposition motion calling for the reintroduction of the
Perth/Fremantle rail service and out of that Dadour said he would
lock Bert Crane of the National Country Party in his room for the
vote, and you had reason to rebuke him.1 What really went on

-------------------Press Gallery Report, Nov 29, 1980
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there? That all seems a bit childish.
THOMPSON Well it was something that I think started off as a bit
of a joke but, of course, it attracted a fair amount of
prominence in the press as you can imagine. I think I made a
statement from the chair that that simply wouldn't be tolerated.
It was just an indication
that incident was just an indication
of the sort of volatile character that Tom Dadour was.
-

RJ

Was he dinkum though?

THOMPSON Oh no I don't think he was dinkum, I don't think he was
dinkum. People
some people chose to believe it was dinkum
because it suited them politically but I really don't think he
was dinkum and I don't think Tom would have had the physical
capacity to lock anyone up if they didn't want to be locked up.
He wasn't a very big fellow.
-

RJ
Also in November 1980 after a Standing Order Committee
decision, there was a change in the way that seats were allocated
to members in the Assembly. Previously they had retained their
seats virtually all through their parliamentary career, and from
that point it was decided that the leaders of the government and
the opposition would make that decision. The National Party saw
it as a move to get them out of government seats and you in fact
according to the paper agreed that the move was aimed at the
National Party.'
THOMPSON

Mmm. There's no question about it, absolutely no
question about it. What happened, the Standing Orders to that
point said that people who occupied seats, subject to there not
being a change of government where members changed from one side
to the other, could continue to occupy the seat if they chose to.
Of course, it didn't suit the government of the day to have the
National Party people sitting adjacent to some of their members.
I can't recall the precise seating arrangement but I recall that
--------------------

Ibid, Nov 21, 1980.
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they saw these National Party people as having some sort of
influence on some of the Liberals. I don't think that was ever
the case.
It wouldn't matter who sat next to me they're not
going to change my mind and I don't there'd be too many people in
the Parliament who would be so affected. However the government
felt strongly enough about it for them to have the Standing
Orders amended so that the party leaders would then determine, or
would have first choice on seating on their respective sides of
the parliamentary chamber.
That incident was just another indication of how party politics
is intruding more and more into the parliamentary institution.
You see it's only been in fairly recent times that parties,
political parties, have had any sort of recognition at all. The
official position was, and still is to a large extent but it's
been watered down a lot, but the official position is that the
members of the respective electoral districts are represented.
The only people who are given any sort of prominence are the
Premier and Ministers of the Crown and the Leader of the
Opposition. No other group of people is recognised. All members
other than those to which I've referred are members, private
members of Parliament who represent a particular district.
The party political recognition has expanded quite dramatically
since the Burke Government have been in power. You see Burke has
recognised the National Party and indeed treats the National
Party on equal terms virtually, or he treats the leader of the
National Party, Hendy Cowan and his party on equal terms with
Barry McKinnon as official Leader of the Opposition, and the
members of his party. I don't know whether we'll ever be able to
reverse the trend. I think that more and more the members of the
respective parties will have party designation and party
involvement intrude more and more into the parliamentary scene. I
think that's a pity but still it's obviously not an opinion
shared by the majority and I think it's going to be hard to hold
out against that trend.
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Why has Burke taken that action do you think?

THOMPSON

It suits him politically. It suits him politically.
He's been able to exploit the conflict that's gone on between the
Liberal Party and the National Party and it's to his advantage.
You see the Liberal Party for a brief time in history had the
majority in their own right in the Legislative Council. That's
how Clive Griffiths became elected the President. Up until Clive
was elected President, in probably the 50 years prior to that the
President of the Legislative Council was always a member of the
Country Party because there used to be a ganging together of the
Country Party and the Labor Party to deny the Liberals who were
the single biggest party in that Parliament, in that House, the
right of having the President come from their number.
Now that changed.
The brief domination by the Liberals in the
Legislative Council changed and at this last election and I think
Burke and others in the Labor Party saw the opportunity to be
able to get some of their legislation passed that otherwise would
not and indeed the recent significant changes to the Electoral
Act, the electoral laws in this State, came about because Burke
was able to convince the National Party to support them. I see
that particular bill as being probably the single most
significant issue that brought Burke to the conclusion that there
was some value to them in giving a lot more status and
recognition to Hendy Cowan and to his party. You see Burke put
Hendy Cowan in a motor car. No minor party leader has ever been
provided with a government motor car. He provided Cowan with a
research officer and with additional secretarial support. Now I
believe that that was simply to curry favour with them in order
that they could get some of the legislation that otherwise might
have been defeated through the Legislative Council.
RJ
THOMPSON

But that's virtually saying that Cowan can be bought?

No I don't know that he can be bought. He can be
favourably influenced. Well it's not only Cowan; I think it's the
party, the whole of the party. The National Party have been....
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they're a fledgling party.
They're looking to assert themselves
in the electorate and in the community and there is something in
it for them and there's something in it for the government and
that's why it's occurred.
RJ
In February 1 81 you are reported as having praised
Ernie Bridge for his maiden speech in the Parliament.' What was
the significance of that maiden speech that made you say those
things?
THOMPSON

Well there'd been a lot comment publicly, there'd been
a lot of comment about this aboriginal person coming to
Parliament and I think a lot of people formed the view that Ernie
wouldn't make it in the parliamentary scene. He made what I
thought to be
there should
conscious, of
elected to the

•

an excellent maiden speech and I believed that
be some recognition given to it. I was also
course, that he was the first aboriginal to be
Western Australian Parliament and I think that in
itself required some sort of.... Well it moved me anyway, whether
it was required or not, it moved me to give some praise and some
recognition. I think Ernie in the time that he has been a member
of this Parliament has demonstrated that not only has he got
ability but he's a man of integrity and a person who is
approachable and I think people from all sections of the
political arena like Ernie Bridge.
RJ
It's just a small point but I noted in April '81 you
had a twenty-one hour sitting of the Assembly over an electoral
bill and I wondered is that really ever necessary and can
officials and members function effectively with those sort of
hours?
THOMPSON

Well no you can't, but then I think Ronda you need to
understand that there's no great decision making process going on
in that sort of a sitting. It's simply a tool, a device, that's
available to an opposition to try and draw attention to what they

-------------------1 Sunday Times, Feb 22, 1981.
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see to be a wrong in the system. Long sittings of Parliament are
simply designed to draw public attention to the opposition's
concern about what's happening. Now it's not only that the
Liberal Party in opposition have done it in recent times, the
Labor Party did it before and it's ever been thus. It's an
interesting and important question that you ask because a lot of
people raise that, you know, how can people function effectively
at four o'clock in the morning? Parliament is really just a
public exposé of things that happen away from the glare of the
public. No great decisions are made in Parliament. There are very
few times when you see the parliamentary process resulting in
something other than adherence to party line. There have been a
few occasions but by and large the outcome is clear. In the
Legislative Council, of course, it's been different but in the
Legislative Assembly the outcome is clear and we're talking here
about a twenty-one hour sitting of the Legislative Assembly. No
the filibusters are just a means of an opposition drawing
attention to their concern about a particular matter.
RJ

How do you take to sittings like that?

THOMPSON Well in my earlier years I used to think it was great
fun, but in....
RJ

Why great fun?

THOMPSON

Oh well because in my earlier years I was in opposition
and we used to keep the Tonkin Government here hour after hour
and I thought that was good. We're putting them under pressure
and all the rest of it. Little did I realise, and in later years
I've come to understand, that we were putting ourselves under as
much pressure.
It really achieves nothing and I think we are
deserving of the criticism that we get from the community that we
carry on in that way.
In recent years there's been a far better system of managing
those things.
The process was started by Des O'Neill who as 21C
to Sir Charles did a lot towards bringing about changes in our
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sitting hours. He wasn't as successful as he would have liked to
have been but at least the process of change started then and, of
course, it's been continued now, and I must say that this present
government are very conscious of the sitting times and it's very
seldom that we now sit beyond eleven in the evening.
Of course, it's a different institution now to what it was some
years ago. When members of Parliament weren't paid and the pace
of life in this State was much slower than what it is now,
Parliament didn't sit until four thirty in the afternoon on any
day; sat at four thirty in the afternoon. That was to enable
people to go and earn a living and then come here and knock up a
few laws in their after hours time. That changed, of course,
progressively, to the point now where members of Parliament are
well recompensed for the time they put in on the job so they
don't have to have another job to be able to keep body and soul
together so that's one reason. The other reason why Parliament
didn't sit until late was to enable the Ministers of the Crown to
be off administering their departments and there hasn't been a
lessening of the responsibility of ministers. In fact the
responsibilities and workload on ministers has significantly
increased but they've been able to devise different means of
doing their job.
They're able to administer their departments
but still keep an eye on their parliamentary obligations I think
quite successfully, although I think some ministers would argue
with that. I think some ministers would find it difficult.
Although Ian Taylor the Minister for Health the other night
no
-

it wasn't Taylor it was Barry Hodge, the Minister for the
Environment, who said that he likes it when Parliament's sitting
because he's able to bring a suitcase of files here and get
through a lot of the tedious business of dealing with his files
while Parliament's droning on.
RJ

In August 1981 you were publicly critical of Bill
Grayden as Minister of Education over an issue in the Department
at the time. You said he took a confrontationist approach in the
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dispute with his teachers.' I wondered how Sir Charles reacted to
such public comment, how Bill Grayden reacted to such public
comment, and if it really is tactful to criticise colleagues in
the press like that?
THOMPSON

Well I'm sure party leaders would prefer that criticism
like that not be made but it wasn't just that the criticism was
made in the press, the criticism was also made in the party room.
Bill Grayden had a particular style
has, still has, although he
has mellowed considerably in recent years. But Bill always had a
fairly pugnacious approach to things and in every portfolio that
he held there was always a certain degree of controversy and I
think Bill operates well in this confrontationist sort of
situation. But it just seemed to me that education, the education
-

system was not benefitting from this confrontationist approach. I
might tell you that the present Minister for Education is doing a
lot of that himself. He has adopted a highly confrontationist
approach with teachers and the education system currently is in
absolute turmoil. But getting back to Bill, he just operated in
that particular way.
Now I just felt that it was inappropriate
to have teachers and others associated with the education system
being offsided because a minister was being so provocative in the
way that he administered his portfolio.
RJ
But isn't it somewhat disloyal to come out and say that
publicly?
THOMPSON

Oh I don't know whether it's disloyal. People say it's
disloyal. I can't recall the circumstances, how the criticism
came out.
But disloyal? My loyalty is to the Liberal Party and
the fundamental principles of the Liberal Party. It's never been
Liberal Party policy or principle to have Ministers of the Crown
going around stirring people up.
Now I don't think criticism of
a style of operation is being disloyal. It wasn't as though I was
going against the policies or principles of the party. I put
policies and loyalty to the principles of the party way above

-------------------West, August, 1981.
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loyalty to an individual. You see a lot of party leaders run away
with the idea that if they go and do some dastardly deed they can
expect the loyalty of their supporters. Well I don't see it
working that way. I think that this blind loyalty, this
acquiesence to leadership regardless of what leadership does, is
just stupid. I don't see that as being loyalty; I see that as
being an act of stupidity. In fact I think you're being disloyal
to the things that really matter, and that's the policy and
principles of your party, when you allow some individual to go
and do something that is against those policies and principles.
RJ

But you have the party room to raise things like that.

THOMPSON

Oh and indeed that particular issue was raised in the
party room.

RJ
So why did you feel you had to go further?
looking for publicity?

Were you

THOMPSON Oh well.., no, because there are sometimes when you
need to, to really put the pressure on. You see people.... you
have a free for all in the party room and they just walk away
from there and nothing happens. But there are times when pressure
has to be put on people. Don't forget, don't forget that Premiers
and Ministers of the Crown use public comment to put pressure on
the backbench members of the party. We're often conditioned to a
particular line by skilful use of the media. There was no
parliamentary leader, no leader of the Parliamentary Liberal
Party in my involvement, who was more effective at using the
press in achieving his ends than was Sir Charles Court. Indeed
Sir Charles would have liked to have had the situation where he
was the only one who had any sort of relationship with the media.
He used to berate people if they had any sort of rapport with the
media. He used to tell us that you couldn't trust them, they'll
let you down, that they're only in for what they can get out of
you. And yet at the same time he had a very close relationship
with the press and used the press very, very skilfully. The
things that he used to.... to float things on the press, you
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know, allow speculation to run just to see how things were going.
So I don't see a member of Parliament making a public comment
which may appear to be disloyal because there are some times when
those public comments are necessary to try and achieve a
particular end.
See I suffer, still suffer from the perception in the minds of
some that I am disloyal. I've never been disloyal to the policies
or principles of the Liberal Party. I certainly have taken on
some leaders of my party but that's not been done lightly.
It's
been done because I believe that the end of the road has been
reached and some action (and sometimes it has been pretty violent
action) has been necessary to correct what I see as being a
wrong. Tresillian was one of them.

END OF TAPE TWELVE SIDE TWO
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TAPE THIRTEEN SIDE ONE

RJ

We changed from Ian Thompson politician to Ian Thompson
hero in September 1981 when you entered a smoke-filled burning
house to try to rescue a bedridden woman that you thought was in
the house and in fact she wasn't. What do you remember of that
occasion?
THOMPSON It was my birthday and it was a beautiful day, 1st of
September and I decided
on with whatever else I
the horse back towards
this house, a brick and

that I would ride my horse before I got
had to do during that day. I was riding
home when I noticed smoke pouring from
tile home, and the smoke was pouring out

of windows and under the floor. There was a manhole thing towards
the rear of the house and smoke was coming out of there,
billowing out of there. My immediate thought was to get the fire
brigade called if they hadn't already been and I couldn't see
anyone around. There was just not a soul around. So I galloped
the horse home and rang the fire brigade and then went straight
back, drove my car back and by that time there were a couple of
the neighbours there and one of them expressed concern for the
welfare of the lady who lived in that house. There was a man and
his wife lived there. They knew he was away at work, but this
lady had been sick. In fact I think she had been discharged from
hospital and had been in bed when this neighbour had last seen
her. The fire brigade hadn't arrived by this stage of proceedings
so I went into the house to try and find the lady and I had to
crawl along the floor because the smoke was just so dense; the
higher you got up the smoke was dense. I couldn't find her and
eventually the fire brigade arrived and they had breathing
apparatus and one of them.... I in fact crawled into one of them
in the passage of the house as he was coming in with the
breathing apparatus so then I got out. But as it turned out the
lady wasn't in the house. I don't know where she'd gone.
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RJ
She was actually back in hospital, according to the
press anyway.1
How did you feel going in, what were your
thoughts?
THOMPSON Oh it just didn't worry me. See I had been a volunteer
fireman earlier in my life and I'd had some experience and I knew
that there was no real danger so long as I didn't get too close
to the heat source and that I didn't allow myself to be overcome
by the smoke.
I didn't go that far into the burning building
that I could not have got out had've I not been able to handle
the breathing situation. So I really didn't feel as though I was
such a great hero.
RJ

There appeared to be a bit of inconsistency in the
House in September 1981. Blaikie, who was a Liberal was called,
"an old drunk, and you support the drug ring and go from pub to
pub. j12 You ruled on that occasion that those remarks should be
withdrawn because they were unparliamentary. Pearce accused front
bench members of drinking to excess and when he was asked to
withdraw he refused and Clarko as Chairman of Committes suspended
him.3 Would you have agreed with Clarko's ruling in the light of
your previous ruling?
THOMPSON

Well I may not have, but see those rulings .... you 've
got to take there and then, and you are not always aware of the
precedents in each of these cases, in these particular cases, and
you make a judgment. Sometimes there may be an inconsistency.
Barry Blaikie certainly was highly offended by what had been said
and you see part of the reason for having the rule that
unparliamentary and unbecoming words can't be uttered in the
Parliament is to prevent the personal hurt that people feel. In
the case of Blaikie I just felt that, well, that he was obviously
--------------------

1 Daily News, Sept 1, 1981.
2 Hansard
Ibid.
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highly offended by it and so I ruled that way. Now Jim Clarko
obviously had a different sort of perception of the circumstances
that prevailed at that time.
RJ

In that same month you criticised the standard of
debate in the Assembly, you said that it needed a vast
improvement.' What was going wrong?

THOMPSON Well it had degenerated to a slanging match. People
were cat calling and there certainly wasn't any proper debate
going on in the Parliament. Again one of those things, a judgment
you make at the time and there were a number of times during the
time that I have been there that I've reckoned that there needed
to be an improvement in the standard of behaviour in the chamber.
RJ

And were you taken notice of?

THOMPSON To an extent I was. But you see things go in cycles a
bit in this place. Sometimes there's a very good standard of
behaviour and debate. Other times it degenerates. So one really
can't know whether there was a successful result achieved on that
occasion. There appeared to be an improvement. I think people who
have regard for this institution have always got to be trying to
improve the standards of it.
It's easy to allow standards to
slip; it's impossible virtually to raise them, to reinstate
former higher values.
RJ

In November 1 81 you are said to have questioned Sir
Charles Court in the party room as to whether he would lead the
Liberals into the 1983 election.2 Sir Charles then was aged 70.
Why did you feel that was necessary?

--------------------

West, Sept 11, 1981.
2 Weekend News, Nov 14, 1981.
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THOMPSON

Well because I didn't want to see a situation develop
where we would be allowed to get very close to the next election
to find that our leader was going to retire. There had been
plenty of speculation that Sir Charles would not be continuing
and in point of fact he didn't lead us into the next election and
in point of fact left us too little time to establish his
successor. He left us twelve months to get O'Connor established.
So you know really the concern implicit in the action I took then
I think was pretty well founded.
RJ

What was Sir Charles's reaction?

THOMPSON

Well he was not overly impressed could I say with that
sort of suggestion.
RJ

But he didn't comment on whether he would or would not?

THOMPSON

Oh he just parried the question and gave you one of
those answers that you could almost make any sort of prediction
on. It's a bit like Burke and this present round of speculation.
Burke could leave tomorrow and that action would not be
inconsistent with the things that he's said recently. He could
also stay for another twenty years and it would still not be
inconsistent with what he's been saying recently. That's just I
suppose an art of being able to handle those situations. But Sir
Charles certainly wasn't delighted to receive the request that
was placed on him. But I explained the reasons why and I think it
was a legitimate sort of question to ask.
RJ

Just over a month later Sir Charles did in fact
announce that he would retire' and I wondered in that time
whether any pressure had been brought to bear on him?

-------------------Sir Charles announced his retirement on Dec 18, 1981. (RJ).
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THOMPSON Well there wasn't any pressure brought to bear on him
in the party room.
Sir Charles could have done what he liked at
that stage of proceedings. He had the members eating out of his
hand and he really could have done whatever he liked.
RJ
You say there was no pressure in the party room. Do you
think any pressure was brought on him privately?
THOMPSON

I really don't know that.

RJ
You had Ray O'Connor replace Sir Charles as leader.
What can you tell me about that election?
THOMPSON The election of Ray O'Connor was a straightforward
procedure.
He was elected unopposed. The surprise of that day
was the election of Cyril Rushton as the Deputy Leader. I don't
think there were all that many people who gave Cyril a chance of
succeeding, but he did.
RJ

Why do you think he did?

THOMPSON Well I think..., well there obviously were a lot more
people who had regard for his ability than some others. I think
also the system that we have for elections is probably
responsible for some of the results we get. I can remember in
later ballots where people who were not highly regarded have gone
very close to winning positions. You see we have a preferential
system of voting and I think what happens is the two stronger
camps identify the other. Each of the two stronger camps identify
the other as being the one to beat. They then give their second
preference to the outsider and sometimes that outsider just
happens to get a little bit closer to winning, and indeed I think
in some cases probably does win, than people think they might.
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What was Rushton like as a deputy leader?

THOMPSON

Cyril was a hard worker and sincere and very attentive
to his job. I think that he was effective. Deputy Leaders really
are not of that much consequence in opposition.
Deputy leaders
of the opposition are not of much consequence. Deputy leaders in
government, of course, have a much more significant role to play,
but in opposition the deputy is not of that much importance it
seems to me.
RJ

For the record on that occasion Rushton defeated
Hassell, Clarko and Young. Did you consider standing as well?

THOMPSON Yes

I had considered standing but I didn't stand
because I didn't think I could get up.
RJ
A further interview with Mr Ian Thompson held in the
Parliament on the - 16th of November 1987.
In the Sunday Times of December '81
the likely Ray O'Connor ministry and
"It is known that Mr O'Connor has a
of the House, Mr Thompson."1 What

there was speculation about
it was stated in that that,
high opinion of the Speaker
was the relationship like

between the two of you?
RJ

I was quite confident that Ray O'Connor would include
me in a ministry under his control and Ray did come and discuss
the matter with me. So confident was I that I would be invited
into the ministry I went and bought two new suits. I'm wearing
one of them today, still, because I haven't been able to afford
to buy a new one since then! Not really, of course. But I was
quite confident that I would be included in that ministry.
Eventually Ray came to me and said that I would have to accept
one of the honorary posts in the ministry, that I wouldn't be a
fully fledged minister. I wasn't prepared to leave the status and
recognised position of Speaker to become an under minister,
--------------------

1 SundayTimes, Dec 20, 1981.
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because in fact that is what O'Connor was offering me and I
wasn't prepared to accept that. So I didn't go into the ministry
but he did offer me one of the posts.
RJ

Why did he only offer you an honorary ministry?

THOMPSON

Well I've thought about that since, and indeed I think
I've convinced myself now that it was simply a means of ensuring
that I didn't go into the ministry. I'm confident now that
O'Connor knew that I would not accept an unpaid junior position
in the government. It brings into focus the threat that Court had
made to me years earlier.
RJ
So are you suggesting that Court was behind O'Connor's
attitude?

THOMPSON

No, no, I don't know that he was, but when I recall
that Sir Charles said to me that he would use his influence to
ensure that I never became a Minister of the Crown, that thought
came back to me after O'Connor had offered me a nothing in fact.
I have no proof to demonstrate that there was any involvement by
Court in the forming of the O'Connor Government. All I know was
that I was offered something that no-one in my position could
have accepted.
RJ

It was said at the time that, "Other Liberal MP's said
that by promoting only three of his supporters Mr O'Connor had
upset a significant group of others. They predicted problems for
the new Premier in the party room."1 Is that an accurate comment?
THOMPSON

Well there were people who said that, but there was no
evidence of there being any lack of support for O'Connor, and
indeed the O'Connor Government settled down fairly quickly. It is
true that many people thought that there had been promises made
to them by O'Connor prior to his becoming the Premier, that they
would be promoted by him and I think there were a lot of

-------------------1 WesternMail, Jan 23, 1982.
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disappointed people after the first O'Connor Government was
appointed. However it didn't surface in any way shape or form in
the party room that I could distinguish anyway.
RJ

How did you feel O'Connor operated in the party room?

THOMPSON

I thought Ray was quite effective in his handling of
the party room situation. I thought that the government under his
leadership operated quite well. Perhaps it will be more
appropriate for me to comment about the election situation a bit
later on because I dare say you'll ask some questions about that.
RJ
Yes. And what did you think of O'Connor as Leader in
the House?
THOMPSON

Well Ray had served a long apprenticeship and so was
fairly au fait with the operations within the Parliament and I
think he performed reasonably well, although there were times
when he was criticised by the opposition because of the way that
he handled things but then, of course, that's the nature of
oppositions. But I think he handled himself reasonably well.
RJ

You referred previously to the pressure you came under
as Speaker from leaders of your party and you've spoken about Sir
Charles in this regard. Did you ever get pressure from Ray
O'Connor?
THOMPSON

Oh yes. There were odd occasions when pressure, either
directly or subtly, was applied but there was never any real
confrontation between me and Ray O'Connor. He often disagreed
with the way that I handled things but he never took that
disagreement beyond signalling it in one way or another.
RJ

You have an episode in August 1982 when TVW Enterprises
apologised to you as Speaker of the House.1 What was that about?

-------------------1 West, August 4, 1982
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THOMPSON

There'd been an occasion when I invited some disabled
children in wheelchairs to sit on the floor of the House to see
part of the parliamentary debate. I was aware that this group
were coming to Parliament House and I was also aware that the
facilities in the Speaker's Gallery were inadequate to cater for
people confined to wheelchairs. So I took the decision that I
would invite these children to sit adjacent to the Speaker's dais
in an area of the chamber where there was room and where they
could see the proceedings in comfort. The alternative to that
would have meant that someone would have had to have got them out
of their wheelchairs it seems to me and put them in the seats in
the Speaker's Gallery.
There was a request made of me because it was fairly unique, in
fact I don't think it had happened prior to that
there was a
-

request made by one of the television stations to allow them to
film it and I approved the filming of it. Now in the subsequent

-

news broadcasts, Channel 7 said that after the children had left
that there had been accusations flying thick and fast about the
fact that I had permitted these children to come into the
chamber. Well no such accusations were levelled and I thought it
was inappropriate to have that very special occasion for those
kids spoilt by an inaccurate report. So I took the matter up with
TVW Channel 7, and I was happy to be able to report to the House
that Robert Holmes A Court had written to me and extended an
apology for what had happened. I read that letter to the House
and as far as I was concerned that put an end to it. But it was
simply my concern that that special occasion for those kids would
have been tarnished a bit by what was clearly an inaccurate
report.
RJ

What was the insinuation? What sort of complaints were
you supposed to have received?
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THOMPSON Well I assume that it was thought that some people had
considered that I had done that for some electoral purposes or
something like that, although no such accusation was ever made.
That was about the only thing that I could think that there had
been the hint of any sort of suggestion of criticism.
RJ

And had you?

THOMPSON

No, no, no. Not the slightest. Not the slightest.

RJ

In August '82 also you have the appointment of Laurie
Marquet as Clerk of the Legislative Council. You were involved in
that appointment and, of course, it was a fairly controversial
one because traditionally within this Parliament at least, Clerks
of both Houses had come up through the ranks. What was your
involvement and what did you think of the appointment?
THOMPSON Well it was rather strange really that the President,
my friend Clive Griffiths,
invited me to participate in the
selection process of the Clerk for the Legislative Council. I
knew that Clive was not happy with the prospect that the then 2IC
in the Clerk's department in the Legislative Council should
succeed Jon Ashley who was about to retire. Clive was not
favourably disposed towards Les Hoft. He asked me, and a fellow
by the name of Mann from the Public Service Board (I think Mr
Mann was the Deputy Chief of the Public Service Board)
Mann and
I were asked to make a selection from the number of people who
were applying for the position of three people, from whom Clive
would make the ultimate decision. We interviewed several people.
-

We went to the Eastern States and interviewed several people
there. We came back and after due consideration we made a
recommendation to the President that three people should be given
closer consideration by himself: one was Hoft and one was Laurie
Marquet, and I'm afraid I can't recall the name of the third
person.
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Laurie Marquet was subsequently appointed. Before he took up his
position Clive came to me one day ashen faced and asked me to
come and see him in the privacy of his room. He showed me a
letter in handwriting from the Clerk of the New Zealand
Parliament where Marquet had served prior to his coming to Perth
to acquaint the fact that Laurie Marquet was a practising
homosexual and recognised as such in the New Zealand Parliament.
Well that floored Clive because of anyone that I've ever known
who would be anti homosexual activity Clive would be one of them.
The prospect of his appointing a homosexual to the senior
position on his staff I think he found almost unacceptable.
However I said to him, "Well I can't see that there's anything
that you can do about it. You've made the appointment you can
hardly now unmake it," and he agreed. He made it clear to me that
it was his intention to spell out to Laurie just what he expected
of his behaviour whilst in the conduct of his duty as Clerk of
the Legislative Council.
I think to dive's credit and to Narquet's credit not only was he
appointed but Marquet has proven to be a very good Clerk of the
Legislative Council and I think has probably contributed to a
greater understanding, a greater acceptance of homosexuals in our
community because of the way it has worked out.
lU

So would you therefore approve of that appointment over
and above Les Hoft?

THOMPSON

Our recommendation to the President was that Hoft
should get the job quite frankly because we believed that he had
all of the attributes as well as having a long background in our
own Parliament. Personally my view was that he had the support of
the wider membership of the Parliament. That Clive was able to
appoint someone from outside, particularly someone with a bent
that he had, I think showed a tremendous amount of courage on
Griffiths' part. I think it also demonstrated just how firmly in
command he was at that time.
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RJ

You say "at that time", is he still?

THOMPSON

Oh well people's grip on positions wax and wane but he

certainly was at his peak of entrenchment at that time.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE THIRTEEN
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TAPE THIRTEEN SIDE TWO

RJ

In November 1982 you were publicly critical of Sir
Charles Court for making public comments about plans for a wage
freeze and criticisms of decisions by the WA Industrial Council.1
It really was I thought a sign of that deep seated emnity between
the two of you, or was it that you were trying to defend
O'Connor?
THOMPSON

It was my view that the past Premier should not be
making public statements. I didn't think it was fair to have
O'Connor operating in the shadow of his predecessor. That was the
reason why the comment was made. It was to simply politely
suggest to Sir Charles that he allow his successor to get on with
the job. That was the reason why it was made. It was significant
to note that it was long time, or it took him a long time after
that to make further public comment about things. I, and many of
my colleagues, recognised that it would be very hard for Sir
Charles not to have an involvement. If we were to have our new
leader accepted in the community he had to be accepted in his own
right. He could not be accepted as simply a mouthpiece for
yesterday's man and I referred to him as yesterday's man.
RJ

You were accused by Mr Coyne, the Liberal MLA for
Murchison, that you were trying to ingratiate yourself with
O'Connor in that action, "In the hope that it gets him a Cabinet
post if we are successful at the polls."2 Was any of that in it?
THOMPSON

No [emphatic], none of it at all. None of it all. If
anything I was entitled I think to be a bit cross with O'Connor
because O'Connor had had an opportunity, he'd passed up an

-------------------1 West, Nov 26, 1982
2 Daily News, Nov 29, 1982
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opportunity to appoint me to the ministry and the statement I
made had nothing at all to do with trying to influence O'Connor
to look more favourably on me in the future.
RJ

In December '82 when that wage freeze legislation was
being debated, you had occasion to close the public gallery. Just
how bad was that occasion?
THOMPSON

Well none of the occasions on which I closed the public
gallery were they all that serious, but disruption from the
public gallery can simply not be tolerated. I never ever excluded
people from the public gallery unless there was sustained and
deliberate defiance of my order not to interfere. I can't recall
the precise case but I know from the many that I had to deal with
that it would have been a sustained interference that resulted in
my requiring the galleries to be cleared. I think I did allow
them to come back on that occasion after the dinner adjournment.
Those periods of clearing the galleries generally were used by me
as a cooling down period to ensure that people came to an
appreciation that they simply could not defy the order of the
Chair.
RJ
You say on "none of the occasions", just how frequently
did you close the gallery?
THOMPSON

Oh there were several times. I can remember during the
volatile debate on the Electoral Act Amendment Bill (that was the
bill that I defeated with a casting vote) that it was necessary
for me to clear the galleries I think on two occasions. It was
rather humorous that on one occasion when I cleared the gallery
one fellow shouted at me, "You're a fascist pig." The same man
rang me the day after the bill had been defeated and apologised
for having called me that. But it's interesting to see that
people can hold very strong views at one moment when they think
you're not on their side but when something happens that
demonstrates that you are on their side well then suddenly you're
a different sort of a fellow.

THOMPSON

267

RJ

You also had an episode when you were Speaker where a
man was found in Parliament House with a gun. You weren't quite
sure where this fitted into the period but what do you remember
of the episode?
THOMPSON

One Sunday evening my wife and I were sitting in our
living room at home watching television and this chap appeared in
our living room. He'd come through the back door through the
kitchen. There's an interconnecting door between the pantry and
the small bar that we have which ultimately leads into the dining
room and the lounge, the formal dining room and the lounge, well
this chap had come right through those rooms and appeared in our
living room. I recognised him as a local chap whom I knew to be a
little bit different, so rather than get cross about it I
proceeded to discuss his problem. Margaret went to bed. He was a
member of the Australian Democrats and he was annoyed with
something that the Australian Democrats had done and he was
asking me how he might be able to redress that particular
situation. Anyway we had quite a long discussion and it was
fairly agreeable. There was no disagreement or no problem
although he did get excited a few times. Anyway he then left.
I didn't think any more about it until just before the dinner
adjournment on the Tuesday evening at Parliament this chap
appeared in the public gallery in a pair of footie shorts and I
think a singlet (if it wasn't singlet it was a sleeveless shirt)
and a pair of working boots. He sat in the Speaker's Gallery
directly opposite the Speaker right at the far end, right up high
and he sat there and listened and it was question time. Anyway I
had occasion to rule one of Brian Burke's questions out of order.
Burke was then the Leader of the Opposition and was making a lot
of noise in the Parliament. He was being very vigorous in his new
found position. Well this chap listened for a little while longer
and then the next thing I know he came racing down to the rail of

-------------------1 Publicgallery, see page 269.

THOMPSON

268

the House, hung onto the rail of the public gallery, lent over
and was screaming abuse. I thought he was screaming abuse at
Burke. It wasn't until later that I found out he was abusing me.
Well the moment that happened the policemen who sit immediately
behind the Speaker up top in the Speaker's Gallery, moved towards
this man obviously to deal with him. Well it was fairly warm and
we had the windows of the Public Gallery open. The windows lead
out onto the passageway outside. Well this chap shot out one of
the windows onto the passage and took off. Well I knew the cops
would catch him and because I knew the man and I knew that he
wasn't the full quid, I didn't want him to be thrown into gaol
for what I thought was his support of my stand. So I instructed
the Sergeant-at-Arms to ask the police to bring the man to my
room.
Well by this time the dinner adjournment was upon us, so I went
to my room and the chap's there and it wasn't until then
I'd
asked the policeman to go and leave him, that I'd deal with him
if that was acceptable to them and they found no reason why I
shouldn't, so the police left and left him with me. It wasn't
until then that I realised that the abuse wasn't at Burke it was
-

•

at me. Well I had a very torrid time with the joker until
eventually I ordered him out of my suite because I could see that
there was no point in pursuing the matter. I didn't hand him back
to the police because I thought that inappropriate. I was told by
George Hargadon who was then on the door (he was our doorman on
the southern entrance) that this chap had gone off to complain to
the Governor about the Speaker, because when he was in my room
the chap wanted to know to whom I was responsible. I said, "Well
I'm elected by the House and my appointment is sanctioned by the
Governor," so he interpreted the Governor as being my boss. So he
was off down to Government House to report me to the Governor. So
I asked our staff here to get in touch with Government House and
let them know that this chap may come down there.

THOMPSON

269

I didn't think any more about it but Parliament sat until about
three that following morning and at about two in the morning this
chap turned up again in the Public Gallery immaculately dressed,
beautifully dressed because I'd ticked him off incidentally when
he'd been in my room about the state of his appearance. I said it
wasn't appropriate for someone to come to Parliament House
dressed like that. So he came immaculately dressed and he sat in
the gallery and was there for quite some time.
Anyway the following sitting day
that was the Tuesday which
went through into the Wednesday morning
the following sitting
day I was preparing to come down to Parliament and I had a ring
-

-

from the Commissioner of Police who asked where I was. No I beg
your pardon, I got a ring from one of the television stations to
ask what my movements were to be. I said, "I'm driving from home
to Parliament House and I'll be at Parliament all day." Then they
revealed to me
I said, "Why are you interested in what my
-

movements are?" They said, "Well there's someone looking for you
with a gun." I said, "Well that's handy." So I rang the
Commissioner of Police and the Commissioner knew of it and said
it was true that there was someone who had left a gun shop having
obtained a gun and some ammunition saying that he was going to
shoot the Speaker. So the police said that they were keeping an
eye on the situation and that there would be people here at
Parliament House and that they also were going to keep
surveillance discreetly of my movement.
So I drove down to Parliament House to be met by the television
cameras.
One reporter revealed to me that the chap had actually
been caught here, he'd been apprehended before I arrived lurking
in the bushes here at Parliament House and the police had taken
him away. He was eventually admitted to Heathcote. He obviously
was not completely in command. The last I'd heard to that point
was that he went to Heathcote.
There was a sequel to that. His wife turned up at home several
weeks later to say that her husband had gone missing and was
there anything I could do to try and find him? Well I did make
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some enquiries on her behalf. They lived not that far away from
US. They lived only about a mile from where we lived and I felt
that I had an obligation to try and help. I found out that he'd
gone to the Eastern States and I relayed that information to her
and eventually he came back. I haven't seen anything of him since
then, not hide nor hair of it.
But it was just one of those things that was a little bit scary I
can tell you. It sort of upset Margaret a bit too to know that
someone like that could be running around. The fellow was
apprehended with a firearm although it was only.... in point of
fact I interpreted it as being nothing more than a Daisy air gun.
The thing that disturbed me was that the chap was able to go into
a gun shop and buy this gear. I did pursue that matter with the
police and they assured me that they would tighten up their
procedures to ensure that no one could walk in off the street and
buy stuff like that.
RJ

What was his grievance against you?

THOMPSON

He believed that I had been unfair in my treatment of
the Leader of the Opposition. That was his grievance. That was
the thing that triggered it off. Then, of course, we eventually
had quite a severe difference of opinion over a number of matters
when he came to my room. But he was really I think just looking
for an argument. I think it was just probably a facet of the
mental disorder that he obviously was suffering from.
RJ

You said that on the first occasion he visited the
Speaker's Gallery. I thought you could only get into the
Speaker's Gallery on invitation?
THOMPSON Oh I beg your pardon, not the Speaker's Gallery, the
Public Gallery. He came to the Public Gallery, opposite the
Speaker's end of the chamber. He was at the top end of the Public
Gallery.
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RJ

You were Speaker when the History Committee was started
to consider putting together a history of the Parliament for the
anniversary of responsible government in 1990. What do you
remember of that event?
THOMPSON

Well that project, the project in which we're now
involving ourselves, was initiated by Bruce Okely. I can't speak
too highly of Bruce. He at that early stage recognised that there
was a need to record the history of this Parliament. He saw it as
a fitting part of the centenary celebrations for the Legislative
Assembly which will occur in 1990. I was happy to accept the
recommendation from Bruce that we call together some eminent
people to establish a committee. I'm delighted that those who
initially accepted my invitation, although I must say that whilst
I took the.... I was able to bask in the glory of it, it was
really Bruce's initiative, and I'm delighted that those people,
those eminent people were prepared to identify themselves with
the project of writing the history of this Parliament.
RJ

What sort of history do you hope comes out of that

process?
THOMPSON

Well I hope that it will be a history that reflects not
only the involvement of responsible government as we've had it
since 1890 but will go back to the very beginnings of the
establishment of the Legislative Council and that it will cover
not only the things of substance that have happened in this
Parliament in the shaping of this State but will also dwell on
the personalities and the colourful characters who have been
through the Parliament because we've had some really tremendously
colourful characters. I listened, used to listen to the older
members of Parliament talking about some of the people who'd been
here in their time, and even in my time you know, less now, but
in my earlier years there were some really colourful characters
and the stories that they could tell about this place really puts
a human face on what is otherwise a pretty dull institution.
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RJ

To look at a few things now that encompass your entire
period as Speaker and not just a particular point of it. You have
the application of Section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act which according to Bruce Okely, "Has created more disputes
between the two Houses than any other single matter."1 In your
time as Speaker what do you remember of the application of this
section?
THOMPSON

During the time that I was the Speaker there weren't
very many occasions when that disagreement arose because clearly
the Liberal Party had control of both Houses and there was no
legislation of substance rejected in the Legislative Council that

•

had passed the Assembly. The area of disagreement comes during
the term of a Labor Government when they are faced with a hostile
Legislative Council. It's more than just the disagreement between
the Houses, it's a disagreement between the two political
philosophies; a disagreement between the two major parties, the
Liberal Party and the Labor Party. It is more than just an
argument of whether legislation should or should not be rejected.
It's an argument that boils down to whether the Legislative
Council should have the power to frustrate a government duly
elected by the people.
Of course, it is because of that dominance by the Liberals of the
Legislative Council that there has been such a push from the
Labor Party for electoral reform, not unnaturally I don't think.
The redistribution of electoral boundaries which is currently
under way that results from a significant change in the electoral
laws will be very interesting because my prediction is that for
the first time the Labor Party could win control of the
Legislative Council. Then we'll see, I think, lessening of the
application of that part of the Constitution to which you've
referred.

-------------------1Okely, B. in Essays on Western Australian Politics, Nedlands,
Uni of WA Press, 1979, pp 31-2.
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RJ

You referred to the fact that Speakers accept the fact
that they are going to make mistakes from time to time. Can you
articulate any of yours?
THOMPSON

No I can't think of any specific mistakes that I made
but clearly I made mistakes. There were a number of occasions
whilst I was the Speaker that I reversed my decision on things
where clearly in the light of further thought I'd realised that
I'd made a mistake and I've admitted that to the House. I
followed the practice whilst I was the Speaker of not making a
ruling or determining an issue unless I was absolutely certain
that I was on firm ground. I used on frequent occasions to leave
the chair and go away and consider the position before I made a
determination and I think as a result of that process that I made
fewer mistakes than I would have had I simply operated from knee
jerk reaction. I'm a most impulsive person. I suffer frequently
from rush of blood to the head. It's always been a part of my
nature. Being conscious of that during the time that I was the
Speaker I used to make sure by leaving the chair and discussing
it with the Clerk before I made a lot of the rulings.
RJ

There was a complete revision of Standing Orders in
your time as Speaker. How much were you involved in that?
THOMPSON

I was very much involved in that. We had a very good
Standing Orders committee during the time that I was the Speaker,
one of whom was Cohn Jamieson, for whom I have the highest
regard as a parliamentarian. Jamieson made significant input to
the process of revising our Standing Orders. Unfortunately the
present Speaker is not using the Standing Orders Committee as he
should and in fact Bob Pearce as Leader of the House has to some
extent usurped the role of the Standing Orders Committee and I
think that's to the detriment of this institution. Parliament can
work only if it has the general support of both sides. There is
no way that this institution can function if those with the
numbers simply try and ride roughshod over the minorities. That's
why I was keen to have a healthy discussion at our Standing
Orders Committees of the various matters that came before it. Of
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course, we had that review of our Standing Orders and I think
during the time that I was the Speaker there were some
significant changes that were made to the way in which our
Parliament operates.
One of the best of those reforms in my view was the change we
made to the procedure that used to be followed for handling
questions. It just seemed absolutely absurd to me that questions
on notice used to take up to an hour of each day's parliamentary
sitting time, and that one of the bright spots of our
parliamentary sitting day, that was questions without notice,
used to occupy only about ten minutes. So what happened, as a
result of discussion with the Standing Orders Committee, we
revised that and we now have all questions on notice simply
answered in writing and that facilitated a change to the time
available for questions without notice. We now have a full half
hour. In fact I think we have more now. No I beg your pardon it's
a full half hour. There was thought of extending it to 45 minutes
but that didn't happen, or hasn't happened yet.
RJ

Throughout your time as Speaker how close was your
relationship with the President of the Legislative Council, dive
Griffiths?
THOMPSON

Oh quite close. Clive and I, our association goes back
quite a long way. In fact we were both electricians before we
came to Parliament and we served part of our apprenticeship
period with the same employer and so we had a lot in common.
Clive has always been a personal friend of mine during the time
that I've been in the Parliament.
We were able to cooperate quite a lot during the time that we
were both presiding officers although we differed sharply over
the role that we should each play as far as the Joint House
Committee was concerned. It was always my view that it was
inappropriate to have that committee always chaired by the
President of the Legislative Council. Historically that was the
way things were. One of the things that I approve of as far as
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the present Speaker is concerned is that he has been able to
bring things about where he now chairs the Standing Orders
Committee. It always seemed inappropriate to me that the
presiding officer of the House that had the majority membership
of the total Parliament should be relegated to just an ordinary
committee person on that very important Joint House Committee.
Clive is a very skilful politician, very skilful. I don't know
anyone in this Parliament who is more skilful in achieving his
ends than is Clive and even though the numbers were there
theoretically for me to win chairmanship of the Joint House
Committee, it never came about because Clive was able to get the
cooperation of Des Dans and one or two other Labor members of
Parliament. Really if the Labor Party were as disciplined as
they're reported to be, or as they're reputed to be, then I would
have been the chairman of the House Committee during the time
that dive and I served together on that committee.

END OF TAPE THIRTEEN SIDE TWO
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TAPE FOURTEEN SIDE ONE

RJ

Why were you so keen to chair that committee?

THOMPSON Because I thought it was appropriate in the interests
of the members of the Legislative Assembly that their presiding
officer should not dominate but at least share in the control of
the House Committee, because there are lots of things that the
chairman does by way of administrative function that is important
and can have an impact on the level of service provided to
members. That basically was all that I wanted to be involved in
it for. It wasn't because I wanted the hassles that came with it
and there were plenty of those, of course.
RJ

How could you then operate as Speaker when you wanted
to see things change within Parliament House itself?
THOMPSON Oh the only was was through the processes of the
committee, but in that respect I was just one voice on a
committee of ten people. The President, the chairman of the
committee had a lot more power and authority than that.
RJ

So you did attend meetings though?

THOMPSON Oh yes, oh yes, I attended and participated. I didn't
spit out the dummy and not take part.
RJ

During your time as Speaker there were changes to the
members' offices, apparently more members offices were provided.
What exactly happened?

THOMPSON The wing in which we're now sitting was completed. It
meant that there was then more room available for members of the
Parliament. One of the bones of contention that existed during
the time that I was the Speaker was the lack of facilities for
the Legislative Assembly generally but also for the Speaker.
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RJ
When was this wing completed that you speak of, where
the members' rooms were provided, extra rooms?
THOMPSON It would have been about 1981.
RJ
How well do you think members were off in the time of
the Court Government within this institution?
THOMPSON The ordinary members of Parliament were treated very
poorly in my view by Sir Charles. We would never have had
electorate secretaries had've Sir Charles had his way or if we
were to get them under his reign it would have been much later
than we actually got them. It is to the credit of the Tonkin
Government that we were given secretaries early in the life of
the Tonkin Government but in the time that Sir Charles was the
Premier very little occurred. For instance our secretaries would
have been the only people in government or semi-government
service who were still using mechanical typewriters. Everywhere
else electric typewriters had been introduced and it wasn't until
after Sir Charles left the scene that our secretaries got
electric typewriters.
There was one concession squeezed out of Sir Charles, and then I
must say squeezed because he fought to the bitter end, and that
was the change in travel arrangement for members of Parliament.
There were a variety of travel arrangements, travel concessions,
that were available to members of Parliament which really didn't
aid a member of Parliament in the execution of his duty. It may
have been appropriate years ago when most travel was by train and
where most parts of the State were serviced by train. In those
days members of Parliament were given a gold pass and they could
use that pass to travel to the various parts of the State on the
government railways. Well there are very few country passenger
train services now and so that travel concession, although
meaningful 30 or 40 years ago, was totally useless to members of
present day Parliament. It was only as a result of concerted
effort on the part of a number of members and ultimately several
votes taken almost unanimously in the party room that we were
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able to get a new arrangement of travel for members of
Parliament. That was the only significant thing that occurred in
terms of the Court Government providing improved facilities for
members of Parliament.
I think probably that Sir Charles felt that members of Parliament
should appear to be very cautious in the way they spend
taxpayers' money and I certainly don't believe that we should be
just throwing it around. On the other hand there is a need to
keep up with technology and there is a need to keep abreast of
developments in life generally. I think that the Burke Government
have been quite generous by comparison with the approach taken by
the Court Government.
RJ

In what way?

THOMPSON

Well they've enabled us to improve our facilities in
our offices. For instance today Anita, one of the ladies who
works in my office, is attending a school to equip her to use
computer equipment and word processing equipment which are being
provided for members of Parliaments' offices. That equipment will
be installed in my office next week. Now that's as a result of
the government offering $10 000 to each member of Parliament to
equip their offices or to improve their ability to serve their
electorate. Not everyone is going to buy the sort of equipment
that I've deemed to be necessary in my office; some are going to
do it differently, but we are at least able to improve the
facilities there. There's been a lot of pressure on the
government in recent times and I'm one of those who's been
applying pressure to increase the time, the secretarial time,
that we have in the office. One person each day of the week is
becoming insufficient. Now the Premier has said he's had calls
from members for a variety of things so rather than them taking
an arbitrary decision as to what they'll provide, they've simply
said, "Here's $10 000 you spend that, you only get it once, you
spend that any way you like to improve your ability to service
your electorate." My judgment is that by the use of a computer
and the use of word processing equipment that I'll be in a
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position to handle the workload in my office. I would have
preferred I think to have had another secretary for perhaps a
half a day each working day. However that offer was not there. I
could have used the $10 000 to employ a person for whatever time
$10 000 gives you, but after that I'd be back to where I am now.
So my judgment is that it's better to put in capital equipment
that is going to reduce the time taken to do those things that
are now done in the office.
RJ

You were chairman of the Joint Printing Committee. How
did you find that committee and the way it operated?
THOMPSON

It was quite a good committee, although we didn't meet

as frequently as other joint committees of the Houses. There
really wasn't the need to meet all that frequently.
RJ

You were chairman also at the time of the appointment
of Jessie Bussola as the Deputy Chief Hansard Reporter, an
appointment that was not welcomed by all and, of course, was
unprecedented in any Parliament in Australia to have a woman
appointed to that position. Did she get it on her merit? Was the
position advertised at the time?
THOMPSON

Yes the position was advertised and there was a strong
push for someone other than Jessie Bussola to get the position.
It was my judgment that she was the right person for the job.
She'd had more experience than anyone else and I believe that
Jessie was equipped to do the job. As it happened my opinion
really didn't amount to all that much because it was ultimately a
decision of the committee that determined that she would have the
job and because there'd been some doubt expressed that she would
get it, because there'd been some opinion expressed that another
should have it, like a man, there was a lot of discussion in the
corridors. Indeed it was probably an unhealthy sort of
development which occurred because I think people were taking up
sides without really.... People who were on the committee were
taking up sides without really looking dispassionately at the
position. So when ultimately the decision came it was simply that
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the numbers were there to see that Jess Bussola would be
appointed. I know Mick Gayfer who was on the committee was
vigorously in favour of the appointment of Jessie Bussola. She
had the support of the Labor people who were on it. There were a
couple of my Liberal colleagues who were not in favour of the
appointment of Jess Bussola.
RJ

Because of her competence or because she was a woman?

THOMPSON

I think because she was a woman. Opinion was expressed
to me by one influential member of this Parliament that if you're
placed with the position of having a woman or a man, a man will
always do the job better. I don't share that view. Anyway Jess
was appointed and I was happy to be able to announce that it was
a trend setting appointment and I think did a lot for the cause
of women in our parliamentary institution.
RJ

Was there a similar process involved when she became
the Chief Hansard Reporter? Did that too meet opposition?
THOMPSON

Oh yes, yes, that met opposition as well and for the
same sorts of reasons. With the appointment of Jessie to the
Chief Hansard position there came some other appointments further
down the line and I can remember that Elaine Robshaw who was in
line for the Deputy's position, was most annoyed that Neil
Burrell got the job ahead of her. Now that really, whilst I can
understand Elaine Robshaw being disappointed, it really shook my
faith a little bit in people that they could accept that Bussola
could be appointed against the trend to the Chief's job, because
it was the judgment of the majority that she had the ability to
do it, but people criticised the same committee's decision that a
man get a job that some thought ought to go to a female. It just
shows the degree of inconsistency in the thinking pattern of some
people. Elaine Robshaw was very upset about not getting the
position that Burrell got and came to me and expressed her
concern about that quite vigorously.

THOMPSON

281

I'm happy to say that months later when there was a similar
situation arose I appointed (and that was without reference to
the committee) Robshaw to a newly created position that elevated
her to third in line of command there. She had the breeding, the
integrity to come to me and say that she thanked me for that and
that she didn't think that because of her stacking on a
performance over the previous appointment that she had a chance.
RJ

Jessie Bussola referred to her appointment, of course,
as Chief Hansard Reporter and the fact that in the past it had
been again a question of progression largely accepted. "In my
case as far as I know for the first time in the history of
Hansard the position was advertised."1
THOMPSON Mrnm.
RJ

Why was that done?

THOMPSON

Well Clive Griffiths was strongly of the view that we
shouldn't simply appoint people to positions in the Parliament

because they happened to have outlived everyone else. To some
extent I shared that view and that's the reason why we as a
matter of policy advertised every position nationwide that came
up here, well particularly the positions of senior staff, to just
test the field, to see if there were others around the place who
might provide a better service for us. You know I really believe
that that was the way to go and indeed I became convinced that
was the way to go and with all the appointments that I made, or
nearly all of them
there may have been the odd exception but
-

nearly all of them were made after the positions were advertised
nationally. Now that caused a lot of concern among the staff
here. I think there's even today some resentment around the place
that that's occurring. It's argued by some that it's not possible
to bring someone in from outside to do the job without them
having the background. I think Marquet's appointment to the

-------------------1 JessieBussola, interview transcript, 1986, p 112.
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Legislative Council demonstrates that that isn't true. I would
have to say to you that in most respects I would appoint someone
who has been from within the system.
You see I appointed Andy Liveras to a senior position here to
incur the wrath of Court who came to me to say that he was only a
barman only a little while earlier and he used to work in the bar
(he worked as a steward) and that it was inappropriate for him to
be appointed to such a senior position on the staff of the
Legislative Assembly. Well I didn't share the view and I think
the job that Liveras has done in the time that he's been there
has demonstrated that he had the capacity. By contrast there was
one on the staff there that I'm happy to see is no longer there.
He was appointed by a Clerk of earlier year and who would
ultimately have become perhaps the Clerk of the Legislative
Assembly and in my view the fellow did not have the ability to do
the job and was a most inappropriate appointment. But had've the
normal progression, the normal system that used to operate in
this place applied he could well have found himself to be the
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly without doing anything other
than keeping a seat warm for x number of years.
So in the case of the Jessie Bussola appointment the
decision to advertise was not because she was the likely
appointee, it was just the process that was going on at that
time?
THOMPSON

It was a policy decision that Griffiths and I made that
we should advertise nationally for all positions of seniority
here to ensure that we got the best possible person to fill the
position.
RJ

You were also involved with the Joint Printing
Committee when the first problems emerged with RSI. What do you
remember of that whole process?
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THOMPSON

Well really that problem just started to arise at the
point that I relinquished the role of Speaker, so I really didn't
have that much involvement with it. I think we had one or two
people who were diagnosed as having RSI, so I really didn't have
any direct involvement with the RSI problem. I'm aware from a
conversation that I've had with other people in recent times that
it became quite a thing for the committee but I had no real
direct involvement with that problem.
RJ

Jessie also refers to needing more staff in Hansard and
"the Speaker opposed it."1 I don't think she would have been
referring to yourself.
THOMPSON

Oh yes she would have been.

RJ

She would have been.

THOMPSON
it.

She would have been. I refused it, yes. I did refuse

RJ

Why?

THOMPSON

Because I didn't think there was a need for more staff.
You see in the Hansard area then
not true of today, but then,
there was a lot of unused time. I believed that the staff should
have been reorganised. The working schedule should have been
reorganised to help things out. The Parliament in those days had
no committees to speak of. There were no select committees. The
only standing committee we had was a committee of the Legislative
Assembly and that was the Public Accounts Committee which sat
very, very infrequently. There were many people on the staff of
Hansard who although they worked hard while Parliament sat didn't
do much outside of that time. I simply was not prepared to see an
increase in the staff without there being a demonstration that
there was an absolute need to do it.
-

-------------------'Ibid., p 115.
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Something that I did when I was the Speaker that raised the
hackles of the people on the Hansard staff was to start looking
at different ways of recording the debates. Now I met with a lot
of opposition to that. Jim Cox while he was the Chief Hansard
Reporter and Jess Bussola while she was, kept telling me that
there was no way that we could use electronic gadgetry to record
the debates in the Parliament. It's significant to note that all
committee debates now in this place are done on tape. I predict
that within five years we will have moved from this what I
believe to be antiquated system of recording parliamentary
debates, that of shorthand notetakers coming in in relays of ten
or fifteen minutes. That will largely be replaced by different
systems. You can't ignore what's happening in other parts of the
world. It's only been because we've been relatively isolated that
we've got this system that we have here now.
There was a time while I was the Speaker (I don't whether I've
referred to this before; stop me if I have) but the Government
Printer advised that there was going to be a strike and that
therefore Parliament couldn't sit. I said, "Well Parliament will
sit, it just won't be reported in the Hansard." I said, "I don't
know anyone in this community who's going to slash their wrists
about that. As a matter of fact I find it very difficult to find
people who actually read the document." And what I was pointing
up to him and to the Hansard staff was that Parliament can get by
very, very well without the Hansard report. If you look at it in
terms of cost benefit it would be pretty hard to justify the cost
of producing the Hansard. I think that governments in the future,
communities of the future, will be requiring there to be a
substantially reduced cost of producing that record.
RJ

Another aspect that Jessie Bussola discussed in her

interview was the reporting of interjections which does create
difficulties at times. Her comment was, "The fact that they were
highly disorderly to me I felt was the fault of the presiding
officer and I still feel that. He's the one that's supposed to
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pull them up and make sure they don't make them. It's not our job
to leave them out when they're made."1 What was your attitude as
presiding officer?
THOMPSON

Well the Standing Orders say that interjections are
highly disorderly and that's a truism that Jessie has relied on.
However I think anyone who has any sort of knowledge of
parliamentary debate would have to agree that debate is
embellished by interjection and for a presiding officer to rule
all interjections out of order would be to work against the
principle of free and open discussion. So the problem for
presiding officers is to determine when interjections are
disorderly and when they're not. I think that it would be wrong
to stop interjections and it would certainly be wrong to stop
interjections because it was going to make the Hansard staff's
job easier. That's not a reason in my view.
You see a lot of people around this place
institution exists for the staff. It doesn't;
community. It's a very important safety valve
Whilst things that happen here may at times

think that this
it exists for the
in the community.
be a pain in the

backside to the staff, that's just too bad. What has happened
with the Hansard in recent times is that there's been a ruling
given, and I did make the threat that this would occur while I
was the Speaker, but there's been a subsequent ruling given by
Speakers that only those interjections which are answered will
appear in the record although I do know that a lot of
interjections that aren't answered also get in the record.
There's been a change in the style of members to the Parliament
in recent years that has made it harder for the Hansard. They
speak faster than members of yesteryear. That clearly has made it
harder for the Hansard and to some extent they need some
assistance. That's the reason why I arranged for the installation
of the taping of our parliamentary procedures so that the Hansard
can go back if they have any doubt about it, they can go back and
refer to the tape.

-------------------1lbid, p 55.
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I think it's wrong to rely on members to correct their Hansards
because they'll correct them to suit their own purpose. I must
not be liked in Hansard because I never correct my Hansards, they
go straight into the bin, for two reasons: firstly I don't want
to rely on a second shot at changing what I say and secondly
they've got a tape backup there anyway. If there's some doubt
about what I said, well they can pop along to the tape and pull
it out of that.
RJ

Another position you held while Speaker was Chairman of
the Parliamentary Joint Library Committee and you had an episode
in 1980 where you were responsible for the suspension of Bill
Pedersen who was then the Librarian. What was that about?
THOMPSON

Well that was a culmination of events that went on over
a long period of time. We had a female working on the library
staff who was a most disruptive person. She was the niece of a
former member of the Joint Library Committee of whom it was said
was responsible for the appointment of that person; had've it not
been for her involvement then that person would not have been on
the staff.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE FOURTEEN

Retirement of Jim Cox as Chief Hansard Reporter, 1981
L-R Dick Old, Jim Cox, Sandy Lewis, Cohn Jamieson,
Ian Thompson
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TAPE FOURTEEN SIDE TWO

THOMPSON

We had a parade of librarians and assistant librarians
through this place directly attributed to that particular person.
Now she was miffed because when Hutchinson was the Speaker and
chairman of the Joint Library Committee he thought it
inappropriate to have an untrained librarian heading up the
parliamentary library. Our library has gone through quite
significant changes. Bruce Okely used to do it as part of his job
as a junior clerk in the Assembly department and as a part time
thing. As a service to members he ran something of a library.
Then someone was duly appointed to do that full time, albeit that
person untrained as a librarian. Hutchinson believed that it was
time that we had a professional staff and he put on a
professional person over the female who had previously been in
charge of the library. She resented that and I think set about
being disruptive and we lost a lot of good people from the
library staff.
Bill Pedersen was the Assistant Librarian here to another chief
who left because of conflict with the female to whom I've
referred. I had been reasonably satisfied with Bill Pedersen's
handling of the position and on my recommendation he was made the
Librarian, promoted from Assistant to Librarian, and we appointed
another lady to become the Deputy. Well he then became the target
for this disruptive female. He used to spend ages talking to me
and also talking to Freda Machin who was then ensconced in this
Parliament House as my electorate secretary as distinct from my
secretary to me in my capacity as the Speaker; Cynthia Pick was
that. He used to spend hours because Freda is a very nice person,
approachable and would not offend anyone and he used to spend
hours beating his gums to her knowing or thinking that that would
all come back to me. Well some of it did but Freda is not in the
business of tittle-tattling but I was aware that he was using her
as a means of trying to impress me.
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Well we had a couple of discussions when I made it clear to him
that he was the Librarian and that I expected him to do his job.
He left the library one day and just went, walked out of the
place after having had a discussion or an argument with this
woman and for several
I think it was two days before it was
-

drawn to my attention that the library had been deserted by the
person who'd been trusted with its security and its care by the
Library Committee and more particularly by me as the Chairman of
the Library Committee. So I, after some difficulty, ran him to
earth and asked him why it was that he didn't tell me that he was
going and why he had simply unilaterally decided to desert his
post. Well we had something of a heated argument about that and I
suspended him from duty there and then and told him that it was
my intention to recommend to the Library Committee that he be
dismissed. Now I had the authority to dismiss him but just in
case I'd misread the seriousness of the situation, I gave him the
benefit of the doubt of saying that I would refer it to the
Library Committee and I called a meeting of the committee. Brian
Burke was one of the members of that committee. I'm happy to say
that the committee supported my recommendation to them and
Pedersen was from then on dismissed from his position. He
subsequently sued the whole membership of the committee. That
matter was handled for the committee and for me by the Crown Law
Department and I took the trouble to keep an eye on those
proceedings. Nothing ever eventuated. I don't know precisely what
happened. I don't know how far the legal proceedings went. All I
know is that ten years down the track or thereabouts nothing
further has happened; the dismissal stood.
RJ

It was claimed at the time that his position had been
abolished to make way for a staff reorganisation. Was that true?
THOMPSON

Yes. We pointed out that because of the problems that
were existing there that there was to be a significant
re-organisation of the staff and the way in which the library was
to operate. That was part of the ongoing process to which I

-------------------'West, August 15, 1980.
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referred earlier. With the influx of better educated people to
the Parliament, people who'd come from backgrounds where they'd
had the benefit of good reference libraries and research
libraries, pressure [was put] on our library that resulted in
there being an ungrading of the service. So there was nothing
unusual about the fact that at that time we took the opportunity
to make another one of those changes in a series of changes which
occurred to the library over the years that it started from just
a voluntary thing undertaken by one of the Clerks.
RJ
You came down very strongly on Pedersen but why not on,
to quote you, "this disruptive female?"
THOMPSON Well in point of fact I did my best to dismiss her from
the service but I couldn't get the support of the committee. I
had the authority. The Chairman of the Library Committee and the
Chairman of the Printing Committee and the Chairman of the Joint
House Committee have got very significant powers. In fact it is
said, it has been ruled by eminent legal people that the only
executive power in the parliamentary institution is with the
Speaker and the President. All other committees are just advisory
to them. Although I had the authority to sack that person, I
didn't. I relied instead on the support of the committee. Now
just as in Pedersen's case it was the committee that ultimately
took the decision with respect to his future, in the case of the
female to whom I referred it was again the committee whose
authority was paramount.
That committee would not support that person's dismissal. In fact
they overturned some action that I took. I can remember Ron
Davies who was then the Leader of the Opposition after I'd
delivered a letter to this lady in hospital telling her that her
services were to be dispensed with, Davies got real cross about
that and as a result of his intervention caucus directed their
members of the Library Committee to move against the decision
that I had taken and which position had up until that time been
supported by the total committee. But that person was closely
aligned with the Labor Party. Her initial appointment was
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influenced by her auntie who was a Labor member of the
Parliament. Because of the ties with the Labor Party, pressure
came on me and on other members of the committee and it was
because she was a virtual political appointment that it was not
possible to get her out of the position. She ultimately just
abandoned her position here by not coming to work. She got in the
grip of the grog and really went downhill and there wasn't any
need for any action taken to dismiss her; she simply left of her
own accord.
RJ

I would have thought in an institution like this it
should not be possible for an appointment to be influenced by any
party member?
THOMPSON

Well it shouldn't and in most cases it's not. That was
a clear case of where it was and it was also a clear case of why
they shouldn't be.

-

RJ

Overall from your observation, what is your opinion of
the conditions under which staff work here and the relationships
between them?
THOMPSON I think the conditions under which the staff work here
by and large are quite reasonable. The accommodation problems
that are faced by the staff here are also faced by members of
Parliament. So although accommodation could be better for them,
so could it be better for all of us who work here. I don't know
that anyone on the parliamentary staff (and that's looking at
everyone from the gardeners through to the people in the dining
room and the people who service the members of Parliament more
directly) lead generally a very stressful life. At times when
Parliament's sitting I think there's a lot more pressure on
people, but there are some compensating factors in that there are
some fairly quiet times and I think overall it's not a bad place
for people to work in.
RJ

Was there anything that you would have liked to have to
done whilst you were Speaker that you were not able to achieve?
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THOMPSON

Oh there were many things that I would liked to have
been able to do while I was the Speaker but not able to achieve
but this is a place where things happen by evolution not by
revolution and the people who have occupied positions in this
institution and in the other areas that are associated with this
institution who have tried the revolutionary approach generally
finish up bitter twisted people. So I've always approached the
various positions that I've held since I've been here with a
philosophical approach. I think you've just got to not try to
achieve those things that are simply not achievable but chip away
and bring about changes.
I think in the case of the operations of the Legislative Assembly
I was able to chip away and bring some changes that made the
institution a better institution. There are some things that I
wasn't able to achieve completely but I notice that people who
have followed me are making impact in that respect. I refer to
things like the ridiculous sitting hours that we used to subject
ourselves to; to the way in which question time has been
reformed. I think I might have had some impact on reducing some
of the tensions between members around here a bit although that
varies from time to time. It depends on the political issues of
the day. It depends on the personalities. But I think that
there's a bit more harmony here now than there was say
well say
at the time of the sacking of the Whitlam Government; things were
at their really worst here. As far as the Hansard staff and the
Hansard situation is concerned, I think that some of the things
that I started whilst I was in that position have improved. I
think our library is a better service because of things that we
did whilst I was Chairman of the Library Committee. Not
everything is like I would like to see it in the ultimate but
certainly things have moved generally in the right sort of
direction.
-

RJ

You just referred to the atmosphere here at the time of
the sacking of the Whitlam Government. What happened here?
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THOMPSON

Oh well there was a lot of tension here then, of
course. That was a very controversial dismissal of that
government and it was felt very sharply by people in the Labor
Party and not unnaturally they became very cross about it and
bitter and, of course, there was an election campaign that was
waged immediately after that and a lot of tension was evident on
the floor of the House. It was one of those events in political
life that intensified the differences between the two opposing
parties to the extent that it influenced personal relationships
and that was bad.
RJ

And how long did that take to ease off?

THOMPSON Oh it's eased off fairly quickly although there are
still memories of it around.
RJ

You took part in presiding officers' conferences and I
wondered how useful you found those?
THOMPSON

I found them very, very useful. As a matter of fact it
was because of the experiences that I had at some of those
conferences that influenced me to take interest in some of the
things that were occurring here and I think was instrumental in
some of the rulings that were made whilst I was in the chair
because it gave me an opportunity to get a better appreciation of
what was happening in other Parliaments. There was more.... I
think the presiding officers' conferences were an opportunity
more for the experienced Parliaments to impart knowledge to the
less experienced Parliaments and I did enjoy that facet of it.
Although at the same time we did get the benefit of the knowledge
of people like Snedden and other presiding officers from national
Parliaments, the New Zealand national Parliament and so they were
very much a two way communication, I think more benefit would
have been derived from the newer Parliaments than was true of the
older ones. But there was still that two way exchange.
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RJ

Before you went in the 1983 election your electorate
was subject to change yet again. You lost part of Lesmurdie and
you gained part of Swan View and part of Greenmount. How did that
affect you electorally?
THOMPSON Well it didn't affect me all that much electorally. It
was still a safe seat but I had to adjust to some changed areas.
I had to start looking after a part of Swan View that had not
been part of my electorate previously. At the same time the bit
of Lesmurdie that I'd lost I really didn't lose those people
because they still identified with me and they still identify
with me too today because I have a fairly high profile in my
electorate, in my community, and people generally are unaware
that a significant part of the Shire of Kalamunda is represented
by people other than myself but because I have such a high
profile people still identify with me. But in terms of my
majority, that majority has never reduced. I think I've increased
my majority at every election that I've contested and so I can't
really be critical of the redistribution or the impact of
redistribution.
RJ

You seem to have been subject to a lot of change
electorally throughout your period as a member. How difficult
does that make it?
THOMPSON Well it does make it difficult. That change, of
course..., the changes that have occurred in the electoral
boundaries have been brought about by the influx of a large
number of people in the hills. To compensate, to keep balance
with the electoral laws, it's been necessary to reduce the
geographical area. Now, of course, we're about to face a
significant redistribution again and I'm waiting with bated
breath, as are the other 97 members of this State Parliament, to
see what comes out of that redistribution. I've never known yet
anyone to predict the boundaries. I reckon I've got a pretty fair
idea of what's going to happen this time. If it happens as I
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think it will then the judgment I made two or three
redistributions ago will have proven to be sound. If it happens
otherwise I'll have been shown to be a poor judge.
RJ

You mean the judgment to move your house?

THOMPSON No the judgment to stay with the electorate of
Kalamunda at the time that Darling Range re-emerged. You see
Darling Range when it re-emerged was a four per cent better seat
than was the seat of Kalamunda. I opted to stay with Kalamunda
because I saw it as being the core of a seat no matter what
happened in redistribution.
RJ

After the 1983 election your party was no longer in
government and, of course, you were no longer Speaker. John
Harman took over as Speaker. Did he have any discussion with you?
Was there any handover process?
THOMPSON

No, John and I were always quite good friends. We
discussed things in general terms but there was no specific
briefing by me of any of the particular points. It was just a
change that is inevitable in those situations and I never felt it
was my place to be imposing my thoughts on the new Speaker. It's
always hard for someone to be involved in that process. I wasn't
the only one in that election, of course. There were several
Ministers of the Crown who suddenly found themselves no longer in
their positions, although I hung on for a little bit longer you
see. The Ministers of the Crown changed immediately after the
election. Because I was a servant of the House I continued as
Speaker for several weeks, in fact I think it was months after
the election. So the jolt of change although expected by me
didn't actually occur until several weeks later. I can say that
the hardest perk of office to have to give up was that blooming
motor car. That was the hardest bit. The salary by the time
superannuation and tax takes its bit out of the allowances that
you get for these higher duties it doesn't amount to very much
money, but losing the facility of the motor car that was the
hardest bit of all.
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What sort of Speaker did John Harman make?

THOMPSON

I think John was quite a good Speaker. I think he was
quite fair and he certainly made himself available to members. I
think he did quite a good job in the three years that he was
Speaker.
RJ
And to finish with Speakers what sort of Speaker is
Mike Barnett?
THOMPSON

Well the public controversy surrounding myself and Mike
Barnett ought to demonstrate to you what I think of Mike Barnett.
I've been suspended from Parliament twice during the time that
Barnett has been the Speaker. I just say that the same sort of
clash did not occur between me and Speaker Harman because Harman
in my view had the respect of the House. He certainly had my
respect. I can't say the same of the present Speaker although I
must say to his credit that since our last confrontation he has
been very much better. He has been more evenhanded in the way
that he's handled the affairs in the House and he's been less
patronising and less smart alecky to people. I think that he has
learnt but it took him a little while to learn. It doesn't help
any institution for there to be any non-acceptance of the
authority, in this case the authority of the chair. However no
presiding officer can succeed in that post unless he has the
respect of the membership and Barnett had lost the respect of the
membership to the extent that there was open revolt. It's not a
matter of being the boss and saying that, "Thou shalt." It's a
matter of being the boss and saying, "Please give me a hand to do
my job." Any Speaker that approaches it in that way will earn the
respect of the wider membership.
RJ
THOMPSON

Why had he lost the respect of the members?

Because he was very unfair in the way in which he was
dealing with the members who were not members of the government.
There was clear favouritism being shown to members of the
government side and that just wasn't accepted.
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Be specific though, in exactly what way do you mean?

THOMPSON

Well he would ridicule people on the Opposition for
minor breaches of the Standing Orders whilst at the same time
ignoring similar breaches undertaken by his own members. A clear
case of that was when Clarko offended against the Standing Orders
by moving between the person who had the Speaker's call and the
Speaker. There's a Standing Order which says you don't pass
between. Now Clarko needed to get to his seat in the House and it
was a physical impossibility for him not to pass between the
person who had the call and the Speaker. So Clarko did that which
has been done by members before and since in this Parliament and
that was simply duck his head low so that he didn't actually
obstruct the view from head to head and sat in his seat. Now the
Speaker made quite a song and fuss about that and yet on the same
day Arthur Tonkin moved from his place in the chamber and moved
between the Speaker and another person on his feet and that was
allowed to go. It was that sort of uneven treatment of the House
that caused people to stack on a performance.
Another thing that he did which in my view was completely
unacceptable and that was to authorise the construction of
accommodation in the corridors without reference of that matter
to the Joint House Committee. Now I would never and I don't think
any Speaker or presiding officer would ever have undertaken that
type of alteration to our accommodation without at least
referring the matter to the appropriate committee, to the Joint
House Committee. Now that was just assuming too much and you
can't do that.

END OF TAPE FOURTEEN SIDE TWO
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TAPE FIFTEEN SIDE ONE
RJ

An interview with the Honorable Ian Thompson held in
the Parliament on the 23rd November 1987.
We were talking last time about O'Connor becoming leader of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party. You said, "It is true that many
people thought there had been promises made to them by O'Connor
prior to his becoming the Premier that they would be promoted by
him." I wondered if those promises had anything to do with
O'Connor becoming Premier?
THOMPSON

No, I don't think they did have anything to do with Ray
becoming the Premier and to some extent it highlighted one of
Ray's weaknesses in my view. He wanted to make absolutely certain
that he would become the leader and he, if not made promises to
people, he encouraged them to think that there would be some
reward for supporting him. But he needn't have made any sort of
commitment in my view because I really don't know that there was
anyone who could have at that point challenged successfully.
RJ

Did he seek your support in that way?

THOMPSON

Yes he discussed it with me and in my case went beyond
just allowing me to think that there would a place in the
ministry for me under his stewardship, he actually made a
commitment. I might point out that he subsequently came to me and
said that he was there to honour his promise but it would have to
be to an unpaid honorary position in the ministry and as I said
earlier I don't think that it was ever anticipated by him that I
would accept it.
RJ

You also referred to the relationship between yourself
and O'Connor as Premier, with you, of course, as Speaker. "He
often disagreed with the way that I handled things."1 Can you
give us an example of what you mean by that?

1 This transcript, p 260.
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Only on minor issues would he disagree, no major
issues. I never had any major confrontation with O'Connor, but in
debate the government are forever looking to the Speaker to
advantage them in debate, for instance giving the call to one of
their members ahead of a Labor man because of the critical timing
aspect when you consider the deadlines that are set by newspapers
and little things like that. No major issue but still wanting
there to be some advantage shown to the government by the
Speaker. Totally inappropriate in my view.
RJ

In February 1983 we have the situation where Ray
O'Connor was re-elected unopposed as leader of the party and Bill
Hassell defeated, according to the press, Clarko, MacKinnon,
Laurance and yourself for the position of deputy leadership.
Cyril Rushton at that stage had a recount involved in his
electorate of Dale. He did ask for the deputy leadership ballot
to be held up until the result was known but the party chose not
to do so. What went on on that occasion?
THOMPSON

It was the first meeting after the election and as is
the custom, the position of leader and deputy leader respectively
have to be reconfirmed. Whilst it was known that a couple of
results were still outstanding, none the less the party resolved
to go ahead. It was not that the party wasn't aware of Cyril
Rushton's position for indeed they were and there was the
opportunity for Cyril to be nominated for the deputy leadership.
That point was made well and truly clear. However no motion was
moved by anyone for Cyril to be the deputy leader. In those
circumstances I don't think it would have made any difference
had've Cyril Rushton actually been there. I think that the party
was in a mood to have someone else be the deputy leader and
that's why things moved as they did.
RJ
THOMPSON

How did you fare on that occasion?

I fared very poorly on that occasion. I've fared very
poorly on each of the occasions that I sought the deputy
leadership.
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And how did you feel about that?

THOMPSON

In the case of the earlier ones it really was of no
great consequence but in the case of the last one, the most
recent one I was very unhappy about that.
RJ

Was there any move...
even though O'Connor was
unopposed was there any move beforehand to put up someone against
him?
•

THOMPSON

Oh yes indeed there was. Bill Hassell had made noises
immediately after the election and prior to that meeting that
indicated that he was going to move against O'Connor. Now I
publicly attacked Hassell because I saw that as being disruptive
in the party and I said publicly that I didn't think it
appropriate that O'Connor should be made the scapegoat for us
having lost an election that I think was lost for a variety of
reasons. In the first place I don't think Court had given
O'Connor sufficient time to get himself established and secondly
there were a number of issues that ran against us. For instance
the ill fated job bank scheme which Bill Hassell himself headed
and which he promoted during that campaign. That was
overwhelmingly rejected by the community. I felt that O'Connor
should have been given some more time to just establish his
control of the situation and to hopefully gain greater public
support. But I couldn't see that having another change at that
stage was helpful to the party.
The election of 1983 was a great surprise to me and I know it was
a surprise to Brian Burke who at that election became the
Premier. Burke and I have always been fairly friendly towards one
another and we had many discussions prior to that election. I
know that Brian Burke privately did not think they could win the
election. It was a phenomenal result and it demonstrated to me
the volatility of the electorate and it has caused me to change
my view about the outcome of elections. I think in that case the
Labor Party would have been feeling that there was a chance for
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them to improve their position but in their wildest thoughts I
don't think they thought they could win it. Certainly Brian Burke
didn't think they could win it.
RJ

Why did they win it besides the couple of reasons
you've given?
THOMPSON

Well I think that there were in the northern what is
known now as the mortgage belt and also in the southern part of
the metropolitan region where mortagage interest rates had gone
very high, people reacted to that even though it wasn't a State
issue. Interest rates aren't something that a State government
can control. They can have some minor influence on them but
predominantly that's a federal issue. It demonstrates again that
people in the community don't differentiate between State and
federal politics. I think a number of federal issues along with
the interest rates had a bearing on the result of that election.
RJ

Is there any criticism of the Liberal Party and the way
it conducted that campaign?
THOMPSON

Oh yes. It wasn't revealed to the majority of us in the
parliamentary party that the research that was being undertaken
by the Liberal Party demonstrated that the tack we were taking
during the campaign was not being effective. I think that what
should have happened is that we should have taken notice of the
polling and should have done more to try and correct it. We chose
instead
our strategists chose instead to ignore the polling and
went on their own merry way to our detriment.
-

RJ

Wht did you think about Bill Hassell winning the deputy
leadership after that election?

THOMPSON

I thought Bill Hassell was an appropriate choice as a
deputy leader even though I was a candidate for the position
myself. But I think Hassell, I've always considered Hassell to
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have a tremendous amount of ability. I saw his election as the
deputy as being an opportunity for him to get more experience and
hopefully grow in stature in the eyes of the community.
RJ

One of the things that you said at the time that you
publicly criticised Hassell's thinking that he might stand for
the leadership was, "His high profile during the election
campaign had contributed to the party's downfall."
THOMPSON

That's right and indeed I think I went further and said
that the style of government that is represented by Hassell was a
style of government that had come to a shuddering halt at that
election. I am convinced that the high profile position that
Hassell took during the election was responsible for, not
entirely but in part, the rejection by the community of the
Liberal Party. Bill Hassell had had a high profile, controversial
role during the time that he was in the ministry. He was seen as
the architect of the Noonkanbah convoy, the dispute that
surrounded that. He's seen as the architect for the 54B of the
Police Act which was a great rallying point for the Labor Party
and he was, during the election campaign, promoting Job Bank
which was perceived by everyone..., not everyone
perceived by
the greater majority of people in the community as being simply a
gimmick to try and demonstrate that the Liberal Party were doing
something about overcoming a very unacceptably high level of
unemployment in this State.
-

RJ

Well after saying all of those things, why were you
pleased to see him deputy leader knowing that that could one day
lead to the leadership?

THOMPSON

Because Bill Hassell in my view is the most
intelligent, articulate, well educated member of the
Parliamentary Liberal Party now as he was then. I recognised all
of those qualities. Another quality he has is that he works very

-------------------1 DailyNews, Feb 21, 1983.
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hard. I recognised that he had all of those qualities and that if
he could just get public acceptance then he would be of great
benefit to the party.
RJ

After your defeat for the deputy leadership there was
an article in the Sunday Independent about you in which you spoke
of your ambition to lead the Liberal Party one day. You went on
to say, "'For me to progress towards leadership of the Liberal
Party we needed to go into opposition ... Time in opposition will
give me a chance to generate support
to have people accept my
approach to politics
to get enough of them behind me in the
-

-

party room that I might be able to succeed."1 Now that was almost
as if you were saying I'm glad we lost the election because it
gives me a chance now to build up support for leadership. That
would not have gone down I wouldn't have thought very well with
your colleagues?
THOMPSON

Oh well it may not have been but you see one of the
problems that I've had Ronda through the whole of my
parliamentary career is that I'm brutally frank and honest. But
to have said something else would have simply been not honest and
I just don't think.... Well I can't operate that way; others can.
I can't operate that way.
RJ

And have you found that the time in opposition has
brought any of the things that you had hoped?

THOMPSON Oh yes there's greater acceptance of me now. I have
performed better in the deputy leadership stakes since that time.
I think there has been an opportunity for me to gain a greater
acceptance. I don't know whether I'm going to live long enough
for that acceptance to grow to the extent where I might
ultimately achieve my ambition.

1Sunday Independent, Feb 27, 1983.
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RJ

In the shadow ministry that O'Connor appointed, you
became the shadow minister of Consumer Affairs and Environment.
How did you feel about those particular portfolios?

THOMPSON

I thought I'd lost the deal because they are both areas
that are very difficult for a Liberal Party. However I took it as
something of a challenge and went about trying to improve the
party's standing in the community on those issues where hitherto
we had been seen to be less than sympathic towards the
environment and towards consumer protection.
RJ

Do you feel you succeeded in that?

THOMPSON

Oh yes I'm confident that there was some improvement in
our standing in the community on those issues although I didn't
hold those positions for very long.
RJ
They were fairly junior portfolios. How did you feel
about that?
THOMPSON

Oh well I just accepted it as it came.

RJ

No disappointment?

THOMPSON

Not really. No point in being disappointed. I was
disappointed in being asked to do what I saw to be really the
scraps, however I was still included in the shadow ministry.
RJ

How did you find being a shadow minister affected how
you operated? How time consuming was it?
THOMPSON

Well it is very much more time consuming than just
being a private member because not only are you obliged to do
your job in your electorate but you're expected to become
involved in issues that take you to other parts of the State and
which require you to put in a lot more time meeting with
community organisations and participating with your parliamentary
colleagues in committee work associated with the shadow ministry.
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RJ
So in that time did you feel that your work in the
electorate suffered?
THOMPSON

Oh no I've never allowed my electorate to be neglected.
I've got a very efficient operation. I'm well served by, well
particularly Freda Machin and now Anita Dalton assists, but I've
got a very good rapport with my community through my office and
I've never allowed that to diminish.
RJ

There was an article in the Sunday Times in October '83
claiming that a new Liberal leader was needed. "One man with
charisma, Ian Thompson, doesn't have enough back-bench support to
make an impression. His independence of thought and action, in a
party which likes its MP's to toe the line, put him out of court.
He has been battling to get back ever since." Is that an
accurate assessment that you do belong to a party who likes its
MP's to toe the line?
THOMPSON All political parties like their MP's to toe the line.
I think it's less true of the Liberal Party than it is of the
Labor Party but it is still true. Anyone who does take an
independent line runs the risk of not being supported for more
senior positions in the party.
RJ

As someone who is an independent thinker, does that
disappoint you that your party is like that?

THOMPSON Well I'm quite philosophical about politics. I know
that all political parties prefer to have their members
completely under control, so recognising that, I really can't be
upset when the independent action I've taken has caused my
colleagues to dislike me. That's just a part of a life.

-------------------1 SundayTimes, Oct 16, 1983.
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RJ

The next step in this leadership process within your
party occurred in November '83 when MacKinnon tried to get the
numbers together to defeat Hassell as deputy leader but failed to
do so. What can you tell me about that occasion?
THOMPSON

Well there was a move made but clearly there weren't
the numbers there to support that probe. I really can't remember
very much about that occasion. I can a sume that it was just

Barry MacKinnon dipping his toe in the iater and nothing more
than that.
RJ

In February 1 84 according to the West you asked
O'Connor to resign.1 What had happened that you had become
disenchanted with his leadership?
THOMPSON

Well Ray had then been another twelve months as the
leader of the parliamentary party. Every opinion poll that came
out showed him losing ground and everywhere you went people were
commenting on the unsuitability of O'Connor as the leader.
Bearing in mind that I had suggested that it was too soon for any
consideration to be given to changing the leader immediately
after the election, it was my view then that O'Connor should have
at least another twelve months in which to get himself
established. Ray knew he was on shaky ground. Ray knew the skids
were under him and he went on an overseas trip which is the
entitlement of the Leader of the Oppostion. Now that in itself
didn't help his position because it was perceived by some members
of the Parliamentary Liberal Party that O'Connor was just
grabbing one of the entitlements that came to him as the leader
in case he might get rolled.
While he was away a lot of discussion went on in the party about
the need for a change. I was invited to attend a meeting in the
President's bedroom which meeting was called by supporters of
Barry MacKinnon who were contemplating making a challenge. Well
that meeting concluded without any real resolution. It was a most

-------------------1 West, Feb 13, 1984.
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unsatisfactory meeting from my point of view. Ian Laurance
participated in it as did Graham MacKinnon, Clive Griffiths and
there were others. I can't quite recall who they were. Phil
Pendal was one. Everyone agreed that O'Connor should be told that
he should go. Everyone agreed that he should be given the
opportunity to quietly step down but no one wanted to go and tell
him. It was my view that what should have happened was a group of
three or four senior members of the parliamentary party should go
to O'Connor and say, "Ray we think that it's time you went." So
that meeting broke up without any resolution. No group was
prepared to go and see him. So I went to Ray and I told him that
it was my view that it was time that he went and I suggested he
should take the opportunity to resign rather than face a spill.
He reacted very angrily and accused me of being the one who was
running around talking to the press and he said, "You're the only
member who has been to me to tell me that you think I should go
so." He said, "What I want you to do is just accept that you're
in the minority and that perhaps you're wrong and just forget
about it." Well I expected Ray to react that way so I'd gone to
the meeting with a letter of resignation from the shadow ministry
which I delivered to him there and then and I told him that it
was my intention at the party meeting that was due in a few days
time to move for the spill.
After that meeting with O'Connor I made it public that I was
going to take that action because it was going to become public
anyway. Estelle Blackburn, who was then a journalist with the ABC
and who is a very experienced politicial journalist, she was in
the parliamentary press gallery working for the West Australian
Newspapers for a number of years before she went to the ABC.
She'd taken a particular interest in this subject and had
interviewed Ray O'Connor on a number of occasions when O'Connor
had said that there was no one who had been to him to say that
they were dissatisfied with his leadership and he had said that
about the meeting that he'd held with me. I can recall that
interview that Estelle Blackburn recorded with O'Connor. It was
the most brutal interview because Estelle Blackburn said to Ray,
"You've told the press on numerous occasions that no members have
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been to you to say that you should go. It's now been revealed
that at least four members have separately been to see you
telling you that, Ian Thompson included. You lied didn't you Mr
O'Connor?" As I've said it was a fairly brutal interview and
O'Connor's mouth opened but nothing came out of it for some
considerable time and it was a pitiful sight because he was in
full retreat.
Well, of course, people went to work for their respective sides
and Ray was very confident that he had the numbers and indeed
some of his supporters were very confident that he had the
numbers. Some of them even threatened me, like Tom Knight
publicly threatened that because of my disloyalty and my
disruption that I'd be expelled from the party. From the time
that I made the announcement that I was going to move for the
spill not one member of my party contacted me to say that they
were supporting me because you see what was happening, O'Connor's
people were putting the pressure on and saying, "If you support
this you're history. We'll see to it that you no longer retain
whatever position you have in the outfit." So I was so concerned
about the position, when I drove to Parliament House on the
morning of that meeting I rehearsed my resignation speech.
RJ

From the party?

THOMPSON

From the party because I felt that I could hardly have
caused all of this furore and then have miserably lost and stayed
a member of the party and I had prepared a resignation speech.
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THOMPSON

clii:]

TAPE FIFTEEN SIDE TWO

THOMPSON

So I moved the motion in the party room. It was
seconded meekly, very meekly.
RJ

By whom?

THOMPSON

By Peter Coyne although several now want to claim that
they seconded the motion. The motion was put and when the votes
were counted O'Connor had five other members supporting him. The
overwhelming majority voted for the spill and then consequently
they voted for Hassell to become the leader. Ray O'Connor was a
contestant in that election but got no more than the five or six
votes that were there to see the spill motion defeated. Then, of
course, at that same election, Barry MacKinnon was elected as the
deputy.
I didn't contest that on that occasion because I didn't think I
could be seen to be the perpetrator of the spill and then be seen
at the same time as hoping to be a beneficiary of the spill. So I
quite deliberately decided that I would not be a candidate and
Bill Hassell remarked to me prior to the vote occurring, but only
just prior to the vote occurring, that he thought that that was
one of the factors that would probably see me succeed with the
motion but that was just a few minutes before the meeting was
held.
I met Ray O'Connor

this was on a Tuesday I think, and on the
following Saturday the Kelmscott Branch of the Liberal Party had
a social function to which O'Connor had been invited and accepted
as the leader some weeks before and he went to that function. It
was the first time that I'd confronted Ray since his defeat. I've
got to say of Ray that he held no animosity towards me. We had
(late in the evening when both of us had had a drink or three)
quite a discussion about the event and with tears in his eyes he
said he had commitment from 23 members of the Parliamentary
Liberal Party to support him: 23 members. Which just goes to show
-
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that people will tell you one thing but then go and do something
else. I think Ray was entitled to be cross with a lot of people
in the Liberal Party, in the Parliamentary Liberal Party, not
because of what they did so much as because they didn't tell him
the truth. Vesna, Ray's wife, I don't think will ever forgive me
but Ray has demonstrated that he's a realist and he's a man.
RJ

By then how was he accepting defeat? Could he see the
reason for it?
THOMPSON

Oh well it was over then, he'd been defeated. He was
then on the backbench. He just accepted it and went about life. I
think he probably lived it up a bit and he certainly didn't give
the impression of someone who'd suffered a terrible blow,
although I know that he did deep down feel that he'd suffered a
terrible blow. But he put on a very brave face and I think to his
credit got on with living and allowed the past not openly at
least to show that it was impacting on him.
RJ

So just to be clear you had not spoken to the press
until after you had seen O'Connor and told him your thinking?
THOMPSON The press had spoken to me on a number of occasions
about it, but I had not indicated that I was going to move a
motion against him. There was lots of speculation. I can remember
Paul McGow who now writes for one of the national papers was then
one of the political roundsmen with the West. McGow had written
an article saying that O'Connor would be toppled and it was a
pretty gutsy sort of argument because he really didn't have
anything to go on and I can remember him ringing me and gleefully
pointing out that he'd made the prediction. He had to concede to
me that a conversation which he'd had with me prior to his
writing the article gave no hint at all that there was going to
be a spill move by me against O'Connor.
RJ

So far you have only given O'Connor's poor showing in
the polls as being a reason for acting against him. What else was
involved?
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THOMPSON

There had always been rumours circulating about Ray
O'Connor. It was rumoured that he was associated with undesirable
characters, that he'd become fairly wealthy without there being
any obvious way that that could have occurred. Ray's private life
I think was very much a factor in the attitude that was held by a
lot of people in the community. Those rumours came to my ears
quite frequently but there was never any evidence ever produced
to show that there was any foundation to the rumours.
But there are rumours circulating about members of Parliament all
the time. In some cases the rumours are stronger and more
extraordinary than others. It's long been rumoured that Brian
Burke is getting a handout from Dallas Dempster, or from this one
or that one. Well I just ask people to produce the evidence. No
evidence has been produced. The same was the case with O'Connor.
But you see people vote not on what the facts of the matter might
be, they vote on their perception of the situation and the
perception was that O'Connor had some connections with
undesirable people in the underworld and that he had grown
wealthy because of those sorts of connections. It didn't matter
whether it was true or not, people just had that perception and
that's how they treated the matter. I think Ray's parliamentary
performance was very mediocre and Burke used to carve him up time
after time. That was not something that the parliamentary people
really enjoyed.
RJ

Were those insinuations against O'Connor the result of
the Labor Party's action?
THOMPSON Oh I have no doubt that if they didn't start the
rumours they certainly fanned them along just as the rumours that
circulate about Brian Burke now are fanned along by members of
the Liberal Party, by people in the lay organisation as well as
people in the parliamentary wing. I think it's a pretty
scurrilous sort of activity.
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RJ

When you took the action you did in moving the spill
motion did you have anyone in mind or had you discussed with
anyone the likelihood of their becoming leader?
THOMPSON

Oh yes, I'd spoken to both Hassell and to Barry
MacKinnon because they, in my view, stood out as the front
runners. I did have some pressure put on me by Ian Laurance but I
had discussed the matter with both Hassell and with Barry
MacKinnon.
RJ

On what lines?

THOMPSON

Well to establish that there would be someone who was
prepared to stand if O'Connor was dropped. It would have been a
tragedy for me for the spill motion to have been carried and then
for Ray O'Connor to have won. I'd have been absolute history in
those circumstances. So naturally I spoke to those two people
whom I've mentioned to ensure there was going to be someone who
was going to stand against him.
RJ

Did you promise either of them personal support?

THOMPSON

No,

RJ

Both for the leadership?

no, there was no promise of support. There was
however I think in the minds of each of them the view that I
would be supporting them.

THOMPSON

Both for the leadership. It was a case of they drawing
an inference from the conversations that we'd had. Neither knows
who I voted for nor will they ever.
RJ
THOMPSON

How strong was the vote for Hassell on that occasion?

I can't recall the result. Of course, they're a
"secret" ballot, secret in inverted commas because word does get
out although I really can't recall what the result was on that
occasion.
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RJ

And were you happy about the outcome when you had
Hassell as leader and MacKinnon as deputy?
THOMPSON

I was happy that there had been a change and I thought
that we then had an opportunity to go forward with someone who
didn't have the hangups that Ray had and as far as Hassell was
concerned I've always had a high regard for his performance in
the Parliament and I expected that we would see an improvement.
He had two years prior to the election which I thought was a
reasonable time to get himself established as the leader. I felt
that the team of Hassell and MacKinnon was a good combination.
RJ

How did Hassell operate in the Parliament once he was
Leader of the Opposition?
THOMPSON

I thought
still is inclined
Opposition you have
Bill used every bit

that he did a reasonably good job. He was and
to speak for too long. As Leader of the
unlimited time on most issues or did then and
of his unlimited time which in my view was a

pity because you tend to lose your audience if you go for too
long and that was a criticism I had of his performance in the
Parliament.
No one could have tried harder during the time that he was the
leader than what he did and in the period leading up to the 1986
election Bill worked very, very hard. I think the party worked as
effectively under him as leader as ever it has. It wasn't because
of any lack of effort on Hassell's part that we didn't win the
1986 election. I can remember at the last shadow cabinet meeting
prior to the election which was held at Mandurah (we were down
there to do some work in support of our candidate for the
Mandurah seat) Hassell asked each of the shadow ministers in turn
to say just how things were going for that 1 86 election. Everyone
spoke in glowing terms of our prospects of winning that election
and when it got to my turn I said that we wouldn't win the
election, that we wouldn't win that seat of Mandurah because I
had been there for a while and I could see that our candidate was
really not getting the acceptance that was necessary to win. I
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said that we wouldn't win Mundaring because I knew Mundaring
fairly well because it's a neighbouring seat of mine and I knew
from my feeling that we couldn't win. I said to the shadow
cabinet and to Hassell that he couldn't have done more in getting
us up in that election and it wasn't a criticism of him or
anything he had or hadn't done but I did say that one of the
factors that was influencing our chances was the non-acceptance
of him personally because I thought it was important that he be
told the truth. No good asking for the truth and then being told
something else. To a great extent I was disappointed in some of
my colleagues because I knew that some of my colleagues had said
things that they really didn't believe. Perhaps they're kinder
than me, perhaps they just didn't want to hurt Hassell. I didn't
want to hurt him but I didn't want to put him in a false position
either. So I told him what I thought to be the case. [Pause].
RJ

How did he react to that?

THOMPSON He didn't show any sort of emotion or that. He just
nodded and went onto the next business. Oh he did say, "I hope
you don't say that outside." I said, "Well of course I won't,"
and didn't. History shows how the election went. The Liberal
Party performed quite poorly. Had've it not been for the gains
made by the National Party our side of politics would have looked
pretty sick, the conservative side of politics would have looked
pretty sick, although we are in a better position now than we
were prior to the '86 election. But we've still got the job ahead
of us in bridging the gap although having experienced the '83
election when what I thought to be the impossible in fact
happened, well then perhaps it may happen for us at the next
election.
RJ

How did Hassell operate in the party room?

THOMPSON He was very fair in the party room. He allowed people
the opportunity to express their point of view. He was perhaps a
little bit too vigorous in getting his own way and to that extent
he emulated Charles Court. Sir Charles would keep gnawing at a
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subject until he got the result he wanted. Then as far as he was
concerned that was the end of the issue. Bill was inclined to be
a little bit like that. He wanted to keep the argument going
until he got his way. That simply in my view is counter
productive. Leaders aren't always right, they only think they
are.
RJ

You were a member of the Hassell shadow ministry. On
that occasion your portfolios were Police and Emergency Services,
Family and Women's Interests. What did you feel about those
portfolios?
THOMPSON Well I was quite happy to accept those jobs but the
interview that I had with Bill Hassell when that appointment was
made was a most incredible interview. He called me in and sat me
down and asked me what my expectations were. I said, "Well my
expectations are that I will be a part of your team in opposition
and in government." He thought about that for a while and he
said, "Yours is the hardest appointment I've got to make." I
said, "Why is that?" "Because," he said, "you are perceived to be
disloyal and you are perceived to be lazy." So I said, "Perceived
by whom?" He said, "Well never mind just accept that that's how
you're perceived." I said, "I find this quite incredible." I
said, "You didn't tell me any of this sort of thing when you
allowed me to go out on the limb that put you in the seat you're
now in." None of that was conveyed to me before. It wasn't a very
happy sort of interview although I must say that I was quite
happy with the responsibilities that I was given.
RJ

I can understand the perceived to be disloyal because
you've referred to that yourself. How could you have been
perceived to have been lazy?
THOMPSON Oh well I just.... I don't know whose perception that
was. I said, "Let's talk about that. Who are the people who are
saying these things and where is the evidence?" He simply said,
"Well you should work a little closer with your neighbours," and
I assume from that that he was referring to George Spriggs who
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was a person that I simply could not get on with because I
thought him to be a very poor member of Parliament and I reckoned
that he was simply not doing the right thing by the party and let
him know that on every opportunity. Now I think that Spriggs was
one of those who went grizzling to Hassell about the prospect of
my being in it, and I also think that [another was] Leon Watt,
who is forever beating his heart and saying how hard he works for
the party and how loyal he's been but what's it got him? He's
been overlooked all the time. Now I think they're a couple of the
members who would have gone to him to grizzle about the prospect
of my being appointed and I think that was the basis on which he
made the statements that he did. I think it was a part of his
approach to things. He was trying to intimidate me, trying to
surpress me so that perhaps I'd be a little more cooperative with
him than I'd been with other leaders. None the less it was
disappointing.
RJ

How well accepted were you within the shadow ministry
by your colleagues?

THOMPSON

It's a strange thing; I'm always accepted within the
circle of my friends. I never have any difficulty when I'm there
to answer and there to protect my position. I have the trouble
with people running around the back doors grizzling and sniping
and bloody well undermining me. But there's only been three years
of my sixteen odd years parliamentary experience when I haven't
held a senior position. The three years in opposition [1971-741
were the only three years when I haven't held office in the
Parliamentary Liberal Party. I think that that's a demonstration
that I must have something to offer. You don't get there unless
you've got something to offer. I find it most unsatisfactory that
people will run around privately criticising one and not have the
guts to come and front up. There have been one or two people who
have had the decency to acquaint me with the way they feel. Bill
Hassell was one of them. Bill Hassell came to me after I'd
defeated the Electoral Act Amendment Bill and vigorously
expressed his disapproval of that. Although I can't say I enjoyed
the experience, at least I appreciated the fact that he came and
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told me to my face. I think I can count on the fingers of my
right hand the number of occasions when people have been prepared
to come to me and tell me to my face the things that they're
saying about me behind my back.
RJ

You then had Health added to your shadow portfolios
because Ian Pratt resigned saying the workload was too heavy on
top of his electorate work.1 That then left you with an enormous
workload if you allow for Police etc. How did you cope?
THOMPSON Well I quite enjoyed it and I think I coped reasonably
well. I did enjoy being the shadow minister for Health and I had
a very capable, effective committee, lay party committee, which
committee helped in the formulation of the policy for the 1986
election. I was disappointed to lose Health after the 1986
election because I had quite a feel for it and I think that I
made some gains for the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party lost a
lot of support from the doctors and from paramedical groups over
recent years and I established very good relationships with the
AMA and with a number of the other bodies that represent people
in the medical and paramedical field. As far as the other areas
were concerned they certainly generate a lot of work at some
times but not much at others.
But in the shadow ministry the role that you play is a far
different role to that which you play in the substantive
ministry. I think a lot of our people are ineffective in the way
they do their job and perhaps it might have been the
justification that Hassell had for suggesting that I was lazy
because I don't do my job in the same way as some of the people
do. You can be busy doing nothing. I look to be effective in the
things I do. I can recall Des O'Neill who was perceived to be
lazy and in fact I think he was. I think if he'd have been a
little more vigorous in the pursuit of his job he could have
become the leader and would have been a very good leader. He
didn't want that because he wanted a quieter life. But O'Neill
--------------------

1 West, July 2, 1984.
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was very effective in the things he did. When he spoke in the
House
he didn't speak often, but when he spoke in the House he
was effective. If he made a statement to the press it was
effective. I think that that's what we should be doing in the
shadow ministry. We shouldn't be just sending out a heap of stuff
all of which is ignored because the important stuff blurrs in
with the mediocre. So my approach in opposition has been to do
the things that are going to be effective. If I make a speech in
the House I expect to get a line in the press out of it. I don't
always but that's the expectation and that's the aim whereas a
lot of people just bump their gums for the sake of bumping them.
-

RJ

We then have the situation in September 1984 where you
required open heart surgery. You in fact asked for three months
leave from your shadow portfolios to make that possible. What
actually happened?
THOMPSON Well it was just a case of the doctors deciding that I
needed this operation and I had to get it done quickly and so I
simply advised the leader that that was the advice I'd had and I
sought some leave so that I could have the operation and undergo
the recuperation period and then come back on the job. Bill
Hassell readily agreed to that although he was a bit concerned
about the length of time that I was going to be out of action.

END OF TAPE FIFTEEN SIDE TWO
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John Harman (Speaker of the Legislative Assembly) visiting
Ian Thompson at the time of his heart operation, 1984
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RJ

Had you had any warning before the operation was
necessary?

THOMPSON No warning at all and indeed I didn't even think I was
unwell. Margaret my wife felt that I wasn't as resilient at that
time as I had been earlier in my life and I explained that I was
getting a bit older and perhaps you're entitled to slow down a
bit. Anyway to keep her happy I went to our local GP who has
attended our family for years and he ran the rule over me and
said, "Look you're fine but," he said, "I think I can detect a
slight heart murmur." Now that wasn't unusual for him to make
that detection because in about 1973 I had a very, very heavy
cold. I went to that same doctor and he examined me and asked me
to go straight to Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital because, he said,
he could detect a slight murmur in my heart and he felt that....
I collapsed in the surgery actually and he thought that it had
been a mild heart attack. So they took me to hospital and they
discovered that I had viral pneumonia. But at that point Leclezio
had detected a murmur in the heart. When I went back in '84 he
found that same murmur and he asked me to go and see a
cardiologist. The cardiologist confirmed the murmur and asked me
to go and have an echo cardiograph which is a different sort of
cardiograph to the ordinary cardiograph. The result of that
showed that I had a hole in my heart, in the upper portion of the
heart. I said, "Well what does that mean?" He said, "Well it can
be serious or it may be something that can be treated by drugs
and would not require any surgery." But he said to have it
determined I'd need to go to have a catheter inserted to just
really test it out.
Having that catheter was the worst part of the whole process
because that's done while you're conscious and they slit your
vein and an artery in your elbow and feed two catheters, one to
each side of your heart and all of this you can see on a monitor,
you can actually see these things and you can feel this thing
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going through your shoulder and coming down through your chest.
Then eventually you can see these two wires in your heart because
it's all on a monitor, on a screen. That process was a dreadful
process.
RJ

Painful?

THOMPSON Not painful, no pain. Just the odd unusual sensation as
you can imagine with a bit of wire poking through your
flipping.... Well they give it a prod in the heart and the test
was undertaken by Barry Hopkins who was the head of the
Cardiology Department of UWA and he was giving me a graphic
description of all that was going on and he said, "Now see that,"
he said, "I've just got to give it a flick to make it go through
the hole in your heart and," he said, "now," he said, "I've just
passed it through the hole." I couldn't detect precisely what it
was except I could see this bit of wire moving around. Well the
result of the test showed that my heart had been operating at 20%
below its efficiency all my life. I was staggered by that,
absolutely amazed by that because I've worked physically hard in
my earlier life and I played football at senior level and I've
boxed and I've run and I was quite a good athlete at school and I
was quite amazed.
Peter Thompson who was the cardiologist said that I should have
the operation to correct that and that I should have the
operation done quickly because he said the prospect of my
sustaining heart failure was quite high. He said, "It's amazing
that you've got through your life this far without that
occurring," and he praised Margaret's perception that she was
able to pick up that there was something wrong. So a week later
they ripped me into Royal Perth Hospital and did the job, got the
old ticker out on the bench and sewed the hole up. They found
when they actually did the surgery that the hole was in a
slightly different position to that which the diagnosis had shown
and it was in the area.... They had to interfere with the tissue
where the electrical impulses in the heart originate. When they
went to restart my heart they couldn't start it, it wouldn't
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fire. They pressed the old starter button, it went, "Err, err,
err," wouldn't start. So they eventually got it going and it
worked quite well for about two days and then they have a series
of tests at Royal Perth as part of the programme to make sure
everything's going okay. So the test that I had to undergo on
this particular day was to walk up six stairs. Take your pulse
rate at the bottom, walk up the six stairs and they take your
pulse rate at the top. Well she took my pulse rate at the bottom
and said, "Go back to bed." The next thing I know I'm surrounded
by all the heavies down there and they discovered that my heart
had gone into an unnatural rhythm and it was in that unnatural
rhythm for several days. They tried everything. They put me back
into intensive care and inserted another catheter into me and
connected me to an oversize pacemaker and they proceeded to speed
my heart up to a very high level, artificially drive it to a high
level and then turn this thing off in the hope that that would
throw it back into its normal rhythm. Well it didn't succeed.
None of that worked so they decided that it would perhaps correct
itself in time so they discharged me from Royal Perth and sent me
home. Well I was most unhappy about that. Then I started to bleed
profusely. My noise was bleeding and any little scratch I got it
bled. Anyway I got back in touch with Barry Hopkins because my
own cardiologist Peter Thompson was away. I got in touch with
Hopkins and he arranged for me to go back into Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital where the original tests were done. He was
horrified that they'd let me go home from Royal Perth in that
condition. In the meantime Peter Thompson had returned and they
took me in, put me under a general anaesthetic and applied
massive electric shocks to my heart. Well it's a defibrillator.
They defibrillated the thing and that actually jerked it back
into atrial rhythm.
a sinus rhythm. I was in atrial rhythm, it
..

.

went back into sinus rhythm which is the natural rhythm and it's
been
touch wood and whistle [whistles] in sinus rhythm ever
since. I go back periodically now and have tests.
-

RJ

Will there be any long term effect, any slowing down of
your capacity?
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THOMPSON Well I asked the cardiologist that before I undertook
the operation. But I tell you I was terrified about the prospect
of having this operation and I asked what the downsides would
have been if I'd have not had the operation and what the
downsides were of having the operation. He assured me that if I
had the operation that I'd be able to lead a normal life. So I
have led a normal life. I said, "Does that include my being able
to ride horses and do the things that I normally do?" He said,
"That will be quite okay." So I've just continued life as normal.
I don't even think about it any more. It's something that
happened and I've forgotten about it.
RJ

One of the early things you did on your return back on
duty was in January '85 you walked the city streets one night to
see the plight of the street kids and to see the work of the
police and of street workers. What sort of experience did that
prove to be?
THOMPSON Well it gave me an insight into what was going on. I'd
like to make the point here that I've always been one for getting
right to the coal face. If you're talking about something, you
really can't talk authoritatively unless you've actually been
there and seen just precisely what's going on. You can't rely
entirely on reports from other people. So that's the reason why I
decided to go and have a look. It was at a time when there had
been some newspaper coverage of some violence which occurred in
Supreme Court Gardens where people were being bashed and there
were suggestions being made by people that it was unsafe to walk
the streets of the city. So I went down to just familiarize
myself with what was going on and to meet with the street kids
because that was a problem and it was suggested that it might
have been the street kids who had bashed the people in Supreme
Court Gardens.
It gave me an opportunity to understand the plight of those kids
and also to understand that increasing police surveillance and
increasing the involvement of departmental social workers was not
the way to really tackle that problem. Indeed I made the
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recommendation that what should happen is that any money
government has to try and ease the problem of those kids should
largely be used in supporting people like the Jesus People who
had established a very good relationship with those kids. Because
you see all of those kids who are down there have been in
conflict with authority right from a very, very early age and
having the involvement of the police or departmental officers was
seen by them, is still seen by them, as being the hated
authority. But it amazed me that there were so many kids who were
just living that sort of lifestyle. They weren't unhappy, not at
all unhappy; quite jovial about the whole thing. Not at all
unhappy about sleeping at the tops of stairs in city buildings.
I'm amazed that there were so many places in the city where these
kids could find to sleep. They took me to some of these haunts.
Absolutely amazing.
RJ

How well accepted were you by the kids?

THOMPSON I was treated with a tremendous amount of suspicion to
start off but eventually they got to accept me. For months after
that I used to see these kids and they'd sing out, "Hi Thommo,"
and we got on quite well together. But they're a floating
population. They're never there for long. They say that there are
about a 100 of these kids at any one time but they'll be a
different 100 in a week to what they are this week.
RJ

Did you go off in your suit and tie?

THOMPSON Yes I did, but then I modified that. I took my tie off
and I think I took my coat off as well because it was suggested
to me that if I was dressed like that that I would scare them
off.
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RJ

July '85 you were sued for damages for libel by the
councillors and doctors attached to the Sexual Assault Referral
Centre. I noted that in September 1 87 there was in fact a
published formal apology by you.' What is the story behind that
incident?
THOMPSON Well as shadow minister for Health I was contacted by a
clinical psychologist from Sir Charles Gairdner who told me of
the most unsatisfactory situation that had developed at the
Sexual Assault Referral Centre where there was all sorts of
infighting. His concern was that the service was suffering and
that the whole thing would be brought into disrepute. He alerted
me to the fact that a number of these people were being paid very
high sums of money because of the contractual arrangement there
was. That contract had only been in force for about twelve
months. Up until that time these people were paid just an
ordinary wage and if they worked overtime
just like any other
-

public servant, if you work overtime you don't get paid overtime
unless there's some special reason. Well they had succeeded in
convincing the government that they should be put on a contract.
As a result of that contract their remuneration had increased
quite dramatically. Now these were people who are untrained. They
were lay people whose job really was only to be a shoulder for
the victims of sexual attack to cry on. They were people who were
not supposed to be involved in the rehabilitation of those people
or the treatment of those people but simply to be a friendly face
and to hold their hands while they went to the various
authorities. By this stage that situation had changed and it was
of concern to the professionals in the field that these untrained
people were doing that sort of job.
So I spoke to Carol Watts who was the Leader of the Opposition's
press secretary and suggested that we should put out a release on
that and I told her what was going on. She wrote the press
release and while I was in Bunbury she released it to the press.
Then when she got to Bunbury.... We were all to be in Bunbury on
--------------------

1 West, Sept 28, 1987.
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the Monday morning for a series of things associated with the
election. I went down on the Sunday night. I went down in the
afternoon prior to the round of events we had. She came down the
following morning with the leader. She then gave me the release.
Well it wasn't long before I was getting telephone calls from the
press to amplify it and to say this that and the other because it
was a pretty volatile statement. Of course the councillors and
doctors at the Referral Centre took great exception to the things
that I was purported to have said and I had to accept
responsibility for those things because it was issued in my name.

RJ

Would you have said them?

THOMPSON No I wouldn't have said them in the way in which they
were said. I certainly wouldn't have said them in the way they
were said. I believed that the matter needed to be brought to a
head but I wouldn't have said it in that way. As a result two
writs arrived: one suing me as the first defendant and the ABC as
second in one writ, and another me first defendant and the West
Australian for two publications, one in the Daily News and one in
the West Australian as second defendant.
I sought to issue an apology there and then but they weren't
interested in an apology they were interested in money. I offered
through the two years, over two years that that whole thing went
on, I offered to apologise on no less than three occasions. On
each occasion the apology was not accepted. It wasn't even
contemplated because they reckoned that they could succeed. I had
the advice of a QC before I proceeded with it. The Liberal Party
retained the services of a QC. I also instructed my solicitor to
have the one appearance or the two appearances that were before
the Master of the Supreme Court handled by a QC and each of those
three QC's said there was no way that I would ever be found to
have defamed those women. In the two court appearances that there
were I won both those appearances. I was sued initially by seven
people. Four of those people were struck from the writ by order
of the court because they were not people that could even
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remotely be considered to be involved. On another occasion it was
on one of the technical things, I can't recall the precise
detail, but they lost that round.
The thing that I found out during this whole saga was the
inappropriateness of our present legal system. The only winners
in our present legal system are the lawyers. In the case when
action was being taken by the WA Newspapers and the ABC who were
being represented by the one firm of solicitors, they were taking
action to have the four doctors struck from the writ. They
approached my solicitor and asked him would we join them in that
action. Their advice to me was that we shouldn't. I said, "Well
hold on I think you're wrong." So I instructed them against their
wishes to join in that action. Twenty-four hours before the thing
was to go before the Master of the Supreme Court they wrote me a
letter and said, "We confirm our original advice to you that we
don't think it appropriate, there's no chance that we can succeed
in this action, and by the way Mr So-and-So who's been handling
your case is going on leave and we're giving the job to some
lightweight junior." Well I saw red over that. So I then directed
that they retain Malcolm McCusker, QC. It took a day for McCusker
to argue our case in the court and we won. Now the costs of that
one day in court were $2400, $1200 to McCusker and $1200 to my
solicitor. We won the case and costs were awarded against the
plaintiffs but the costs are in accordance with the rules of the
Supreme Court. There was $2400 of expenditure, $400 only of which
we got back from the plaintiff. So the nett cost to us of winning
an action was $2400.
That's the sort of thing that goes on and
the only people who are gaining out of this are the solicitors
and I feel sorry for those three women because I think they were
led down the garden path. They were strung along and it must have
cost them an arm and a leg. Fortunately the action that was taken
against me because I was acting in the capacity as a shadow
minister and because the release was put out without my knowledge
anyway, my parliamentary colleagues they shared in the cost of
that. So it didn't cost me personally very much money but it cost
the Liberal Party $10 000, the Parliamentary Liberal Party $10
000. Now it would have cost those women about the same sort of
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money only they didn't have as many people to spread it over.
There was never a chance that the thing would ever go to court. I
am sure the solicitors would have made sure it never went to
court. However they made sure that they got between them at
least....
Well it would have been more than $20 000 because
you've got the West Australian Newspapers and the ABC in there as
well.
During the course of that whole saga I looked very seriously at
bringing a bill to this Parliament to overhaul our defamation
laws because I think they're absolutely crazy at the present
time. They're weighted in favour of the legal profession who are
doing very, very nicely thankyou out of these actions.
RJ

So why the formal apology in the West eventually?

THOMPSON Oh that was to just dispense with the action. It wasn't
because I thought that I was ever going to be found to have
defamed them but I wanted to bring it to a conclusion because all
it was doing was costing them money and costing us money and no
good purpose was being served from it, none.
RJ

And that has seen the end of it has it?

THOMPSON Oh it's the end of it yes, that's the end of it.
RJ

What are your thoughts on why the Liberals lost the
1986 election?
THOMPSON I think that the community did not think the Burke
Government had performed badly enough to take them out of office.
Every government starts losing ground the day they get elected,
every government. It's unusual for a government not to serve six
years. John Tonkin was unlucky in that he got only three but
there were extenuating circumstances in his case. I think the
community were prepared to give the Burke Government another
three years.
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The principal reason why we couldn't win in 1 86 was because the
Burke Government had been out-liberalling the Liberals. It's been
a unique sort of period of government, not only in this State but
federally as well because Hawke again is parading like a Liberal.
It's amazing to me that people in the Labor Party, in the Labor
Party machine, have allowed their political wing to carry on the
way they have. The day that Burke starts acting like a socialist
then there will be a difference. People will see a difference
between his approach to things and the Liberal Party's approach
to things, but while he's parading like a Liberal the only thing
that differentiates the two parties is the image of their leader
and Burke has a good image, is well accepted in the community and
that was the reason why they won the election. Now at the present
time Burke's coming under pressure from his own party because
they're starting to say, "Now hold on,
we didn't bleed to get
you into office for your second term to see you continuing to
implement right wing policies." The day he's forced to follow the
traditional socialist line well then that is the day that they'll
start to lose office because it's my view, and it won't be shared
by a lot I suppose, but it's my view that the Western Australian
community is by and large a conservative community and I think
the expectation is that Liberal Governments will govern in
Western Australia. It's only been that Burke has been able to
follow moderate and right wing policies that he's been able to
stay there.
RJ

In the new shadow ministry that came after the election
you were given Industrial Relations. How did you feel about that
portfolio?
THOMPSON I enjoy that. I'm quite happy about that. I think that
in the area of industrial relations there is a lot of ground to
be gained by the Liberal Party. We are perceived to be anti-union
and anti-worker and I don't think the Liberal Party is either and
I certainly am not and what I've endeavoured to do during the
time that I've been there as shadow minister for Industrial
Relations is to demonstrate that we do support working people. I
don't jump in and criticise every dispute. I'm under pressure
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from my parliamentary colleagues to do that but it is because we
have attacked the trade union movement every time there has been
a stoppage that we are perceived to be anti-union. There are some
sections of the trade union movement that act irresponsibly but
the great majority of union activity is responsible and I think
is acceptable.
RJ
Any discussion with Hassell before that shadow ministry
was offered you?
THOMPSON No, we never discussed it. He just simply told me that
I was to do that. I don't even know why it was that he asked me
to do that.
RJ

There's always a significance in the pecking order, the
listing of the ministries and the shadow ministries. Yours was
number thirteen of thirteen on that occasion. Previously you'd
been number sixteen of sixteen. How did you feel about that
position?
THOMPSON Hassell always did them in alphabetical order.
MacKinnon was the first since O'Connor I think, to actually rank
them in order that he thought appropriate. So I have some behind
me in the MacKinnon shadow ministry but in the others I didn't
because my name's Thompson. Bill was at pains to explain to
people that there was no order of priority or sequence.
RJ

In October '86 we have the calling of Ellett before the
bar of the Legislative Council over the Midland Abattoirs dispute
and after a process of select committees in both Houses. At the
time you are quoted as having advised the Council to be careful
in the action that they were going to take.1 What did you really
think about that whole episode?

--------------------

1 West, Oct 27, 1986.
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THOMPSON Well I told them publicly to be careful but privately I
told them they were idiots because what they were doing there was
to paint themselves into a corner. It was inevitable that there
was no way that they could take any action against Ellett and I
thought it was a very inappropriate way of having that matter
handled. I think if they had the advantage of hindsight they
wouldn't do it again.
RJ
Do you think that action brought Parliament into
disrepute?
THOMPSON Oh I think it does. I think it did, because of all the
hoo haa about dragging him there and then giving him a whack over
the wrist with a feather!

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE SIXTEEN
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RJ

November 1 86 we see the situation where MacKinnon was
elected leader of the Liberal Party. What can you tell me about
that occasion?
THOMPSON Well I was very much involved in that. It became quite
apparent that the Liberal Party was not improving under Bill
Hassell's leadership and although immediately after the 186
election I criticised Laurance for wanting to move against
Hassell.... I said that I didn't think it was appropriate that
Hassell should be rolled and that he should have some time just
as O'Connor was given some time to see if he could improve his
position because although we lost the '86 election there were a
lot of people who praised Hassell particularly the journalists
who said that he handled himself exceptionally well during the
election campaign. I thought that that was a basis that was well
worth building on and that was the reason why I castigated
Laurance for making a tilt. Well of course we were then twelve
months into this present term and every opinion poll that came
out showed Hassell going backwards. I thought that it was time
that we changed because anything less than two years for a new
leader to settle in prior to an election is too short and that's
the reason why there was some action taken to bring things to a
head.
Bill in his mind, in his own mind, couples the Fremantle Gas and
Coke deal to the whole saga because it is true that he and I
crossed swords over the Fremantle Gas and Coke deal and
subsequently there was a meeting held in Laurie Connell's office
where I think something like nineteen Liberal Party members went
down there to hear a briefing from Connell on his involvement in
that and subsequently the action was taken to move the spill in
the party room. Hassell believes that it was because of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke deal and because of Connell's involvement
that action was taken at this time. Well it certainly wasn't as
far as I was concerned. I don't think it was a factor in the
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minds of other members. Whatever the score, the fact was the
majority of the members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party wanted
to see someone else lead us at this time. No matter what Bill
thinks was the reason for that coming to a head, the fact was the
majority wanted a change because we couldn't see, the party
couldn't see, how it was going to stand a chance of improving its
electoral image if he continued as leader.
I have said on a number of occasions and say again that there is
no doubt in my mind that Bill Hassell is the best we've got, but
people vote on their perceptions and their perception is that he
is heartless, he's arrogant, he's unforgiving, he's a male
chauvinist; all of those things. That's their perception. I don't
think any of those are true but that's the perception they have.
We, in the '86 election campaign, the period leading up to the
'86 campaign and since, have not been able to change the
community's perception. We would simply be foolish not to change.
That's why it was inevitable that [the leadership] would change.
Whilst there are some people who criticise the fact that those
changes have occurred, you need to look at what happens in other
parties. Burke wasn't the first choice of the Labor Party to lead
them into their '83 election victory. They had Jamieson, then
they had Davies, then they had Burke, and if you look federally
at the Labor government they had the 'drover's dog' leading them.
Bill Hayden was leading them. No, he wasn't the drover's dog, he
said Hawke was. They had Hayden leading them and a fortnight or
something like that sort of period before a general election they
dumped him and took Hawke on because it was their perception that
Hayden was unacceptable to the community and that Hawke could
win. So it's not unusual when parties are in opposition for them
to change leaders and that's just a fact of political life.
RJ

So are you saying that the only consideration was the
community response to Hassell, that there was no other reason:
there were no problems within the party room or in relationships
between you?
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THOMPSON No, there's nothing other than a desire on the part of
the members to have someone lead them that is going to maximise
our chances of winning government. We're in this business to win
government not to be a permanent opposition.
RJ

You say you had a role in that, the spill with Hassell,
but you didn't actually say what that role was.

THOMPSON I seconded the motion that brought about the spill and
I spoke very vigorously in the party room to express my view and
I said then the things that I've said to you about my perceptions
of him, but what I see as being the problem as far as the
community is concerned. No, I don't have any personal animosity
towards Bill Hassell. I hope he hasn't to me. I just think that
we've got to give ourselves the best chance of being in
government.
RJ

Has Barry MacKinnon redressed that situation do you

think?
THOMPSON I think you'd only need look to the three by-elections
held recently to get an idea of how things have changed. Barry's
not setting the world on fire, but on the other hand we're not
getting the negatives that we had with Bill. Barry could still
get a lot more positives but he doesn't have the negatives that
Bill had and that's the difference. We are considerably better
off with MacKinnon although I'd have to concede that I'd like to
see MacKinnon have a greater acceptance in the community, but
we're not getting the negative side of it. The three by-elections
recently dramatically showed, in my view, an improvement for the
Liberal Party's position.
RJ

Who moved the spill motion; you said you seconded it?

THOMPSON Phil Lockyer.
RJ

Ian Laurance was elected deputy at that time. What did
you think of that election?
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THOMPSON I [pause].... I was surprised by it quite frankly but
then it became clear to me that there'd been a deal done between
the supporters of MacKinnon and the supporters of Laurance. If
that deal hadn't have been done then Hassell would not have been
rolled for leader. While the MacKinnon camp and the Laurance camp
were each wanting their nominee to be the leader, then Hassell
was secure. It was only when Laurance said to MacKinnon, "I'll
accept second best," that Hassell's fate was virtually decided.
RJ

Did you stand for the deputy leadership?

THOMPSON I've done it that often I can't remember. I think I
must have. History will record I didn't win it anyway.
RJ

MacKinnon is a man of 42. Do you still have leadership
ambitions yourself?

THOMPSON At 52 I still consider myself a parliamentary youngster
although by present day standards 52 is starting to become a
little bit long in the tooth. I don't consider myself to be any
less able, any less physically active than other younger
aspirants in the party. I'll be around for a long time to come I
hope and I still have an ambition to get to the top.
RJ

Do you think you can?

THOMPSON That will depend on how we go at elections in the
future. If we win the next election then it would be unlikely
that there would be a change of the leadership team, most
unlikely. It would be going against the norm. But the next term
is a four year term. A lot of water flows under the bridge in
four years.
RJ

How has MacKinnon performed as Leader of the Opposition
in the Parliament?
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THOMPSON I think he's done reasonably well. He's tenacious, he
keeps plugging away. Sometimes he's not as effective as I would
like to see him but he has the support of the membership and I
think that he has had a few victories over the government,
particularly over the Premier in the time that he's been the
leader. In the party room he's been outstanding in my view. He's
been tolerant and yet has been firm enough to shut people like
Clive Griffiths up when he thinks they're going on too long, and
to shut dive up is no mean feat.
RJ

What sort of deputy did Ian Laurance make?

THOMPSON I thought Ian Laurance was a very good performer. He's
always been a good parliamentary performer and I think he proved
to be a very loyal deputy to Barry MacKinnon, I think to the
surprise of a lot of people. You'll recall that Bill Hassell
said, after Hassell had been toppled, when asked what he thought
of Ian Laurance, and Hassell said, "Laurance doesn't even know
the meaning of the word loyalty let along understand anything
about the substance of that." However I think Laurance showed
that he had the loyalty to MacKinnon and I think worked
exceptionally well right up to the sudden and quick departure
from the scene.
RJ

Were you surprised at that resignation of Laurance?

THOMPSON I was flabbergasted by it. I'd been away with him only
the week before when we went to a number of local authorities out
in the wheatbelt on one of our whistle stop tours. We discussed
the future and how things were going and on the night, on the
Thursday night here in Parliament House, MacKinnon, Laurance,
myself and one other member (I can't remember which member that
was, I think it might have been Mensaros) entertained some people
from the mining industry and Ian Laurance making a speech and
introducing Barry MacKinnon, spoke of the great future for the
Liberal Party and all the rest of it. Less than 24 hours later

.
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his resignation had been tended. So even at the time he made that
speech he hadn't told the leader he was going to resign the next
day. So it did surprise me and it surprised everyone.
RJ

According to the West after that resignation a small
rebel group of WA Liberal MP's canvassed support for a spill of
all leadership positions at the following party meeting.1 Were
you amongst them?
THOMPSON No. No, I wasn't. [Laughs] It rather intrigued me as to
why there would be even that suggestion. Well, of course, it had
that much support that it fizzled out before it even got going.
RJ

We then have your comment that you felt that a ballot
was desirable when it came to the deputy leadership position.
Others felt that [Richard] Court should be elected unopposed. Why
did you feel that a ballot was desirable?
THOMPSON Well that's fairyland stuff to say, "Here we've got the
deputy leadership of the Liberal Party brought about not by a
bloodbath, not by a spill, but by a natural process, by a member
resigning from Parliament," and saying that in those
circumstances that it would be more appropriate to have a
consensus selection of a person. I could understand that argument
if you'd just moved to spill someone, but when a vacancy is
caused by the natural process, well then I think that it is quite
in order, quite acceptable for there to be a ballot to determine
who of the two or three or more aspirants for the position is to
be selected.
RJ
Do you think Charles Court became involved in any way
lobbying for his son?
THOMPSON Unquestionably he was involved. No doubt about that at
all, absolutely no doubt about it. I can't prove it obviously,
but I have no doubt that he and the Court faction were involved.
--------------------

'West, Sept 1, 1987.
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I'll tell you a very disappointing thing about that episode. The
500 Club which was set up to raise money for the purposes of
promoting the Liberal Party, but it's a separate organisation to
the Liberal Party itself, have established a unit called
Community Opinions and it's the job of Community Opinions at the
request of the shadow cabinet or the individual shadow ministers
to test public opinion on a variety of issues. So I said to the
people at Community Opinions, "There are three people who will be
seeking, at least three people seeking deputy leadership. Why
don't Community Opinions go and ask the public whom they'd like
of those three people to be the deputy leader. If we think public
opinion is important, if we've knocked Hassell back because the
public didn't accept him, in this case before the members have a
ballot find out what the community think about it, let the
members know, then they can make their decision on what they know
of the members themselves and what they understand of the
community's expectations." Well that was a good idea, that was
accepted by them as a good idea and I was told that they would
ring me back later in the day and tell me the precise wording of
the questionnaire. They were going to conduct a phone poll but
they had to have questionnaire which was the basis of that poll.
No telephone call came on the Friday afternoon. Bear in mind that
we only had until the following Tuesday, Tuesday or Wednesday
when the ballot was to take place. So over the weekend I ran
someone down to find out. I might also say that on the Friday
morning, after I'd discussed it with Community Opinions, I rang
Keith Simpson who's the party president and told him of what I
was doing because I thought it appropriate that he should know.
He said, "That's fine, I think that's fine." He said, "Community
Opinions is there to serve the shadow ministry." He said, "The
only thing is on this occasion they haven't got much money so you
would need to get it funded." So I made a few phone calls around
the town and I got a quote from them and they said it was
going to cost $4000. So I made a ring around a few of the
supporters in the town and had pledged more than the $4000
necessary to pay for that survey.
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On the Monday I rang to find out how the survey was going to be
told that, quote, "We have to be seen to be apolitical." I said,
"For goodness sake, this is a bloody political party. How can a
political party be seen to be apolitical?" I said, "What you
mean is that you've been prevailed upon by the supporters of
Richard Court, whose supporters would be the majority membership
of the 500 Club, not to proceed with that because you think
you've got the numbers for Court." That's the reason why the
thing didn't go on. I've got to say that I was very disappointed
that that sort of thing took place, but I understand now. I
understand you see because it's a pretty rugged sort of business
and the people who control the 500 Club and consequently control
Community Opinions had their favourite for the race. They didn't
want to know what the public thought about that because they
might just happen to think that their boy wasn't the right guy.
RJ

In that deputy leadership contest you did stand, Court
defeated you and Sandy Lewis. How convincing a win did he have?

-

THOMPSON He had quite a comfortable win from all reports
although I was heartened by the fact that I had improved my
position quite markedly over earlier performances.
RJ

How did you feel about losing on that occasion?

THOMPSON I was quite disappointed about that, very disappointed,
not so much that I lost but because of the lack of support that I
had from people whom I think could have given me some support. I
must say that my respect for a couple of my colleagues dropped
markedly over that. As I say I didn't expect to win but I thought
that a couple of these guys could have given me some support.
RJ

Did you lobby?
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THOMPSON No.
RJ

Why not, it's the done thing?

THOMPSON Well I just.... did I lobby? I didn't ring around as a
lot of people do. I spoke to a couple of people and to that
extent I lobbied, I suppose, and I know that one or two people
did some work on my behalf, in one case not because they wanted
me up so much as they wanted Court out. So there was some work
done, but there wasn't a lot of work done by me.
RJ

Did Richard Court win on his own capacity or his

father's?
THOMPSON I think Richard is proving to be a very good member of
Parliament and I think he would have got up any way. To some
extent being his father's son could be a drawback for him. In
some quarters it would be a drawback for him. But I think Richard
has got some ability. I don't think he's got as much as I'd like
to see him have, but I think he's got some ability.
RJ

Is he like his father?

THOMPSON He's becoming more like his father. When he first came
here he wasn't, but I think he's becoming more like his father.
RJ

Is that because his father is influencing him?

THOMPSON I think it's inevitable that anyone who had Charles
Court as a father would be influenced by him. Let's face it:
strong man. He's never lost any sort of desire to have an input
into the welfare of this State as he sees it so if he's got a son
in Parliament sure he's going to influence him. My old man tries
to influence me, so why wouldn't Richard Court's dad want to
influence him?
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RJ

You told us that Court vowed you would never get into
the ministry because of your action as Speaker. Do you think he
has been any influence in your not ever winning deputy
leadership?
THOMPSON Oh yes I think he's been quite influential. I think
this last episode where the 500 Club didn't go ahead with the
polling is evidence of that. Oh no, not necessarily evidence of
it, but certainly an indication that that's the case.
RJ

So it was a powerful enemy you made?

THOMPSON Oh yes.
RJ

Did you expect to do well in a poll if that had gone
ahead, the community poll?

THOMPSON Yes I did. I think I'd have done reasonably well in it.
I think they thought I'd do reasonably well too.
RJ

You have leadership ambitions. You have talked of being
perceived by at least some of your colleagues as being disloyal
to the party. Have you ever thought of modifying your behaviour
to make yourself more popular?
THOMPSON No, I can't modify myself, I can't. There are times
when I think to myself, "Well if I say nothing I'm not going to
get myself into trouble," but then I just can't do that because I
wouldn't feel as though I was doing my job.
RJ

With all of this process that you've talked about, the
various leadership challenges and so on, just how much promising
goes on, you know, "If you look after me I'll look after you if I
get elected?" Is that as real as the public thinks it is?
THOMPSON No, it's not as real as the public thinks it is. The
only leader that I've ever known who has, if not directly made
promises has allowed people to think that he's making a promise,
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was Ray O'Connor, but to the credit of Hassell and MacKinnon,
they did not make any promises; none at all. Laurance tried the
other way of making threats to people: "If you don't support me
well then you're history," but, of course, he was never a real
contender so I don't really count him when we're talking about
leaders and potential leaders. Other than O'Connor, no political
leader that I've had experience with has got there because
they've made promises.
RJ

There has been conflict and dissent within the lay
Liberal Party. There has been accusations about finances, about
people in positions and so on. What effect do those conflicts
have on the parliamentary party?
THOMPSON Well they have the effect of causing concern in the
community and consequently it does impact on the parliamentary
wing. None of those events in my view are of very great moment.
They had the incident of the punch up at the Wanneroo Tavern or
out in the Wanneroo Branch area. There have been other things
going on in other divisions. I think really they're not of any
great moment but, of course, they have attracted a lot of
publicity and I think they've been built up out of all proportion
to their real importance. The disruption within the party is not
helpful because the community won't vote for a party that is
divided and I think what we've got to try and do is to get the
internal affairs of the Liberal Party off the front pages of the
paper. In every political party there are fights. You see you've
got a fight going on in the Australian Democrats currently, a
very vicious fight going on there. It's only just recently
surfaced, but it was going on before the last federal election.
Indeed it is the reason why Shiny de la Hunty didn't stand as a
candidate and why Jack Evans didn't stand as a candidate. That's
starting to surface now and that will reflect on the Australian
Democrats until such time as they can get it out of the way.
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RJ

What did you think of the West article by Diana
Callander which claimed that the Liberals were "Whinging away
respect." It was insinuating that there was little that you
didn't complain about when it came to introducing legislation and
the hours of the Parliament and so on.1
RJ

Diana is, I think, a very good journalist and I value
her judgment. I think that we've made the mistake of being too

negative in opposition. We are critical of everything and indeed
wherever I go now people are saying that all we can do is whinge.
I think we've got to try and change that image. Certainly an
opposition has a responsibility to probe and to question and to
put a government under pressure but we also should be coming
forward with some positive suggestions and I've always been
saying to our people, "Look let's just not reject it because
they've introduced it. Let's just find some other way of treating
it. Criticise it by all means if it needs criticism but come
forward with a positive suggestion as to what we would do in the
same circumstances." It's no good just knocking. You see I think
with the Rothwells Bank thing, with the SGIC involvement with
Holmes A Court and there have been others as well, we should have
had just a little more of a look at it and adopted a slightly
different approach rather than continued to knock things. You see
I think the knocking back of the random breath testing has done
us a lot of harm, done us a lot of harm.

END OF TAPE SIXTEEN SIDE TWO
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THOMPSON We're faced now with a situation with respect to the
extended trading hours. I think that we'll be foolish if we don't
accept the general thrust of that legislation but the signs are
there that we'll again knock and I think that that's a pity, but
anyway that's for tomorrow, so I'll find out tomorrow what
happens there.
RJ

You were in conflict with Barry MacKinnon over the
Rothwells Bank episode. You in fact organised a briefing of some
of your colleagues as to the background on that which MacKinnon
was very against occurring. What's your version of that
particular event?
THOMPSON Well I think the party made the wrong decision in the
case of the Rothwell's Bank. They made it because of the
hostility there is by some people in the Liberal Party towards
the personality of Laurie Connell. Hassell was included in the
negotiating party which consisted of Court and MacKinnon:
Hassell, Court, MacKinnon. I could never understand why he was
included in that negotiating party because Hassell has a deep
seated hatred of Laurie Connell. I know also that the Court
cliche don't have any love for Connell. I believe that Barry
MacKinnon initially indicated to Tony Oates that he would accept
the proposition, that he would support that which was occurring.
It wasn't until Hassell and Court became involved that the leader
publicly opposed the package that had been put together. I think
that they were wrong. I've got to declare here that just like
Hassell has a deep hatred of Connell and therefore has a personal
interest, Laurie Connell is a friend of mine and therefore I have
a personal interest. As far as one is able to detach oneself from
that sort of involvement I tried to do it on this occasion.
We had a situation where Rothwell's Bank was not short of assets
it was short of liquidity. It didn't have liquid funds to meet a
run that had occurred on their institution. Laurie Connell owns
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30% only of Rothwells. He was the only director of Rothwells who
said, "Before any package was put together here's every cracker I
own on the table. That goes in to support the bank." Now that was
the catalyst for Connell's friends and enemies in business,
because there's no love lost between Holmes a Court and Connell,
and others who were involved in that deal, friends and enemies
alike put up a hundred and fifty million dollars of cash, not
relief of debt or not some other paper money, cash money, a
hundred and fifty million dollars and said, "That goes in to
support Rothwells because if Rothwells crumples then so too will
a lot of other institutions suffer and there'll be runs on all
sorts of organisations." It was the architects of that package
view that to underpin the hundred and fifty million that had been
put up by the private entrepreneurs that there should be an
underwriting of that by a further hundred and fifty million by
the State government. I am as convinced as I sit here now that
there'll never be one cent of that a hundred and fifty million
that the State has promised be spent. Not one cent of it will be
spent. However had've the State not been prepared to underwrite
it there is a fair chance that the hundred and fifty millions
that were put up by the other entrepreneurs and the seventy
millions of Connell's private money that may have been eaten
into. There may have been sufficient there to stem the flow but
the hundred and fifty million promised by the government just put
it quite beyond doubt.
Now we've had over a month since that occurred and the run has
stopped and Rothwells is now trading on a far, far better basis
than ever it was before. It is now the most conservatively geared
merchant bank in Australia and instead of funds flowing out of
it, funds are flowing into it and there is the confidence and
things are going on. Now I think there are times when governments
should do things that perhaps appear a little unusual.
But you know there is no precedence created by the government in
doing this because I can recall in my parliamentary life where
the Court Government did a similar thing. In the period between
'71 and 1 74 the Bond Corporation bought some land out in the Swan
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Shire referred to as the Santa Maria land. It was our
understanding that the then Minister for Planning, Herb Graham,
had promised Bond that that land would change its status from
rural to urban and on the basis of that we suspect that Bond and
Bond companies put a lot of money into the Labor Party's election
campaign of 1974. History reveals that the Labor Party lost that
election but Bond still had this worthless piece of rural land.
By that time the MRPA had delineated the corridor concept for
urban development and the corridors ignored the land owned by
Bond. So he had this land which he expected to escalate in value
by virtue of changing its status still on his books. There was a
credit squeeze which put Bond in trouble for liquidity, just like
Rothwell's Bank was in trouble, not for assets but for liquidity.
The Court Government bought that land off Bond, not because the
land was of any value to the State, it's still a worthless piece
of gunky land out there, but to provide some liquidity to a
company that had that company not been able to get some liquid
funds in a hurry would have crashed and there would have been a
lot of other people who would have gone down with them. So there
is the precedence in the case of the Court Government acting to
help a private entrepreneur over a problem he had as far as
liquidity is concerned and there is nothing unusual in my view
about Burke underwriting the package that was put together to
save the Rothwell's Bank.
RJ

That still doesn't answer why you put yourself in
conflict with MacKinnon by organising a briefing that he said was
not necessary?
THOMPSON Well you see really there was no conflict between me
and MacKinnon over that. What happened was that I suggested in
the party room that we should have the opportunity to be briefed
by Oates, because you see Tony Oates was not only the architect
of this package, he's also the head of the Liberal Party Trust,
the corresponding unit to the Curtin Foundation. I thought it
only right that the guy that we trust to put money together for
the Liberal Party should be paid the courtesy of having the
opportunity of talking to the parliamentary party about another
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thing that he was doing in this particular respect. There was a
long debate in the party room and then eventually it was decided
that they wouldn't meet with him. It was said during the meeting
by a number of people, "It's perfectly alright for any member or
any group of members to meet with whomever they like." So when it
was determined by vote that they wouldn't meet with Tony Oates as
a party, I announced to the party room that Tony Oates would, at
my request, come to the party room at one o'clock that day and
any member who was interested in talking to him could turn up.
Now there's nothing unusual about that. So Tony Oates came and
met with us.
Subsequently at about six that evening I was approached by a
journalist who confronted me with the proposition that that
meeting had been held
it was Diana Callander, and Diana also
put to me that there was some disunity in the party over the
issue.
I said, "Diana, there is no disunity...."
No, not
disunity over the issue but there was some questioning of
MacKinnon's leadership. I said, "That just is not the case." She
then asked about the meeting and I said, "A useful exchange
occurred between the members. It gave the members an opportunity
to ask Oates some questions that they wanted answered," and I
thought they were in a better position. Now there was nothing I
said that was inflammatory or could have given any sort of cause
for her to write the story which ultimately she did. But you see
she came to me to ask me about it, I didn't go to her. She came
because another Liberal member known to me went to her and said
that MacKinnon was finished and then told her about this meeting.
-

Now she wrote a story which ultimately resulted in the headline
which read, "Libs split over Rothwells," and a cartoon appeared
in the paper over the same issue. It was the headline and that
cartoon that set them alight. Now I got the blame for the
headline, the cartoon and the story. I very vigorously defended
my position because I know in my own heart that I didn't
precipitate the harsher parts of that. I did concede that I'd
told Callander that there had been the meeting but there was
nothing unusual about that. She didn't elect to write that
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because it didn't suit her story. So I vigorously defended my
position. People were running around here asking for my scalp and
all that sort of nonsense. I told MacKinnon
he talked about
sacking me. I said, "Barry you can sack me but," I said, "it
won't be the end of it. That won't satisfy the thing. That won't
be the end of it, because," I said, "I don't just walk away from
those things and hang my head particularly as I'm lily white. I'm
lily white on most occasions, but I'm Persil lily white on this
occasion."
-

So they were the circumstances surrounding all of that. I was
most annoyed about the way that some of my colleagues reacted
over that. Indeed the line that the party room decided to take
over Rothwells was not the line that
although it was followed
-

to his credit by Richard Court and by the leader, it wasn't
followed by Hassell and it certainly wasn't followed by people
like Bert Crane and others who went in there and attacked the
personality of Connell. Now I said to MacKinnon, "You don't
expect me to sit here mute while these guys are attacking a
friend of mine saying all sorts of nasty things about him," and
he took me into his office and prevailed upon me not to speak and
I decided that I wouldn't speak. It's the first time in my life
that I've ever but he put to me that there was a problem and it
would only be detrimental to the party and to him personally and
for him, and because he asked me in a decent way, I didn't do it.
I didn't feel good about it but I didn't do it. I'm bloody sorry
now I didn't because you get the blame you see. You get the blame
without any recognition by the wider community of why you've
taken an action that you have. [Sighs] I'm getting a bit....
RJ
Do you think you convinced MacKinnon that you were not
responsible?
THOMPSON He knows I'm not responsible. He knows I'm not
responsible for it, knows full well. One of his newly
self-appointed advisers rang me up and gave me both barrels and
when I put the telephone down I said to Margaret, "That's one of
the most satisfactory telephone conversations I've ever had with
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someone," because the guy rang me and berated me and I very
quietly told him the facts of life. It's to his credit that he
since has apologised for the things he said on the telephone and
apologised for the inference that was present in the things that
he said to me.
RJ

What can you tell me about the Teachers' Credit Society
collapse where the government attacked "Liberal MP's for
allegedly conspiring to undermine the Society for political and
personal reasons"?1
THOMPSON I really don't know anything about that. There were
some accusations made. I really don't know what had been said or
done by Liberals. I think that we had acted fairly responsibly in
that respect. We knew months before the crash of Teachers' Credit
came but those who were involved in it chose not to say anything
publicly because if they had've it would have simply added to the
problems of Teachers' Credit Society. I know the accusations were
made but I don't know of any evidence to support those
accusations.
RJ

You were involved over allegations of bribes taking
place during the 1987 by-elections. There was an article at the
time that George Cash supported you but I haven't seen anything
since. What's the result?
THOMPSON The problem in the case that I took up was getting the
evidence. I was advised in Exmouth that the Premier had put on
this social function that ultimately turned out to be an election
rally. My reading of the electoral laws indicates that he was
clearly in breach of a particular section that says you can't
offer food, drink, or entertainment as a means of influencing
people to support a particular candidate. What I needed was
documentary evidence that he had in fact paid for it. Now I was

-------------------1 West, Sept 10, 1987.
2West, Oct 23, 1987.
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told when I was up there that the account was raised in the name
of the Premier's Department and the person who told me, who was
the son of the publican, was going to send a copy of the account
but once it became public then the books were not available to
the fellow who'd spoken to me about it and I've been unable to
get the documentary evidence and without it I can't do much.
RJ

Are you expecting that you will get the evidence?

THOMPSON I won't get it now. No, I won't get it now. By this
time they will have made jolly sure that there will be no account
paid by the Premier's Department. It will be paid by some
supporter.

RJ

If we could just look back now over the sixteen years
in which you have been in this Parliament. As far as the House is
concerned who have been the dominant figures in your opinion?
You've referred to some but just to sum up those who you feel
stand out.
THOMPSON Okely, Tonkin, Court, O'Neill, Burke, Hassell. They're
the people that readily come to mind as being people who have
been very central to the things that have gone on in this place.
Their influence I'm sure will always be recognised when the
period during which I've served is considered. There would be
others as well but those names come readily to mind.
RJ

I assume you mean John Tonkin?

THOMPSON Yes. Yes, John Tonkin.
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And Sir Charles Court?
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RJ

What have you noticed as far as the House is concerned
when it comes to things like the standard of debate, the length
of speeches this sort of thing in that sixteen years. Has there
been an improvement, a dropping off; what?
THOMPSON There's been an improvement in the quality of the
speeches that have been made. There has been a shortening of the
duration of speeches only because the Standing Orders have been
amended. I think the Parliament is a much more sophisticated
place now than it was when I came sixteen years ago. I think the
general quality of membership is much higher now than it was
sixteen years ago. The pace of public life has quickened
dramatically over those sixteen years and I think that that's
influenced the type of person who is offering for service in the
Parliament now.
RJ

Has the change in Standing Orders which has limited
speeches been an improvement or not?

THOMPSON Oh I think it has been an improvement because it's made
people refine their speeches to ensure that they make the
pertinent points or make the points that they think pertinent.
It's stopped the filibustering. It in some respects has caused
some speakers to speak longer because there's always the
challenge, always the thought that I must use all of my time
whereas when they were much longer time periods some people
didn't speak all that long, but overall speeches are shorter.
They're shorter, they're better put together and I think the
Parliament is a better place for it.
RJ

What have you noticed about relationships again within
the House itself and the type of interjection, the number of
interjections that go on?
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THOMPSON I think interjections of the rowdy sort that are
designed to drown a person out have increased in recent times
which is a pity. You don't have the witty interjections now that
we used to have some time ago. That may be a commentary on the
sort of people who make up the membership now. I think a lot of
the colour has gone out of the Parliament. A lot of the
characters have gone from the Parliament. But then that may well
be a cyclical thing. You may find in later times you get some
others, but it's all very much in earnest now, it's all very much
in earnest. See the Speaker's on the spot now because he went
behind one of the members of the opposition and made a comment
that I think probably a couple of decades ago wouldn't have even
been thought anything other than a joke. It may well have been a
joke on the part of the Speaker, but because things are so
intense now that will become an issue in the Parliament and the
sad thing is that it reflects on the institution.
RJ
You say that the characters have gone. You've made
reference to some but can you again sum up who you rate as the
interesting characters?
THOMPSON Oh Arthur Bickerton, Harry Fletcher, Will Manning, Bill
Grayden, of course, is still here, a very colourful character in
our House. Jack Heitman, Frank Wilrnott in the Upper House. Harry
Fletcher. There have been some very colourful, witty people here.

RJ

Laurie Marquet was quoted in the Sunday Times in 1986
as saying that, "WA's Parliament wastes too much time on
non-controversial lines and should streamline its procedures
along British and American lines. WA passes an enormous amount of
legislation but the quantity outstrips the quality." What do you
think of that comment?
THOMPSON We have a history of being prolific legislators and I
don't really know why it is that we do, but we have a lot of
legislation by comparison with other Parliaments and perhaps
there is some merit in streamlining the procedures but what you

.
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must be careful of in that respect is to ensure that you don't
streamline it for one purpose and then find that it's impacting
another facet of your operations. You can't differentiate between
legislation. Well it's hard to differentiate and you could well
find legislation that is deemed to be non-contentious by one
person to discover that another considers it to be highly
contentious. So I don't think you can very easily separate the
dull from the bright.
RJ

There were some fairly strong things said by new
members of Parliament in an article in the West in 1986 where it
was claimed that Parliament was no place for the idealistic. Now
these very people could well have modified their views by now but
Max Trenordan is quoted as saying, "It's frustrating and there's
too much bitterness. Parliament should be more constructive"1
Did he have grounds for that comment?
THOMPSON I think he has grounds for it but I think that after
he's been here a while he'll probably change his mind a bit. You
see the Parliament is a safety valve for the community. It is
replaced in other parts of the world by revolution and by
violence. This is the meeting place of the two major political
forces of the diametricaly opposed political views and inevitably
there are going to be clashes in this place. That's the purpose
of it. So you're never going to get this to be a harmonious happy
place. There are going to be times when there is going to be
conflict and there's going to be bitterness because that's the
nature of the institution. I think anyone who thinks it's going
to be different really hasn't been around here very long.
RJ

You said very early in our interview process that in
your first period in the House you were a very, very good sitter
in the House. Are you still?

-------------------'West, June 13, 1986.
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THOMPSON No.
RJ

Why not?

THOMPSON Because I find there are more important things
can do now and with the introduction fairly recently
speakers in members' offices, it's possible to follow the
whilst at the same time working in one's office. I find

that I
of the
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can get through a lot more work and still keep up with things in
the House this way.
RJ

I wondered what you observed in sixteen years about
relationships between members within the Assembly, between
Houses? You have said that you thought the electorate offices had
done a lot of harm to this process but I wondered about any other
observations you wanted to make?
THOMPSON Well it varies from time to time depending on the
issues of the day. There are sharper divisions between the
members now in the non-House situations than was the case in
earlier years, less now than it was a couple of years ago and
perhaps in another couple of years time it will be different
again. Again I think these things come in waves. But it's not as
happy a place as it was sixteen years ago and people don't know
one another as well now as they did sixteen years ago, because
you're not thrown together as much as you were.

END OF SIDE ONE TAPE SEVENTEEN
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RJ
How effective do you feel the Liberal Party committee
system has been over the years?. There's been a recent change in
it where a decision was made to cut standing committees from six
to four. But just how effective has that system been and how
helpful to its members?
THOMPSON Some of the committees have been quite effective but I
don't think they've really worked. If the work isn't done by the
shadow minister then it's not done at all it seems to me and the
committees really are not functioning. In fact I can't recall
when last I attended a committee meeting.
RJ

So aren't they seen as useful things?

THOMPSON No I don't think they are at all useful. I think what
happens you get ad hoc committees, you get committees formed to
cover a particular reason, to dispense with a particular problem,
but ongoing committees just haven't worked.
RJ

You referred to a time when Dr Dadour left the
Parliament rather than vote in a particular piece of legislation.
I wondered just how much of that goes on and whether you have
ever done that?
THOMPSON It's called voting with your feet. No I feel most
uncomfortable about voting with my feet. Even though there have
been times when I've not liked it I've voted because I thought it
a bit wimpish to walk away from one's responsibility.
RJ

You are a person who seems very much influenced by how
you feel your electorate reacts to issues. You see that as an
important part of your responsibility. You also have the point of
view that you are part of a process that represents the State as
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a whole and what is necessarily good for one electorate may not
be necessarily good for the State as a whole. If there was a
conflict between those two views which would you take?
THOMPSON Well it's hard to give a definitive answer to that
because you really don't know the issue. I am very conscious of
the fact that I represent the people of Kalamunda and keep my ear
very close to the ground and try and assess what their view and
their wishes are on the issues that do cause them to have
concern. In any decision, my perception of their wishes in the
matter would be very dominant. However I think all of us have a
wider responsibility to the general welfare and I would imagine
that on issues where there is a conflict between the two that I
would vote for the wider public interest rather than the narrower
electorate interest.
RJ
Would you then try to sell that decision back to your
electorate?
THOMPSON Well you don't really get an opportunity to do that.
It's hard. You see you get very little feedback from your
community. I can't ever remember an issue, and I've been involved
in some fairly hot and controversial issues
I can never
remember an issue that has resulted in more than a 150 contacts
of one form or another. Well when you represent 10 000 people
that's not a very big percentage of the people who react. So
going back the other way it's pretty difficult to get people to
-

take an interest in the things. I've never been one to circulate
my speeches to the electorate (some members do that) because I
think it's just a waste of time. I don't think people have got
the time or the interest to take and it costs money and it takes
effort to do that. I keep a very constant flow of material going
to our local papers so that people know what I think on the
various issues that come up. Through that means I try and keep
them informed but I don't attempt to justify the stand that I've
taken.
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RJ

Have you noticed any change in the community's attitude
to you as a member in those sixteen years?
THOMPSON I can't say that I've noticed any significant change in
attitude. I've always been pretty well received in my electorate
and I've never doubted that I have the general support of my
community. I can't really say that I've noticed any sort of
change. The only change that I've been happy to record is that my
majority has increased at every election since I've been there so
I've taken that as a general acceptance of the style of
representation that I've provided.
RJ

We have a situation where parties are more and more
breaking up into factions. You have the new right within the
Liberal Party now. Where do you stand in relation to that?
THOMPSON Well the new right and other factionalism that is
evident in other parties has really not come to the parliamentary
wing. Really the faction that has emerged is not a faction that
is within the Liberal Party. There are some people who identify
with the new right as you've referred to in the Liberal Party but
there is no organisation within the Liberal Party that reflects
that particular philosophy. There is nowhere near as much
factionalism within the Liberal Party as there is in the Labor
Party. There are groups that form in support of or opposed to
particular issues but there's no one group who stays together on
those things. Those groups are changing all the time depending on
how individuals see the issues.
RJ

You came into the Parliament as a very enthusiastic
member, very keen to make a contribution. You've had your upsets
and disappointments that you've articulated during the interview.
What has it really been like? How much have you got out of being
a member of Parliament?
THOMPSON If I were to cease membership of the Parliament
tomorrow I would go out knowing that my influence has been known
here. A lot of my colleagues will have passed through their
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parliamentary career and all they'll have influenced will have
been the size of their pension. There have been very few
significant events touching on the Liberal Party in the time that
I've been here, and indeed a number of events that touch on the
Parliament where I've not had an influence, in some cases a
significant influence. I feel that I've earned my money. That's
important to me.
RJ

But does that mean you've enjoyed your time here?

THOMPSON Oh yes I've enjoyed it. I've enjoyed it. I could enjoy
doing other things but I have enjoyed being here and I'll fight
tenaciously to stay here. That's always been my approach. But I
will not as a price to pay to stay here not follow the dictates
of my conscience. If that's the price I had to pay then I'll go
and do something else.
RJ

Would you be able to adjust to doing something else

now?
THOMPSON I'd find it difficult, I'd find it very difficult, but
I would adjust, no doubt.
RJ

On the personal side how do you take to the formal
functions that are necessary as a member, the State occasions and
that sort of thing?
THOMPSON I enjoy involvement in State occasions and big
occasions, I still do, always have, and I think always will do.
As far as the functions that as a member of Parliament you are
required to attend and participate in I see those as being a very
important part of the process and I do enjoy those. I think if
you didn't enjoy them they'd be soul destroying.
RJ

You spoke of the shyness of your wife Margaret. How do
you feel she's been able to cope with this process of function
attendance and meetings and so on?

THOMPSON

357

THOMPSON Well Margaret still would prefer not to be involved in
public life. She's always been supportive and prepared to
participate in social activity. However she'd not slash her
wrists if she did not have to go.
RJ

You've spoken of your home in Bickley Valley and I
noted in a newspaper article that your wife made the curtains and
bedspreads and it has a pool and a tennis court and that sort of
thing. It sounds rather luxurious. Just what has that house meant
to you?
THOMPSON Well it's been the centrepiece of a very happy family
life. We've got four glorious kids and the building itself.... We
like the building, it's a comfortable home to live in. It's a
hard place to maintain because it's got a lot of ground and it's
a fairly big house. It's fine to live there but without the sort
of happiness that we've been able to generate there it wouldn't
matter what the building was. We've developed a very good
relationship with our kids. I don't know that the house has been
responsible for that, we probably would have done it if we'd been
living somewhere else. But I've enjoyed building that house and
developing the grounds. I'm still doing that and will be for a
long time to come. I'm just in the process of putting in the
dressage arena that has resulted in my having to lay tons of
stone to finish it off but it's getting close to completion. Then
when I've finished that I've got some landscaping that I want to
do. So it's been a long term project and it's given me an
opportunity to do things with my hands and I enjoy working with
my hands. I am proud of the home that we've built, and we have
built it between us. We could never have lived in a home the
style and size of which we have if we hadn't done a lot of the
physical work ourselves. So I suppose the house is important.
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How do you find time for horse riding?

THOMPSON I get up early and do it late.
new arena so that I can ride in the dark.
but I have to go out onto the roads and
that much. I don't like it either but it's
time at certain times of the year.
RJ
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I'm illuminating this
I ride in the dark now
Margaret doesn't like
the only way I can get

How good a horseman are you?

THOMPSON I'm not very good but by gee I enjoy it.
RJ

You have quite a set up when it comes to your going off
with your family to horse events around the countryside. Tell us
about it.
THOMPSON Oh well it's only a truck. It's a little truck I bought
for $1600. It's just a tabletop truck and I spent hours,
sometimes only five minutes at one particular time, half a day on
others but over a long period of time I spent hours in developing
it into a little unit that we could away and take the horses away
and spend weekends at events. It's reasonably comfortable. It's
got a double bed in it and we've got bunks that clip into the
side. All of us can sleep in the truck, all six of us. It has a
hot water system so we can have hot showers and a chemical toilet
so that that side of things can be attended to. It's been the
source for tremendous enjoyment for us. In fact we're planning a
holiday for one of the parliamentary recesses next year that
coincides with the school holidays and it's our intention to
drive in the truck up to the Murchison and beyond, up to
Carnarvon and visit some of the station country. We'll do that in
stages. So not only is it a horse truck, it's also a camper. I've
even installed an airconditioner into it because we went away one
Christmas and I anticipated it being stinking hot and because we
were going to stay in caravan parks where I knew electricity was
available, we put an air conditioner into it.
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RJ

You haven't been without enterprise. You apparently
grew a tomato crop once to finance an overseas trip for your
family. What was that about?
THOMPSON Well we were wanting to take the kids away and it was
going to be a fairly expensive exercise because all six of us
travelling is not cheap. So the kids were wanting to get
employment so that they could earn some money for themselves so
that they could have some spending money. Unemployment's fairly
high and I thought that the local community wouldn't think very
much of the local member's children working at jobs that others
might be able to work at. So I said to our kids, "Rather than my
trying to get you a job around town, or supporting you in getting
a job around town, why don't we grow a crop, a commercial crop?"
So that's how the idea was conceived. We grew tomatoes for three
years, three seasons in a row. The first season it was very, very
good. We did quite well out of them. The second season wasn't so
good and the third season was really a disaster; we made money
but it wasn't very much money. But the worst thing we did as far
as the commercial vegetable growing was concerned was that we
grew a crop of brussel sprouts, two and a half thousand brussel
sprouts. If I never see a brussel sprout again in my life I'll
not worry. But they mature in the winter time and you're out
there in the rain picking these stinking, smelly, greasy little
bloody cabbages! We didn't get a very good price for them either.
I have every sympathy for the rural producers of this country,
every sympathy.
RJ

Did the tomato crops pay for your trip overseas?

THOMPSON Oh they did help towards it yes, they went towards
paying. They gave the kids some spending money; that was
principally the thing.
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And did the kids do their bit?

THOMPSON Oh yes, oh yes. They'd come home from school and pick
tomatoes, pick and pack tomatoes and get them ready for the
carrier. I used to do the spraying of the crops and the heavy
work and lots of times I wasn't there when the work was being
done anyway so Margaret and the kids used to do it.
RJ

There was also a time when you bred ponies for sale.
What was that about and how long did you do it?
THOMPSON Well that was a very shortlived activity. We had two
pony mares and we bred from those and we sold a couple of the
progeny but I came to realise that it's not the horseflesh you're
selling it's the experience that the horses have that is of
value. If you've got a nicely conformed pony that isn't educated
you don't get much for it, but if you've got a nicely conformed
pony that is educated and has some performance under its belt
well then you can ask a fairly high price for it. In this State
over the years in recent times it's really a buyer's market for
horses and so for the people breeding them there's not much in
it.
RJ

If we could finish on the political side. How important
in your political career has Margaret been?
THOMPSON Margaret has been my constant companion and my mainstay
in my political career. I'm able to talk to her about the
problems I have. She doesn't take sides. She doesn't try to
influence me. In fact many of the things that I've become
involved in, if she had've been influencing me I wouldn't have
become involved. She works tirelessly. On Sunday the 6th of
December this year we will hold I think it's the fourteenth (if
not the fourteenth the thirteenth) champagne breakfast and we've
had up to five hundred people and more at those functions. She
does all the arranging for that and works for hours before and
hours afterwards as well as working vigorously through the day.
She entertains beautifully. I could not have wished for a better
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partner in my political career than I've had with my wife. I have
all the more admiration for her because I know that she's done it
for me. She's done it for me. Given her own wishes we'd have been
doing something else.
RJ

As far as your political career has been concerned,
what has been the lowest point in it?
THOMPSON The lowest points have been those occasions when I've
felt that I've not been successful in convincing my colleagues
that I think a line that should be pursued has been. In most
respects I think I've been proven to be right. That's when I feel
disappointed, when I know that I'm right and I can't convince my
colleagues to go my way. That's when I feel pretty low. Makes you
feel as though you're wasting your time.
RJ
What has been the best thing about being a politician!
parliamentarian?
THOMPSON The best thing for me has been influencing things in a
way that's going to make this place a better State and there have
been a number of occasions when I've been involved in influencing
decisions which I think benefit the society. You feel good then,
you feel as though you've achieved something. Many of those
things are not high profile things. People don't get to know
about them but I feel good because I know that I've been a part
of that. I think just being a part of a Parliament at a time when
there has been dynamic growth in our society and knowing that
I've played a part in it, that's rewarding to me.

END OF INTERVIEW
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Sir CHARLES COURT —on which we
can make any progress. It would not
matter if 't lot of the items on the agenda
were not passed for 100 years, because
they do not get to the root of the prob1cm Bolte set out to resolve when he first
mooted the convening of the Constitutional
Convention. We need to get hack to the
basics of the problem and not deal only
with these superficial matters, ilflPOi t'int
as they might be from '1 legalistic Point
of view,
The Leader of the Opposition said that
if the convention did not convene between
the 24th and the 26th September it would
be on the heads of Western Australia
and Queensland. I accept that respondbility I do not hide behind what Biell e
Petersen has done. It so happens that
the Western Australian Government, for
good reason, believes the convention has
become a farce and it would be a good
tiling if we did not attend the meeting
The
laid clown for la ter this month
executive committee should sit down and
have a good look—
Mi Jamieson: Will you go to the exe
cutive committee?
Sir CHARLES COURT: The executive
committee meeting scheduled for Friday
is not to review the progress made by the
Constitutional Convention; it will make a
decision only as to whether the meeting
laid down f or the 24th, 20th, and 26th

26th September to the best of my knowledge the local government delegation is
flee to attend any decision taken here viii
relate only to the State Parliamentary del.
egation, The Prime Minister, as part of
the wooing process, will pay the fares and
expenses of local government represent.
atives. If the convention meeting is held
i assume they will go, and I will not attempt to stop them I hope the local goy
eulment delegation does not go but if it
decides to attend, that Is its business
i do not think there Is anything more
to be said. We have seen a great deal of
this usurping of power by one Common.
wealth Government after another,and I
believe the whole Idea of the convention
was to try to remedy this problem.The
only way we will remedy the situation I
to place more financial power in the hands
of the States. However, we have made no
progress in trying to achieve such a sltuutioll and accordingly I support the motion
Question Put and a division taken with
the following result.—
Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan

Mr Coyne

Mrs Craig
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Mi Jamieson: Will you go to the one
we are talking about?
Sir CHARLES COURT: I will not
guarlultee to go to Friday's meeting, but
I will o to the other one
Mr Jamieson This is the trouble; you
want to pick, and argue afterwards.
Sli Cl-TABLES COURf I 'issule the
honourable member that I still certainly
agree to attend the executive committee
meeting held to review the progress Blade
by the convention
Mr J'imieson Will ou 'igiee with tile
decisions of that committee?
Su CHARLES COURT If the Olecision
of the executive committee is that the
convention should proceed,\\e still nl'ike 'I'
decision in our OWil WlY and in our own
time The Deputy Leader of the OpIosi
tion knows it. would be a paUi imci tuy
decision.
If there is any criticism of WesLern Austiali t and Queensland, I accept our share
because we are doirn, what we are doing
deliberately, with 'i full knowlcde of ssh
we are doing it. I beliesc we would get
nowhci c by attending the conv ention.
Mr T U Evans: Will the Premi er (0111ment on whether the local government
represe ntatives will attend the conv ention?
Sir CHARLES COURT: If theme is a
conven on 'letting from tile 24th to the

:

Aye s-25
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton

Mr Shalders

Mr Crane
Dr Dadour

Mr Gi'syden
Mr P. V. Jones

September should go oil.

.

Mr Slbson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Stephens

Mr Grewir

Nlr Thompson

Mr Laurance
McPhariin

Mr Young
Mr Ciarko

Mr Watt

H)

Mr Nanovich

Noes-20
Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
air i3niiin
Mr Biyce
Mr B T Burke
Mr T. J. Burk e
Mr Carr
Mr Davies

Mr Hartrey
Mr .TiniesOfl
Jon(.J
Mi

Mr May

Mr MclVer
Mr Skidmore

Mr Taylor

Mr

A Fe

TOIlkIXI

J. T, Tonkli
Moller

Pairs

Ay es

Mr O'Connor
SI Mencasos

4

Noes

Mr Fletcher
Mi Haiman

Question thus passed.
ELECTORAL DISTRICTS ACT
AMENDMENT BILL
In Committee
muicr I
Committees (Mm. Ti101ilpiiO"(I )
Ci n
llste'
Ci1(
air; M1'
IC C lair'
ill the
Works) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1 Short Title and Citation
poi't
The CHAIRMAN Pi ogi ccs w as i
.

.

h

Mr A P TONKI' I take stioilgtO III
cc Ition to th e title of this Act-Eh( i \I
Districts Act AmendmentAct, 1075. bO)
not weary the Committee by talhlflF gills
other Acts of Parliament that were I0
and were called by various syrupy 110

(

I7&

cf2
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the best of my know'ernment delegation Is
decision taken here will
,ate Parliamentary delMinister, as part of
will pay the fares and
fovernrnent represent
Intion meeting is held
go, and I will not atI hope the local govdoes not go, but If It
hat Is its business.
iere Is anything more
seen a great deal of
wer by one Commonafter another, and I
ea of the convention
dy this problem. The
medy the situation is
ial power In the hands
ver, we have made no
achieve such a situaI support the motion.
a division taken with
s-25
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Shalciers
Mr Slbson
Mr Socleman
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Watt
Mr Young
Mr Clarko

(Teller)

s-20
Mr Hartrey
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr May
Mr McIver
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr A. H. Tonkin
Mr J. T. Tonkin
Mr Mailer
Noes
Mr Fletcher
Mr Harman

STRICTS ACT
1NT BILL
l7flitt0e
2nd September. The
tees (Mr Thompson)
3'Neil (Minister for
the Bill.
Ic and Citation—
'regress was reported

I take gtrong exthis Act-ElcCtoral
ient Act, 1975. I will
;tee by talking about
nt that were roguIsh
ii'ious syrupy flhllflCS'

ertainly cannot acquiesce to the title
i cthis
of
Act, because it would be on my conscience for the rest of my life. This is a
corrupt Bill introduced by a corrupt Government.
We believe that this Bill has been clelibcrately framed in order to save the seats
of certain members of Parliament who were
becoming "windy". It deliberately continues the rape of democracy in Western Australia and for this reason I move an amendment.—
Page 1—Delete subclause (1).
If I am successful with my amendment,
and I have every reason to believe that I
will be because there may be some honest
macn on the other side of the Chamber—
Mr Nanovich: There are; plenty of them!
Mr A. II. TONKIN: That is the most
encouraging sound I have heard since I
sat in this place. The fact that the member for Toodyay, who is concerned about
his seat, is prepared to say that there
are honest men on that side of the Chamber, and that they are not prepared to
agree to this Bill is one of the most encouraging sounds I have ever heard since
I have been here. I salute the member for
Toodyay. He may seem a little inhuman
but I known his heart is in the right place
that is, on the right side.
Mr Nanovich: I have more heart than
YOU have.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: We are very heartened by this show of heart by the member
for Toodyay who has indicated that he,
too, will not stomach this Bill.
Mr Nanovich: I did not.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: I distinctly heard
the member for Toodyay say he was an
honest man and, as such, he would supPort my amendment.
Mr Sodernan: He did not say that at
all so that makes you a dishonest mail.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: I apologise to the
Committee for my misunderstanding, but
I thought the member for Toodyay said
Ile was an honest man.
Mr B. T. Burke: What he meant to
say was that he was big on heart but
short on brains.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: Despite that setback to our campaign I still believe we
\'/ill have the support of some members
Oil the other side of the Chamber. For
example, there are six National Country
Party members who will not benefit by the
travesty of that line; that infamous line—
We have heard of the Bob Menzies Brisbane line, this is, however, the Court line.
Mr Bryce: No-one claims responsibility
for it. They are ashamed of it.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: It is very rarely a
Parent claims responsibility for a bastardised offspring and that is What this
1lfle is. It is a disgrace to this Chamber,
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to this State, and to all those men who
went overseas and fought for democracy.
They went to the islands; they went to
France, and they went to Britain.
Sir Charles Court: Would you like a
handkerchief? You of all people talking
like that!
Mr A. H. TONKIN: I had a father and
three brothers who fought in the 1nt war.
The only reason I did not fight was that
I was too young. Here is the arch cynic,
the man responsible for this filthy Bill,
asking: "Would you like a handkerchief?'
A corrupt Government led by a corrupt
leader.
Point of Order
Sir CHARLES COURT: I rise on a
point of order, Mr Chairman. We have
been very patient and tolerant, but I ask
that those words he withdrawn, because
we find them objectionable; that is, the
reference to a. corrupt Government and
a corrupt leader.
The CHAIRMAN: The words used by
the member for Morley are unparliamentary and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: Mr Chairman, you
must he joking!
rrl.je CHAIRMAN: Will the member
withdraw?
Mr A. H. TONKIN: No.
The CHAIRMAN: I rule that the words
are unparliamentary and I ask you to
withdraw.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: How can accurate words be unparliamentary? This line
has been drawn so as to split the—
The CHAIRMAN: Order! Would the
honourable member resume his seat? I
rule that the words spoken by the member for Morley are unparliamentary and
I ask him to withdraw.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: There is something
more important than parliament and that
is democracy and the people.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! It is cleat'
that the member for Morley is not going
to withdraw. In those circumstances 1
have no alternative but to name the mciiiher for Morley and, in accordance with
Standing Orders, I will report to the House.
Dissent from Chairman's Ruling
Mr A. R. TONKIN: I move—
That the Chairman's ruling be disagreed with.
The Chairman has turned his back on me.
Sir Charles Court: You are making a
complete fool of yourself.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: Am I? What a
filthy Bill this is!
Sit' Charles Court: I wish we could take
a picture of you.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: What a filthy Bill
this is!
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Mr Bryce: Ejelke-Petersen is not the
only Bible basher.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: Our men died for
democracy just for us to see the Premier
do this today.
[The Speaker resumed the Chair]
The CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEES:
Mr Speaker, during the course of the
debate in the Committee stage of the
Electoral Districts Act Amendment Bill,
the member for Morley used certain words
which I ruled to be unparliamentary, and
I asked him to withdraw. He refused on
every occasion to withdraw and I felt I
had no other course but to name the
member for Morley.
Points of Order
Mr A. H. TONKIN: The Chairman gave
a ruling and I immediately moved to dissent from the Chairman's ruling, but the
Chairman refused to give me the call.
The SPEAKER: Will the member resunie
his seat? There can be no debate and
that is the procedure the member must
follow.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: On a point of order—
The SPEAKER: There is no point of
order.
Mr A. R. TONKIN: You have not heard
fllY point of order.
Several members Interjected.
The SPEAKER: I do not want any interruption from anyone else, otherwise
there will be further naming. I will hear
the point of order.
Mr A. H. TONKIN: In the best parliamentary tradition I have moved to dissent from the Chairman's ruling, as did
tile "great" Robert Gordon Menzies In the
House of Representatives some years ago.
The SPEAKER: The honourable member will resume his seat. I have checked
on the position. This is the first time
this has happened in my term as Speaker.
I see from the Standing Orders that "the
Speaker shall forthwith put the question".
Mr A. R. TONKIN: I wish to move to
dissent from your ruling, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER: The honourable member
will resume his seat.
Mr BRYCE: On a point of order—
The SPEAKER: The member will resume his seat. There will be no debate.
If the member will not resume his seat I
will name him.
Mr BRYCE: You say there is no point
of order—
The SPEAKER: I name the member for
Ascot. Will he resume his seat?
Mr A. R. Tonkin: A kangaroo court.
Mr BRYCE: There is no member on his
feet. This place is becoming a farce.
The SPEAKER: Will the member resume
his seat?
Mr BRYCE: You are denying me the
right to speak.

The SPEAKER: I am denying the member the right to be on his feet.
Mr H. B. EVANS: On a point of order—
The SPEAKER: The member will resume
his seat, or else I will name him.
Mr JAMIESON: There must be a right,
surely.
Mr Skidmore: Name us all.
The SPEAKER: There must not be a
rabble like this in this Parliament.
Mr JAMIESON: Surely there must be
a right to members—
The SPEAKER: Unless the member for
Welsllpool permits the proper course to be
followed on this matter I will name him.
Mr B. T. Burke: Name everybody.
Several members interjected.
Mr JAMIESON: We must have a point
of order.
Suspension of Member
Sir CHARLES COURT: I move—
That the member for Morley be suspended from the service of the House.
Motion put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided.
Remarks during Division
Mr B. T. Burke: What a sham!
Mr Bryce: What a disgraceful performance!
Mr A. H. Tonkin: On the 23rd November, 1972, you, Mr Speaker, voted to keep
the member for Narrogin in after he had
been named by our Chairman of Committees. This is a disgraceful exhibition.
Mr Jamieson: It is hypocrisy.
Result of Division
Division resulted as follows—
Mr Blalkie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grewar
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlln
Mr Nanovich
Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Harman

Ayes-25
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Shalders
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernafl
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Watt
Mr Young
Mr Ciarko

(Teller)

Noes--21
Mr Hartrey
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr May
Mr McIver
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr A. R. Tonkin
Mr J. T. Toflldfl
Mr Moller
(Teller)
Pair

Aye
Mr O'Connor

Motion thus passed.

No
Mr Fletcher
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p8penSi0fl of Member
pKER The member for Morley
the House.
TONKIN: I regard that as a
A
a ru1
5pjAKER The member for Morley
tile House.
TONKIN: I do not believe that
-
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IA.

$pEAKER: The member will leave

A H. TONKIN I am rising on a
.

•

( order.

$PEAKER: There is no point of
r U the member does not leave the
will take further action; I will
jin again.
A H. TONKIN: I rose on a point of
ou are denying me the right to do

1,110
oft 5

SPEAKER: Will the -nember for
leave the House? The House has
Ørmlucd that his .service will be susMr

A.

rko

H. TONKIN Quite improperly. I

it point of order but you refuse

It.
SPEAKER: I will leave the Chair
will the ringing of the bells.
suspended from 9.47 to 10.02 p.m
7
'I'l lo SPEAKER: I regret that the memhr for Morley still remains defiantly in
gut. I just want to say that StandOrders have been followed and if the
bor for Morley continues to persist
Jil the line he is taking he will bring
Un' discredit on himself and on this
• 1OW of Parliament, and he will reflect,
lb iA Way, on all of us in this Chamber.
I want. to ask him again to leave the
')thfflter and suffer the penalty of being
upendcd. This means he will be susictdd for one full day, not Including the
elridcr of today's sitting. Will the
u'iber remove himself? I must ask the
trltflt-at-Arms to escort the member
Vt"t his seat outside the precincts of the
tine, Will the member for Morley please
j

I Mr A. R. Tonkin was escorted from
Us' (.haniber by the Sergeant-at-Arms.]
The SPEAKER: I now proceed with the
tirthn' naming procedure in connection
W101 the member for Ascot,. I have altnly named the member for Ascot.
Mr RYCE: On what basis?
Mr J. T. TONKIN: Mr Speaker—
Mr 11RYCE: I rise on a point of orderSPEAKER: There is no debate on
111110
11 Illotion.
Mr Barnett: What motion?
'fliC SPEAKER: The Standing Orders
0 quite explicit on the matter.
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Sir CHARLES COURT: Mr Speaker—
Mr J. T. TONKIN: Mr Speaker—
The SPEAKER: Will the Leader of the
Opposition resume his seat? There is no
point of order.
Mr J. T. TONKIN: I say there is, and,
with respect, I ask you to hear me.
The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition will resume his seat. For the information of the House, Standing Order
71 reads—
If the offence has been committed
in the House, the Speaker shall forthwith put the question, on a motion
being made, no amendment, adjournment, or debate being allowed, "That
such Member be suspended from the
service of the House"; and, if the
offence—
Mr Barnett: What offence?
The SPEAKER: Who is that interrupting me?
Mr Barnett: Me.
The SPEAKER: I warn the member for
Rockingham not to do it again. There
is no need to be rude in this matter.
Mr Barnett: It is very hard.
The SPEAKER: The Standing Order
continues-has been committed In Committee, the Chairman shall forthwith suspend the proceedings of the Committee and report the circumstances to
the House; and the Speaker shall
forthwith, on a motion being made,
put the same question, without amendment, adjournment, or debate, as If
the offence had been committed In
the House itself.
Suspension of Member
Sir CHARLES COURT: I move—
That the member for Ascot be suspenned from the service of the House.
Mr Bryce: You are corrupt; so is your
Government!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Bryce: So too is this Bill, you know
full well!
Motion put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided.
Remarks During Division
Mi' T. J. Burke: There wasn't a motion
before the Chair!
Several ujeinbers interjected.
Mr Jamieson: You ought to see what
they did when we moved for someone to
go out!
Mr B. T. Burke: That's fixed your three
years, Mr Speaker!
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Balga to withdraw those remarks
and apologise.
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The SPEAKER: Will the member for
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Swan withdraw and apologise?
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Mr SKIDMORE: I withdraw and aijologis-e, Mr Speaker,
Mi- B. T. Burke: I will enjoy tomorrow
very much!
Mr Bryce: Corruption!
Mr Barnett: No points of order!
Mr Bryce: A cowardly way for the Goveminent to hide behind the Speaker!
Sir Charles Court: I am sorry for you
People!
Mr Bryce: This is electoral corruption
and the Premier knows it!
Several members interjected.
Mr Bryce: A latter-day John Forrest
and corrupt electoral laws of this State,
and you know it!
Sir Charles Court: Your leader will not
be enjoying this.
Mr Bryce: Finally the public will find
out and the younger members opposite
should be ashamed of the fact that they
are associated with it!
Mr Barnett: They are!
Mr Shalders: I am not ashamed!
Mr Bryce: Dirty hands! The lot of it.
Several members interjected,
Mr Bryce: The member for Murray will
not be here long enough to be ashamed.
Several members interjected,
The SPEAKER: Order!
Result of Division
Division resulted as follows—
Mr Blaikie

Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig

Mr Barnelt
Mr aatesnssn
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Carr

Mr Davies

4* ' •-

r.. '

Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
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Ayes

Mr O'Connor
-

:•--;
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Mr Fletcher

Mr BRYCE: As I withdraw—
The SPEAKER: Just withdraw from
House without any comment
th
Mr BRYCE: —from a toy Par]i1
1
corrupted by a vile Governmen
t—
The SPEAKER: Withdraw frorl, Pr
.
lialileilt. I ask the
t_at1.111,1 to
escort the member Scrgean
for Ascot from th
Chamber.
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Motion thus passed.

for
J/
lrr, 1•i
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Mr BRYCE: It is a sorry day!
4
[Mr Bryce left the Chamber.]
IsiPt
$,
Mr J. T. TONKIN: Mr Speaker—
W1,11114 1111
Mr Skidmore: Smile you; please 8111110,
wlivil 01i
Mr J. T. TONKIN: Mr Speaker—
';-h ('.'k
The SPEAKER: Order! Will the Ltmmgr
of the Opposition resume his scat?
I'
you. Do I understand the membeThnu
r for
Swan was speaking to me ?
slii It(;
Mr SKIDMORE: I was not speaklug to
you, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opjxt'
sition.
Mr Skidmore: My remarks were dtrmet4
at the Premier.
Mr T. J. Burke: Very apt, too.
- W C/11
4 1"
The SPEAKER: Order! The Lender of
the Opposition.
U
Mr J. T. TONKIN: With respect, Mf
utI ,
Speaker, I suggest I have every t'ltz!tV
.
raise a point of order. I consider
were made on both sides and whllt
agree entirely with what you mend OUt I
flit! I
say, with respect, you ovcrlookcd thi
.
point: the Standing Orders provide thIt - '
IIø (hwcs
when the Chairman of Cormnit.tCt
Speaker asks a member to wltltd;imW
point of order can be raised so (lint. th.
decision made by the Chairman of (&)O1
mittees or the Speaker can be C111111VII014,
Mr Bateman That is right.
Mr J. T. TONKIN: That. right WO
denied the member for Morley. ftfl(l
00 A,1111
'
had not been denied I think the t.rUW
iUun
would have been avoided. So,
take was made there.
V.
Mr T. J. Burke: Hear, henri
Mr J. T. TONKIN The mnembr
Morley was denied his right to 0tt1100
COIIIIil
the decision of the Clmaii'rnafl
tees: that the words he used wore
t5 CA
hiamentai'y. Apart altogether f"01111 "14 '.
•Y-'.
iu'r
merits of the case, as to whethOV
W
OR'
the words were unPal'lIalnCtt' opFlli~
i.14,
ii
member has the right to cludlO?1U
(.5
LSi
of the Chair man of C0
Speaker, and that right was wtt-tiltel
the member. So, I suggest th( IIII
•!
were made on both sides.
b1w
ii.
.
Mr Barnett: Bring them both
h1lk
The SPEAKER:
fl4
gestion, and not a point of or1f•
Committee will resume
t;1,
•
•

Noes-19
Mr Hartrey
Mr Janieson
Mr T. ii. Junes
Sir May
A41, Melver
Mr Skidmore
Mr Taylor
Mr J. P. Tonkin
Mr Holler
(Toiler)
Pairs
Noes
Mr Harman

The SPEAKER: Will the member for'
Ascot withdraw?

:.-

(Teller)

Mr Menaros

-

'

M r Shaiders

Mr Sibson
Mr Socieman
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Watt
Mr Young
Mr Clark

Mr Grower
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Mr O' Neil

Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton

Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr McPharlin
Mr Nanovich
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Ayes-25
Mr Old

Mr Crane
Dr Dudour
Mr Grayden

2•t

_,_J

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr B. T. BURKE: Quite happily.
Several members interjected,
The SPEAKER: I do not want remarks
likethat from the member for Swan.
Mr Skidmore: You might get more of
it.
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Mr Nanovich: Grow up, little boy.
you
Mr Bertram: Can't you see it; are
blind?
Several members interjected.
order,
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requirement that certain Bills need to be agreed
to by absolute majorities at the second and third
reading stages is to be found in section 73 of the
Constitution Act, 1889. This appears in the
volume Acts and Other Information Relating to
Parliament, on page 38. The relevant portion
reads-

Spcakcr'c Ruling

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): Before I put
the question, I want to say I have been giving

consideration to the question whether this Bill

requires to be passed by an absolute majority. The

73. (1) Subject to the succeeding
provisions of this section, the Legislature of
the Colony shall have full power and
authority, from time to time, by any Act, to
repeal or alter any of the provisions of this
Act. Provided always, that it shall not be
lawful to present to the Governor for Her
Majesty's assent any Bill by which any
change in the Constitution of the Legislative
Council or of the Legislative Assembly shall
be effected, unless the second and third
readings of such Bill shall have been passed
with the concurrence of an absolute majority
of the whole number of the members for the
time being of the Legislative Council and the
Legislative Assembly respectively.
The phrase "Constitution of the Legislative
Council or of the Legislative Assembly" has been
discussed many times in this Parliament; and
varying interpretations have been placed upon it,
both in this House and in the Legislative Council.
I sec little point in recounting the arguments of
previous times; but members who arc interested
may care to consult Hansard concerning the
Lotteries (Control) Amendment. 1933; the
Constitution Amendment, 1933; the Legislative
Council Referendum Bill, 1945; the Legislative
Council Referendum Bill, 1946; the Constitution
Acts Amendment Bill, 1950; and the electoral
amendments in 1936 and 1958.
Be that as it may, all those rulings, arguments,
and comments do little more than illustrate the
difficulty Parliament has in interpreting this
particular provision in the Constitution. They
cannot decide anything for the future. The
ultimate decision on a matter such as this is made
in an appropriate court.
Mr Speaker Guthrie, on 4 November 1969,
expressed his doubt whether presiding officers
should give rulings on constitutional matters, at
page 2145 of Hansard. I think I can understand
the reason for his attitude. If a presiding officer
rules, for instance, that a certain Bill requires an
absolute majority, or that another Bill needs to be
supported by an appropriation Message from His
Excellency the Governor, that is the end of the
matter unless the House dissents from his ruling.
The reluctance of members to carry a dissent
motion may well result in a ruling, which is quite

2V1
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wrong in law, becoming a precedent for later
cases.
I emphasise that these question',' are properly
matters of law, not of parliamentary practice or
Standing Orders. It is possible that a continuous
series of precedents, all intended to uphold the
Constitution, could all be incorrect legally. Once
a practice is established and upheld by later
rulings, it is unlikely to be reversed by a
subsequent Speaker. This could eventually lead to
a situation where the ability of the Parliament to
legislate is restricted, quite incorrectly. Such it
state of affairs surely is not acceptable in a
parliamentary democracy.
I come now to the immediate question before
me. The Bill is one which is popularly understood
to increase the Ministry from 13 to 15. In fact, of
course, the word "Minister" is not mentioned in
t ile relevant sections. Reference is made to "office
of the Government liable to he vacated on
political grounds. This is a traditional
parliamentary way of describing the office. If
members take the t rouble to read the Constitution
and its amendments, they may be surprised to
discover that there is no requirement that these
offices shall be held by members of Parliament,
save that one (ii them shall be a member of the
Legislative Council.
Having made that point, I refer again to the
words in section 73 of the Constitution Act. This
requires an absolute majority to concur in the
second and third readings of a Bill "by which any
change in the Constitution of the Legislative
Council or of the Legislative Assembly shall be
cffcctcd'.
I believe that an argument could be sustained
t hat this Bill does not involve it change or
alteration to the constitution of either House. To
my knowledge, this particular part of our
Constitution has conic before the courts on two
occasions. The first was in 1933 and 1934 when.
in Clydesdale v. Hughes, the High Court of
Australia on appeal held that a Constitution Acts
Amendment Bill did not alter or change the
constitution of the Legislative Council so as to
require absolute majorities under section 73. In
those cases, the appeals, both retrospectively and
prospectively, validated the accepting of an office
of profit under ( lie Crown namely, membership
of the Lotteries Commission by a member of the
Legislative Council.
The second occasion on which this part of our
Constitution has been examined by the courts
occurred this year, in the Supreme Court of
Western Australia, in the case of Wilsmorc v. the
State of Western Australia and others. On that

occasion, Mr Justice Brinsden was ttq
to
give judgment on this very matter 1nco
nnection
with the Electoral Act Amendment Bill
(No. 2)
agreed to in the last SCSSjOfl
of the previo
Parliament. I am extremely reluctant to
attempt
to summarise the specific questions in
Iii,
Honour's judgment, particularly in view of the
fact that the matter is before the Full Coup
of
the Supreme Court on appeal. However, I feel it
is fair to say that nothing in that judgment
weakens the case requiring an absolute majority
on it Bill meant to alter the COflStjtUtjn
of either
the Legislative Council or the Legislative
Assembly. I will make no further comment on
that matter because the question is, in a sense,
sub judice. At a later stage, when we have the
decision of the Full Court, a firmer conclusion
may be drawn.
The question of whether certain Bills need to be
agreed to by absolute majorities has been
exercising my mind for a considerable time. I
refer members to my statement on the
Constitution Acts Amendment Bill on 27
November 1979. On that occasion I expressed
doubt that that particular amendment to the
Constitution was one which would necessitate the
concurrence of an absolute majority. In my view.
there is not sufficient reason for me to rule that
this Bill does require an absolute majority to pass
its second and third readings in this House. If I
were to so rule, I might inhibit a majority of
members in this House from validly passing
legislation which is quite within their competence.
On the other hand, if I declined to so rule and ii
majority, but not necessarily an absolute majority.
of members passed legislation which is legally
invalid, the courts arc always available to decide
the matter.
I personally prefer that such legal questions arc
decided in their proper place—the courts of the
land.
It is relevant to note that there have been four
occasions since the granting of responsible
Government when the number of Ministers was
increased. There were six Ministers in 1899. This
was increased as follows—
in 1927 to eight,
in 1950 to JO,
in 1965 to 12, and
in 1975 to 13.
The records show that only in the last two cases
did the Speaker require the Bill to have the
concurrence of an absolute majority. In the two
re
precedents of longest standing, and therefo
those which have been longest available to legal
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hal!Cngc, no evidence of the support of an
absolute majority is recorded.
I rule that this Bill does not require the
oncurrence
of an absolute majority.
c
I will arrange for the Clerks to distribute to
cmbcrs copies of that statement and I will now
ICaVC the Chair until 7.30 p.m.
Sitting suspcndcd from 6. II to 7.30 p.m.
Dissent from Speaker's Ruling
Mr DAVIES: Just prior to the tea suspension
you will remember, Sir, that you made a
statement from the Chair in which you ga v e a
r uling. I seek to disagree with that ruling and I
ani certain the House would be surprised if I did
not do so.
With due respect, Sir, apart from saying that
'our ruling was one of the most shameful I have
ever heard given in this House, I want to
challenge the accuracy of it.
I do not know whether you did your own
research, Sir, or whether someone else did it for
you: but it seems that the position is not quite as
clear as you would have us believe.
I was somewhat handicapped in carrying out
research, because of the time available. I thought
you. Sir, might have adjourned the 1-louse for an
hour or two so that we could have another look at
the matter. However, I am quite certain you
would not do so, because you have not had such
directions from the Premier.
Government members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will resume his seat. I shall ignore the
rather rude remark made by the Leader of the
Opposition. I should like to inform him that it had
been my intention to leave the Chair for an hour,
after I had made the statement, in order that such
research could be undertaken.
It just so happened that I concluded reading the
statement at 10 minutes past six, and at that point
I left the Chair without putting the question, for
the deliberate purpose of allowing a full hour or
more for members of the House to consider my
ruling.
Had the ruling been given some time after the
lea suspension. I would have left the Chair for an
hour to allow research to proceed.
Mr DAVIES: With due respect, Sir, it would
Still place the Opposition at a distinct
had
disadvantage,
have
because
you
approximately three months to research the
Position, but you would have expected us to
research it and bring down an opinion within one
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hour. I am not certain that I can even properly
comprehend your decision, Sir, in the time that
has been made available to me, although I have
done my best. Indeed, I thought you might have
made your opinion more widely known at an
earlier stage, in view of the fact that the necessity
for a constitutional majority in regard to this
matter has been publicised rather widely over the
past few months.
I do not believe it suddenly came to you, Sir,
when you entered the Chamber this afternoon,
that you should rule one way or another and in
fact reverse previous decisions which have been
given in this House. You seem to take your
strength from a statement you made on 27
November 1979, when you said you were
concerned about whether or not the amendment
before the House at that time—it was an
amendment to the Constitution Acts Amendment
Bill and I am quite certain the rest of the
members of the House have not had a look at
it—required a constitutional majority. You were
not prepared to take the risk. You said, "I am
going to demand a constitutional majority on it."
You indeed did so. I shall read the relevant
passage—
The question is that the Bill be read a
second time. Those of that opinion say
"Aye"; to the contrary, "No". I have counted
the House, and as there is an absolute
majority present and there being no
dissentient voice, I declare the motion to be
carried with the concurrence of an absolute
majority of the whole number of members of
the House.
That statement appears at page 5315 of Hansard.
Mr H. D. Evans: It is a statement of
unequivocal intent.
Mr DAVIES: As my deputy has said, it was
statement of unequivocal intent. There was no
hesitation on your part. You were not concerned
for a moment. You said, "Perhaps there could be
a necessity for a constitutional majority."
However, it was not a matter which related to the
election of members and it did not affect the
constitution of the House.
That is the first occasion on which you misled
the House when you gave your opinion. Whether
or not you thought it was correct is really of little
account, because you said that you wanted a
constitutional majority, therefore, you were going
to have one. You counted the House, there was no
dissentient voice-Mr O'Connor: What is the date of that?
Mr DAVIES: It was 27 November 1979 and
the statement appears at pagc 531 5 of Hansard.
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Mr O'Connor: You did not read the whole text
statement.
the
of
Mr DAVIES: I shall read the full statement to
the Deputy Premier. The Speaker was concerned
about the matter, but he said that if there was a
doubt, he intended to err on the side of requiring
a constitutional majority.
Mr Bryce: And what has happened in between?
Mr DAVIES: I am sorry the Deputy Premier
seems to have been privy to the opinion of the
Speaker before me.
Mr O'Connor: I read it from this article and if
you had any nous, you would have done the same.
Mr DAVIES: That is what I have been doing.
What does the Deputy Premier think I have been
doing since 10 minutes past six?
Mr O'Connor: You seemed to indicate that noone cisc had read it.
Mr DAVIES: I gave members the details of the
statement and the page at which it appeared in
Hansard. The Speaker referred to the constitution
of the Legislative Assembly. I do not believe you
care whether or not your ruling is disagreed with,
Sir. It appears it is more important that you
should talk to the Clerk. Perhaps I should wait
until you have finished. However, we are
disagreeing with your ruling, Sir, and I would be
pleased if you would pay some attention to what I
am saying.
Mr 11. D. Evans: It is a major matter.
Mr DAVIES: This is a rather major matter.
We are dealing with the Constitution and what
happens here tonight can affect this Government
and future Governments for many years to come.
Despite the fact that the Speaker says now that
the matter should go to the courts, he seems to
have forgotten previous utterances by senior
members of the House that this is the highest
court in the land and we are making decisions.

the voting intentions which had been dec't ,
various members, we had to start looking'
Wftnd
again. Government members then said,
we do not need his vote anyway.
looking around to sec how we might
decision which will not require the
vote and if anyone does not like it, let hlriii, io t
the courts." Of course, it was forgotten 'th't
a C
arc the highest court in the land.
The Speaker argued that the alteration"to the
House was in fact not an alteration, beca'tht
people concerned were only going to be appoin
Ministers. It is clear that, because of the Power
and authority they exert, the constitution'of the
House must be altered, in the same
, 'as it
would be altered if you, Sir, were taken fro, ' Your
position and the position abolished. You, Sir,
make up the constitution of the House by
part of the House as set out under the Act and the
Constitution.
I agree that, if Ministers were appointed from
outside the Cabinet--apparently that is Possible
and it has been talked about for a long time—
there might be some substance in your argument.
I believe for a short time a Minister in an earlier
Western Australian Cabinet was not a member of
Parliament, and it is clear that can occur. If these
Ministers were not within the Parliament, there
might be some substance in your argument, Sir;
but there is no substance in your argument when
the Honorary Ministers arc at the present time,
and will be for some time to come, part of this
Parliament, sitting in this House, and making up
what constitutes the Parliament. If one alters the
status and standing of some members, it is clear
one alters the constitution of Parliament. It is
clear that your opinion definitely erred in that
respect.

The only point on which I can agree with you is
that the decisions are probably made on the
numbers and are not always the best decisions.
However, where a precedent has been established
clearly—and it most certainly has been
established clearly in this case, despite the opinion
given by the Speaker—we should continue in that
vein unless something upsets the situation.

Let us look at some of the cases you quoted.
Unfortunately I was not able to look at all of
them; but I should like to refer to an amcndmcnt
to the Electoral Act in 1958. That amendment
was challenged and it was intended that the
matter should be sent back to the Crown. Law
to
Department. However, that did not have
happen, because a Government member bada
heart attack and the Government 109 its
constitutional majority anyway. That case hid
different complexion from the one you, Sit,

What has happened to upset it on this
occasion? Surely it was known some months ago
that a constitutional majority was necessary.
Indeed the corridors of Parliament were running
hot with members full of brilliant ideas as to how
the Speaker might be given a vote. It was as
simple as that. When it became quite certain that
we could not give the Speaker a vote in view of

Let us look now at the four occasions on
the size of Cabinet was increased. In 4927
Cabinet was increased as a result of a unan10
ls
decision. It was carried on the voices. The CW
no need to count the House. A constitUttO
majority was not mentioned, but there wdfl°
need to do so, because there was no challenge. II

quoted here.
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counted as a constitutional majority on the

voices and there was no challenge from members
of parliament.
In 1950 the size of Cabinet was increased to 10.
On that occasion, a division was taken. The
m atter is recorded in Hansard and a clear
constitutional majority was obtained. Once again,
the Constitution could not be challenged, even if
anyone was in doubt about it.

It can be seen that simply as a result of quoting
and pretending no reference was made to a
constitutional majority the whole situation is as
tout by you.

ca se,,

Had the position been reported honestly to the
parliament you, Sir, would have detailed those
matters, had you carried out the research you
claim to have done.
In 1965 the Cabinet was increased to 12. At
that time Speaker Hearman quite clearly said a
constitutional majority was required. I should like
to quote from page 246 of Hansard of that year.
Speaker Hearman made the following
statement----I have counted the House; and, there being
no dissentient voice, I declare the question
carried.
Earlier Speaker 1-Icarman made the following

comment-Before I put the second reading I must
draw the attention of the 1-louse to the fact
that this Bill will require a constitutional
majority. When I put the question, if I hear a
negative call at all I will be forced to call a
division.
The previous quotation I made then followed.
During the course of the third reading of the Bill,
Speaker Hearman said—
Again I would point out that a
constitutional majority is necessary. I have

counted the House; and, there being no
dissentient voice, I declare the question
carried.
Clearly on that occasion—and it has not been
challenged since—there was a need for a
Constitutional majority. I believe we are entitled
to look at recent precedents as well as those in the
distant past.
In 1975, during the second reading of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Bill, Speaker
Hutchinson made a statement which appears at
page 1243 of Hansard and reads as follows—
It is my duty to advise members that this
Bill requires an absolute majority. There
being no dissentient voice, and having
satisfied myself that there are 26 members

present, I declare that the Bill has the
necessary absolute majority, and therefore
the question is determined in the affirmative.
Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.
The Bill then went through Committee and was
reported without amendment.
Once again, at the third reading the Speaker
satisfied himself that there was a constitutional
majority in favour. That is recorded in Hansard.
Those are the most recent cases which come to
mind, and the ones to be looked at.
I do not think you, Mr Speaker, can claim in all
conscience that any of those situations to which
you referred indicate that other than a
constitutional majority was required. I repeat that
in 1927 the matter was carried on the voices; in
1950 Hansard clearly indicates that there was a
constitutional majority; and at the divisions in
1965 and 1975 the Speaker clearly indicated he
wanted a constitutional majority.
We have the situation where you have taken it
upon yourself to say what the position might be as
a result of an appeal which is now before the
court. I think the very kindest thing you could
have done, if you thought that was relevant, was
to say that you would not give a decision and that
the matter would stand adjourned until you had
received a decision from the courts.
-

It has been said this is the highest court in the
land. This is the place where we believe people
can look for justice. I am amazed at what has
gone on here tonight, particularly in view of the
fact that for some months it has been known what
the position was likely to be. My position, and
that of my Opposition colleagues, has been made
clear; constitutional majority or not, that would
not have affected our vote. It is a tragedy that
these kinds of things arc happening in this
Parliament. It is a travesty of all we are supposed
to stand for when we get hit with this kind of
thing, especially after eulogising you during the
last few months.

Mr Bateman: Never again, Mr Speaker.
Mr DAVIES: As far as the Oppositon is
concerned, you have, in one shaky speech from
the Chair, undone—or destroyed—all the
credibility and respect which had been build up
on this side of the House so painstakingly over the
years. That is a matter of great concern as far as I
am concerned because I have a great respect for
the office of Speaker, and Parliament as a whole.
We have put up with a lot of political chicanery
and we have seen the electorates gerrymandered.
Mr Sibson: Which one?
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Mr Bateman: The lot.
Mr DAVIES: The electorates will Continue to
be gerrymandered.
Several members interjected.
Mr DAVIES: When the Premier says he will
not adjust the boundaries, even though one
electorate has 27 000 voters and another has
2 000 voters, is it not reasonable to expect t hat
there is some kind of gerrymander occurring?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come
to order. As the Leader of the Opposition has
said, it is my decision which is under challenge. I
want to hear what the Leader of the Opposition
has to say.
Mr I)A VI ES: We know what has happened
over it score of things in this House, and we have
seen some things change, I believe, for political
advantage. That is my opinion, and it is the
opinion of my colleagues.
Opposition members: hear, hear!
Mr DAVIES: When we conic to this kind Of

situation in this Parliament, where we can see
decisions taken and rulings given to reinforce a ii
incompetent Government by it man who we
believe should be quite unbiased in all uk
decisions, then whilst t his debate continues I and
my colleagues do not want any furt her part of it.
We believe there is no better way of showing our
disregard for the ( ;ovcrnrnen I and our disrespect
for you than by deciding no longer to take part in
the proceedings.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come
to order.
Mr l)AV I ES: We can only decide that during
the rest of this silting tonight we do not want to
take part in any proceed i rigs u nder t Ii is
Government or any proceedings under your
Speakership,

Mr Bateman: Democracy is nearly dead.
Mr Grayden: Carefully orchestrated.
Mr Young: You might gel a front page
heading.
[The Opposition members left the Chamber.)
Mr STEPI lENS: Mr Speaker
Sir CHARLES COURT: Mr Speaker
The SPEAKER: Order. The member for
Stirling has the call.
)jfl(

of Order

Sir CHARLES COURT: I rise on a point of
order, Mr Speaker. Could you please clarify what

is before the House because to the
recollection whilst the Leader of the Opp4 0
said he intended to move to disagree With'r
ruli ng I ca it not at any stage remember ::jm
formally riioving such it disagreement. Could
you
rule whether you are about to take a
vote Oflthe
second readi ng, or on the dissent from our
nil i rig
The SPEA K ER: I cannot specifically recall th
e
Leader of the Opposition saying that he did,
j
fact, move to dissen t . For the sake of
accuracy i
will leave the Chair until the ringing of thjis
in order to make it study of the 14ansard rert
i
will then give it ruling on the point of order.t4jsed
by the Premier.
Sitting .cri.cpcndc'd rronr 7.52 to 8.21 p,nj,..

TIIFI SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I lhave- . h
. ad
the opportunity to check the liansard rccor,and
I will quote the relevant passage of the Leader
of
the Opposition's ieiiit rks
Just prior to the tea suspension yOu.wj1I
reirieniber, Sir, that you made a statement
from the ('hair in which you gave a ruling. I
seek to disagree with that ruling and I am
certain the House would be surprised if.! did
not do so.
I believe the Leader of the Opposition made it
clear lie was moving to dissent from my riling
and therefore, in reply to the point of order taken
by t he Premier. I say that tile question before the
('hair is that t he Speaker's ruling be digárccd
with.

!

Before I call the nrcrn bet for Stirling,
like to say one or two things with respect to the
poi ri ts raised by the I .cadcr of the Opposition.
The leader of t he Opposition sought to. 'cast
doubt upon my cl;iini that in 1927 and i950,
when similar Bills were before the Houk' , no
absolute majority was recorded in t hcir 'suppö't.
Firstly. I must make it clear that the courts
accept the Votes and I'roeccding.r as being the
official record of this I louse. On 30 November
1927 the Votes and Proceedings show that the
second and third readings of the Constitution
Acts Amendment Bill (No. 2) were passed o'the
voices. This, of coursc, is not proof that an
absolute majority supported the Bill.
The House is aware that it is always the
practice of Speakers to warn the House when an
absolute majority is required and to state that if
there is a dissentient voice the Speaker will divide
the house. When there is no dissent the Speaker
counts the house to sec that there is an absolute
majority present and then announces that fact tO
the House. In such cases his statement is recorded
in the Votes and Proceedings.
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On Ii October 1950 a similar situation existed
at the third reading of the Acts Amendment
(Increase in Number of Ministers of the Crown)
B i ll. There is no record that the Bill was agreed to
at tile third reading by an absolute majority.
The Leader of the Opposition took some
satisfaction from my statement on 27 November
97• Perhaps I should remind him of the words I
used in another part of that statement--I feel it to be important that any decision
made at this time does not place an
obligation on a future presiding officer to
make some consistent ruling when both in
this case, and perhaps in that future case,
there is strictly no necessity for this absolute
iliajority
I say again that it is my view this is it case where
there is strictly no necessity for t his absolute
niajority.

Mr Grayden: The Opposition took its bat and
ball, and went home.
Debate (or) dissent from Speaker's ruling )
Resumed
NI r STLII>I I[INS: I rise to support the motion
nioved by ( tic Leader of the Opposition. I say at
he outset that it gives me no joy to support a
motion of this nat ure. However, we are
deliberating it very serious matter here tonight
and I believe it is important that it few words
from the National Party be recorded in I I:,nsard.
The original Constitution states that it cannot
amended in regard to the Legislative Council
and tile Legislative Assembly without t he consent
of an absolute majority of both Houses. The
problem facing the Legislative Assembly tonight
it one of considerable constitutional Importance.
Its beyond doubt that the original Const itut ion
acquired only amendments affecting the
Constitution of the respective II ouses to have ain
ihsol u te majority. However, an amending Act
as passed for the specific purpose of adding to
the provisions of the original Act. One of the
Provisions dealt with it matter which is
fundamental to the Constitution: namely, the
lumber of Ministers of the Crown who shall be
entitled to hold office. I realise they are not
referred to in the Constitution as "Ministers of
the Crown" but that clearly is the intent.
It must not be forgotten that the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly do not
C0fl5i itutc the Government of Western
Australia.
Her Majesty the Queen is the most importan
t
functionary as far as the Constitution is
Concerned. The number of her Ministers is
definitely a matter which goes to the basis of the
Constitution.

If there is a provision in the Constitution Act
that there shall be not more than 13 such
Ministers then, by necessary implication, any
alteration to that number is an alteration of the
Constitution. It is not an alteration of the
constitution of the respective Houses: it is more
than that; it is an alteration of the Constitution of
Western Australia. By necessary implication, it
should require at least as serious a majority as for
the original constitution of the respective Houses.
Anything which affects the Royal prerogative is
of greater importance to the Governor and to the
Constitution of Western Australia than an
amendment which merely affects the qualification
or functions of the respective [louses.
I feel we are not giving the Constitution the
correct interpretation if we say it is only an
alteration of the constitution of the respective
[louses which gives rise to the requirement of an
absolute majority. To do so would be to depart
from the spirit of the Constitution.
Sir Charles Court: Who wrote this for you'?
Mr STEPHENS: Nobody wrote it for me. I do
not profess to be it "legal eagle". I have sought
advice on this important matter. Surely a member
who has seen fit to obtain information and has
made his own judgment on the matter is entitled
to refer to his notes in it subject of this
importance.
It has been said that "the letter killeth but the
spirit maketh to live". That maxim also applies to
constitutional documents because the Constitution
is it living organism: it expands with the will of
the people.
If something has been specifically provided in
the amending Act to the Constitution to the effect
that Her Majesty's Ministers shall number only
13, that is not only part of the Constitution but
also a fundamental part. To amend it without an
absolute majority would be to depart frn the
spirit of the Constitution and the provisions O f the
legisla t ion.
For those reasons, I find it necessary to dissent
from the Speaker's ruling.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Mr Speaker, I rise to
oppose the motion to dissent from your ruling. At
the outset--- I am sorry to have to do this in the
absence of the Opposition----! must express on
behalf of the Government our absolute disgust at
the attitude of the Leader of the Opposition
t owa rds yourself as Spea kcr. It has been
understood throughout the ages that even if one is
dissenting in the most vehement of terms from the
Speaker's ruling, one still has regard for the fact
that he is the Speaker and, whcn the motion is
over, he continues in his normal role as Speaker.
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There is a further reason for our disgust. The
Speaker is in a rather defenceless situation
because he finds it very hard to discipline
anybody who in fact is moving a motion of dissent
against him. I hope my colleagues on this side
understand the morals of what I am saying. If
they are ever in the same position as the Leader
of the Opposition was in tonight. I hope they are
not tempted to do what he did, because it
represented a serious reflection on the Leader of
the Opposition, his colleagues and, indeed. this
House.
Mr Speaker, to return to the actual matter
before the Chair, obviously you have done a lot of
research and you have arrived at your decision
through a proper channel of study and deduction.
It is important that we acknowledge and accept
some of the advice that has been given to the
House by you, Sir, in the course of making your
opinion known to the Parliament, because it is
something we should all take to heart. I believe
when the smoke of tonight's events has cleared, it
will be something on which we shall reflect,
because it sets out very clearly a matter to which
I personally had not given proper thought in the
past, althought I must admit I was in the
Parliament during the time of Speaker Guthrie.
It should be remembered Speaker Guthric is it
lawyer of considerable experience and
competence. I believe as a result of his legal
competence he added much to this place while he
was Speaker.
It is well that I reflect on the part of your
statement which you, Sir, read to us tonight
which referred to a comment made by Speaker
Guthrie on 4 November 1969. which appears at
page 2145 of Hansard. On that occasion Speaker
Guthrie expressed doubt as to whether presiding
officers should give rulings on constitutional
matters.
I do not intend to repeat it, but the reasoning
that followed after that remark is something on
which we should all reflect, because it points out
that the Speaker could be placed in an invidious
situation, giving rulings of this kind on these
matters. The matter was summed up very well
when you, Sir, referred to the fact that the
decision could be wrong in law; but it could be a
precedent that was accepted by subsequent
Speakers and subsequent Parliaments as if it was
in fact law, when at no stage would it really be
the law.
It may transpire that, if and when the ruling
was challenged by the courts, it may be found to
be good in law; but, rulings made by Speakers are

no more than what you, Sir, explained them t
be—that is, rulings of the Speaker.
I want to remind the House also of anothe
r part
of your statement in which you refer to the fact
that the courts are always available to decide he
u
matter. It is important that we remind oumlves
that this is the place where the laws are made
However, laws are not interpreted here and
heaven forbid that they should be, becaw it
would be a very dark day for the members
of the
community if we allowed this place to interpr
et
some of the laws it passes.
Members of Parliament and Ministers may
explain, by way of speeches, what they think the
laws will mean; but they can never set thernse1ves
up in this House as interpreters of the law.
Let me follow that up and say that, if a court
ease were held subsequently and it was proved
that the law did not say what we meant it to say,
it is within the competence of Parliament to
amend the law. However, Parliament does not
interpret the law, at least as I see it. Therefore, it
is the courts and the courts alone which have the
final say in the interpretation of the law. If
anyone feels a wrong decision has been made, the
courts may make a decision on the matter.
I should like to refer, Mr Speaker, to the later
comments made in your statement in regard to
the further research you have obviously carried
out--or it could have been an extension of the
research you did earlier—concerning the two
cases where a constitutional majority was not
specifically called for by the Speaker. Your
comments spell out volumes, because those cases
arc by far the two oldest and it is obvious that noone, neither a member of the Opposition nor a
member of the general public, saw fit as a "pro
bono publico" to challenge the decisions that were
made at the time. Those decisions have stood the
test of time.
It is a matter of regret that the Speakers of the
day on the last two occasions ruled otherwise, but
that does not alter the law. It was only a ruling at
the time and, whilst it creates a precedent for
other Speakers, it is nevertheless challengeablc by
law.
On this occasion, had the Speaker agreed with
the Opposition, it would be singing songs of praise
and saying what a great and courageous Speaker
he was. As the Speaker's ruling did not happen to
suit the convenience of the Oppositions it has
chosen to respond in what is not only a very
unfortunate manner, but also a very distasteful
one.
The member for Stirling said he has sought
advice on the matter and I presume he read to us

37k
[Tuesday, 2 September 1980]
opinion he had received. I do not question his
to obtain advice on a matter such as this,
I should like to point out that, from his
ding of it, I would prefer to accept the
j uctloflS of the Speaker—from whatever source
obtained them—than the advice obtained by
member for Stirling.
I oppose the motion.
Mr COWAN: I support the motion. Like my
4cague, the member for Stirling, I am reluctant
, do so, but if this place is to have left any
putatiOn of democracy, I must support the
tiOfl dissenting from your ruling, Sir.
Mr Speaker, in your comments before you
kiivcrcd your ruling that the second reading of
•c Bill which was before the House did not
uire a constitutional majority, you referred to
zrlaln matters relating to a gentleman who was
'olvcd in a court case. He was a member of the
ottcries Commission. When dealing with this
atter, I hope you referred also to section 37 of
ic Constitution Act which quite clearly sets out
at officers of the Executive are exempt from the
c1iOn relating to the office of profit. I should
ic to read the section as follows37. Subject to the second proviso to section
thirty-eight of this Act, if any person while
holding an office of profit under the Crown,
other than that of an officer of 11cr Majesty's
sea or land forces on full, half, or retired pay,
he elected a member of the Legislative
Council or of the Legislative Assembly, he
shall, if he takes the oath or makes the
affirmation hercinbefore prescribed, be held
by so doing to vacate his said office.
then goes on to say
Provided that this section shall not apply
to the thirteen principal executive offices of
the Government liable, in accordance with
this Act, to be vacated on political grounds.
am sure you, Sir, would have referred to that
ction of the Constitution Act before you arrived
U this decision. However, regardl
ess of that, it is
ry clear to me that in sectio
n 43 (2) of the
Onstitution Act there are defined rules for rather
early defined laws relating to the Ministry in
'estern Australia.
As you arc aware, Sir, these laws arc part of
c Constitution Acts Amendment Act. I have
Cfl told that, in law, any later section
of an Act
Iways takes precedence over an earlier part of an
CI. I assumc—1 am making
the assumption,
cause I am not a lawyer---if there were any
nflict between section 43 (2) of the Constitution
1tCts Amendment Act and an earlier part of the
C(, the later amendment would
take precedence.
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I hope, Sir, in your determination, you took
cognizance of that.
Finally, Sir, you referred to the fact that a
Speaker should not make it determination on
points of law. With due respect, Sir, I believe you
have left the time-honoured tradition of
determining the procedures of this House and you
have made an interpretation of the law, just as
you made an interpretation in November 1979
which is completely contrary to the interpretation
you have made now. I believe you have
interpreted the Constitution and that you have
done so wrongly.
Therefore, I must support the motion dissenting
from your ruling.
Mr McPHARLIN: I too have some reluctance
in supporting the motion dissenting from your
ruling. However, in doing so, I should like to
make a brief reference to your ruling in the latter
part of which you said-The records show that only in the last two
cases did the Speaker require the Bill to have
the concurrence of an absolute majority.
The majority of the members of this House
believed thatan absolute majority would be required
for an amendment to be made to the Constitution
Acts Amendment Act which we arc discussing
tonight. I was shocked and more than it little
surprised when you gave your ruling. Section 73
of the Constitution Act, 1889, makes the
requirement quite clear. I believe members of the
House would be guided by that section. It has
been quoted several times, so I shall not repeat it.
However, I was shocked and more than a little
surprised when you gave your ruling.
Perhaps one could offer, as a weak excuse, the
suggestion that nothing in this place is ccrtain and
one lives and learns the older one gets and the
more experience one has.
I do not believe the ruling you gave is in accord
with the Constitution and I must support the
motion to dissent from it.
The SPEAKER: The question is that the
Speaker's ruling be disagreed with.
Motion put and a division taken with the
following result
Mr Cowan
Mr Stcphcns

Ayes 3
Mr McPharlin
(TcI/cr)
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Mr Blaikic
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
MrCranc
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Grcwar
Mr I1asscfl
Mr Ilerzfcld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

[ASSEMBLY]
Noes 28

Motion thus nega
tived

Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
MrSibson
Mr Sodcman
Mr Spriggs
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shaldcrs

/

(Teller)

/

[Tuesday, 24

November 19811

iuiw Arnmhtj
Tu esda y, 24

November 1981

(Mr Thompson) took the
sPEA K
mc
ir at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.
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FOUR-YEAR-OLDS
Petition

-

•

I
,gnFR/11Il) (Mundiring) [430 pm]
a petition requesting that the House note
that funding to preconcern is expres sed
oohool
centres may be Cut. The petition bears 567
that it conforms
turcs and I have certified
the Legislative
Orders
of
Stalling
,III the
Assc 1 Y
The SPEAKl:I I direct that that petition be
hwughi to the Table of the I louse.

,ccc

pc(!tiofl

No. 120.)

EDUCATION: FOU R-YEAR-OLDS

Petition
HODCE (Melville) ) 14.31 p.m.]: I have a
1titiOfl signed by 102 citizens of Western

AuOr1ilia. It is couched in terms similar to those
I 1 11C petition Just presented by the member for
Mundaring. It appears to conform with t he
Standing Orders, and I certify accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 127.)
EDUCATION: FOUR-YEAR-OLDS
Pet it ii 111
DR DAI)OIIR (Subiaco) 14.32 p.m.]: I have a
petition couched in terms similar to those of the
last iso petitions introduced by members. It
Contains 125 signatures. The petition conforms
uith the Standing Orders of the Legislative
Assembly and I certify accordingly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the I louse.

(Sec

petition No. /28.)

EI)V(AI'ION: FOUR-YEAR-OLDS

Pet it ion
'IRElI IOWAN (East Melville) 14.33
Pull: I have a petition couched in terms similar
to those ol' I lie petit ions previously presented. It
Contains 240 signatures and I certify that it
conform s with the Standing Orders of the
I-egislative Assembly.
MR
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(Sec petition No. 129.)
HEALTH: PENN-ROSE
NURSING HOME
Motion: Speaker's Ruling
TIlE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I direct
members' attention to notice of motion No. 3 on
today's notice paper.
The question of whether or not this motion
should proceed has caused me some concern.
A writ has been issued from the Supreme Court
in which D. A. Herron and others are taking
action against West Australian Newspapers Ltd.
and others, claiming damages for libel arising out
of the printing and publication by the defendants
of defamatory material in the Daily News on
certain specified dates.
As it appears that the plaintiffs are connected
with the Penn-Rose Nursing Home the question
of whether this debate should proceed and, if so,
how, arises.
As members are aware, this House, observes
the convention that matters which lie before a
court are riot discussed in Parliament. This
convention is both qualified and amplified by the
definition in our Standing Order No. 2 of
"matters sub judice". If members care to read
that definition they will see that matters awaiting
or under adjudication in a civil court are regarded
as "sub judtcc" if either.--the case has been set down for trial or
otherwise brought before the court: or,
it appears to the Chair that there is
substantial danger of prejudice to the
trial of the case, notwithstanding that
the case has yet to be set down for trial.
This matter having not yet been set down for
trial, the first of those conditions is not met.
There remains a decision for me, whether or not
there is a substantial danger of prejudice to the
trial of the case.
In this matter it is not very useful to look to our
precedents. All these have concerned particular
cases and particular debates. In each of the cases
the events will be different and the circumstances
surrounding the Speaker's ruling will be different.
If one were to refer to the House of Commons
practice, one finds that again the onus appears to
be passed back to the Speaker. I quote a little
from Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice. 19th
edition, page 427 as follows--
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The Resolution of 23 July 1963 also
applies to the civil courts, and in general it
bars reference to matters awaiting or under
adjudication in a civil court from the time
that the case has been set down for trial or
otherwise brought before the court, as for
example by notice of motion for an
injunction; such matters may be referred to
before such date unless it appears to the
C
y
hair that there is a real
and substantial
danger of prejudice to the trial of tile
It may be of interest for members to know that
Sir Billy Snedden, Speaker of the House of
Representatives, has on more than one
occasion
expressed himself on this issue. Speaker Sncddcn,
in my hearing, has been inclined to give
considerable weight to the view expressed in the
following article published in the Australian Law
Journal, Volume 39. page 186---

•

The whole concept of course works on a
basis of guesswork. One is almost never able
to know with any degree of certainty whether
debate or discussion is likely to prejudice an
impartial hearing. But, at least in our present
society, judges do not give the appearance of
being delicate hot-house plants, bound to wilt
under any wind which blows t heir way. Juries
may be more of tin unknown quantity,but
may it not be assumed that they comprise
reasonably intelligent beings who can be
relied upon to distinguish between out-of'court comment and the evidence in court
upon which they have sworn to base their
decisions

-

-

--

While there may be no direct connection with this
question of the proper behaviour of Parliament in
respect of the courts, it is my distinct impression
that in the past decade judges of t ile Supreme
Court have taken a more robust attitude to
contempt questions. They have not seen it
necessary, for example, to intervene against
newspaper proprietors in some cases, including
jury cases, where there night earlier have been
contempt action,

-

•

- ,

•

- •

•

- -

•

•

•

On my request the Clerk has been in touch with
the Crown Solicitor in respect of this matter and I
shall read, in full, the Crown Solicitor's advice as
follows
I refer to our telephonic discussion of
yesterday, relative to t he possible debate in
the Legislative Assembly of matters relevant
to an action for defamation now pending in
the Supreme (otiri -1). A. I lerron & Ors. v
West Australian Newspapers Ltd & Ors.
You have asked me to state tile rules which

determine whether such debate should
be
allowed to proceed.

The only reference to a sub judice rule in
the Standing Orders of the Legislativ
e,
Assembly is that in Chapter Two—the part
of
the
Orders
that
deals
with
"Interpretations", and it is as follows—
"Matters "sub judice" include
An
matter awaiting or under
adj ud ication
in
any
Court :
sing a criminal jurisdiction or "
in a court martial:
Any matter awaiting or under
adjudication in a civil court from.
the time that the case has been set
down for trial or otherwise brought
before the Court: or
Any matter awaiting or under:
adjudication in a civil court prior to
the time that the case has been set
down for trial or otherwise brought
before the Court if it appears to the
Chair that there is a substantial
danger of prejudice to the trial of
5
the case:
but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending ease in any Court
shall always be pLrmissiblc
Despite the absence. in the Standin
Orders, of any statement
as to the
consequence of a matter being sub judice in
these terms, the reasonable course is to
reg-ird this provision as manifesting an
intention to bar reference to such matters.
-.

In any event, as the provision indicates a
procedure which is essentially the same as
that of the House of Commons. (Erskine
May, nineteenth edition, p427), there can be
no doubt that it represents the rule that
should be applied (Parliamentary Privileges
Act si).
I know nothing of the action in question,
other than that it involves a claim for
defamation. Defamation is one of the few
civil causes which is still likely to be tried
before a jury.
- 11
Inquiries at the Supreme Court reveal that
the writ in this action was issued only on the.
12th instant. The principal defendant enteredan appearance earlier this week, but apart :
from that there have been no developments..
With the Christmas vacation soon to begin,
one would expect that this action will not be'
set down for trial before the middle of next
year. So, if there is to be any restraint on

I

ii
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relevant debate in the interim, it must be there
is not a huge difference between the
because the Chair considers that, even increa
se in the GRV and the increase in inflation
though there has been no setting down, there rates
, especially when taken over such a
is still a "substantial danger" that such subst
antial period of time from 1948 to the
debate will prejudice the eventual trial of the prese nt.
action.
On that basis it needs to be said that there has
The opinion of the Speaker on this issue been no
disability attaching to the Public Works
must, presumably, depend on his knowledge Depar
tment's not having had any amendment to
or the circumstances, the nature of the action this rate
since 1948. The department has been
and so on. As I have said, I know nothing of able to keep
charges up to scratch in terms of
those circumstances. However, I have also valuation becau
se of the revaluation of the land in
referred to the fact that the trial of an action question. I
have been advised by my colleagues
for defamation may be had before a jury. who are countr
y members that the increases have,
This is a factor which could be considered by in fact, taken
place. In many parts of Western
the Speaker in making his determination, Australia there
has been considerable concern at
because it is generally conceded that
the fact that these revaluations have occurred and
individual jurors are much more susceptible subsequently there
has been an increase in
to influence from extraneous opinion than charges. The rate in
the dollar struck by the
c iidgcs,
Public Works Department has not reflected the
increases in valuation of the land and many
people have been hit by the valuations.
C. Langoulant,
CROWN SOLICITOR
We constantly hear claims by people in t he
November 20. I 981.
metropolitan area that they have been hit hard by
In my deliberations I have tried to consider the
Metropolitan Water Board charges. Bearing in
possible effect debate on this issue will have on a
mind that the Public Works Department has been
possible subsequent court action. I have given able to increase rates to keep up with inflation,
consideration to the points raised by the Leader of
this is not one of those sections which has been
includ
t he Opposition on Thursday last, includ
ed simply to permit the Government to take
ing the
nature and timing of the writ. I have considered
action that it might otherwise not be able to
undertake.
ilso the relevance of precedents in this and other
placcs.
One is inclined' to ask the purpose of this
amendment that the Government is bringing
My decision is that debate may proceed
before the House? With due respect to the
Opposition members: I lear, hear!
Minister, lie did not explain the necessity to
increase this rate by 33 1/3 per cent. If there is no
COUNTRY TOWNS SEWERAGE
intention on the part of the Public Work
s
AMEN DMENT BILL
Department to increase the rate above t Sc in the
dollar of the GRV, what is the purpose of this
Second Reading
amendment?
I )e hi c res u med from 18 N ove mber.
We are forced to conclude that it is the
l R PARKER ( l:renitn t Ic) 14.44 p.m.]
This intention of the Public
Works Department and
Bill is a comparatively simple Bill in terms of
the Minister to use the proposed amendment to
what it seeks to do. It has only three clauses
but section 68 to increase the rate
by as much as 33
the impact of the clauses on the people it will
/3 per cent, if not more in sonic cases. Where
affect will be quite considerable. In his second
the rate in the dollar is less than I Sc in the dollar
reading speech, the Minister said the figure that
of the CRy, the rate is certainly not going to be
is intended to be changed by the amendment
oecreascd---that has not been a problem of the
before its has not been changed since--I think he
Government because I know of no area in the
said 1948. It is true that the maximum figure
in State where the rate has been decre
ased. There
the dollar of valuation has not been changed since
will be an increase in rates for country users of
the time the Minister indicated. Of course, that
water supplies. I do not know whether country
does r iot nicin that the amou
nt of the valuations members on the oilier
side of the House have
his not increased. Indeed the gross rental value of
thought of this point. When one considers there
the land has increased very substantially since
has been no change since 1948, it is reasonable to
1948, and thus the Public Works Department has
accept an increase of Sc in the period 1948-81.
had the opportunity to increase its charges in line
However it is not a rate, it is a percentage of IS
With the inflation rates because, by and large,
per cent of the GRV figure. Taking this figure

Pr
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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.
RACING, TROTTING AND GREYHOUND

.•V'- T

RACING APPEAL TRIBUNAL BILL

•J .

Speaker's Ruling

;

Sd.

/

THE SPEAKER (Mr Thompson): I have
examined the 'Racing, Trotting and Greyhound
Racing Appeal Tribunal Bill" and am satisfied
that this Bill is one which, under subsection (8) of
section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act, required appropriations to be recommended
by message of the Governor.
Whilst it is not incumbent on me to provide
reasons, I will do so on this occasion.
(I) Clause 14 (2) of the Bill reads—
There shall be paid to the credit of the
Fund—

'

-

(d) all moneys (if any) that Parliament
may at any time on the
recommendation of the Governor
appropriate for the purposes of this
Act.

...

.4 .

This wording is a slightly novel form of a device
rejected by the I louse of Commons as far back as
1706. I refer members to Toddc Parliamentary
Government in England Vol. 11, pages 187 and

188.
The author provides the historical background
to the rule that Parliament does not vote to
appropriate moneys "except at the demand and
upon the responsibility of Ministers of the
Crown".
He then describes a practice which apparently
grew during the 17th century whereby private
members would propose that moneys which were
unappropriated in any year might be set aside for
a person or a cause which those private members
favoured. The author says—
Petitions were presented to the House from
various persons claiming pecuniary assistance
or relief; which being often promoted by
members who were friends to the parties, and
carrying with them the appearance of justice
or of charity, induced the House to approve,
or at utmost to be indifferent to, their
success. By this means large sums were
granted to private persons improvidently, and
sometimes upon insufficient grounds. In the
year 1705 this abuse became so notorious

:....•

:

a1'

•1

that, early in the next session, on Deccmt
II, 1706, before any petitions of this S(
could be again offered, the House resolv(
"That they would receive no petition for a
sum of money relating to public service, b
what is recommended from the crown."
This resolution was made a Standjj
Order on I June 1713, and amended
June 1852, to bring it into conformity wi
existing practice, by the substitution of a ne
order to declare, "That this House w
receive no petition for any sum of monc
relating to public service, or proceed up(
any motion for granting any money, but wh.
is recommended from the crown,"
The uniform practice of the House h
construed this rule to extend to any motic
which involves the expenditure of publ
money, even though it may not direct:
propose a grant.
Lest members gain the impression that U
principle is now one which is honoured only in U
breach, I will refer the House to the latest editic

of May's Parliamentary Practice. Chapter

xxi:

of the 19th edition sets out in page 752 that "I
order to constitute a charge upon public fund
expenditure must be (I) new and distinct;
(
payable out of the Consolidated Fund or th
National Loans Fund; (3) effectively imposed.
In explaining what is meant by "effectivel
imposed" May says, on page 753—

The effective imposition of a charge ha
been extended by an amendment of Standin
Order No. 89 to include the imposition C
charges upon "money to be provided b
Parliament" which before 1866 had bee
excluded, probably on the ground that I
implied no immediate charge but on]authorised the presentation of'estimatcs.
There can be no doubt that the wording of th
Bill is simply another form of the devic'
steadfastly refused by the Commons since th
beginning of the 18th century.
(2) Subclause (5) of clause 15 makes specia
provisions for the period from the commencemefl
of the Act until the end of the first accoUntifli
period thereafter. The Bill allows any expenditurt
incurred by the tribunal to be met, at thi
discretion of the Treasurer, from the Consolidatec
Revenue Fund.
I appreciate that the Bill goes on to deem thit
appropriation as an interest free loan, but thp
does not alter the fact that, in the meantime, th
Consolidated Revenue Fund will have b
appropriated.

[Wednesday, 4 August 19821
On each of these two counts the Bill must be
regarded by mc as one which requires a
Governor's message.
I will make two points with respect to the
suggestion that in so ruling I am contradicting an
earlier ruling. Firstly, I do not concede that there
was an earlier ruling on this Bill. During debate
in 1978 on a Bill similar to this one, no-one
sought a ruling from the Chair on this question. I
am aware of certain comments by the then Chief
Secretary, when he east some doubt on the legal
validity of the appropriation provisions. No ruling
was sought or given. Secondly, nothing in
Parliamentary Practice binds any Speaker to
follow a particular precedent. Frequently it is
necessary for him to choose between several
varying precedents the one which he feels to be
most appropriate and, on some occasions, to
create new precedents.
One final matter. I am not raising for debate
the philosophical question of whether or not this
rule should be dispensed with. I am aware of
arguments strongly suggesting that it is a rule no
longer necessary in the modern political scene.
That question is irrelevant because Parliament
has passed a law and Parliament, like anyone else,
must obey the law. The law in this ease is
subsection (8) of section 46 of the Constitution
Acts Amendment Act.
May I just remind those members of this House
who would like to see this subsection interpreted
out of existence, that the several provisions of
section 46 are the only legal protection for the
financial initiative of the Assembly vis-a-vis the
Legislative Council. Whittling away at its
subsections could, in a little time, result in a
serious diminution of the financial authority of
this House.
I therefore direct that the Bill be listed at the
loot of the notice paper as one which may not be
further proceeded with until a recommending
message has been received.
Point of Order
Mr BATEMAN: I do not know whether I am
allowed to debate your ruling, Mr Speaker, or
whether I should take a point of order. Would you
advise me as to when 1 can disagree with your
ruling on this particular matter?
The SPEAKER: You must move to disagree
now.
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Dissent from Speaker's Ruling
Mr BATEMAN: I moveThat the House dissent from the Speaker's
ruling.
My reasons are very well thought out, because
you let it go through in the first place. You were
the Speaker who allowed this Bill to go through
without a message. I find it extremely difficult to
believe that you have had to go back to 1902—
Mr BATEMAN: —to go back to 1706 to come
up with a decision and rule this Bill out of order.
It is strange that our parliamentary system has
not developed sufficiently over that period of
years to have done away with this sort of
nonsense. This Bill was vetted by many
lawyers—people of great legal standing—and
they did not see any reason for it to have a
message when it came before Parliament. It is no
cost whatever to the Crown; not one cent. That is
what has me absolutely tricked. You may place
this Bill on the bottom of the notice paper, which
will kill it, but without a shadow of doubt, there is
not an atom of evidence that this Bill would cost
the Crown one red cent. It would benefit the
Crown; if you and the Clerks have read it
properly you will see that it cannot cost anyone
anything. I cannot and I will not agree with the
ruling you have given.
The more I look at it, the more stupid the
decision appears to be. With respect, Mr Speaker,
I say that the evidence on which you have based
your ruling is antiquated and completely out of
date, and it is about time we got off our backsides
and brought our own legislation up to date.
Indeed, I believe this is what you were alluding to
in the last paragraph of your ruling.
This is the first time in my 15 years as a
member that I have found it necessary to disagree
with a Speaker's ruling. However, I must do so on
this occasion on a point of justice, otherwise our
whole parliamentary system will become
unworkable. It is ludicrous and nonsensical to
keep referring to precedents which occurred many
years ago; it makes a mockery of the whole
parliamentary system.
Regrettably, Mr Speaker, I must disagree with
your ruling.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I must support the
motion for dissent moved by the member for
Canning, and take issue on two points relating to
your ruling, Mr Speaker. The first is your
statement that the previous motion, in terms
identical or very similar to the motion which now
is being held to be out of order by virtue of its

,r
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Mr Carr: To 1706.
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requiring a Governor's message, was a motion to
which exception was not taken by the Parliament
at the time of its introduction. It seems to me to
be quite wrong of you to hold that the fact that
no-one took it point of order, and the fact that the
then Chief Secretary and now Minister for Police
and Prisons simply commented on its "dubious
nature" in respect of its need for a message, was
sufficient basis upon which you could say on this
occasion that the Bill should
held to be out of
order.
If the Speaker is to be the guardian of the
Standing Orders of this House, he has a
responsibility not to rely on members of the
House taking points of order in respect of matters
which might contradict Standing Orders. That
seems to me to be the nub of the problem. Had
Someone taken a point of order in respect of the
question of whether or not a Governor's message
was required attaching to the piece of legislation
presently before us, your ruling on this occasion
would be easily understandable. I do not believe
that because you chose to allow the motion to
continue at that time, it is not sufficient reason
for you to allow the Bill to proceed at this time.
The other point I wish to make was touched on
briefly by the member for Canning. I refer to the
absolutely ludicrous situation in which this
Parliament finds itself on occasions such as this.
It is absolutely strange and unacceptable that the
Parliament is prevented from discussing it matter
of this sort on the basis that the Bill requires a
message. It is high time the Parliament looked to
its own ability, and the way in which its authority
is being emasculated by virtue of this
requirement, which you say on this occasion
prevents a discussion and debate, and, I have no
doubt, the eventual defeat by Government
members of what is a sensible and reasonable
proposition.
So, it is imperative the Parliament look very
closely at the way in which it is circumscribing its
own powers, because if the Parliament continues
to suffer under restrictions such as the one this
ruling imposes upon debate on this matter, fairly
shortly we will not need to come to Parliament at
all because, apart from the defects of an
Executive which wants to flee (lie precincts of this
place we effectively will have prevented ourselves
from discussing things of this nature.
Debate (on dissent from Speaker's ruling)
adjourned, on motion by Mr Davies.
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STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION: BILLS
Motion
MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley -Premier) [2.35
p.m.]: I move—
That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable the Bills

in the following schedule to be taken to
stage that the motion is moved, "That
Bill be now read a second time" on the sari
day the 13it1s are introduced.

THE SCHEDULE.
The Commercial Banking Company j
Sydney Limited (Merger) Bill.
The Commercial Bank of Australia Limit
(Merger) Bill.
Stamp Amendment Bill (No. 3).
Western Australian Meat Industry Authori
Amendment Bill (No. 2).
Carnarvon Banana Industry (Compcnsajj
Trust Fund) Amendment Bill.
Act Amendment (Agricultural Products)
Repeal Bill.

aiid

Bulk Handling Amendment Bill.
Coal Mine Workers (Pensions) Amendme
Bill.
Road Traffic Amendment Bill.
Local Government Amendment Bill (No. 3)
Industry (Advances) Amendment Bill.
Western Australian Institute of TechnoIo
Amendment Bill.
Motor Vehicle Dealers Amendment Bill (NO:
2).
Child Welfare Amendment Bill.
Consumer Affairs Amendment Bill (No. 2)
Building Societies Amendment Dill.
MR BRIAN BURKE (Balcatta—Leader oft::
Opposition) [2.36 p.m.]: In our consistent attitui
of co-operation and spirit of friendship we intel
to support this motion. However, we wish to ma:
one or two points about the necessity to mo
such a motion at this time. It is consistent wi
the fact that for the first time I can remember,,
the opening day of the second part of the sessic
we had private members' business. It is consiStei
too, with the indication the Premier has given
mc, and which I have relayed to my membei
that tomorrow we are to have a day off. While
am not criticising the Premier's comportment,
seems to me we need to look at the way in whii
the business of the House is being managed.
was absolutely absurd to return to the Parliame
to be confronted with a notice paper whti
featured only one piece of legislation, and th
that piece of legislation should be a Bill Wi
which the Government did not wish to proceed

