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HON SHELLEY ARCHER - FITNESS TO BE A MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [2.57 pm]:  I make it quite clear at the outset that I have not read this report 
from the Select Committee of Privilege on a Matter Arising in the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations; I have not had an opportunity to do so.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You haven’t read it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have had a lot of other things to do; I have not had a chance to read the report in detail.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Why don’t you let someone who has read it stand up and speak on it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Perth should get up and speak on it.  He does not have the guts to do so.  

Before this debate was adjourned at question time, the Treasurer made some extreme comments that this was all 
about extortion and conspiracy.  I would love to know where the -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is all in the report; it is set out in detail.  Read the report. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Did the report say “extortion”? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Read the report. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have read some of it, but not all of it.  I will read out some of the recommendations in a 
minute.  This is a cheap political stunt by the Premier of this state.  Before this motion was moved in this house, 
he did his press conference out on the front steps of Parliament House, with all the spin that his department could 
come up with.  This is a question of the Premier trying to strengthen his leadership, because it is pretty weak at 
the moment.  He knows that there are divisions within the Labor Party.  Some members may laugh, but the 
Premier knows that.  He knows that some members in this chamber and the other place do not believe that Hon 
Shelley Archer should be expelled.  Some of them have spoken to me.  I will not embarrass them by saying their 
names; I would not do that.  Some of them have spoken to me, and told me that they accept that she has not acted 
appropriately.  Some have used even stronger language than that, but there is no way that they believe that she 
should be expelled.  I think that that is probably correct.  It is not for me to say whether she should be expelled, 
and it is not for the Premier to say whether she should be expelled; it is a question for the other house of this 
Parliament.  The same will apply to Hon Anthony Fels.  I have read some of this report, and I can quite clearly 
see that some of the actions of those two members are questionable.  However, I will just read the 
recommendation in relation to Hon Shelley Archer.   
It states -  

Recommendation 3: The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council order the following by 
way of penalty for the breach of privilege and contempt committed by Hon Shelley Archer MLC, being 
the unauthorised disclosure of the deliberations of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations in relation to a proposed inquiry into the State’s iron ore industry:  

That statement has three parts.  The first part states - 
• that the Member be disqualified from membership of any parliamentary committee for the 

remainder of the session; 

I think nobody would have a problem with that recommendation.  The recommendation under the second dot 
point is - 

• that the Member undergo further induction training from the Clerk of the Legislative Council on 
parliamentary privilege, and that the Clerk report to the House on the completion of such training; 
. . .  

Fine; I think nobody would have a problem with that recommendation.  The third recommendation states -  

• that the Member make an unreserved apology to the Legislative Council whilst standing in her 
place in the House, within seven days of the order of the House. 

From my scan of the report, that is a clear and reasonable recommendation for the committee to make to the 
house.  Bear in mind that this report is to the house, not to some outside journalist or the Premier.  This report 
has nothing to do with the Premier.  The workings of that house are sacrosanct, as are the workings of this house.  
As it always does, the upper house will deal with matters of privilege.   
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I refer to another recommendation in the report - 

Recommendation 5: The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council direct the Attorney 
General pursuant to section 15 of the Parliamentary Privileges Act 1891 to assess the false evidence 
given to the Committee by Hon Shelley Archer MLC so as to determine whether to conduct a 
prosecution under section 57 of the Criminal Code. 

That is another recommendation to the Legislative Council.  I do not believe that the Attorney General can take 
any action until the Legislative Council directs him to.  I do not know whether it can actually direct him - maybe, 
maybe not; I am not sure.  The Legislative Council has not done that yet, so what is happening today is nothing 
more than a cheap political stunt by this Premier.  As the Leader of the Opposition said, the opposition believes 
that the Premier was a second-rate journalist and is a third-rate Premier.  The Leader of the Opposition has been 
generous in that count because the Premier works by spin and with the spin doctors in his little office out there - 
the “dirt machine”, as I have called them for many years, because they try to dig up dirt, which is their best 
qualification.  What right has this house got? 
If the Labor Party thinks Hon Shelley Archer should be expelled, which is what it keeps on saying in its 
comments, why does the motion not reflect that?   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Perhaps they were too feeble to actually do it; too feeble to actually move for expulsion. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why did the Labor Party not move that?  
All members might share the view that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament, but at the end of the day there are procedures and natural justice, and this house should not be used 
and abused by this Premier and his spin machine to try to shore up his strength in the numbers.  He knows that 
there is a division in the parliamentary Labor Party team at the moment.  He knows that and the Labor Party 
knows that.  Members of the Labor Party know that because I have spoken to some of the Premier’s colleagues 
who have told me - not the ones that are not affiliated, obviously.  Not the Attorney General’s numbers, because 
they are totally opposed to Shelley Archer and any other people in that faction.  I have spoken to some people 
that are not in Shelley Archer’s faction, who have told me they believe what she did was wrong.  Based on the 
recommendations, I believe what she did was wrong.  Of course it was.  Can anybody tell me that what she did, 
and what Hon Anthony Fels did later, is any worse than what the member for Murchison-Eyre did?  Can 
anybody really tell me that? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You obviously have not read the report. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I have not read it all.  
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Obviously, otherwise you wouldn’t be asking that silly question! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have not read it all.  Will the Leader of the House direct me to where, in the report, it 
states that they acted in a much worse way than the member for Murchison-Eyre?  I like the member for 
Murchison-Eyre - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is set out in hundreds of pages.  You’re pathetic! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not.  The report specifically states that the committee does not recommend 
expulsion.  That recommendation does not suit the Premier, or the Attorney General, who is the one who pulls 
the Premier’s strings - we all know that and most people would know that.  The person with the most power in 
this place is the Attorney General.  The Leader of the House would like to have the power, but he has not got it, 
the Attorney General has.  The Premier would not be the Premier if not for the support of the Attorney General.   
This is a Labor Party political problem.  The Premier accused somebody in opposition of being politically 
opportunistic.  That describes the Premier to a T.  He comes in this place after having obviously spent an extra 
hour or so with his drama coach to try to lay out to the world that everything is wrong and that he is the white 
knight who will put everything right - well, rubbish!  Absolute rubbish!  This house has seen the Premier defend 
some of the Labor Party’s ministers who were very close to corrupt and who acted in a disgraceful way, which is 
why five of them have hit the dust.  The Premier cannot afford to lose any more.  Now there is this problem in 
the other place with Hon Shelley Archer.  I do not know her very well at all; I do not know Hon Anthony Fels 
very well.  I know them as members of Parliament, but neither of them is my friend in any way.  They are people 
I have met through the parliamentary process.  The Labor Party still has people in this house who I believe were 
not truthful to committees, or truthful in this house.  It is a question of having evidence every time.  The member 
for Yokine would know that.  Obtaining evidence to prove somebody has told a lie is always a problem. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Your previous leader - 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the problem.  Of course it is.  I can drag the member for Yokine in with the 
Lewandowski affidavit; totally inappropriate, the member and the Attorney General, acting absolutely 
disgustingly as the first law officer of this state.  Absolutely disgusting!  Perhaps the opposition should move a 
motion against him.  The opposition thinks that some members of the Labor Party are not fit and proper people 
to be members of Parliament.  We think that in our hearts, but at the end of the day we are not prepared to move 
that motion because we did not elect them; the poor souls in those members’ electorates did.  Those people will 
make a decision at the next election about whether they want to see members opposite back here again.  That is 
what they will do.   

At the end of the day, why would this house want to interfere in the workings - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Bring back Bill McNee.  It was more interesting when it was about sheep. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Sheep!  The sheep! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The biggest sheep in the chamber is here!  When has she ever had a thought of her own or 
made a decision of her own that went against caucus decisions? 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Actually, I do have a few up my sleeve. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I heard that the Premier was very volatile and very vocal in the main caucus meeting - 
there are six separate caucus meetings anyway, then they all come together as one happy band of pilgrims.  I 
heard that the Premier virtually laid it on the line; either he has his way or he will spit the dummy, which is 
interesting.  If the Premier behaves that way, I say shame on the Premier.  He should be a bigger man that that, 
but I do not think he is. 

This report has two main areas of concern, as I understand it.  I have not read it completely in detail - I admit 
that.  I have read bits of it and scanned through the recommendations.  I have looked at some of the other stuff - 
at some of the transcripts - but I have not read it all.  I am trying to be honest and tell the house that.  At the end 
of the day, there are two main concerns in the report.  One is the breach of parliamentary privilege, which a 
house will always deal with, as this house did in relation to the member for Murchison-Eyre and the member for 
Riverton. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  As well as the member for Kalgoorlie - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  And the member for Kalgoorlie, yes.  This house will determine matters of privilege, as it 
should.  The Deputy Premier gave this “holier than thou” speech about protection of privilege and about it being 
the only way we can undo wrongdoers; yes, the opposition did that to the government in the late 1980s and early 
1990s, my friend, when the member was a minister.  We uncovered corruption in government when the member 
was a minister during the late 1980s and early 1990s, so I will be the first one to protect parliamentary privilege 
and I will do it every single time.  However we are looking at two things.  The first is a finding that 
parliamentary privilege was breached in the other place.  That is quite clearly a case for that house to deal with.  
I would take offence, as would every member, if the Legislative Council started moving motions to interfere 
with the running of the Legislative Assembly.  The second matter of concern involves allegations that something 
criminal may have occurred - false evidence in the form of perjury.  As I understand it, when evidence is given 
to a committee of the upper house, it is not given under oath.  If one commits perjury while under oath, it is a 
criminal offence.  However, if one misleads or gives false information to an inquiry of a parliamentary 
committee, it is not perjury; it is something very different again.  If the Premier thinks the members have 
committed perjury, he should report it to the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Director of Public 
Prosecutions.  If he has evidence that the members committed perjury, he should go to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and the Director of Public Prosecutions and ask them to lay charges against these members, because 
that is the proper course of action.  The Premier knows as well as I know that it is not possible to go that way.  
Everybody has the right to have their day in court.  These members’ day in court will take place when the 
Legislative Council decides to debate this issue. 

Many members in the upper house have not had enough time to really get their heads around this report and look 
at all the supplementary evidence.  It is a huge report.  Most members of Parliament, if they do their job 
properly, have dozens of papers.  This house has dealt with three or four bills this week.  Members on this side of 
the chamber have had to get their heads around this legislation.  Not many members opposite have had to do 
that, because they have not taken part in debate.  As with most debates in the Legislative Assembly, most of the 
government backbenchers are in the vegie patch.  They are not expected to take part; their leaders do not want 
them to take part.  They are only wanted when a vote takes place.  If I was to ask government backbenchers 
about some of the bills that have been through this house in the past couple of days, they would not have a clue 
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about them.  That is how politics is; that is the way this house works.  Government backbenchers never get the 
opportunities they should get to contribute to debate.  They are only called upon when the Leader of the House 
and the various ministers want them to say something; otherwise it is, “Sit down, shut up, and make sure you’re 
here when the vote takes place.”  That is what happens; we know that.  The Deputy Premier knows that.  That is 
the way it has happened for years - certainly for the 15 years I have been here.  Contributions from backbenchers 
will only stall debate, so they are not wanted. 

I cannot support the motion.  As I say, I am no friend of and hold no counsel for Hon Shelley Archer, but I 
believe that the Legislative Assembly should allow the Legislative Council to perform its functions.  If, having 
done that, it makes recommendations, the government should then come back if it still wishes to make a political 
point.  It should not do this purely for ALP factional purposes, but for good and honest reasons.  This is nothing 
but a stunt and that is why I cannot support this motion.  The Premier stands condemned for playing politics with 
the Legislative Assembly for his own personal political position and ambitions.  He is a weak Premier; he is 
trying to show that he has a hairy chest, and that is why he has made these comments about Hon Shelley Archer.  
That is what he is doing today: he is abusing the normal processes of this house.  There are other bills that we 
need to deal with.  I am waiting to hear from all the other government members.  I want to hear government 
members “Stand by your man”, as the old song goes.  “Stand by your man”, because he wants members to back 
him.  I ask each and every member; I ask the member for Albany to stand and speak.  I ask the member for 
Kingsley. 

I will point out the difference between this situation and the situation involving the member for Murchison-Eyre.  
I have never known a recommendation to be made for a member to be expelled from the house.  I know there is 
a historic case, but I have never experienced what is happening in Western Australia today.  The government is 
saying that Hon Shelley Archer should be expelled.  The Liberal Party could have taken that position in relation 
to the member for Murchison-Eyre, because what he did was reprehensible.  The member for Murchison-Eyre 
accepted that.  Members know the history of that situation, so I will not waste time going over it.  However, the 
opposition in that case accepted the recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Committee that he stand 
in this place and apologise, and that he be suspended from Parliament for a time - I think it was 20 days. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I want to make the point that there is not a great deal of difference between what the 
member for Murchison-Eyre did - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  He didn’t set out to deliberately mislead his own house. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Where has the member for Yokine been?  The interjections from the member for Yokine 
are quite frankly benign; they are stupid.  I do not like to have to refer once again to the member for Murchison-
Eyre, because I actually like the member.  I think he is a nice bloke, but what he did was wrong, and he knows 
that.   

Mr M. McGowan:  And he came here and admitted it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes he did.  He apologised to the house and he was suspended. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  He did that long before that process was put in place. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, because he was caught out by the CCC.  The member for Yokine really has no idea 
about the processes.  He used to be a copper, but he is not very good as a parliamentarian, because he keeps 
coming out with stupid comments.  He should think before he crosses the road; he is not doing that, and he 
should.   

I do not like to reflect upon the matter, but the Procedure and Privileges Committee made a recommendation to 
the Legislative Assembly that the member for Murchison-Eyre apologise to the house and that he be suspended 
for a certain length of time.  What he did was just as serious as what Hon Shelley Archer has done.  There is not 
a great deal of difference between them.  I would never have voted for the member for Murchison-Eyre to be 
expelled for what he did.  He did not commit a criminal act.  What he did was foolish, misguided and wrong, but 
he knows that and he was man enough to admit it.  As I say, there is not a lot of difference.  The difference does 
not come from this side of the house, because we felt that the punishment that was dished out was more than 
adequate.  The difference today is from the other side of the house.  The government is going to try to get 
Hon Shelley Archer no matter what, because she no longer fits into the Labor Party’s caucus equations. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You’re obviously showing you haven’t read the report. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  When the member speaks, he can show me where the upper house privilege committee 
has recommended that Hon Shelley Archer should be expelled.  When the Leader of the House gets up, he can 
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show me that he has read the report and he can tell me what page it is on.  Tell us the page number.  He can do it 
by interjection if he wants to.  On what page does the committee recommend that she should be expelled? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Your ignorance is so huge. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I get personal abuse, as I always do from both the Premier, who feigns being sensitive 
about some of these matters, and the Leader of the House. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You have a 440-page report and you want to encapsulate that with a misleading question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Tell me on which page the committee recommends that she be expelled from Parliament.  
There is silence. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We are debating the report of a privilege committee of the upper house.  A point has 
arisen about what the privilege committee said.  I ask that perhaps you, as Deputy Speaker, might leave the chair 
and come back and inform the house, perhaps with the advice of the Clerk, what the recommendation is and, 
indeed, whether there is a recommendation for expulsion.  I say that not as a debating point, but as a matter of 
fact in a privilege committee report. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is for the members of that house to determine, not for the Chair.  I do not 
believe there is a point of order, as the member for Cottesloe has raised it. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Madam Deputy Speaker, as you have just said, it is a question for that house; I agree with 
you.  It is not a question for the Premier and his little band of bullyboys who are trying to rein in their different 
caucuses.  I repeat: neither the Premier nor the Leader of the House can pinpoint any page in the report that 
shows that the privilege committee has recommended the expulsion of that member or any other member.  I will 
tell members why that is.  It is because the committee has not made that recommendation.  This is nothing but a 
political sham.  Quite frankly, the Premier may not come out as good as he thinks he will on this issue.  I know 
the idea.  The Premier wants to show the people of Western Australia that he has hairs on his chest and that he is 
a big tough leader who will make sure that there is no corruption or bad behaviour in his government or 
inappropriate dealings with any of his members of Parliament.  However, he always shuts the gate after the horse 
has bolted.  When anybody flags that there is a bit of a problem in this area with a particular minister, the 
Premier says, “No, no; he is my rising star.  I have complete confidence in this other minister.”  It is always 
belated action.  However, he is trying to make up ground now by showing that he is a very strong leader.  I think 
he is a very weak leader.  He is a very weak Premier.  At the end of the day, the people of Western Australia will 
realise that.  Just as happened with Tony Blair and Gordon Brown in the United Kingdom, people can be fooled 
some of the time, but they cannot be fooled all of the time.  The people of Western Australia saw that sort of spin 
from the former Premier, Geoff Gallop, and his good friend Tony Blair, and they are seeing it being perpetrated 
more and more because the current Premier has the same spin doctors as the previous Premier.  The Premier will 
pay a heavy price at the next election, because by then people will have seen through this thin veil of decency, 
honesty and integrity.  Do members know the big difference between Geoff Gallop and the Premier?  Geoff 
Gallop had integrity. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.23 pm]:  The year 2007 will go down as a 
dark year in the history of the Western Australian Parliament.  The amount of parliamentary time we have 
devoted to issues of this nature must be a great disappointment to every member of Parliament.  Unfortunately, it 
is very disappointing that I have to spend time debating issues such as this in Parliament when I would much 
rather debate the substantive issues that are occurring in regional Western Australia.  I spent last week in the 
Kimberley.  I think Lieutenant General Sanderson made it very clear in his report what should be the priorities of 
Parliament in debating matters of urgency. 
Once again we are debating in Parliament a motion about Hon Shelley Archer.  In March this year, a motion was 
moved in Parliament stating that Hon Shelley Archer was not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament.  I very strongly supported that with reasoning.  During multiple debates after that time, I continued 
to make that point.  I return to a single point that members such as Hon Shelley Archer have completely 
disregarded the privilege and responsibility of being a member of Parliament and are now treating it as a well-
paid job.  That is how members such as Hon Shelley Archer are treating their election as members of the 
Western Australian Parliament.  It is their actions, which are portrayed in the media day after day, that bring the 
whole of Parliament into disrepute and that give members of the wider community of Western Australia good 
reason to regard us as a disgrace.  At some stage, members such as Hon Shelley Archer need to consider what 
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they are doing to good governance in our system.  It is simply not on.  It is simply not on that they shun 
parliamentary evidence and the results of a parliamentary committee.  They will shun what their colleagues and 
opposition members say about them, because they do not really care too much about the parliamentary process.  
They care only about themselves.  The notion that a member can be sacked from his or her political party and 
sent to the backbench and then somehow seek redemption and apologise in Parliament to his or her electorate 
takes away the very nature of why we are in Parliament.  Members really have to take a close look at themselves.  
I would find it very difficult to vote on an expulsion motion, which is not what is before us today, because we do 
not get to see the evidence.  I have not been privy to the Corruption and Crime Commission transcripts.  I have 
not been privy to the demeanour and actions of Hon Shelley Archer.  I do not think I have ever spoken a word to 
Hon Shelley Archer.  However, I know that the weight of evidence that has been presented to the Western 
Australian public about the way that Hon Shelley Archer regards her role in Parliament should send a very clear 
message to her about her tenure. 
As I stated in March this year, this issue is about a member deciding that it is time that the Parliament was 
protected by that member leaving the Parliament of his or her own free will.  It should not be about an expulsion 
motion, because that will create a series of precedents that I think many members on both sides of the house are 
concerned about.  This issue should be about individuals taking responsibility for their own decisions, rather than 
relying on other members of Parliament, because other members of Parliament did not elect them.  They were 
elected by the people in their electorates.  At the end of the day, expulsion proceedings occur in our system every 
four years.  That is when the opportunity arises to go through that process. 
My message in this debate today is that not only Hon Shelley Archer, but also all members who are found to 
have brought the Parliament into disrepute need to have a very close look at themselves and see what they are 
doing to Parliament.  In 2007 the activities of multiple members of Parliament, not just one, have made a bit of a 
disgrace of the Western Australian Parliament.  We all lament in our private lives how poorly we are regarded by 
the wider community.  We give members of the wider community pretty good reason to think that way.  Today 
in Parliament we are giving them another good reason and another example. 
The government’s motion is that this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be 
a member of Parliament.  I strongly agree with the motion.  That is consistent with the position I took in March.  
Nothing that has occurred since then gives me any good reason to believe that the motion should not be 
supported.  Interestingly, after all the disgrace that was brought upon this member prior to 20 March when we 
had that debate, the government was happy to defend Hon Shelley Archer at that time and say that it believed 
that limited action needed to be taken.  Only now do government members believe that we need to move down 
this path.  I think that says a bit about how this has become an overly politicised issue, rather than an issue about 
the integrity of Parliament.  Members of the government side might think that they have had a good win in this 
debate and have had a good opportunity to wedge members of Parliament on either side of the house on this 
issue.  What they should be focussing on more is that not one single member of Parliament - least of all the 
member we are actually talking about - gains any great credibility out of this process. 
This is not a motion about expulsion.  I need to add that the committee in the upper house never raised expulsion 
as part of its recommendations.  The committee looked at the evidence it was charged with investigating, and it 
made recommendations with regard to Hon Shelley Archer and the other members involved in its deliberations.  
Those recommendations will be debated by the upper house in the near future, and the upper house will make its 
decision.  Any move to expel a member of Parliament will be completely separate from that process.  It is 
certainly not something that we need to go over again and again in this debate today.  If the upper house wants to 
bring forward an expulsion motion, that will be a completely different debate.  That debate may refer to some of 
the things that were raised by the committee.  That expulsion motion may also refer to a series of other events 
that have occurred since Hon Shelley Archer became a member of Parliament.  We need to be very clear about 
that.  As I have said, I would be concerned if this was a motion about expulsion.  It is not.  It is a motion about 
whether Hon Shelley Archer is a fit and proper person to be a member of Parliament.   

I am happy to be one of the few members of this Parliament who have been consistent in their position since 
March this year.  I do not believe that that particular member is fit to be a member of Parliament.  However, I 
also have trouble in relying on the work of other members, without seeing the full transcripts of the CCC and all 
the other evidence, because I would have trouble in moving to expel a member of this Parliament.  I think this is 
a matter that members need to consider.  I do not think this matter is about the electorate.  I hear it said in the 
media many times that when these disgraced members go back to their electorates, they feel overwhelmed with 
support.  Well, that is because they go back to their homes and their friends.  That is where their support is 
coming from.  The wider public, who do not know us personally, look upon all the activities that have occurred 
over the past 12 months in this Parliament with disdain, and rightfully so.  I urge members who have found 
themselves in this position to not believe that because close friends, family and colleagues offer them support, 
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they are doing anything to uphold the integrity of this Parliament.  They are not doing that in any way possible.  
It demeans us all if those members think that is a good enough reason for them to remain in Parliament.  As I 
have said previously, that applies to many more people than just Hon Shelley Archer, MLC.   

My position is that I will be supporting this motion very strongly.  As other members have said, I think this is 
about sending a message.  For me, that message is not to the members of the upper house on how they might 
debate and deliberate on their position in this matter.  For me, my contribution today is to send a message to Hon 
Shelley Archer on how I believe her role affects the respect in which the Western Australian Parliament is held 
by all Western Australians and Australians generally.  That is the problem that we confront and that I am 
extremely concerned about now, as I was also extremely concerned in March this year.  I will be supporting this 
motion, as I have said.  However, as I have also said, we will be embarking upon very challenging times ahead if 
the government of the day decides to expel members of Parliament.  The government of the day certainly has the 
numbers to do that, and I think that creates a problem in itself.  I believe that the best way to resolve this problem 
is if members take responsibility for their own actions, and rather than apologise and seek forgiveness on the 
back bench of the Parliament, they seek forgiveness by resigning from their position in the Parliament and by 
allowing someone who has not been disgraced to take their place.  For those members to be forever described as 
the former, the disgraced or the ex-, and to have those terms bandied around every contribution that they make in 
public life for time immemorial, is not a very good way for them to represent their electorates in Parliament.  I 
therefore challenge those members to think about what they are doing to the standing of Parliament by their 
refusal to make the honourable decision when they are caught out by the system.   
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [3.33 pm]:  I want to make some very brief comments.  I put on the 
record that I supported the motion that was moved in March; namely - 

That this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament.   

That is the same motion that is before us today.  I want to make it quite plain that nothing has occurred more 
recently in the privilege committee in the upper house to make me change my mind.  I will, therefore, be 
supporting this motion today.  

I have quickly gone back over the matter of public interest debate in March.  I find it extraordinary that the 
government did not support the same motion that we are debating today when it was moved back in March.  For 
me, this is a matter of being consistent.  On many matters, consistency is not the government’s strong suit.  On 
this matter, consistency is definitely not the government’s strong suit.  Nothing substantially new has arisen for 
us to consider here.  It is just more of the same.  Therefore, I have no option but to support the motion.   

I will conclude these very brief remarks by saying that during the MPI debate in March, I posed two questions 
about these matters.  I will ask those same questions again today, and perhaps the Premier would like to give me 
an answer at some stage.  These are perhaps questions that could be asked of both the major parties.  The first 
question is: how is it that a person with this sort of history can be preselected?  The second question is: does the 
Labor Party really believe that a person with this sort of history is a fit and proper person to be preselected for a 
safe upper house seat?  Perhaps the parties need to look at their preselection processes to make sure that people 
with the sort of history of the person under discussion today are not preselected in the future.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.36 pm]:  Before we began this debate, I cautioned the government not to 
enter into this debate, but now that we have entered into this debate, I am happy to speak to it.  I remind 
members that the Treasurer said that I would be voting against this motion.  I never said that I would be voting 
against this motion.  What I said was that, as a chamber, we would be foolish if we were to enter into this debate.  
I agree with the member for Churchlands that this debate should be about consistency.  As you would know, 
Madam Deputy Speaker (Mrs D.J. Guise), we all received on our tables today a memorandum from the Speaker.  
I strongly recommend that members read that very timely and well thought out memorandum from our Speaker.  
Why I suggested that we should not be debating this matter today is that it is all very well to have a fanfare about 
today, but what about tomorrow?  The member for Murchison-Eyre is sitting here listening to this speech.  The 
member for Murchison-Eyre has gone through this process, and he received a lot of pain.  I have to say that after 
the terrible process that the member for Murchison-Eyre went through, the first person who came up to me and 
spoke fairly to me was the member for Murchison-Eyre.  Many of his colleagues came up to me and said I was 
too tough on him.  The member for Murchison-Eyre did not come up to me and say I was too tough on him.  
During that debate and that process, I was probably the strongest person in the privilege committee in holding 
the view that I held against the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I gave long and hard consideration to whether the 
member for Murchison-Eyre should be expelled from Parliament.  However, I agreed that he should not be.   

This motion is not about that matter.  However, I am concerned that the Corruption and Crime Commission is 
continuing its work.  Lord knows what will come up next.  What will we do the next time the name of a member 
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of either chamber is mentioned in this house in relation to the CCC?  Will we be consistent, as the member for 
Churchlands has said?  I think not.  If we are consistent, there may be just you and I left in the Parliament, 
Madam Deputy Speaker.  A few members may argue about that.  Perhaps I will be the first to go!  The point I 
am making - to get back to the view of the Leader of the National Party - is that we are making a laughing-stock 
of ourselves in the community.   

I listen to talkback radio regularly when I drive between my electorate and here.  There is no question the 
Premier is getting a lot of support from people who say that Hon Shelley Archer should be expelled, as should 
Hon Anthony Fels.  The point is that they are saying it from the position of absolutely no knowledge.  I have 
battled through half of the report and I know that Madam Deputy Speaker has probably been a bit more diligent 
than me and got through the whole lot.  I have got through about 50 per cent of the report and I find it fascinating 
reading.   
I also find that we love to put ourselves ahead of the institution instead of putting the institution ahead of 
ourselves.  We are going to make it very difficult for ourselves when, as sure as the sun will come up tomorrow 
morning, somebody else steps over the line that the Speaker tried to draw for us today.  There is a lot of pain 
involved.  I say it too often, but I really believe it, that it is fairly pretentious that we are only a 57-member 
chamber in a state of two million people and we carry on as if we are Congress.  We should be doing these 
things in a much more logical and saner manner.  We are a very small state Parliament.   In fact, there are many 
local government bodies that are larger than the Western Australian Parliament.  We make far too much of it.  I 
just wanted to make those couple of points. 

I sat down and had a conversation with the member for Murchison-Eyre the other day.  I am sure he will not 
mind me saying that.  I was pleased to see him back in the chamber.  He was part of a process; he went through a 
very difficult time.  I must say that it was not a lot of fun for me or Madam Deputy Speaker.  If we are going to 
lift the game to this level in this process and make a decision, I am happy to hang by the decision I made in 
March.  However, that is not the point.  I want to make it clear that mine was the only voice that called for 
dissension against the motion.  I did so because I was against the motion.  I am against the fact that we are 
putting ourselves in the position that what we do today will surely come back to bite us. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.42 pm]:  I have to agree with the sentiments of the member for Churchlands.  
As a Parliament we need to look at four occasions: today, 1 March, 20 March and 21 June.  The Premier has 
somehow mixed up a few things.  The initial motion moved by the Leader of the House referred to a motion of 
20 March 2007 moved by the member for Vasse - 

That this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament. 

The motion was not moved as a result of Corruption and Crime Commission transcripts.  The opposition had 
already moved a motion on that some weeks before.  On 1 March 2007, the opposition moved the following 
motion in relation to the CCC transcripts - 

That this house censures the Premier for his failure to condemn the member for the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, Hon Shelley Archer, MLC, in light of damning evidence presented at the Corruption and Crime 
Commission yesterday, and calls on the Premier to immediately demand her expulsion from the Labor 
Party. 

The first point I raise is that today’s motion does not ask us to expel Hon Shelley Archer - not at all.  The 
Premier has not been bold by talking about expelling her.  My point is that the earlier motion moved by the 
opposition was about expelling Hon Shelley Archer from the Labor Party on the basis of the CCC transcripts.  
What did the Premier say?  He said that, as he understood it, he could not support that motion, because the 
matter might still be before the commission.  On that occasion, the Premier and the government did not support 
expelling Hon Shelley Archer from the Labor Party as a result of the CCC transcripts.  What hypocrisy! 

On the second occasion, the reason the opposition moved that Hon Shelley Archer was not a fit and proper 
person to be a member of the Parliament was that someone had leaked from her party that she had been the 
subject of a spent conviction order.  I do not agree with that subject being on the front page of The West 
Australian; that is, that someone has a spent conviction.  I did not take part in the debate, but I voted for the 
motion.  That is why I have to be consistent today.  The point is that on that occasion, the Premier and the 
Treasurer did not vote for the motion.  In fact, they spoke against it.  What we are talking about here and what is 
talked about in the upper house privilege committee report is dishonesty.  It is about a couple of members of the 
upper house not telling the truth to the committee.  That is what it is about.  It is most serious misconduct.   

The Premier has moved this motion but he has not talked about expulsion.  The public needs to know that.  The 
motion does not refer to expelling Hon Shelley Archer.  The motion goes back to the opposition’s motion and to 
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when there was a story about a spent conviction on the front page of The West Australian.  The opposition 
moved a motion that Hon Shelley Archer was not a fit and proper person to be a member of Parliament.  That 
was because there was not just one allegation of dishonesty: she had faced 35 charges based on the 70 weeks 
when she was working in a government office and earning a good income but receiving social security 
payments.  What did the Premier have to say on that occasion?  The Premier and the Treasurer stood today and 
waxed lyrical and used all sorts of statesmanlike phrases such as, “We stand here as members of the Western 
Australian Parliament”.  We stood here as members of the Western Australian Parliament on 20 March.  On 
20 March, when we wanted the Premier to support our motion that Hon Shelley Archer was not a fit and proper 
person, this is what he had to say about the opposition - 

They have revealed to everyone their complete ignorance of parliamentary processes and procedures, 
and the powers of various members of Parliament, not to mention the law.  The members for Vasse and 
Cottesloe are demanding that I - the Premier of Western Australia - act unlawfully!   

That is what the Premier had to say on that occasion.  He voted against the motion.  What did the Treasurer say?  
This is what he said in March about the opposition’s motion against Hon Shelley Archer, at page 355 of 
Hansard - 

Firstly, it is unusual in a procedural sense.  For the first time in my memory, the house is dealing with a 
motion about the character of an upper house member.  It is interesting to compare the way the house is 
dealing with the issues relating to the member for Murchison-Eyre with the way it is attempting to deal 
with the issues relating to Hon Shelley Archer. . . . It is unusual that we are dealing with a motion 
relating to a member of the other house.  It is usually the case that each house takes care of its own.  It 
is also unusual that we are dealing with a motion such as this without hearing evidence . . .  

He went on to say - 

I do not believe that has proper regard for the rule of law or for the fact that we must govern according 
to legal constraints, not according to political expediency or our whims.  It is gross hypocrisy from the 
other side.  I cannot vote for this motion. 

That is what the Treasurer said in March about the opposition’s motion, which is exactly the same motion as that 
moved today by the Premier.  At that stage the government had all the CCC transcripts on three matters that 
Hon Shelley Archer had been dealing with: Broome airport, the pearling industry and one other.  I am not sure 
whether that behaviour occurred before the conduct that was under investigation by the upper house committee, 
whose report has just come down. 

Why does this motion of today not include the member for Riverton and the member for Murchison-Eyre?  I am 
saying that it should on this point: the committee that the member for Riverton and the member for Murchison-
Eyre were members of helped to make $20 million for Xstrata.  That has not been published in The West 
Australian or The Australian.  I agree with the Premier that nobody lays out the facts.  The public really does not 
know what goes on. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Nor do you. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, I do.  The member for Riverton cannot accept that what he did was wrong in relation 
to that report.  He should go back and read my speech.  The fact that the Premier has appointed the member 
again to a committee is absolutely appalling.  I do not think the member should be in this house.  The point I 
make is that the Xstrata committee inquiry, which was set up by the member for Riverton and other people, 
helped to get Xstrata $20 million.  If we look at what has happened in the upper house with Hon Shelley Archer 
and Hon Anthony Fels, that committee inquiry did not get off the ground because of the work of the CCC.  My 
point is that I would have to support this motion that we are debating because of consistency and because things 
have changed since then.  However, nothing has changed in relation to the reasons that we wanted to debate the 
motion and vote for it previously.  The hypocrisy of the government is that the two men who have spoken today 
voted against both motions in March: one to expel Hon Shelley Archer from the Labor Party as a result of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission transcripts, and the other to not support her as being a fit and proper person 
to be a member of Parliament as a result of her spent convictions.  I do not know whether parties should change 
their preselection procedures in relation to people with spent convictions.  On that occasion, I agreed with some 
of the comments made by the Premier on that issue. 
All I want to say is that it does not really matter what the upper house committee says should and should not 
happen to Hon Shelley Archer, because we can debate the issue and come to a conclusion as we like.  This is the 
final point I want to make, and this is where we see the rank hypocrisy of the government yet again.  When the 
Legislative Assembly was considering the second report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee, the Leader 
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of the House moved a motion to suspend standing orders to consider what to do with the member for Murchison-
Eyre.  That appears at page 3517 of Hansard on Thursday, 21 June.  However, shortly after that, the Leader of 
the Opposition moved a motion that the member for Riverton be found guilty of contempt of the Legislative 
Assembly in that he allowed the alteration of a committee report - I will just précis it - failed to take proper steps 
as the chairman of a committee to prevent undue external influence; and sought financial support from a party.  
Paragraph (b) of the motion states - 

(b) censures the member for Riverton for his actions which have diminished public trust in 
parliamentary institutions and processes;  

(c) disqualifies the member for Riverton from membership of any parliamentary committee for the 
remainder of the thirty-seventh Parliament;  

(d) suspends the member for Riverton from the service of the house for a period of two sitting 
weeks or six sitting days . . . and  

(e) directs the member for Riverton not to enter the parliamentary precinct until the suspension 
period . . . has expired. 

The situation was the same with the member for Murchison-Eyre.  What was the government’s response to the 
Leader of the Opposition’s motion?  At page 3532 of Hansard, the Premier stated - 

The Procedure and Privileges Committee has deliberated.  We are now in the chamber of the 
Legislative Assembly and partisan party politics are being brought to bear to second-guess the work of 
the committee.  If anything was designed to destroy public confidence in the processes of Parliament, it 
is what is now going on. 

That was referring to the Leader of the Opposition’s motion - 
How can any member of the Western Australian public have any confidence in what happens in this 
place if, when the privileges committee has done its work and a report has been presented in the 
Legislative Assembly, attempts are made to undo the committee’s work, for party political reasons? 

For goodness sake!  What did the Treasurer say about the Leader of the Opposition’s motion?  At page 3536 of 
Hansard, he said - 

I oppose the amendment that has been moved by the opposition.  Before I outline the reasons for my 
position, I want to comment on the assertion that was made by the Leader of the National Party. 

He goes on.  However, they opposed the motion.  The Premier cannot have it both ways.  A journalist might 
want to list in The West Australian what the Premier said today and then go back to what he said about those 
three issues.  For goodness sake!  I will be consistent and say yes, I still find that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit 
and proper person to be a member of Parliament.  I really do not like being judgemental of people.  I have said 
that about other matters that I have discussed.  However, I believe we must have standards in this place and we 
must set standards.  The member for Joondalup laughs.  How is the hospice going in the member for Joondalup’s 
electorate?  Will the member for Joondalup tell me whether there is a hospice in his electorate?  Is there?  I do 
not see the member for Joondalup getting to his feet.  He sits there cocky because he is on a committee and is 
earning a few extra thousand dollars a year, floating around doing nothing.  He will never be a minister, so he 
sits there cocky, but he does not stand in this place and debate standards.  In fact, I do not recall the member for 
Joondalup ever making a speech in this house, and I think he has been a member of this place for six months 
longer than I.  I want to show today the hypocrisy of the government.  The Premier used the word “convoluted”.  
He said that we have placed ourselves in a convoluted position.  The Premier’s position is convoluted, and so is 
the Treasurer’s.  I really wanted to point that out and to say that I would have to be consistent on the motion.  
However, the motion is a fraud on the Parliament, and maybe the government ought to withdraw it. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.54 pm]:  On 20 March 2007 when a similar motion was moved, I spoke on 
that motion.  I want to read to the house the opening comment that I made.  This appears in the Hansard of 
Tuesday, 20 March 2007.  As the member for Cottesloe, I said - 

This motion states that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of this 
Parliament. 

I went on - 
She is not - it is as simple as that - for three principal reasons: the evidence before the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, which in itself is enough; her previous serious conviction for social security fraud, 
as we have just heard; and her failure to acknowledge that she has done anything wrong. 
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Absolutely nothing that has transpired since 20 March changes my view of Hon Shelley Archer.  Indeed, the 
revelations in the upper house Select Committee of Privilege report confirm to me that she is not a fit and proper 
person to be a member of this Parliament.  That is what I thought then and that is what I think now.  I assume 
that when the Premier went out to his press conference earlier today, he would have made similar comments, and 
I assume that he would have implied - probably said deliberately - that she should be expelled from Parliament.  
I have no doubt at all that that is what he would have said.  Yet what did he do today?  He came into the house 
with a motion that states - 

That this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament. 

I agree; she is not.  She is a disgraceful member of Parliament - appalling conduct bordering on corruption.  The 
Premier called a press conference and said that she should not be a member of Parliament; she should be 
expelled.  However, what did he do?  He did not come into this house with a motion for expulsion or with a 
motion saying that this house supports the expulsion of Hon Shelley Archer.  He did nothing of the sort.  He did 
not do it.  He went out and told the gullible media of Western Australia one thing.  The media will probably tell 
the public the same thing, and the public will in all innocence believe it.  The Premier then came into the 
Parliament, where the record is public and the proceedings are recorded for history, and did something different.  
He did not move for expulsion. 
The Select Committee of Privilege assessed the latest transgressions of Hon Shelley Archer and made some quite 
specific recommendations on page 199 of its report about the penalties she should suffer.  I have to say that my 
opinion, as one member of Parliament, is that the recommendations are soft.  At a minimum, I think she should 
be suspended from Parliament, as happened to the member for Murchison-Eyre.  However, the point I make is 
that the Select Committee of Privilege in the upper house did not even recommend suspension - I think it might 
well have done so - and it certainly did not recommend expulsion.  It did not.  The Premier has said to the public 
that she has to be expelled.  However, he came into the chamber and did not move for expulsion.  A committee 
of the upper house did not recommend expulsion; it did not even recommend suspension.  What is the Premier 
on about? 

Let us look at what Hon Shelley Archer has done this time.  Her latest round of transgressions involve broadly 
two things.  There has been a breach of privilege.  The upper house committee found a breach of privilege.  We 
have dealt with breaches of privilege in this place far more times this year than the Parliament has probably ever 
dealt with breaches of privilege.  It is clearly the responsibility and the role of the upper house to adjudicate on 
the breach of privilege and either accept the recommendation or perhaps send it back.  If it accepts the evidence 
of a breach of privilege, it may think that the penalty is too soft.  It can raise that point if that is what it thinks.  It 
can do that.  However, the Parliament, and in this cases the upper house, deals with the privilege issue.  I do not 
think anyone could seriously suggest there is a matter of criminality on the privilege issue concerning either 
Hon Shelley Archer or Hon Antony Fels.  It is a privilege issue.  We should understand, and I think we do 
understand, how important that is to the effective and proper functioning of Parliament, but it is not a matter of 
criminality.  
There is a second issue relating to Hon Shelley Archer; namely, alleged perjury.  Perjury is a criminal matter, 
which should be dealt with as a criminal matter through the criminal justice system, whether it be through the 
CCC or the Attorney General.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, I understand that, unfortunately, due to standing orders - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Standing orders are suspended.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I understand that under the standing orders this still applies; therefore, this business 
is interrupted - it is an automatic interruption - and this matter is laid down for a later stage of today’s sitting.  

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The motion was to suspend so much of standing order as to allow this motion to be put 
relating to Hon Shelley Archer.  There was no caveat relating to private members’ time - none at all.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The motion was as follows - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as to enable the following motion to be moved 
forthwith - 

It did not say “to be put”.  Therefore standing order 61 applies.  This matter is laid down for a later stage of 
today’s sitting. 
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Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 7558.] 
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