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COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT - ESTABLISHMENT 
Motion 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [11.34 am]:  I move - 

That in the light of evidence presented to the Corruption and Crime Commission concerning lobbying 
and alleged public sector misconduct, this house calls upon the government to establish a second 
commission on government to - 

(1) Audit the implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations and 
consider whether further implementation is required. 

(2) Consider whether alternative or additional reforms to those proposed by the first Commission 
on Government are required to prevent corrupt, illegal or improper conduct by public officials 
(including state members of Parliament, local government councillors and employees of state 
and local governments). 

(3) Carry out its inquiries in an open and participatory manner. 

(4) Report to both houses of Parliament within one year from establishment of the commission. 
This motion arose as a result of events earlier this year and was put on the notice paper in March.  I have moved 
this motion on behalf of the Greens (WA) because we recognise that the original Commission on Government, 
which was established a while ago, dealt with surprisingly similar issues to those that the Corruption and Crime 
Commission has been dealing with, including public sector misconduct and the activities of lobbyists.  When 
these matters were made public earlier this year, it felt like these issues had been aired before during the very 
extensive public consultation process undertaken by the Commission on Government.  The reports produced by 
the Commission on Government suggested a lot of solutions to help ensure greater control over lobbyists, 
integrity in the public sector and the integrity of elected representatives.  It seemed sensible to me to recommend 
to the government, via this motion, that there is a need to establish a similar body to the Commission on 
Government to initially look at whether the recommendations of the first Commission on Government have been 
implemented.  From my reading of the Commission on Government reports, not all of those matters have been 
taken up.   
Members will be aware that we touched on public funding issues during the debate on changes to the Electoral 
Act.  Questions concerning donations and political influence were touched on by the Commission on 
Government.  Nevertheless, we are still revisiting those issues.  What I am saying is that the recommendations of 
the first Commission on Government have not been fully implemented.  There is some argument about whether 
we should establish a second commission on government now or whether that should occur once the Corruption 
and Crime Commission has released its final findings.  I acknowledge that a flurry of information came out in 
the early part of the year through the inquiries of the Corruption and Crime Commission, but the CCC has not 
yet completed its processes.  I understand from public statements made by the CCC that it is unlikely to conclude 
those processes until the end of this year.  Therefore, I would suggest to the house that this call for the 
establishment of a commission on government might appropriately be implemented once the work of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission has been completed.  The Greens (WA) argument is that once the CCC has 
completed its work, there is a job to be done - it is a lesser job than that of the CCC, which has an investigative 
function - by a body with experience in policy areas related to improving accountability.   
Of course, there is a parallel in this with the WA Inc saga and the WA Inc days.  The first step to deal with WA 
Inc was the establishment of a royal commission to inquire into whether corrupt or illegal conduct had taken 
place.  The WA Inc royal commission - Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters - had a similar role to the CCC, which is, in effect, a standing royal commission, as we know.  
Both the CCC and the WA Inc royal commission were set up to investigate and make findings, and their 
approach and personnel are suited to that task - that is, the model of counsel assisting cross-examining witnesses 
before a judge - so there is a parallel there.   
The second step with the WA Inc saga was to establish the Commission on Government with expertise to put 
mechanisms in place to prevent corruption and improper conduct.  The skill set of the Commission on 
Government was different from that of the royal commission.  For example, it included political scientists, and 
had an extensive community engagement process.  A great deal of public interest and public consultation was 
involved.  The Greens (WA) argue that that is the next logical step that we need in Western Australia after the 
CCC delivers its findings.  A second commission on government would not have to reinvent the wheel, as it 
could build on the work of the first Commission on Government by, for example, auditing how many of the 
recommendations of the first Commission on Government have been implemented, and assessing whether 
evidence from the CCC justifies a review of some of the recommendations made by the first Commission on 
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Government - for example, we were particularly interested in the recommendation that there is no need to ban 
corporate donations. 

The Greens (WA) are aware of the nature of the timing of business that happens in this place, so that, in effect, if 
this motion was supported by the house, we would suggest that it come into effect once the CCC has completed 
its work and concluded its findings.  We also hope that the government, hopefully with the support of all 
political parties in the state, would look at establishing a body such as the original Commission on Government 
to take those findings to the next level.  Again, we would emphasise that the process after the WA Inc saga had a 
lot of community interest and community support.  If we are to regain or strengthen public confidence not only 
in the public sector, but also Parliament and elected representatives in both houses, we would strongly 
recommend a process that re-engages the public for its comments and input. 

A thought that often occurs is that periods of intensive work, such as the work that was done by the Commission 
on Government, produce sufficiently large tomes of information.  Members should take the time to look at the 
findings of the first Commission on Government, which make some very significant recommendations, not all of 
which were taken up.  I think that is partly why we find ourselves back in this situation.   

I encourage members to support this motion.  I hope that it is, in effect, a motion that could have support from all 
political persuasions because it is about the integrity of our governance processes, and re-establishing or building 
public confidence again.  I hope once the dust has settled on the CCC process, which is an investigative and very 
rigorous process, that we, as members of Parliament, would support an audit of how we got ourselves into this 
situation again, what have we done or not done to implement the recommendations of the previous Commission 
on Government’s report, and to put in place the expertise and the independence of a body that would make 
further recommendations for changes in the matters of accountability and governance that have been raised by 
the CCC investigations.  I trust that this motion might gain some support, and ask members to support it. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.45 am]:  I must confess 
that I had not anticipated this motion coming on today.  Indeed, I did not anticipate having to respond to the 
proposal put forward by Hon Giz Watson at this time.  I suspect that I am not the only one in this situation, 
because the government does not seem to have anybody who is prepared to speak either.  I wonder whether the 
government has a speaker on this motion.  I wonder whether the government has got anybody in the house!  For 
quite a while here today, there has not been a minister or parliamentary secretary in sight.  One appeared after I 
suggested we might start calling quorums if they did not turn up.  Is somebody from the government handling 
this motion? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes, there is. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Does the minister know who it might happen to be? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes, I do. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Could the minister tell us? 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Hon Kim Chance, I understand. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If we had waited for him to speak, the motion would have been - 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It does not matter.  Other people will probably be - 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Nobody got to their feet, minister.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Hang on - that is because we could see that a number of your people were jumping up 
to take the call. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We were waiting for the government to respond, so that we could, from the point of 
view of the opposition, look at the government’s position on this motion.  That is what it is all about.  It is just 
not good enough, I am afraid.  It is certainly not acceptable to have the house half-empty and for the half that is 
full to be this side of the house.   
Hon Giz Watson’s motion is very interesting indeed, and it deserves significant consideration by this chamber.  
Members who have been here for a while will recall the circumstances surrounding the last Commission on 
Government.  The whole WA Inc shemozzle and, in fact, fiasco, was a very serious blight on the nature of 
government in Western Australia.  Members will remember the circumstances that surrounded those days.  It all 
began with the election of the Burke government in 1983 and the arrangements that that government put in place 
with the so-called four-on-the-floor entrepreneurs.  The then government’s strategy of getting into bed with the 
private sector, ostensibly to improve revenues to the Crown, led to the most extraordinary findings in the WA 
Inc royal commission and led to the state of Western Australia losing vast quantities of money.  Those days 
created an environment so that in 1993 the Richard Court government was elected with a significant role to play 
in reinstating the state’s financial circumstances to some reasonable state of affairs.  The one thing to come out 
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of the WA Inc era that may have been of some benefit to Western Australia was, in fact, the Commission on 
Government.  It was a commission set up to look at a range of issues that relate to the way in which the 
government functions in Western Australia, how the Parliament functions, the relationship between the executive 
and the Parliament and the relationship between the Parliament and the government.  All those sorts of issues 
were considered by the Commission on Government, and a very significant report - in fact, quite a number of 
volumes - was produced.   

Ironically, the government that was entrusted with the task of dealing with the Commission on Government 
recommendations was the government of Richard Court.  We inherited the mess of WA Inc, we inherited the 
outcome of the COG inquiry and we were given the task of implementing those recommendations of the 
Commission on Government that the government of Richard Court deemed to be appropriate.  I found a number 
of the recommendations of COG to be unusual and different and I could not support them, but there were a range 
of other things that I found very worthy of support and, indeed, many of them have been implemented.  It would 
not be altogether a bad thing if we look at paragraph (1) of the motion moved by Hon Giz Watson.  It reads - 

Audit the implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations and consider 
whether further implementation is required;  

That is not a bad thing to be done.  I remember that when I was a minister, we were queried on a regular basis by 
the then opposition about the progress of the implementation of the recommendations of the first COG report.  It 
would be probably a good thing, six years down the track, to have an audit of the implementation of those 
recommendations.  The problem is that although the Commission on Government’s report was brought down as 
a result of WA Inc and implemented in the main by the Court government, the circumstances of recent years, 
particularly in the past 12 to 18 months, have prompted Hon Giz Watson to move this motion.  It seems that 
some people have not learnt.   
I was going through some notes the other day and I found a document that was sent to me, and I guess to all 
other members, by Larry Graham dated Monday, 20 November 2006.  Larry Graham is a person who has strong 
views on ethical behaviour and standards in the public sector.  Whether he has always had those views, I do not 
know. I know that when I first met Larry Graham, he had very strong pro-Labor views of the world and was 
someone I regarded as the typical Labor union member of Parliament.  For reasons that I have never quite 
understood, although one day somebody will tell me, he fell out with the Labor Party, became an Independent 
and then became an expert on all things to do with ethics and proper standards within government.  Whether 
there was some conversion down the track or whether he already had views, I do not know.  I hope it is not a 
case in which the only people who can talk about ethics and proper standards are those who become 
Independents.  That seems to be a bit of a trend in the Parliament.  The people who belong to political parties 
tend to have a different attitude towards those matters.   
One thing about Larry Graham is that one could not ignore him because he was - I have not heard from him 
recently - quite prolific in his writing, media statements and radio broadcasts about what governments should or 
should not be doing about the fundamental behaviour of members of Parliament, the fundamental behaviour of 
government departments and bureaucrats and, generally, the whole issue of how governance works and whether 
we are delivering good governance for the people of Western Australia.  He sent me a document entitled “Ethics 
and Standards in Public Life”.  He begins with the following quote from Mahatma Gandhi - 

“Corruption and hypocrisy ought not to be inevitable products of democracy.”   
It is a very appropriate statement to begin this paper.  I think it was Winston Churchill who said that democracy 
is the worst form of government, but it is the best one we have got, or words to that effect.  Democracy is 
something that we all aspire to as a political process, but it has its inevitable problems.  The freedoms that we 
enjoy can sometimes lead to people going down the path of corruption or hypocrisy.  Therefore, we need to have 
in place in our systems, to use the broader sense of the word, mechanisms to ensure that corruption and 
hypocrisy are minimised and, if it is at all possible, eliminated.  I regret to say that I do not believe that either can 
be eliminated because it is somehow or other the product of the human psyche.  People can be corrupted and if 
hypocrisy leaves the political scene, people will run out of things to say, because that is a significant element of 
what people do in the political world.  Larry Graham said in his paper -   

Are the citizens in a democracy entitled to an open and honest system of government that acts in their 
interests?  I start with the fundamental premise that the citizens of Western Australia are entitled to 
precisely that from their Governments. 

Unfortunately, over many years the Western Australian Parliamentary and political processes have 
demonstrated that, without external stimuli, they are incapable of any meaningful reform in this regard.   

I do not agree with that in its entirety.  Significant measures have been taken by Parliaments and governments to 
make sure that our political processes are open and accountable.  He went on to say -  
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That the Parliamentary system in this State is both outdated and ineffective was made clear in the 
Reports of the Commission on Government.  The Commissioners said: “The Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters (WA Royal Commission) showed that the 
substantial misuse of public funds during the 1980s was not solely the result of improper conduct by 
elected and appointed officials.  It was also the consequence of a governmental system which had three 
broad defects: the Parliament and the public were systematically denied detailed information about the 
conduct of government; procedures for holding governments, ministers and officials accountable for 
their actions were either non-existent or ineffective; and there was no clear and authoritative statement 
of the functions, duties or responsibilities of the key office holders of executive power in this State.”  
(COG Report 5 Ch 2 P 23)  

That particular quote demonstrates what we should be contemplating now.  Do we have in place within the 
general governance of Western Australia - I will use that term to refer to government and Parliament - processes 
that ensure that we are operating with the highest ethical standards and that we are doing everything possible to 
avoid corrupt activities and ensure that people who are involved in the governance of Western Australia do so 
with the proper standards?  One would hope that we have learnt some lessons from the WA Inc royal 
commission and the Commission on Government.  I suspect that some people in this government did not learn 
those lessons.  We had quite a long debate in this chamber about the circumstances surrounding the Corruption 
and Crime Commission’s current inquiries.  Members might remember that I sought in my speech to deal with 
the fundamental issues rather than the personalities and to try to work out whether we can learn from the sacking 
of four ministers of this current government in a period of about 12 months.  I suggested to the house that the 
CCC was telling us something that we should be listening to and learning from rather than simply seeking to 
score political points by attacking individual people who may or may not have been the subject of a CCC inquiry 
or CCC comment.  In his paper, Larry Graham went on to say - 

It is reasonable to pose the question of whether since that time - 

That is, the publication of the Commission on Government report - 

has much changed in Western Australia?  While I argue very little has changed for the better and that 
our Parliament has failed to reform and modernise itself, the public view is that there is a crisis in our 
systems.  The controversies raging at the moment - 

Those are the controversies of the past 15 or so months -  

are the results of the current system and have occurred: 

AFTER the WA Inc Royal Commission; 

AFTER the Commission on Government; 

AFTER the Global Dance Fiasco; 

I included that for the sake of the exercise because that is part of Larry Graham’s comment, but I do not believe 
there was a Global Dance fiasco because I know the circumstances surrounding it.  To continue -  

AFTER the Finance Brokers Royal Commission; 

AFTER the Easton Royal Commission; 

AFTER the Wanneroo Inc Royal Commission; 

AFTER the King Edward Hospital Enquiry; 

AFTER the Police Royal Commission; 

AFTER the establishment of a comprehensive Parliamentary Committee system; 

AFTER the Moira Raynor affair and 

AFTER the Laurie Marquet affair. 

I do not agree with all of that, but the point he is making is that those significant inquiries have been held, and 
those significant issues have occurred and have captured our attention since the late 1980s, yet, after all those 
circumstances, four ministers have been sacked and it has been shown that the influence of lobbyists has been 
quite profound.  

I have talked about the first part of Hon Giz Watson’s motion; namely, whether we should audit the 
implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations.  There is some merit in that, albeit 
some of the recommendations in that report - I will not call them naive - simply did not seem to demonstrate an 
understanding of the nature of the system in which we operate.  I found some difficulty with some of the 
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recommendations.  However, the fundamental thrust of the report was to say, “Get your act together and these 
are the sorts of things we ought to contemplate doing”.  The second part of the motion reads - 

Consider whether alternative or additional reforms to those proposed by the first Commission on 
Government are required to prevent corrupt, illegal or improper conduct by public officials (including 
state members of Parliament, local government councillors and employees of state and local 
governments). 

That is contained in the motion in the context of the preamble, which reads - 

That in the light of evidence presented to the Corruption and Crime Commission concerning lobbying 
and alleged public sector misconduct, this house calls upon the government to establish a second 
commission on government . . .    

Hon Giz Watson is drawing the attention of the house to the CCC’s hearings into lobbying and alleged public 
sector misconduct.  We have all been exposed to those hearings; we have all read the transcripts; we have all 
heard the allegations; we have all heard the taped telephone allegations; and we have all heard about the intrigue 
that surrounds the way in which some members of Parliament and some government officials have operated.  I 
might add that we still have not seen any reports from the CCC.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  
 


