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Hon. JH LANGBROEK (Surfers Paradise—LNP) (Minister for Education, Training and
Employment) (11.32 am): I commend the Attorney-General for bringing the Criminal Law (False Evidence
Before Parliament) Amendment Bill to the House. As has been mentioned by the previous speaker, the
member for Burleigh, we are bringing in legislation that we said we would—something that we tried to do
two or three times previously. The Minister for Health, the then Leader of the Opposition, tried to overturn
this unctuous legislation that was brought in by the Labor government and when I was Leader of the
Opposition we tried again to overturn this disgraceful legislation. 

The handling of the Gordon Nuttall resignation in December 2005 and the political tactics that led to
the repeal of sections 56, 57 and 58 of the Criminal Code in May 2006 crystallised all of the bad habits and
dark arts of the Beattie Labor government. To protect themselves, the Labor Party felt it was necessary to
protect a disgraced minister. To justify the protection of that disgraced minister, they altered the Criminal
Code. Yet I and other members sat in this place with Attorneys-General Welford, Lavarch, Shine, Dick and
Lucas who would often preach at us in opposition about how sacrosanct the Criminal Code is and was.
Every time we came in here on a Wednesday night to debate opposition business, they would tell us that
we could not change the Criminal Code that Sir Samuel Griffith had written. Yet in one fell swoop they
removed three sections. We are here today to right that wrong and put those sections back into the
Criminal Code. As usual, when legislation is amended like that, it leads to unintended consequences, the
worst of which was the public behaviour we saw during the debate of the civil unions legislation that
we amended only a couple of sittings ago. 

During the debate on the Criminal Code Amendment Bill in 2006 the Premier of the day, Peter
Beattie, injected himself into the debate and in one line summed up what the Labor Party had become. He
said, ‘The rabble opposite seek to destroy the institution of parliament.’ His argument, therefore, was that
he was seeking to protect the institution of parliament by allowing members to deliberately mislead the
parliament without fear of the consequences. So let us make this clear: the Labor Party’s view of
parliament, directly from the mouth of their hero Premier, was that the institution of parliament was best
protected by allowing members to deliberately mislead. It was a culture that was evidenced time and time
again as the party declined in a constant cycle of incompetence or deceit, spin and cover-up. 

Mr Johnson: Looking after his factional mate!
Mr LANGBROEK: As the honourable member for Gregory says, it was all to cover up for a mate. 
Mr Johnson: Factional mate! 
Mr LANGBROEK: A factional mate. As we heard, they stood up here in that December 2005 sitting

and they all said, ‘He’s a good man. He’s an honest man,’ and how wrong they were proven to be. The
consequences of their actions subsequently led to the amendment of the Criminal Code in 2006 and they
stand condemned by their actions. 
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At the time, the gloss that was put on the argument—the spin as it was known—was that the
removal of these provisions was necessary because their continued existence struck at the heart of
parliamentary privilege. Rereading the Hansard of the debate, we see Labor member after Labor member
referenced the Bill of Rights, written in 1688, as well as the Commonwealth and Queensland constitutions
and played amateur lawyer by discussing the intent of Sir Samuel Griffith in drafting the relevant sections.
It is accurate that early legislation was heavily influenced by British instruments like the Bill of Rights. That
does not on its own mean that our legislation was written in the same context, should be conferred the
same interpretation or apply in the same way as the instruments that influenced it. It is merely instructive. 

Premier Beattie was particularly crafty in his approach to ridding himself of a political problem by
allowing members to deliberately mislead the parliament. He did not make the decision on sections 56
through 58 when the Criminal Code Amendment Bill was introduced in 2006; he made it when parliament
was resumed for Gordon Nuttall’s partial mea culpa in December 2005. At that sitting Mr Beattie said—
The choice today is simple. You vote for a principle tried and tested over 300 years which is set in stone in the Parliament of
Queensland Act to protect free speech and you vote for a punishment set by precedent, or you vote for hypocrisy and a quick
headline. 

In politics this is called framing and the former Premier was a master at it. It was a typical tool of the
previous government: simplify an argument with half-truths and then throw mud at your opponents. Labor
would allege anything in government and just keep doing it. They would do it here every day during
question time and throughout the day. They did it throughout the election campaign and now, of course,
they are doing it in opposition. 

Parliamentary privilege is not unrestricted free speech, as the then Premier went on to say in his
address that day, nor has that been the understanding of parliamentary privilege for some time. Indeed, in
her second reading speech to the bill amending the Criminal Code to remove these sections, then
Attorney-General, the Hon. Linda Lavarch, said that the genesis of the sections was likely a response to
several Privy Council decisions in the 19th century that said that the powers of the Legislative Assembly
were only such as are necessary to the existence of the Legislative Assembly and its proper functions. The
Senate privileges committee endorsed a similar view in 1996 when they discussed the subject. Their report
stated—
The privileges of Parliament are immunities conferred in order to ensure that the duties of members as representatives of their
constituents may be carried out without fear of intimidation or punishment, and without improper impediment ... a privilege of
Parliament is more properly called an immunity from the operation of certain laws, which are otherwise unduly restrictive on the
proper performance of the duties of Parliament. 

Note that the word ‘proper’ is used throughout. Parliamentary privilege extends to allow parliament
to undertake its proper functions and not to restrict the proper performance of the duties of the parliament.
I challenge any member of the opposition to explain to the House how deliberately misleading the
parliament is part of the proper functions of a member in this place. According to then Premier Beattie’s
argument, the Labor Party believes it is proper to deliberately mislead the House. According to then
Premier Beattie’s argument, the Labor Party believes it is proper to deliberately mislead a committee.
According to then Premier Beattie’s argument, the Labor Party believes it is proper that public servants and
other witnesses called by the parliament should be able to get out of service and, if they do turn up, to give
false or misleading evidence. According to then Premier Beattie’s argument, the Labor Party believes it is
appropriate for members of the public to disrupt the parliament from the public gallery, as they did recently
during debate of the civil unions amendment bill. 

We should not be surprised. Deception, which at its worst manifests as deliberately misleading the
parliament, was an art form during the time of the previous government. It was not just the Nuttall affair; it
was their modus operandi across every aspect of their administration. Just look at their record. They said
before the 2009 election that they would not sell assets. They sold assets. They said that they would not
impose a fuel tax on Queenslanders while they were struggling. They imposed a fuel tax. They said that
electricity prices would not rise as a result of deregulation. Prices rose. They said that they would keep
Queensland’s AAA credit rating. Labor lost the AAA credit rating. 

Labor thought they could say anything and do anything and that they would not—could not—lose
power. And in a final insult, Anna Bligh said that if she lost she would not be going anywhere. She lost, and
a day later she resigned. How wrong they were. Out of all that hubris, arrogance and hatred, it all came
crashing down on them on 24 March. But can I say the LNP was elected not just because of our policies;
we were elected as emphatically as we were because the people of Queensland rejected the negative,
gutter politics of the Labor Party—negative, gutter politics that they had to resort to, that they still resort to,
because they had nothing else to offer and because they had lost the trust of the electorate. 

We are here today to fulfil an election commitment. We are here today to place another brick in the
wall as we attempt to rebuild respect and faith in the institution of parliament and the profession of politics.
It is a shame that we have to drag the Labor Party kicking and screaming to do the same thing. 
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