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THE AWU FRAUD – ORIGINS, ISSUES AND POLITICAL CONCERNS 

By Michael Smith and John Lourens 

Introduction 

This synopsis explains how the Australian Workers’ Union (AWU) fraud was structured and operated, 

and outlines some important issues and political concerns that arise from the fraud.  The précis relies 

heavily on the September 1996 affidavit prepared by Ian Walter Cambridge, then Joint National 

Secretary of the AWU, and currently Commissioner for Fair Work Australia.  This synopsis has been 

written for people who have neither the time nor the inclination to examine the extensively detailed 

Cambridge affidavit or other documentation pertaining to it, but who nevertheless seek to acquire a 

working knowledge of the general events that came to be referred to as the “AWU scandal”.  That 

the AWU scandal represents a financial fraud seems beyond doubt.  Indeed, Ian Cambridge himself 

was prompted to write in his affidavit (at paragraph 12d) that certain unauthorised bank accounts: 

.... have been used to hold and/or “launder” Union funds, as a step in the conversion of those 

funds to unauthorised, invalid, irregular, and possibly illegal uses. 

It is inevitable that no synopsis can ever do justice to the material to which it relates.  Accordingly, 

readers who wish to gain deeper understanding of the events described here are encouraged to refer 

to the original Cambridge affidavit and/or the many other publicly available relevant documents that 

have come to light in recent months. 

The scandal timeline and its basic ingredients 

The scandal operated over the five-year period 1991 to 1996. At the heart of the swindle was the 

creation and subsequent operation of unauthorised bank accounts.  The apparent purpose for this 

was the systematic and large-scale misappropriation of money. 

Authorised versus unauthorised bank accounts 

Like any union, the AWU (which had amalgamated with the FIMEE in 1993) authorises the 

establishment of bank accounts to service its branches and chapters throughout Australia.  Such 

authorisation arises from various Union rules and executive committee resolutions.  Authorisation 

also makes provision as to which Union officials are permitted to create and operate legitimate 

Union bank accounts.  Bank accounts that are not opened as a result of executive resolution, or that 

are not operated by authorised personnel, are therefore unauthorised accounts. 

Bank account fundamentals 

Bank accounts exist primarily to provide a safe and convenient repository for cash.  Three 

characteristics of bank accounts seem especially noteworthy here: 

1. Cash initially flows into an account (deposits) and subsequently flows out (withdrawals). 

2. Cash deposits can come from different sources, and can be made by anyone who knows the 

account details (BSB code, account number and account name). 

3. Cash withdrawals can be made only by a person or persons authorised to do so.  Such people 

are described as “signatories to the account”.  Depending on the account, and where more 

than one person has been authorised, cash withdrawals might require the signature of more 

than one signatory.  
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The AWU unauthorised bank accounts 

Following intensive investigation, Ian Cambridge discovered the existence of thirteen unauthorised 

bank accounts created, and subsequently operated, by people associated with the AWU. Five of the 

accounts were located in Western Australia, and eight in Victoria.  All thirteen accounts were held 

with the Commonwealth Bank of Australia, and many (but not all) had names suggesting a direct link 

to the AWU.  The thirteen unauthorised accounts discovered by Ian Cambridge, their signatories and 

the total cash deposited in each are shown in Table 1.  (Note – cents are totally ignored for all dollar 

amounts reported this synopsis.  This results in small discrepancies in some totals and sub-totals.) 

 

TABLE 1 – List of unauthorised accounts 

Account name Signatories $ Total cash deposits 

Western Australia 

A 
AWU Workplace Reform Association 
Inc (Cash Management Call Account) 

Bruce Wilson 
Ralph Blewitt 

156,849 

B 
AWU Workplace Reform Association 
Inc (Cheque Account) 

Bruce Wilson 
Ralph Blewitt 

383,332 

C Construction Industry Fund 
Bruce Wilson 
Ralph Blewitt 

66,710 

D WA Election Fund 
Bruce Wilson 
Ralph Blewitt 

40,000 

E AWU-FIME WA Staff Social Club 
Peter Trebilco 
Glen Anderton 

22,980 

Victoria 

F 
Australian Workers Union Members 
Welfare Association (No.1) Account 

Bruce Wilson 
James Collins 

208,180 

G 
Australian Workers Union (No.3) 
Account 

Bob Smith 
Bruce Wilson 

Frederick Phillips 
James Collins 

6,257 

H Social Club #3 
R Smith 

F. Phillips 
Allan Elliott 

2,152 

I 
Australian Workers Union Members 
Welfare Association (No.1) 

V. Telikostoglou 
M. Murray 
M. Barnes 

32,907 

J 
Australian Workers Union Tatts 
Social Club 

Not known 682 

K Re-Election Fund 
Not known (Bruce Wilson 

postal address given) 
17,893 

L 
Australian Workers Union Victorian 
Branch State Funds 

Not known (Victorian 
AWU address given) 

127,858 

M 
National Construction Branch 
Welfare Account 

Not stated 320 
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Where did the cash deposits come from? 

The cash deposits made to each unauthorised account originated from one or more of three sources: 

1. Parties external to the AWU (e.g. external companies). 

2. Union dues paid by members. 

3. Transfers from other unauthorised accounts (internal transfers). 

Ian Cambridge was able to trace some cash deposits back to their source but he was not able to do 

so for all cash deposits and/or for all unauthorised accounts.  The result of Ian Cambridge’s 

investigation of cash deposit sources is summarised in Table 2. 

 

TABLE 2 – Source of the cash deposits 

Account name 
$ Cash 

deposits 
External 
sources 

Union dues 
Internal 
transfers 

Unknown 
origin 

Western Australia 

A 
AWU Workplace Reform 
Association Inc (Cash 
Management Call Account) 

156,849 156,849   0 

B 
AWU Workplace Reform 
Association Inc (Cheque Account) 

383,332 363,816   19,516 

C Construction Industry Fund 66,710 20,160  46,550 0 

D WA Election Fund 40,000    40,000 

E AWU-FIME WA Staff Social Club 22,980   22,980 0 

Victoria 

F 
AWU Members Welfare 
Association (No.1) Account 

208,180 186,800 17,950 3,425 5 

G AWU (No.3) Account 6,257    6,257 

H Social Club #3 2,152    2,152 

I 
AWU Members Welfare 
Association (No.1) 

32,907 7,200   25,707 

J AWU Tatts Social Club 682    682 

K Re-Election Fund 17,893    17,893 

L 
AWU Victorian Branch State 
Funds 

127,858  127,858  0 

M 
National Construction Branch 
Welfare Account 

320    320 

Western Australian total 669,871 540,825 0 69,530 59,516 

Victorian total 396,252 194,000 145,808 3,425 53,019 

GRAND TOTAL 1,066,124 734,825 145,808 72,955 112,535 

  



Page 4 of 13 
http://www.michaelsmithnews.com/ 
 

One should not automatically conclude from Table 2 that the total funds misappropriated in the 

AWU financial swindle is simply the grand total of cash deposits made to the thirteen unauthorised 

bank accounts.  This is because the grand total of $1,066,124 includes internal transfers of $72,955 

and possibly other internal transfers included within the unknown origin amount of $112,535.  But 

the misappropriated funds amount would certainly include all deposits made from external sources 

($734,825) and union dues received ($145,808).  Thus, at a minimum, the AWU financial swindle 

involves a misappropriation of $880,633.  The financial swindle would grow to $993,169 if all funds of 

unknown origin came from external sources.  It should be noted that financial amounts quoted here, 

and in the remainder of the synopsis, are expressed in 1995 dollars.  However, depending on what 

assumptions are made, it is estimated that the value of the AWU fraud is between $1.38 million and 

$1.56 million when expressed in 2012 dollar equivalents. 

Of particular interest here is the extent to which Bruce Wilson was involved in the AWU swindle.  

Wilson had (joint with Ralph Blewitt) control over $540,825 misappropriated from Western Australia.  

He also had further (joint with James Collins) control over $204,750 misappropriated from Victoria.  

And when funds of unknown origin, and also accounts listing his postal address, or that of the 

Victorian AWU branch, are factored in, Wilson’s personal involvement in misappropriated funds 

could range anywhere from $745,575 to $937,585. 

For Ian Cambridge, it was a matter of great consternation, and even outrage, that the AWU scandal 

had been able to flourish so extensively, and over such a lengthy period of time, without detection.  

As he explained in his affidavit (at paragraph 11), Union rules and resolutions of National Executive 

imposed strict conditions on the establishment and conduct of bank accounts operated by all Union 

branches and chapters.  Furthermore, Ian Cambridge could not recall a single occasion on which the 

National Executive, or a Branch Executive, had authorised individual officers of the Union to open 

and operate bank accounts in their own right, for the purpose of misappropriating Union funds.  He 

emphasised the unacceptable difficulty such unauthorised bank accounts would pose for the Union 

in terms of financial management, internal controls and audit.  Ian Cambridge exclaimed: 

As Joint National Secretary I would never countenance such an irregular financial practice, and 

prior to the matters discovered in 1995 and 1996, I have never been made aware of any such 

practices occurring with respect to Unions funds in the past. 

The essential vehicle that enabled Bruce Wilson to carry out financial fraud on such a grand scale was 

the creation of the Australian Workers’ Union Workplace Reform Association (AWU-WRA) – a bogus 

association that he had established with the active assistance of then Slater & Gordon law partner, 

and current Prime Minister of Australia, Julia Eileen Gillard.  There are many as yet unanswered 

questions about the AWU-WRA. 

Some of the unanswered questions concern the precise circumstances surrounding the 

establishment of the AWU-WRA.  Other questions concern the manner of its creation.  And still 

further questions concern the documentation used in its establishment.  There are also unanswered 

questions about the AWU-WRA’s subsequent activities and operations.  And, of course, there are 

unanswered questions about how the $540,181 cash that flowed into the Association was disbursed. 

In short, it is not an exaggeration to say that the AWU-WRA together with the many as yet 

unanswered questions that envelop it, lies at the very heart of the AWU fraud.  Understanding the 

AWU-WRA is the key to unravelling and understanding the entire AWU scandal.  
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How were the misappropriated funds spent? 

From the limited information available to him, Ian Cambridge was able to identify how some of the 

funds in some of the unauthorised accounts were disbursed.  This is shown in Table 3 below. 

As can be observed, dollar amount totals and sub-totals do not always reconcile.  This is because the 

analysis Ian Cambridge engaged in was severely constrained by lack of detailed information.  Despite 

its incomplete nature, however, the analysis was successful in unmasking the broad scale of the AWU 

fraud and the secret activities of its perpetrators. 

 

TABLE 3 – How some of the money in some of the unauthorised accounts was disbursed 

Account name 
$ Cash 

deposits 
Cash 

withdrawals 
Business 
entities 

Individual 
persons 

Payees not 
identified 

Western Australia 

A 
AWU Workplace Reform 
Association Inc (Cash 
Management Call Account) 

156,849 (All funds transferred to Account B) 

B 
AWU Workplace Reform 
Association Inc (Cheque Account) 

383,332 225,100 67,744 36,567 12,603 

C Construction Industry Fund 66,710 18,441   48,609 

D WA Election Fund 40,000 8,900 1,312   

E AWU-FIME WA Staff Social Club 22,980 (Transaction details not available) 

Victoria 

F 
AWU Members Welfare 
Association (No.1) Account 

208,180 29,500 185,368 14,470 2,369 

G AWU (No.3) Account 6,257 (Transaction details not available) 

H Social Club #3 2,152 (No transactions on this account) 

I 
AWU Members Welfare 
Association (No.1) 

32,907 17,500 166  24,900 

J AWU Tatts Social Club 682 (Transaction details not available) 

K Re-Election Fund 17,893  4,528   

L 
AWU Victorian Branch State 
Funds 

127,858    128,446 

M 
National Construction Branch 
Welfare Account 

320 (Transaction details not available) 

Western Australian total 669,871 252,441 69,056 36,567 61,212 

Victorian total 396,252 47,000 190,063 14,470 155,715 

GRAND TOTAL 1,066,124 299,441 259,119 51,037 216,928 
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The six business entities receiving the largest cheque payments, together with various individuals 

who also received cheque payments, from the unauthorised bank accounts are shown in Table 4 and 

Table 5 below. 

. 

TABLE 4 – The six business entities receiving the largest total cheque payments 

Business entity Nature of business $ Payment Source  

Slater & Gordon Legal advisors 67,722 Account B 

Woodside Offshore Petroleum Oil and gas exploration 58,500 Account F 

John Holland Constructions Construction and engineering 38,200 Account F 

Thiess Contractors Construction and engineering 29,566 Account F 

Fluor Daniel Construction and engineering 29,000 Account F 

Town Mode Fashions (Uncertain) 17,500 Account F 

TOTAL $240,488  
 

TABLE 5 – Individual persons receiving cheque payments 

Individual person Position or role $ Payment Source  

Ralph Blewitt AWU organiser and WA branch secretary 36,567 Account B 

Alan Rix Past AWU employee and/or official 2,000 Account F 

Fred Phillips Past AWU employee and/or official 1,670 Account F 

Stephen Roach Past AWU employee and/or official 1,808 Account F 

Frank Curran Past AWU employee and/or official 684 Account F 

Yossi Berger Past AWU employee and/or official 1,808 Account F 

Bob Kernohan Joint Branch President, AWU-FIMEE Victoria 6,500 Account F 

TOTAL $51,037  
 

Two further matters of significance 

The Cambridge affidavit addresses two further matters of significance regarding the AWU scandal: 

1. The possible existence of other unauthorised bank accounts 

During the course of his investigation, Ian Cambridge wrote to all known banks and financial 

institutions in Australia seeking information on possible other unauthorised bank accounts 

that had not yet come to his attention.  The Commonwealth Bank of Australia provided a list 

of sixteen such accounts – three in Western Australia, eight in New South Wales, one in 

Victoria, one in Queensland, two in Tasmania and one in the Northern Territory.  Ian 

Cambridge expressed the view that these sixteen accounts warranted further investigation. 

2. The purchase of real estate property in Fitzroy, Victoria 

One of the many issues and questions arising out of the AWU scandal, concerns the use of 

Union funds to purchase residential property in the Melbourne suburb of Fitzroy in Victoria.  

On 13 February 1993, Bruce Wilson (acting for Ralph Blewitt under a donated Specific Power 

of Attorney) purchased a residential property at 1/85 Kerr Street in Fitzroy.  The property 

was purchased at auction for $230,000, with a 10% deposit payable immediately on the fall 

of the auctioneer’s hammer. 
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In his affidavit, Ian Cambridge also made special mention of three separate cheques, each 

drawn on the unauthorised bank account B (AWU Workplace Reform Association Inc): 

 A cheque for $25,000 in favour of Ralph Blewitt, dated 10 February 1993.  The 

cheque date was a mere three days before the Kerr Street auction.  Ian Cambridge 

believes this cheque was used to make the $23,000 property purchase deposit due at 

the conclusion of the auction. 

 A cheque for $67,722.30 in favour of Slater & Gordon, dated 18 March 1993.  Slater 

& Gordon was the law firm acting for Blewitt in the purchase of the Kerr Street 

property.  The cheque covered the amount payable by the purchaser (Blewitt) on 

purchase settlement. An amount of $67,722.30 was entered in the Slater & Gordon 

Trust ledger account as a “direct deposit” four days later on 22 March 1993 – the 

same day the Kerr Street property purchase was settled. 

(In an interview recorded on 12 October 2012, Ralph Blewitt stated he personally 

delivered the cheque to a bank branch in his then hometown Perth, Western Australia 

and funds were subsequently transmitted to Slater & Gordon in Melbourne via 

telegraphic bank transfer.  It is of interest to note here that in a separate interview 

recorded on 11 October 2012, Blewitt denied all knowledge of the $150,000 Slater & 

Gordon mortgage also transacted in his name on 22 March 1993.  He said he had 

come to learn of the mortgage only a few months earlier – in mid-2012.) 

 A cheque for $2,000 in favour of Ralph Blewitt, dated 5 April 1993. The cheque was 

drawn shortly after Slater & Gordon had sent Blewitt a request for payment (dated 

31 March 1993).  The amount requested related to a settlement adjustment error. 

The conclusion drawn by Ian Cambridge was that at least $92,722 had been taken out of the 

unauthorised bank account B (AWU Workplace Reform Association Inc) and the money used 

to fund the purchase of residential property at 85 Kerr Street, Fitzroy in the name of Ralph 

Blewitt. 

The Cambridge affidavit further states that the misappropriated $92,722 had been paid to 

the AWU by Thiess Contractors, only to be wrongfully deposited in the unauthorised bank 

account.  Originally, the $92,772 had been given to Thiess by the Western Australian 

government’s Building and Construction Industry Training Fund.  The money was to be used 

by Thiess to pay the Union to train Thiess staff under a previously negotiated Memorandum 

of Understanding (dated 11 June 1992) pertaining to the Dawesville Cut project.  It is 

interesting to note the AWU-WRA unauthorised bank accounts were opened in May 1992. 

Ian Cambridge also reported that the Kerr Street property had been sold in February 1996.  

However, he was unable to determine what had happened to the proceeds of sale, and 

surmised that they must have been kept by Wilson and/or Blewitt for their own use.  There 

are also unanswered questions about the sale itself, including whether it really was Ralph 

Blewitt’s signature on the Transfer of Land document.  It is noteworthy that despite 

extensive and expensive renovations carried out after February 1993, the property was sold 

in February 1996 for $233,000 – only $3,000 above the purchase price of three years earlier. 

Attention now turns to some of the many other issues and questions arising out of the AWU fraud.  

The issues are numbered for convenience, as well as for easier referencing.  
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In 1987 Julia Gillard joined the Melbourne office of law firm Slater & Gordon.  Three years later, in 

1990 and aged 29, she was admitted as a partner in the firm.  At the time, Slater & Gordon still 

operated as a professional partnership.  It was only later, in May 2007, Slater & Gordon floated on 

the Stock Exchange, and became the first law firm in the world to list as a public company. 

The professional obligations of lawyers 

1. Regardless of how a law practice is structured, lawyers are accorded special privileges 

because it is presumed they will behave ethically at all times. 

2. A partnership structure, which has been the traditional norm for the organised practice of 

law, imposes very high obligations on each individual partner within the partnership.  

Furthermore, within a partnership, each partner is jointly and severally liable for the actions 

of his/her fellow partners.  This holds true regardless of whether or not the actions are 

negligent.  In short, action by one partner in a law firm binds all other partners of the firm. 

3. Arising from the notion of joint and several liability, is a requirement of both the law and 

professional associations that only the highest ethical standard of behaviour must be 

exhibited by all partners of a law firm.  This standard is the obligation of “utmost good faith” 

and is a non-negotiable duty for partners to act in “utmost good faith” towards each other. 

4. The concept of “utmost good faith” includes, among other things, telling each other the 

truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth; keeping meticulous notes about 

instructions received from clients; and keeping records of the actions taken on behalf of 

clients.  Ignoring such protocols would expose one’s fellow partners to huge financial payouts 

– especially if actions taken fell outside the protection of the partnership's Professional 

Indemnity insurance cover.  Negligent action is therefore not quarantined to a single partner 

– it ensnares all the partners in a partnership. 

5. Every lawyer understands the obligation to act “in utmost good faith” to fellow partners.  

That is why lawyers open files on every client with whom they deal. That is why lawyers are 

trained instinctively to record, in writing, any instructions given to them by clients.  And that 

is why lawyers send written confirmation to clients whose instructions they have received.   

It is also why partnerships have regular meetings to fully inform each other about their work.  

Such meetings enable the collective wisdom to prevail in order to identify and minimise 

potential conflicts or problems. 

6. Once admitted to practice, lawyers become officers of the court with obligations to the 

Supreme Court.  As such, lawyers have a clear duty to be truthful.  A lawyer cannot 

knowingly tell lies and remain an unblemished member of his/her profession.  Knowingly 

making false statements is an entirely different matter to acting for a client whose guilt or 

innocence might be in question.  

7. Lawyers have clear duties to their clients.  For example, suppose a law firm is retained by a 

corporate client, Telstra, to do Telstra’s legal work.  Suppose further that one of the firm’s 

ethical lawyers is subsequently approached by a Telstra executive who wishes to implement 

an obviously dodgy scheme such as setting up a sham corporate structure with the word 

“Telstra” in its title.  Any reasonable person would expect that lawyer to “blow the whistle” 

loud and long.  
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How Julia Gillard’s conduct measured up to her professional obligations 

8. As a partner in a law firm, Julia Gillard clearly failed in her duty to her client, the AWU.  Her 

obligations to the Union were totally disregarded as she pursued a lengthy and intimate 

relationship with her then boyfriend and partner, Bruce Wilson.  Wilson, who was married 

and lived in Perth, was the Western Australian branch secretary of her client, the AWU.  In 

complete secrecy, Ms Gillard helped Wilson set up a sham organisation – and organisation 

with the words “Australian Workers’ Union” in its title. 

9. Ms Gillard did not report Wilson’s questionable activities to her firm's significant client the 

AWU - of which she was one of the engagement partners.  Neither did she inform her fellow 

partners of the dodgy work she was doing for Wilson.  However, there is some evidence she 

spoke about the sham organisation with one of her fellow partners – the man the Gillard 

Labor Government would later appoint as a Federal Court judge, Bernard Murphy.  Ms 

Gillard did not open a file about the sham organisation – the AWU-WRA. 

10. To register the AWU-WRA, a formal application was lodged with the Western Australian 

Corporate Affairs Commissioner on 22 April 1992.  The application form contained the words 

“Australian Workers’ Union Workplace Reform Association” written in Julia Gillard’s own 

handwriting.  At first, the WA Corporate Affairs Commissioner refused to incorporate the 

sham entity, and he made written enquiries about its bona fides.   But Ms Gillard did not 

report the validity or lawful grounding of the Commissioner's objections to her boyfriend, 

Wilson.  Neither did she suggest an alternative vehicle to achieve Wilson’s expressed aims.  

At no stage did she refer to the rules of the AWU that expressly prohibited the actions she 

was taking.  The Union rules that Ms Gillard ignored, existed solely to prevent the situation 

that arose with the establishment of the AWU-WRA, namely the embezzlement of money. 

11. Ms Gillard did none of these things.  Instead, she wrote to the Corporate Affairs 

Commissioner, using her position and credibility both as an officer of the Court and as a 

partner with Slater & Gordon, to place on the record a false statement vouching for the 

legitimacy of the sham organisation.  Ms Gillard wrote that the organisation was a genuine 

vehicle for workplace reform, and that it was a proper, authorised and necessary subsidiary 

of the AWU.  Yet Ms Gillard knew full well that the AWU-WRA had, in fact, been set up with 

the intended purpose to operate as a “union slush fund” that would raise and hold money 

for her boyfriend’s personal benefit.  Formal registration was granted on 24 June 1992. 

12. During the early stages of the fraud, the benefit referred to above was funding Bruce 

Wilson’s re- election to a paid role in the AWU.  But once the scam was in full swing, money 

from the slush fund was then used to purchase a house, and whatever else half a million 

Australian dollars could buy.  In essence, the fraud involved Wilson invoicing construction 

and other companies large amounts for “services rendered” by the Union – services that 

were never supplied.  As indicated earlier in this document, huge amounts of money flowed 

into the various slush funds that had been established for this purpose. 

13. Hundreds of thousands of dollars flowed out of the AWU-WRA bank account, much of it in 

the form of cash withdrawals that coincided with trips to Sydney for meetings of the AWU’s 

national leadership group, chaired by Bill Ludwig.  Funds deposited in the account had mainly 

come from the construction company Thiess.  The money had originally been paid to Thiess 

by the Western Australian Government Building and Construction Industry Training Fund.  



Page 10 of 13 
http://www.michaelsmithnews.com/ 
 

14. Ms Gillard knew the sham organisation falsely passed itself off as an entity related to the 

AWU.  She knew, or should have known, that the Union’s rules prohibited the establishment 

of such an entity.  And when they found out about Ms Gillard’s deception, it is perhaps little 

wonder that her fellow partners at Slater & Gordon “hit the roof”. 

15. Ms Gillard had totally failed in her duty of “utmost good faith” to her fellow partners.  She 

had exposed the Slater & Gordon partnership to claims for damages it could well do without 

given its then perilous lack of financial liquidity.  As a consequence, Ms Gillard was given the 

opportunity to resign from Slater & Gordon, and she left the firm.  Apparently, no report was 

ever made to the Victorian Law Institute regarding Ms Gillard’s conduct. But it is interesting 

to ponder how the Institute would have dealt with the prima facie indications of Ms Gillard’s 

grossly improper professional behaviour had such a report been made. 

16. Ten months after setting up what she herself referred to as a “union slush fund”, Ms Gillard 

attended a house auction in Fitzroy, Victoria at which her boyfriend, Wilson (who was 

married with two young sons) was the successful bidder.  Wilson, who by now had been 

appointed Victorian AWU branch secretary and who intended to live in the Fitzroy house on 

a permanent basis, signed the contract of sale on 13 February 1993.  Alongside his undated 

signature are the handwritten words “Ralph Blewitt, as per Power of Attorney”.  However, 

no written Power of Attorney was present at the time of signing. 

17. Two days later, on 15 February 1993, Wilson flew to Perth to install Blewitt as the new 

Western Australian AWU branch secretary.  According to Blewitt, Wilson produced a single 

page document, placed it on the desk, and told him to sign it. Wilson said the paper was a 

legal document that put the house that he, Wilson, had just purchased into Blewitt's name.  

Blewitt signed the document without question.  In a recently recorded interview (October 

2012), Blewitt explained that he felt under pressure to please his boss. 

18. Julia Gillard was not present at either the time or the place the Power of Attorney was signed 

by Blewitt.  Yet, the document states Ms Gillard witnessed Blewitt’s signature and that she 

did so on 4 February 1993 – nearly 2 weeks before Blewitt had signed the document.  In legal 

parlance, Ms Gillard “signed, sealed and delivered” what was supposedly a legal Deed. 

19. Ms Gillard’s firm, Slater & Gordon, later relied on the Power of Attorney to approve a 

$150,000 mortgage loan to Blewitt.  The firm did this despite the fact that the Power of 

Attorney document purportedly gave Wilson the power only to buy real estate.  The 

document did not give Wilson the power to assume loan commitments on Blewitt’s behalf. 

20. Thus, Blewitt ended up burdened with a $150,000 mortgage loan he knew nothing about and 

that he manifestly could not afford to service.  Blewitt’s only asset at the time was his 

matrimonial home in Perth that he jointly owned with his wife.  His home was valued at 

$77,000 and was encumbered with a $74,000 mortgage.  Blewitt’s only official source of 

income was his union organiser salary of around $40,000 per annum. 
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Subsequent events 

21. Two and a half years after the purchase of the Fitzroy house, on 16 August 1995, Wilson 

(together with five others including Blewitt) was forced out of his job with the AWU, taking 

with him a redundancy payment of $41,945.  Ten months later, on 4 June 1996, a Court 

declared the redundancy repayments made to the sacked AWU officials (totalling $114,882) 

were invalid, and ordered that they be repaid to the AWU.  The redundancy payments were 

never recovered by the Union.  Wilson and the others were sacked following the discovery of 

financial irregularities in the Victorian AWU branch records.  At the time of the sacking, the 

Union was still unaware of the AWU-WRA in Western Australia.  Slater & Gordon continued 

to act for Wilson right up until the moment of his departure from the Union. 

22. A total of $161,666 was returned to five companies from a secret (that is, unknown to the 

national leadership of the Union) slush fund two days later on 18 August 1995.  The slush 

fund, operated by Wilson and James Collins, was “Account F” referred to earlier in this 

document – the AWU Members Welfare Association No 1 Account.  The five companies, 

which included Thiess, had originally sent this money to the AWU during June and July of 

1995.  The funds had been subsequently diverted by Wilson (or persons close to him) into 

the Melbourne-based slush fund.   

23. A number of significant factors should be noted about the “refunds” made to the five 

companies on 18 August 1995. 

1) The entire $161,666 refund took the form of bank cheques. 

2) Despite having left the Union two days earlier, Wilson and his co-signatory, Collins, 

attended the bank premises in order to authorise the cheque withdrawals.   

3) The bank cheques were drawn on the direction and/or instruction of Mr John Cain, a 

solicitor from Maurice Blackburn & Co.  The direction/instruction was contained in a 

letter dated 17 August 1995 – the day before the cheques were drawn, and the day after 

Wilson and Collins were dismissed from the Union.   

4) Maurice Blackburn & Co was acting for Robert F Smith, the person who replaced Wilson 

as Victorian Branch Secretary of the AWU.  

5) In his Affidavit of September 1996, Ian Cambridge, the Joint National Secretary of the 

AWU, expressed the view that Smith, Wilson and Collins had no right or authority to 

withdraw those funds, or pay them to any other person. 

6) Two years after the “refunds” were made, on 27 August 1996, a Court Order directed 

that the five companies involved repay $146,694 of the money that was refunded to 

them.  To this day, only $78,600 appears to have been returned to the Union. 

24. In September 1995, Ms Gillard was forced out of her job as a lawyer and salaried partner 

with Slater & Gordon.  She has never practised law since. 
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25. On 21 September 1995, Victoria Police began to investigate alleged criminal activities within 

the Victorian AWU Branch pertaining to secret payments received from, and made to, 

various companies external to the AWU.  The investigating officer reported in May 1996 that 

no evidence existed to indicate payments to the Union by the companies involved “were of a 

corrupt nature”, and he recommended there be no further police action and that the matter 

be filed.  The investigating officer also implied it was to Wilson’s credit that, when 

challenged, Wilson had returned money to the companies concerned. 

26. Wilson continued to receive or negotiate Union cheques following his dismissal from the 

AWU in August 1995.  In doing so, he could not in any way claim to be acting for the Union, 

given his dismissal was widely known and publicly reported.  Wilson’s blatant continuation of 

his criminal conduct, when considered alongside both the manifest absence of any purported 

"Workplace Reform Advisers" at the Dawesville Cut project, and the continued payment by 

Thiess of invoices associated with the slush fund created by Ms Gillard, lends considerable 

weight to the position arrived at by the Western Australian Police. The WA Fraud Squad were 

seriously contemplating laying fraud and conspiracy charges against four known persons, 

including persons then employed by Thiess.  It seems more than coincidental the General 

Manger of Thiess in Western Australia, Joe Trio, was married to Bruce Wilson’s sister.  Trio 

was Wilson’s brother-in-law. 

27. Fortuitously, in the lead up to the start of the $37 million Dawesville Cut project awarded to 

Thiess and commenced in 1990, Bruce Wilson had been a board member of the Western 

Australian government’s Building and Construction Industry Training Fund.  No doubt 

Christmas 1990 at the Wilson and Trio households brought much good cheer and 

anticipation of a great year ahead. 

Political Concerns – Serious Criminal Offences 

During her 1995 departure interview at Slater & Gordon, the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, made frank 

admissions concerning the paperwork she created to register the AWU-WRA that in turn gave rise to 

the establishment of her “union slush fund”.  

Ms Gillard admitted that the documentation she prepared and submitted to the Western Australian 

Corporate Affairs Commissioner told a lie.  The documentation she submitted was false.  The 

paperwork represented an entity involved in workplace reform.  Yet the Association was not 

established for that purpose.  Ms Gillard told us what the real purpose was – to establish a re-

election slush fund, to create an entity that would gather and store money for the purpose of re-

electing union officials.  And her then boyfriend, Bruce Wilson, was to be the primary union official 

benefitting from the arrangement. 

Thus, the first essential point to make here is that the application to register the AWU-WRA was a 

false instrument.  The prepared documents were false.  They were deceptive.  And Ms Gillard has 

admitted this. 

The second essential point to make here is that the establishment of the sham AWU-WRA was not 

for any altruistic purpose.  Australia’s national workplace relations tribunal, Fair Work Australia, has 

ruled as a question of fact that insofar as Australian law is concerned, getting yourself appointed to a 

job where you get paid is a personal benefit, a personal advantage.  Being appointed to a job with a 

salary is a clear personal benefit.  Most people would agree with this ruling, as it does not seem an 
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especially contentious or controversial proposition.  It follows, therefore, that efforts to have your 

boyfriend’s election expenses funded in order to secure a paid job for him, is work done solely for 

your boyfriend’s benefit.  Such work is to his personal benefit, to his financial advantage. 

On the face of the Prime Minister’s clear admissions, and supported by publicly available relevant 

paperwork, we believe there now exists a prima facie case for serious criminal charges to be 

preferred against Australia’s sitting Prime Minister, Ms Julia Gillard.  Recently, in the House of 

Representatives, the Prime Minister was asked repeatedly about the creation of the sham AWU-WRA 

and associated matters.  Repeatedly, Ms Gillard was given the opportunity to explain herself and, 

repeatedly, she refused to answer the questions put to her. We believe that the time has now come 

for the following two allegations to be put directly to the Prime Minister: 

1. That she, Julia Gillard, created a false instrument; and 

 

2. That she, Julia Gillard created the false instrument for the sole purpose of obtaining financial 

and personal advantage for her then boyfriend, Bruce Morton Wilson. 

We believe that Ms Gillard should have these allegations put to her in the Federal Parliament.  We 

believe she should be given the opportunity to make a speech in answer to the allegations, and that 

Australian voters should be allowed to see where their elected representatives stand on the entire 

matter.   And by “stand” we mean stand up and physically move either to the left or to the right of 

the Speaker of the House of Representatives.  Australian voters are entitled to see on the televised 

broadcast of Question Time, where their elected representatives are positioned as far as criminal 

conduct is concerned. 

The evidence of the Prime Minister’s admissions, the evidence of her own handwriting and the 

evidence of other associated documentary material, demonstrates behaviour that clearly goes far 

beyond mere professional misconduct.  On the evidence available, Ms Gillard’s conduct indicates the 

commission of serious criminal offences. 
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