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STATE-BASED LABOUR RELATIONS REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 5 May on the following motion moved by Hon Louise Pratt -  

That this house calls on the federal government to acknowledge the right of the state of Western 
Australia to maintain our state-based labour relations regulatory framework, including -  

(a) the right of Western Australia to enact and enforce its own statutes dealing with industrial 
relations for the betterment of Western Australian workers, employers and the general 
community;  

(b) the historical role and scope of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission; and  

(c) labour relations policies which offer an alternative from commonwealth regimes. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Ray Halligan -  

To insert after the last line of the motion - 

even though the content of the federal legislation is excellent and contains measures that it 
would be advisable for the Western Australian Parliament to enact.  However, in view of the 
disastrous approach by the Gallop government to workplace relations, the house is thankful for 
the existence of the commonwealth industrial relations system for without it the Western 
Australian economy, especially the resources area would be in a disastrous situation. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Fisheries) [2.11 pm]:  In my earlier comments I was 
dealing with the amendment to the motion, particularly the assertion that the federal industrial relations system 
had contributed to the boom in the resources sector and that it would not have occurred without the presence of 
particular provisions within federal legislation.  Of course, it is my view that that is nonsense.  In my experience, 
the matter of industrial relations is discussed well and truly down the track in the planning stages of an industrial 
project.  Industrial relations issues are discussed after a project has been designed and the facility has begun to be 
built.  Consideration is then given to the design of the organisation that will support that facility, followed by the 
consideration of the types of industrial relation structures that may or may not be used.  That depends on 
strategic decisions such as whether contractors and partners will be involved, and those decisions will have an 
effect on who will be employed.  It depends also on the operating company’s business practices. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It was different before Cliffs Robe River Iron Associates took on the unions and changed the 
way a regime should be approached.  I can remember it was one of the major things he looked at when he looked 
at the expansion of the unions. 

Hon JON FORD:  Some people in the industry thought that that was an important issue, but they were 
brownfield sites.  Some operators decided that industrial relations was a major issue, and some did not.  At the 
time of the Robe River dispute, there were terrible examples of excesses from one side of the industrial relations 
spectrum.  The employer decided it wanted to bully change through but other people decided to just get on with 
the business. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Until they took them on, the whole north west was atrocious.  The unions made it a fairyland. 

Hon JON FORD:  That is a good interjection, and it is one perspective.  I worked in the Pilbara for a contractor 
as a fitter in 1981 and we had pretty good relations with the employer.  The usual argy-bargy involving disputes 
occurred but they were not long and protracted, although long and protracted disputes did occur elsewhere on 
some occasions.  It could be said that some people thought that the employer at the time was manipulating the 
situation for another reason.  Hon Peter Foss is right: irresponsible actions were caused by some people who 
favoured awards.  People should deal with individual issues rather than try to paint the whole industry with a 
broad brush because that would be a massive mistake. 

We cannot talk about exactly what the proposed federal legislation will do because nobody has seen it.  
However, a number of issues have been touted along the lines that the legislation will be designed to prevent 
workers from belonging to an independent and strong union.  We must deal with the definition of union.  Unions 
are not only the Kevin Reynolds, the Jock Fergusons, the Dave Kellys or any of the secretaries such as Greg 
Combet - 

Hon Graham Giffard:  The recently elected Tim Day. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Are you assigning those names to people who would be enough to fill us all with horror if they 
were elected? 
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Hon JON FORD:  No, they are officials. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  He did not get elected. 

Hon JON FORD:  Who? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Tim Day. 

Hon JON FORD:  He was elected to his union.  Unions are, of course, made up of mums and dads.  They are 
democratic organisations that elect many of their officials, although some officials are appointed.  They represent 
people who, in some circumstances, are not in a position to effectively advocate for their rights. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Kevin Reynolds is just a servant of the people. 

Hon JON FORD:  He is a servant of his union. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We know that. 

Hon JON FORD:  It is important to remember that unionists are made up of mums, dads and their children.  
Some people do not like unions but would like other people to imagine that certain individuals are the unions.  
However, that is not the case; unions are formed by a collective group of people who seek power to negotiate 
with a very powerful entity in some cases, especially in the resources sector.  The employers in that sector are 
very wealthy, international corporate entities.  It is nonsense to think that individuals could negotiate with those 
types of companies on an equal basis.  I have heard nonsense about one-on-one negotiations.  The fact is that 
people do not have a choice.  The Robe River dispute is a good example.  They were driven.  In many cases 
there has been and still is no choice.  That is especially true for new employees who are told to go on to an 
Australian workplace agreement or they will not get the job.  That is the choice they are given.  Why do people 
want to impose that system?  It is because it is about profit.  If the collective power can be broken down, it 
enables the employer to manipulate a situation in which there is a power shift to one side rather than the other.  I 
am not saying - 

Hon Peter Foss:  Not even Tom Helm tried to defend what the unions were doing at Cliffs.   

Hon JON FORD:  I will refer to what that company did.  I was there when people were filmed going to 
meetings outside work, which was blatant intimidation.  I witnessed the “grot squads”, when mine workers were 
taken to the street in front of the school at pick-up time and told to clean up rubbish.  That is an excess by a 
company designed to intimidate people. 

Hon Peter Foss:  What were the unions doing prior to that?  Will you defend what they were doing? 

Hon JON FORD:  When I was in the mining industry, as long as everybody was making a quid, everybody was 
happy.  Industry has now all gone to one side.  There are very wealthy fitters, tradespeople and mine workers, 
but there is only about a quarter of the work force that there used to be, which has a major effect on the 
community.  I will speak about that a little later. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Why did the unions stop mandatory drug testing at Telfer and Alcoa, for argument’s 
sake? 

Hon JON FORD:  There have been arguments regarding mandatory drug testing, partly because of the mistrust 
that exists between workers and the companies, because the companies singled out certain individuals.  People 
have complained to me that they are regularly tested when other people are not. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It is random. 

Hon JON FORD:  People say that it is random.  In some cases it is random, but sometimes it is targeted.  It gets 
back to the value of a union.  If an individual has a dispute or a conflict with a person in power within the 
company who decides to target and intimidate him, he is not able to defend himself.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Rio Tinto and BHP have mandatory drug testing, as you know. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  This is not question and answer time, Hon Bruce Donaldson. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I thought we had reached that time. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He is trying to keep the minister going, because he is flagging. 

Hon JON FORD:  The proposed legislation appears to be designed to lower minimum standards, abolish state 
systems, abolish the national wage case, reduce awards, create a situation in which there is no unfair dismissal 
procedure for small firms, reduce workers’ rights to collective representation by restricting the right-of-entry 
provisions to workplaces to protect workers, increase penalties for industrial action and union organising, 
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promote individual contracts, undermine effective bargaining by limiting industrial action and increase penalties 
for collective action, which is all about shifting power from one side to the other.  

Hon Peter Foss:  It sounds pretty good to me. 

Hon JON FORD:  I will refer to how that has affected the north west in a minute.  The legislation is designed to 
restrict a union’s right to intervene in a workplace on health and safety issues, to stop unions having a right to 
bargain effectively over wages, entitlements, working conditions and increased training.  It also enables 
employers to use guest labour from other industries and other places, which will have the net result of driving 
down wages and conditions.  There will be a more significant push to put more workers on individual contracts 
and the argument is all about maintaining competition and profit margins, but the companies end up focusing on 
cost cutting and sackings instead of training and investment.  The legislation will introduce complex restrictions 
on a union’s right to take industrial action if a boss refuses to deal with legitimate bargaining claims.  Complex 
and costly secret ballots will be required before industrial action can be taken.  Union organisers will face 
complicated barriers before entering workplaces to assist members and delegates who are faced with problems.  
Unions engaged in actions to support members will face significant new fines and penalties and the award 
system will be stripped back to remove penalty rates and other long-established conditions.  The list goes on and 
on.  Again, it is all about shifting power from one side to the other, when we should be striving for a middle 
ground.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is shifting power from the middle to one side. 

Hon JON FORD:  That is right. 

Let us have a look at the general effect on communities in the north west.  When I first went up there in the early 
1980s, there were four-panel shifts, which resulted in a lot of people in a big, vibrant community.  Tom Price had 
four football clubs in its own right, it had a vibrant social life, everybody was making a decent quid, the 
company was making a reasonable profit and it was a good place to be.  In the same community now, over 20 
years later, under the current scheme there are two-panel shifts working 12 hours.  In 2005 people are working 
50 to 60 hours a week and they are not doing it from choice.  They have a view that people are right up their 
backside waiting to take over their job if they complain.  If a person says that the hours of work are 
unreasonable, he is given the choice: like it or lump it, there is always someone else to do the job. 

I met one half of a couple in Paraburdoo during the federal election.  He had been brought up in Paraburdoo 
post-unions and he thought it was normal that he and his partner were on opposing shifts and got to see each 
other on the break between shift changes.  I think they were on a five and four shift. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It does not sound very family friendly. 

Hon JON FORD:  That is the contradiction: it is not about developing a good society; it is about maximising 
profit for a group of people who have no interest in the society in which Western Australians want to live.  It 
puts the balance too far to one side.  In his response on another debate, the Leader of the Opposition asked who 
was calling for this.  Not all of the resource companies are calling for it.  In fact, since I have been dealing with 
the resource sector - I have very close ties with that sector - they hardly ever tell me that industrial relations are 
an issue.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Not to you, perhaps. 

Hon John Fischer:  I agree that 12-hour shifts are terrible, but Ian Taylor was one of the main people 
responsible. 

Hon JON FORD:  That is right.  People on both sides have made mistakes.  I am not sure about Ian Taylor.  I 
have been involved in debates within the Labor Party.  When my office was located in Newman, some people 
there worked 12-hour shifts and also ran the local sporting clubs and belonged to volunteer organisations.  I do 
not know how they did it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Do you think we invented that policy of introducing workplace agreements.  We knew it 
would increase productivity.  We had terrible problems with productivity in Western Australia. 

Hon JON FORD:  This notion about productivity is incorrect.  One of the first things I learnt about the oil and 
gas industry when I went overseas was that it is terribly inefficient.  During debates on productivity in this 
country, we have been told that Australian workers are slothful, they do not work hard enough and their hours of 
work are not long enough.  I went to a facility on the North West Shelf that could be run with 34 technicians.  
Overseas, the same model - it was an off-the-shelf design - had 130 people on board.  It had many specialists.  
These are the super-efficient people overseas!  There is a cultural cringe that somehow Australians need to have 
their backsides hit because unless that happens, they are not motivated enough to produce stuff.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Have you checked the efficiency of the wharves and of container turnaround? 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon Kim Chance:  I have, actually.   

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon JON FORD:  That is right, and whose view is it?   

Hon Dee Margetts:  The working hours of Australians are among the longest in the world.   

Hon JON FORD:  They are too long.  I refer to safety.  Some people argue that unions should not be involved 
in safety issues because they mix industrial issues with safety issues.  That is nonsense.  The two are intertwined.  
Some companies in the north west have an obvious problem with safety.  As a result, the government feels that it 
must intervene to try to do something to improve the safety rate.  Unions have played, and continue to play, a 
valuable role in the area of safety.  Safety is good business.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You are right in that respect.  I am not asking you to admit it, but you would find it hard to 
deny that some unions use safety as an issue to confuse what is really another type of issue altogether.   

Hon JON FORD:  Companies argue about inefficiency, increased productivity and world competitiveness when 
what they are really saying is that this is a way for them to manage their business with the sort of flexibility that 
will increase, minutely, the profit for their shareholders.  Of course, there is nothing wrong with that; however, it 
is a dishonest argument.  Of course companies are set up to provide profits to their shareholders. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Otherwise there would not be any employment, would there?   

Hon JON FORD:  That is right, but it is about balance and equity in moving forward.  Governments should not 
take on a role that places power more on one side than on the other.  It should take Australian society down a 
path that it wants to go.  I do not know anybody who enjoys working long hours.  Some young people want to 
work long hours because they have a short-term goal.  However, once they are past that goal and move into a 
longer-term career and develop relationships that they want to maintain, they do not want to work long hours.  
Deregulation has allowed long working hours to occur.  Further deregulation will allow that situation to 
continue, and will further damage the communities in the north west and will damage more and more people in 
Perth.  It is an abnormal situation.  All governments should assist in designing a society that benefits everybody.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That almost sounds like an argument for fly in, fly out.   

Hon JON FORD:  That is a different and much more complex argument.   

I oppose the amendment.  There is no evidence that the federal industrial relations regime has contributed to the 
resources boom.  The boom would have happened regardless of it.  That regime has completely changed the 
society in the north west, where communities are really struggling.  That is my major concern.  There is no 
evidence to suggest that the Gallop government’s industrial relations legislation is disastrous.  That is absolute 
nonsense.  Western Australia is a great place in which to do business.  People like coming here and doing 
business, especially in the resources sector.  A couple of foreign company investors visited my office yesterday 
and said how good it was to do business in Western Australia.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That’s because you have Australian workplace agreements.  

Hon JON FORD:  It has nothing to do with AWAs.  I oppose the amendment.   

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.35 pm]:  I support the motion 
moved by Hon Louise Pratt.  I will focus my remarks on one element of the proposed changes flagged by the 
federal government.  I will also draw to the attention of the house the diversity of views on whether a centralised, 
single system is in the best interests of Western Australia in particular.  One element of the package of changes 
proposed by the federal government concerns the mechanism by which wage increases will be afforded to low-
income earners.  There has been some debate about whether the federal government is committed to a particular 
model for how those wages are to be set.  An article that appeared as recently as last weekend’s Sunday Times 
indicated that a United Kingdom-type model is back on the federal government’s agenda.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Are you relying on the Sunday Times?   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I am just saying that I noticed an article in that newspaper.  The federal Minister for 
Employment and Workplace Relations went to the UK to look at the British model.  He has indicated that he 
favours the British Low Pay Commission model.  The full-time job of this commission is to monitor increases in 
the minimum wage and to make recommendations to the government.  Some public debate has taken place about 
the federal minister’s interest in that model and his and the government’s views on the existing regime for setting 
minimum wages in Australia through the Industrial Relations Commission, a regime which is more than 100 
years old.  It appears that the Australian Industrial Relations Commission is slightly out of favour with the 
federal government, given some of the remarks attributed to Mr Andrews in particular.  One thing the British 
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model does, which Mr Andrews has said he particularly favours, is examine the current state of the economy.  
That is not an unreasonable thing for a body to consider when setting minimum wages.  The question that arises 
in my mind is whether the federal minister understands his own act.  Under section 90 of the Workplace 
Relations Act 1996, the Australian Industrial Relations Commission is required to take into account the state of 
the economy.  Subsection (1) states -  

In the performance of its functions, the Commission shall take into account the public interest, and for 
that purpose shall have regard to:  

(a) the objects of this Act . . .  

(b) the state of the national economy and the likely effects on the national economy of any award 
or order that the Commission is considering, or is proposing to make, with special reference to 
likely effects on the level of employment and on inflation.  

That is, therefore, a requirement of the current Workplace Relations Act.  It is also true that the Howard 
government has made 18 appointments to the Australian Industrial Relations Commission - that is, the body of 
people appointed by the government to apply that provision of the act.  It is not perhaps right on point, but it is 
interesting to note that of those 18 appointments, one was a woman and two were people with union 
backgrounds.  Some appointments from Western Australia, for example, included Senior Deputy President 
Lloyd, who, among other positions in his previous employment, was the chief executive officer of what was the 
Department of Productivity and Labour Relations in the mid 1990s to 2001; Deputy President Blain, who was an 
adviser to the then Minister for Industrial Relations in Western Australia, Graham Kierath; Deputy President 
McCarthy, who was the industrial relations manager of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia; Commissioner Thatcher, who, during the Court government, was the CEO of DOPLAR; and, of 
course, Senior Deputy President Hamberger, who was an employment advocate for a period.  In addition to those 
appointments, the Howard government has appointed the president of the commission, the vice president, six 
senior deputy presidents, four deputy presidents and six commissioners.  Those are the appointments that have 
been made to the commission.  The commission is required under the provisions of the act to take into account 
the state of the national economy and the likely effects of any decision that the commission might make on the 
economy, with particular reference to the effect it might have on employment and inflation.  That means that in 
the course of conducting hearings on how the commission should make a decision, the commission asks for and 
receives submissions from a range of people representing the disparate views of the parties who appear before it: 
from employers, from representatives of workers through the unions and from representatives of industry, not 
just the broad brush of employer representatives, but from representatives of different industries who have a 
point of view about the impact any increase in wages might have on their sector of the national economy.  That 
material is put before the commission and the commission asks for any additional material it might need.  That is 
the scenario we have now, which leads me to ask: why does the federal government believe it needs to apply 
more economic rigour?  That is the expression that has been attributed to the federal Minister for Employment 
and Workplace Relations, Mr Kevin Andrews.  The federal act requires the Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission to take into account the impact of its decisions on the economy.  The federal government has made 
18 appointments to the commission since 1996.  Why does it believe that the decisions of the commission are 
unsatisfactory?  That is of some concern. 

It is also true that there is a United States version of the model for setting up a separate body to make 
recommendations to the government.  It is worth noting that the United States method, which employs a 
minimum wage reference panel - or independent body, whatever members want to call it - has resulted in low-
paid, minimum-wage workers in the United States living on $5.15 an hour.  It is also true that the federal 
minister, Kevin Andrews, was recently quoted as saying that he believed the current adult minimum wage in 
Australia was about $70 per week too high.  If we took the time to calculate the safety net adjustments that 
would have been made to the basic wage in Australia if the federal government’s submissions to each hearing 
had been accepted by the independent Industrial Relations Commission - comprising people who have been 
appointed to the commission since 1996 and making decisions under an act that requires them to take into 
account the economic implications of its decisions - we would see that low-paid workers in Australia would now 
be earning $45 a week less.   

The federal government has argued its case before the independent commission, which is made up of 
appointments made by the federal government.  The commission has applied the act to its case and the federal 
government does not like the outcome.  That is the only conclusion I can draw about why the federal government 
wants to move to a different model.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is a pattern of behaviour: if you don’t like the outcome, get rid of it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  It would appear that is the case and it is not about the current commission not applying 
economic rigour, which is a requirement of the act.  It is not about the commission perhaps comprising people 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 18 May 2005] 

 p1639b-1647a 
Hon Louise Pratt; Hon Ray Halligan; Hon Jon Ford; President; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [6] 

not of the government’s liking; since 1996, 18 of the appointments have been made by the federal government.  
It can lead only to the conclusion that there is another reason the government wants to go down that path.  
Perhaps that reason is related to the fact that the federal government believes low-paid workers are getting too 
much money.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  It is lucky that Hon Peter Foss’s view on how I reach my conclusions does not matter to 
me.   

The point I was trying to make was that if the act already requires economic rigour to be taken into account and 
if the commission is made up of appointments already made by the federal government, why does the 
government continue to want to make such a drastic change? 

It is also true that the number of people who would be affected by this legislation is quite staggering.  About 
1.6 million Australians rely on awards only; that is, people who are employed in industries and, for a range of 
reasons, no bargaining takes place and they are not employed under enterprise agreements or any other form of 
agreement.  Whether or not that is a consequence of the nature of the industry - there may be a range of reasons 
for that - 1.6 million Australians are on awards only.  It is also worth noting that slightly more than 60 per cent of 
award-only workers are women.  When we are talking about impact, it is important to note the shift away from 
the independent body of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission and just on whom that shift away will 
impact; it will impact significantly on low-paid women in the workforce. 

I will canvass the notion expressed by other people about moving away from the combination of the federal and 
state industrial relations jurisdictions to one centralised model, which is the model that the federal government 
has said it wants to pursue.  I was interested to note that John Roskam, a fellow of the Institute of Public Affairs 
and former head of the Menzies Research Centre Ltd, told a conference in March this year that a federal system 
made up of state and federal jurisdictions, rather than a centralised system, allowed for what he called useful 
industrial relations experimentation.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected.  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Exactly.  He said that some of the key industrial relations changes in recent years were in 
fact started by state governments.  He referred to the changes made under the previous Liberal government in 
Western Australia.  However, he then went on to say that one national system would definitely count against the 
ability to experiment.  He said - and he is right - that under the federal system there is more choice and freedom.  
It enables greater diversity, democracy, stability and supervision of government because, he says, decision 
makers are closest to the subjects of those decisions.  He said it is a stable and failsafe system.  He went on to 
say that the multiple avenues available under the system of federalism are very important.  I hope that is 
something that the federal government will listen to, but it appears that that will not be the case.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Who do you think is pushing for it? 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  A bunch of people are pushing for it.   

What is frightening is that, on the other side of that argument, the federal minister, Kevin Andrews, has been 
quoted as saying that he saw a once-in-a-generation opportunity arising when the Senate make-up changes on 1 
July.  I do not see it as a positive once-in-a-generation opportunity.  Mr Andrews said that the government would 
use its control of the Senate to put in place permanent, politically and economically sustainable industrial 
relations change, rather than laws that would automatically and naturally be rejected if Labor came to power.  He 
wants to put in place a system from which he says there will be no retreat if the government is voted out.  He 
said that his desire is to permanently change the industrial relations landscape in a way that could not be wound 
back.  For the reasons I have already outlined, I think the model that is outlined for the low wages commission is 
frightening.  He is saying that the independent umpire system that is currently in place is not satisfactory.  If he is 
saying that he thinks low-paid workers are currently $70 a week overpaid, and he wants to make permanent 
changes to the outcomes, that is something we should be worried about and do our best to make sure does not 
come to pass.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Would you take this view even if there were a federal Labor government? 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  That there should not be one central system?  Yes, I probably would.  

As I indicated, the federal minister has been quoted as saying that, since March 1996, minimum wages have been 
lifted by about $70 too much.  We are not talking about bucket-loads of money here.  The federal minimum 
wage has increased from $349.40 a week before the election of the Howard government to $467.40 at present.  
That is an increase, over that period, of the massive amount of $118. The current minimum wage is $467.40, and 
if the rate has been increased by $70 too much, as the federal minister seems to think, then that federal minimum 
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wage should be around $397.40 a week, which is about $10.46 an hour.  This is not a lot of money with which to 
raise a family, pay a mortgage and eke out a decent way of living.  

Those are the remarks I wanted to make.  We currently have in place a system that for more than 100 years has 
been an independent umpire, and has sought to test the economic rigour of its decisions.  In fact, it is required to 
do so under the act.  The appointments made since 1996 have been made by governments themselves.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Why would you not commit yourself to saying that you would support a federal system even if 
a Labor federal government was trying to do this? 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  The member can keep worrying about that.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  It would depend entirely upon the circumstances of what is proposed at the time.   

Hon Peter Foss:  So, it is not the principle that matters. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  As a general principle, I would support the federal system, but it depends on the 
circumstances at the time.  In a couple of days, Hon Peter Foss will have a lot of time to think about this.  

Hon Peter Foss:  I will not be thinking about this at all in a couple of days’ time.  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Good, because in a couple of days I will not be thinking about Hon Peter Foss either.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The parliamentary secretary is trying to finalise her remarks.  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Thank you, Mr President.  I will finalise my remarks by saying that I do not think there is 
any valid reason for the federal government to hold the point of view that the current umpire is not carrying out 
its functions properly under the act.  In fact, the federal government has not said that.  If it is the case that the 
federal government can provide no reason to demonstrate that the Industrial Relations Commission has not 
carried out its functions under the act, and if it is the case that the commission is required and for some reason 
the government thinks it should improve the quality of the submissions it puts before the commission, then that 
is what it should do.  The government should not try to put in place a second-rate system that can only have the 
outcome of reducing the wages of low-paid workers; in particular, the 60 per cent of the 1.6 million Australian 
women who work and are paid under the award-only system.  

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [2.57 pm]:  I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for commending this 
motion to the house, although Hon Ray Halligan has sought to amend it by asking that the house acknowledge 
the so-called disastrous approach of the Gallop Labor government to workplace relations.  We all know we are in 
a booming state economy, and that the sentiments expressed in the amendment are not the case.  I do not support 
this amendment because we, as a government, are proud of our record on industrial relations, which has seen 
great improvements for underpaid workers.  That is in contrast to the proposal of the federal government, which 
will undermine the basic living wage for those workers.  

Hon Peter Foss:  The parliamentary secretary supported the idea of a federal system.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Whatever the parliamentary secretary said, the substantive motion is about this state’s 
right to enforce its own statutes.  However, I am speaking to the amendment rather than the substantive motion.  

Hon Peter Foss:  The opposition supports the idea of having a dual system.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I also support the idea of a dual system.  The federal system has served us well.  We do 
not have a single structure that dominates the entire system of workplace relations.  That balance of power 
between state and federal systems provides some internal accountability.  I understand that within the ideological 
battleground of this nation, political parties seek to entrench their philosophical views in both the federal and 
state industrial relations systems.  Therefore, the diverse industrial relations systems provide an internal sense of 
accountability in that no one political party can wipe out the existing industrial relations system according to its 
ideological viewpoint.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You would do it if you had half a chance.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  As would Hon Simon O’Brien.  As a proactive unionist, I would gladly do that.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Which union do you belong to?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am proud to declare that I am a financial member of the Australian Manufacturing 
Workers’ Union.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What have you ever manufactured - apart from this argument?  What work have you 
done? 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am sure the member should not be assisting the speech with this level of 
interjection.  Hon Louise Pratt has the call. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Thank you, Mr President.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It is important to know whom you are speaking on behalf of.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am proud to publicly declare my membership of the Australian Manufacturing 
Workers’ Union.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You have never manufactured anything.  Have you done any work?  Are you Australian?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I most certainly am Australian.  I was born in the mining town of Kalgoorlie. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member might be led off the topic if she responded to interjections.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am indeed speaking to the amendment of Hon Ray Halligan.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am glad the house is in good humour this afternoon. 

A dual industrial relations system exists, and the amendment clearly seeks to put a spin on this particular debate 
by saying that the Liberal philosophy is the primary reason we should be grateful for the commonwealth 
industrial relations system.  That is not the intention of our motion, which is about the historical role and scope 
of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission and which states that our labour relations policies 
offer an alternative to the commonwealth regime.   

I am speaking to the amendment; however, I am unclear about whether there will be any further speakers in this 
debate and about whether I should exercise my right of reply to the motion.  That would enable me to speak 
more broadly on the subject.   

The PRESIDENT:  The member is speaking to the amendment only.  She cannot give a reply to everyone else’s 
speeches at this stage.  The member must confine her comments to the merits or otherwise of the proposed 
amendment and not refer to the original debate.   

Hon Kim Chance:  But you can stand and speak again, I think.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  How long is left before the hour expires?   

The PRESIDENT:  We have until 12 minutes past three.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am enjoying a meandering debate.   

The amendment implies that we have a disastrous approach to workplace relations in this state, which is clearly 
not the case.  We are experiencing less industrial action than was the case under the previous government.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is simply untrue.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No.  Less industrial action occurs under the state system than occurs under the federal 
system.  We have a booming state economy.  We offer greater protection and equity for workers.  The federal 
system -  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am sure the member is grateful for this assistance, but I am not.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The amendment compliments the commonwealth’s industrial relations system, but the 
commonwealth system places at risk the occupational health and safety standards we have established.  The 
commonwealth’s plan to reform unfair dismissal laws will mean that workers in workplaces of fewer than 20 
staff can be sacked without recourse.  That provision does not currently exist in the commonwealth industrial 
relations system, but we know it is an objective of the federal coalition government.  On that basis I am certainly 
not thankful for the commonwealth industrial relations system because -  
Hon Norman Moore:  Why don’t you ask the constituents in the Pilbara - 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  They are the member’s constituents.  My constituents are in the East Metropolitan 
Region. 
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  One at a time.   
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Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Many constituents in my electorate work in the Pilbara on a fly in, fly out basis.  
Indeed, as Hon Kim Chance has pointed out to me, it is quite likely that there are as many people in the East 
Metropolitan Region who work in the mining industry as there are in Hon Norman Moore’s electorate.  That is a 
profound reason for one vote, one value. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Do you live in the East Metropolitan Region, or is it too full of miners for you to live 
there?   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  My address - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We are talking about the amendment, not electoral addresses.   
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Unruly behaviour will cease.  Hon Louise Pratt is trying to focus her comments on 
the question at hand.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I return to the discussion about the commonwealth industrial relations system, which 
we know the federal government plans to reform dramatically once the numbers in the Senate change.  That will 
infringe on Western Australia’s historical role in industrial relations and undermine, as I highlighted, unfair 
dismissal and workplace safety laws, the minimum wage and a range of other entitlements contained in 
numerous awards.  For example, maternity leave could be removed from awards.  I argue very strongly that our 
state industrial relations system is certainly preferable to the commonwealth system.  However, what I like about 
the dual system - this is very much within my perspective as a union activist and someone who places confidence 
in the industrial relations system - is that we have an ideological battleground for these issues.  However, the 
slate is never cleaned, and no single ideological perspective is able to control our industrial relations system and, 
for that matter, drag it too far to the right or to the left. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Would your federal colleagues like to do that?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is basically about the principle of federalism and being a federalist. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No, would your federal colleagues like to have a national system?  We are about to find 
out, aren’t we? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Most certainly, I am a big supporter of the International Labour Organisation and the 
kinds of principles that it advocates within industrial relations. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No, would your federal colleagues like a federal system controlling the whole of 
Australia? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am quite certain that they probably have some views about that, but I have not asked 
them recently. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Perhaps you should.  I think you should understand what the federal Labor Party stands 
for. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Offer an amendment: this house calls on the federal ALP to state its position. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am required to mercifully interrupt the debate. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


