
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 November 2010] 

 p9676b-9678a 
Mr John Quigley; Acting Speaker 

 [1] 

Ministerial Statement Resumed 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [11.53 am]: In responding to the statement just made by the Attorney General, 
I wish to extend my congratulations to him because he has come through for the government again! Whenever 
this government has been under pressure on the real issues that are facing our state—for example, the soaring 
cost of living in Western Australia—as Mr Robert Taylor, the previous political editor of The West Australian, 
noted, it could always be relied upon to switch to the Attorney General’s flank and to run a campaign of massive 
distraction. The Attorney General has done it again; he has come through for the government in this regard. In 
doing so, he has performed one of the most inelegant and largest backflips in recent Western Australian political 
life. He has clothed his backflip in quasi-academic language by stating that prostitution has negative externalities 
and using that sort of language. He really has marked it by deceit, dishonesty and hypocrisy. 

I will now turn to the Liberal Party’s policy before the last state election, which was that a Liberal government 
would have a small number of designated areas in which a regulated system would be tolerated, and even that 
would be done in consultation with and with the agreement of local government representing the interests of the 
local community. The clear promise held out to the community before the election was that the government of 
the day would decide a few delegated areas in which prostitution would be tolerated and that it would not be left 
to local governments to decide. Under the scheme outlined by the Attorney General, it will be up to local 
governments in discretionary use zones to grant permission to operate brothels in those zones, subject to the 
ultimate veto power of the Minister for Planning. What is new? We all know that the Minister for Planning has 
ultimate veto powers on all planning matters in Western Australia. There is nothing new in this scheme. This 
scheme also leaves to local governments, as proposed by the previous Labor government, a system whereby 
local governments would regulate where a brothel will be allowed to go. There is one legislative add-on, and that 
is that it will apparently be in the legislation that no brothel will be permitted within 100 metres of a residential 
area or 200 metres of a protected area—for example, a church or a school. Under the Labor proposal, as we all 
know, the then planning minister, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the former member for Armadale, had proposed a 
planning guideline that would come up with the same end. Now let us measure what the government is 
proposing against what its members said at the time. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The extreme right-wing happy clappers up the back of the chamber are getting extremely 
nervous at the Attorney General’s proposals, because the Liberal Party said that it would not delegate this 
difficult task—that is, the location of brothels—to local government, yet that is exactly what the government is 
now proposing. No wonder the extremists in the back row are getting so hot under the collar. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I notice that some people are particularly happy today. It might signal something that is going 
to happen towards the end of this day. All I want to do in order to keep myself happy is listen to the member for 
Mindarie. I insist that others in this place who do not want to listen to the member might either leave the 
chamber or listen with some respect. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you for your protection, Mr Speaker; I am grateful. 

Members will recall that towards the end of the statement, the Attorney General said that this strict regulatory 
regime in the legislation proposed by the Attorney General will have the effect of limiting the size of the 
prostitution industry in this state. Yet in the second reading speech of the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007, the 
Premier said that the evidence in Europe and in Australia is that if we go down this legislative path of legalising 
brothels, there will be an increase in prostitution. This is the path that the government is now proposing to go 
down, after having tried to kick the guts out of the previous government for proposing what the Attorney General 
is now proposing. In fact, the Minister for Police said that by legitimising and decriminalising brothels, the then 
Attorney General would allow the amount of prostitution that goes on in this state to increase. That is what the 
current Minister for Police said, and that is what is being proposed by the current Attorney General. The Minister 
for Local Government was unequivocal. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.M. Francis), could you protect me from this 
rabble? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Point of order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Rockingham, take a seat; I am on my feet. I will 
hear your point of order when I sit down, if I have not addressed it in advance. Member for Mindarie and all 
members, the Attorney General was heard in relative silence. It is my intention to try to maintain the same 
standard for all speakers on this matter. I ask members to listen to that; I will start calling members. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This statement is couched in quasi-academic terms but wrapped in hypocrisy. The Minister 
for Local Government said unequivocally that he did not want to see any sex trade made legitimate; that was his 
unequivocal statement during his contribution to the second reading debate of the legislation introduced by the 
previous Labor government. Boy, I would like to have been a fly on the wall in the cabinet room when the 
Attorney General walked in with this statement. The Liberal Party’s election promise was that responsibility for 
planning would not be delegated to local government, and that local government would not decide the planning 
issues for where brothels would be located. We have just heard a statement from the Attorney General, detailing 
the role that local government will play, albeit with the Minister for Planning’s traditional and normal power of 
veto, as was proposed by the previous Labor government. In fact, the member for Vasse — 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Mr Acting Speaker, could you please quieten the shrew? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Alfred Cove. I was clear; I am going to call you for the first 
time. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: More than the Bard, Mr Acting Speaker, you were successful in the taming of the shrew! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I think it is unparliamentary to refer to the member for Alfred Cove as “the shrew”. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I will take guidance from the Speaker on that term later. 

Ministerial Statement Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was the member for Vasse—the failed and sacked former Treasurer—who said in his 
contribution to the same second reading debate that that legislation would basically shift the blame from the state 
government to local government, and that if the state government wanted to legislate to legalise brothels in 
Western Australia, it should decide where the brothels go. The proposals announced by the current Attorney 
General have exposed the hypocrisy of the Liberal Party on prostitution law reform. The Liberal Party has a long 
history of hypocrisy on prostitution law reform. Let us go to the reason why this is being undertaken at this 
stage. The Attorney General set out in his statement that in theory, it is unlawful to operate a brothel anywhere in 
Western Australia, but that the very reason that reform is now needed is that there is a wide acceptance that 
prostitution continues to exist in WA and that the present system has neither eradicated prostitution nor dealt 
with its existence in a way that WA citizens, who want quiet enjoyment of their suburbs, would consider 
satisfactory. 

Who was the architect of these failed laws? The Attorney General has given him up—former Premier Richard 
Court. It was a Liberal government that was the architect, and it implemented the scheme that the Attorney 
General now says is a failed scheme that requires overhaul. The hypocrisy involved in the government’s 
approach and its criticisms of the previous government are monstrous. Let us look at what members of the 
current government have said about previous attempts at reform. It is proposed that any person wanting to 
conduct an act of prostitution will have to go to the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor for a licence to 
operate. During the same debate, the honourable Minister for Police—I use the word “honourable” because I am 
required to use it when I am on my feet in this chamber—said, in a dishonourable display of hypocrisy, that the 
previous Labor government took the cheap and easy way out by taking responsibility away from the police and 
giving it to the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor. He said that that department dealt with horse and dog 
racing, and licensing premises such as hotels and shops, and that the previous government wanted to include 
human flesh under its authority; he said that the department would be licensing human flesh! He also said that 
the government would make money out of prostitution and brothels and asked rhetorically: what does that make 
the government? He said that if he were being charitable, he would say that it is a four-letter word that begins 
and ends with “P”; he obviously meant “pimp”. He said that the previous government would make money out of 
women’s misery. 

Instead, the present government made hay in the lead-up to the last election by promising the community one 
approach to prostitution law reform and then coming up with an entirely different approach after coming to 
power. As I said, the statement has been couched in quasi-academic language—which is unsurprising, given the 
nature of the person who drafted it—and clothed in deceit and hypocrisy. Why do I say deceit? For this reason: 
in laws such as those now being proposed, the devil is always to be found in the detail. The devil in the detail 
was exposed in the previous legislation, passed in 2000 by the Court government, which the Attorney General 
refers to as a failed scheme. He promised to bring out a green bill before Christmas so that this house and the 
community, as for the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill, could have a look at the detail and see whether there 
were any problems with the proposals.  
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The Attorney General has failed in his promise to the community and to the Parliament to produce a green paper 
before Christmas so that we could examine the detail. Instead, he has come into Parliament with an urgent, 11-
page statement to fly cover and distraction for the Premier, who is under pressure over his cover-up of the Spratt 
matter and the soaring cost of living in Western Australia, and to switch the debate to this paper, which provides 
no detail at all. It is just a statement of broad principles and, when examined, exposes the hypocrisy of the 
present government. 

When the Labor bill was before the house in 2007, the present Minister for Local Government said that 
organised criminals would not put up their hands to ask for a licence and that the previous government must have 
been joking. I see that the minister is leaving the chamber, or leaving his seat; he does not want to listen! We 
therefore know the Minister for Local Government’s views on the Attorney General’s proposals—that they are 
nothing short of a joke. During the same debate, the member for Vasse said that he was concerned that the bill 
would set up a licensing regime for women’s bodies in the same way that licensing regimes had been set up for 
taxis, real estate agents and many other things. The hypocrisy of this government is laid bare on the floor of the 
Legislative Assembly this morning. 

As I have said, I have been involved in prostitution law reform in one way or another since 1975, when I 
appeared as a young lawyer before the Royal Commission into Matters Surrounding the Administration of the 
Law Relating to Prostitution. In my previous capacity as a barrister for the police union, I defended various 
members of the vice squad against allegations of corruption in enforcing the laws of prostitution. That is the very 
reason why the Commissioner of Police said that he will not have a bar of police enforcing the laws of 
prostitution again because it will expose the police to allegations of corruption. 

The government is now proposing this system. It is widely known that there are single mothers in this state who, 
because of the economic strain that they are currently facing, will turn in desperation to single acts of 
prostitution. These women will now be criminalised and have to display in their home, in front of their children, 
a certificate that they are a licensed prostitute. That has to be on display in their home all the time! Moreover 
should any one of these single mothers have what I describe as an active social life and have more than two or 
three male friends visiting from time to time, these laws leave open a pathway for an aggrieved ex-husband to 
complain to the police that she is actually doing sex acts for remuneration and he could then go and have the 
police ban anyone visiting her house, including her extended family, her friends or her relatives—all on the say-
so of an ex-husband complaining to the police. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, member. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That was pretty sharp on the time.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have only got one paragraph to go, like the Attorney General.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. I will let you finish the sentence. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is a rather long paragraph and it starts with the word “hypocrisy” and it finishes with the 
word “deceit”.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. I was going to give you that luxury, but I think you have just 
used up that time.  
 


