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CANNABIS CONTROL BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.23 am]:  I do not support this Bill.  It is a great concern to me 
that cannabis has a quite devastating impact throughout the community.  These effects are outlined in many 
pieces of literature.  I have had no contact with cannabis from a personal point of view; however, I have seen its 
effect in just about every walk of life: I have seen it in younger people in sporting organisations, and also 
through my involvement in road safety campaigns when I was the responsible minister.   

I was listening to the radio driving in this morning, and a person was speaking about the devastation cannabis 
had brought to his family.  His son had started to use cannabis at the age of 13 years, and when his son reached 
15 and a half years, his father was having great difficulty with any form of communication with him.  He was 
interested in any interventionist methods that could be put in place.  He spoke about the extreme impact of 
cannabis on his family.  Also, Mrs Geraldine Mullins, who has been to my office in Geraldton many times, lost a 
family member, and I have seen first-hand the impact it has had on her and her family.  I have also spoken to a 
couple of my friends who have used cannabis.  They say that in no way do they want to see anybody have access 
to this chemical.  Those statements had a profound impact on me.  One person in particular came through a 
period of drug use as a young man, and now he has a young family himself, he is adamant that in no way in the 
world would he like to see drug use in his family.  I touch on another experience in that one of my best friends 
has cancer of the throat that relates back to the use of this weed, if I can refer to it in that way, in his younger life. 
The Bill provides for a change in the law so that the prohibition on personal cannabis use will incorporate the 
cannabis infringement notice scheme, allowing for the imposition of civil penalties as an alternative to criminal 
prosecution in defined circumstances.  The Government intends that cannabis will remain a prohibited drug 
under the Bill, and cultivation and possession in any quantity will continue to be unlawful.  However, so-called 
minor offences will be subject to civil penalties, not criminal prosecution.  Other clauses will impose new 
constraints on retail outlets selling cannabis smoking paraphernalia, and impose new penalties for the sale of 
hydroponic equipment for the purposes of cultivating a prohibited plant.  The Bill will also reduce from 25 to 10 
the number of plants required for criminal prosecution for intent to sell or supply cannabis to another person.   
A fair amount of discussion has taken place on the National Party’s focus on the legislation.  At a party council 
meeting on 1 April attended by people from all over the State, a final resolution was carried after some debate.  
The feeling in the room was that the use of cannabis had very little acceptance.  It was clearly outlined at that 
meeting that the National Party will oppose the Gallop Government proposal to decriminalise the cultivation and 
use of cannabis, even for personal use.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Didn’t the National Party have a relaxed view on cannabis?   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have outlined the discussion that took place in our council meeting on 1 April 
with regard to the legislation.  I outlined the resolution carried after those discussions.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I refer to before that.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We are talking about the policy from now on.  Certainly, there was a different 
outlook at an earlier stage, and a particular person carried that argument.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Was the policy not in place for a number of years?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have outlined the policy of the party at the present time.   

Cannabis is the most widely used illegal drug in Australia.  In 2001, a National Drug Strategy household survey 
found that one in every three persons had used cannabis at some time in their life, and that 13 per cent of people 
had used in the previous 12 months.  Those figures are pretty stark.  Whether the decriminalisation of cannabis 
use will increase or reduce the aggregate harm associated with cannabis use remains very much an open 
question.  I will touch on that later.  There is clear scientific evidence that cannabis use is associated with the risk 
of significant harm to a user’s mental and physical health and wellbeing.  I have read some of the literature.  I 
found it interesting that breastfeeding mothers are highly likely to pass on to their children the chemicals 
contained in cannabis.  Certain people support this, but say they will have nothing to do with genetically 
modified organisms.  That is an interesting argument.  Those people are saying yes to chemicals that might be 
worse than what is contained in GMOs.  I understand cannabis contains up to 100 chemicals.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Carcinogens.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes.  We do not yet really know about GMOs.  I am comfortable with the idea of 
making sure that we get the GMO argument right.  I do not think anyone argues against that.  However, people 
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need to be consistent in the arguments they use.  Clear outlines and clear thinking across the board would be very 
beneficial.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Do you think they will transplant an alcohol gene in the cannabis plant so that there is 
satisfaction all round?   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I admit that I do not know all the constituent parts of the cannabis plant.  Maybe it 
contains all sorts of different chemicals.  I am often interested in the argument that organic fertilisers are 
somehow safer than manufactured fertilisers.  The chemical reactions are by and large very similar.  I wonder 
what the argument is in that particular case.  The chemical reaction is the final determinant of whether plants 
grow better.   

The arguments for the decriminalisation of cannabis for personal use include that the threat of criminal 
prosecutions does not deter many young people from using cannabis; that a conviction for drug-related offences, 
even minor ones, can have a disproportionate social and economic impact on the individual and can affect 
employment opportunities and the like later in life; and that the prosecution of minor criminal offences is costly 
in terms of both police and court time.  My counter to that is that if people do not go through the process in the 
first place, the Police Force and its resources would not need to be used to overcome the problem.  If the product 
is not around, there would not be an impact on our Police Force.  The arguments against decriminalisation for 
personal use include that sufficient evidence suggests that decriminalisation could result in increased availability 
and use, and that there is clear scientific evidence that cannabis use is associated with a risk of significant harm 
to the user’s mental and physical health and wellbeing.  That issue is particularly pertinent to younger people, as 
the suicide rate is a major issue. 

I spoke earlier about road safety.  I recently put forward a proposal to retrain young drivers to give them an 
opportunity to earn back some demerit points.  At the same time I said that we should go back to the old method 
of getting someone to walk the line if he is not driving in a reasonably responsible way.  That would provide the 
opportunity to conduct a blood test on drivers to determine whether they had been using drugs.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  I think that is a good idea.  I agree with that.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I understand it is used in other countries.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  In Frankfurt, Germany, drug testing is automatically done when a blood alcohol test is 
conducted, and the results are disturbing.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I do not think the blow test detects the presence of drugs.  There is an opportunity 
to instigate at least the elementary test of walking the line.  Perhaps other tests could also be put in place, as well 
as the final blood test.  That would identify whether drugs were causing the driver’s slow reaction times.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Seven times more.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes; that was the discussion on the news this morning.  It was clearly outlined that 
available information indicated that a driver under the influence of drugs was seven times less likely than other 
drivers to respond to hazards.  I think that is within a certain period.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That would require an amendment to the Misuse of Drugs Act rather than the cannabis 
Bill, as its terms are very limited.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am merely outlining the impact of drug use.  Various methods that can be 
enshrined in legislation could help to overcome that.   

As I have said, there is clear scientific evidence that there is risk of significant harm to a user’s mental and 
physical health and wellbeing.  The Western Australian Youth Suicide Advisory Committee has said that if a 
young person smokes cannabis 50 times a year, he will double the chance that he will commit suicide.  The 
committee has also said that 572 young people have committed suicide in Western Australia.  Quite a large 
number of those suicides can be attributed to drugs.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  There have been 15 suicides in the south west since December, and most of them were 
23-year-old males.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That might be drawing a long bow.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Hon Robyn McSweeney referred to 15 suicides in the south west.  It is a large 
number.  The issue of youth suicide in Western Australian regional areas is very serious.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Absolutely, but I think we need to be careful about identifying causative factors.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is exactly right.  I do not think we can say that those suicides are a result of 
smoking cannabis.   
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order, all members will have an opportunity to contribute.  Hon 
Murray Criddle has the call.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am well and truly interested in some of the interjections that suggest we cannot 
blame cannabis use for those suicides.  My point is that any increase in the number of suicides - caused by 
anything - needs to be dealt with.  If the drug is responsible for that, we should not legalise it and thereby add to 
the State’s suicide rate.  That is the point I make.   

The Labor Party’s cannabis Bill will mean that every person is able to cultivate up to two plants in his or her 
home and have 30 grams of cannabis in his or her possession.  Although technically illegal, these offences will 
attract only minor infringement notices or education sessions.  This could well be the beginning of people going 
down the wrong track with regard to drug use.   

The Drug Advisory Council sent me a document relating to some points contained in a Sunday Times article of 7 
October 2001.  These included that, according to Professor Silburn, a member of the Youth Suicide Advisory 
Committee of Western Australia, a youth who smokes cannabis more than 50 times a year, or once a week, could 
double the chances of his committing suicide; that the facts that cannabis is easily available and the existing 
legislation offers little deterrence mean that the present policies are not working; and that of the 572 suicides 
committed by 15 to 24-year-olds in Western Australia, illicit drugs were present in one-third of the males and a 
quarter of the females.  That is a very high percentage.  I return to my earlier point that if those figures are 
correct, there is no justification for our going ahead with the legalisation of marijuana or cannabis.  Professor 
Silburn recommends prevention and early intervention as a means of stopping young people using cannabis and 
committing suicide.  He recommended also that there be more services for young people with clinically 
significant health and substance disorders.  That is one of the issues that was brought up again this morning on 
radio.  An early intervention process needs to be available.   

Another document sent to me from the Drug Advisory Council headed “Research Proves Cannabis is 
Dangerous” states - 

Scientific research is proving that cannabis is dangerous. 

A study of 1600 Australian students aged 14 and 15 confirmed that daily cannabis use was associated 
with a five fold increased risk of depression by age 20.   

The issue of depression seems to be creeping in quite a bit in the general community.  Mental illness or 
depression is certainly a significant issue. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It may well be that it is just diagnosed better than it was 20 years ago.  We do not know.  
It was very much undiagnosed historically.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The interjections from the parliamentary secretary indicate that she is hoping that 
she has got it right in this legislation.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is not true. I just do not like illogical arguments and when you just jump to 
conclusions without any analysis.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The source is cited as the Murdoch Children’s Research Institute of Melbourne.  
The document states also -  

The AMA has warned that people who regularly smoke marijuana are at greater risk of triggering a 
psychosis such as Schizophrenia.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You made the point that there has been an increase in the incidence of mental illness.  
The point I make is that that may well be because it is now diagnosed better than it was 20 or 30 years ago.  It is 
a valid point. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The document states also -  

A seven year study of 2000 Victorian teenagers found that cannabis is strongly associated with 
depression and anxiety in young women.   

They found that women who used cannabis daily were six times more likely to experience depression 
and anxiety than non users.    

There is a clear connection between the two.  It continues -  

The more cannabis used by the women the more depression & anxiety.   

Young boys may be more at risk of psychosis than depression from the use of cannabis.   

The source is cited as Patton, British Medical Journal.   
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Some well-known people have done research on the outcomes of the use of cannabis.  I am sure all members 
have had a host of information given to them, as have I, about the risks involved in the legalisation of this plant.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  We are not legalising it. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  People are using it hand over fist.  I have received a letter headed “Open Letter to 
Upper House Members”.  The letter is from the Western Australian Hydroponics Association and deals with the 
words “reasonably ought to know” in proposed new section 7A to be inserted into the Misuse of Drugs Act.  The 
letter states -  

The hydroponics industry has now received its second legal opinion from a second criminal law firm. 

Both opinions that we have received, to date, confirm the same thing.  That is, “reasonably ought to 
know” has (potentially) too broad an interpretation under law, and could be used against law-abiding 
citizens.  

Legal opinion is included with this correspondence. 

I have a copy of that legal opinion here, if the parliamentary secretary wants it.  The letter continues -  

We believe that the intent of sec 7a is very fair.  That is, a retailer who “knowingly” aids people to 
cultivate a prohibited plant should be subject to criminal liability.  However, the wording of the existing 
proposal (“reasonably ought to know”) could also create legal problems for law-abiding retailers.   

I bring that to the parliamentary secretary’s notice, and I ask her to give due consideration to that when we get to 
the committee stage of the Bill. 

I have outlined the concerns of the National Party.  In the motion that was moved at our party council meeting on 
1 April this year, we were clearly requested to oppose this Bill.  In speaking today, I have clearly done that.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.44 am]:  I look forward to making a contribution to the 
debate on the Cannabis Control Bill.  I call this Bill a thin edge of the wedge Bill, because it is the type of Bill 
that allows for a complete change in public policy.  I believe that by tinkering with the laws controlling the 
smoking of cannabis we will be paving the way for the eventual decriminalisation of cannabis and eventually 
also of other illegal drugs.  These sorts of Bills can eat away at the edges of public policy until such time as 
people start to change their views or accept the outrageous as being the norm, and before we know it people will 
be openly smoking dope at any time without any censorship whatsoever.  I believe that unfortunately the 
Government will allow this to happen in stages.  The first censor will be in the form of a caution and a fine for 
possession of less than 30 grams of cannabis.  However, it will not be long before we are dealing with kilograms 
of cannabis.  This is like the trickle of water in the dyke.  It will soon be a rush of water if the approach taken by 
this Government comes into force.  This legislation will send a strong message to our youth that cannabis 
smoking is tolerated.  It will send a message of approval to our youth and will tell them that the Government has 
gone soft and has thrown in the towel.  The use of this drug will be viewed with the same indifference with 
which most people now view speeding: everyone does it, and if we get caught, we pay the fine; so what?  This 
Bill will send a strong message to society that drug taking is viewed in the same light as speeding.  It will be 
cannabis this year, and heroin in about 2010.  The most disturbing factor of this Bill is that it is yet another piece 
of social legislation that this Government is imposing on the people of Western Australia.  It is another Bill that 
once again will erode the family structure.  Young adults will smoke cannabis with impunity, while their parents 
look on with horror, knowing that a caution and a fine will not stop these young adults from ruining their lives 
and the lives of their families.  It is extremely appropriate that when we view the social destruction that will 
result from the relaxation of these laws we also take a close look at the motion moved by Hon Barbara Scott 
yesterday to establish a ministry for children, because this Bill will certainly cause more work for the 
Department for Community Development.   

We seem to be totally ignoring the host of evidence about the harmful effects of cannabis.  The Victorian Office 
of Road Safety has found that 80 per cent of research participants believe that cannabis has a negative effect on 
driving ability.  The New South Wales data on road traffic deaths for 1995 to 1998 showed that cannabis was 
found to be responsible for 4.3 per cent of driver fatalities.  However, the Western Australian Office of Road 
Safety seems to be unconcerned about the effect of cannabis on road safety.  A study at the East Perth lockup 
found that three out of every four traffic offenders tested positive to drugs, with cannabis being present in 58.3 
per cent of cases.  Surely this says that it is an unacceptable practice for people to take drugs and drive.  
However, in this Bill we are enhancing this prospect.  What we have in this Bill is an invitation for people to 
continue with this dangerous behaviour.  It appears to me that the Government has gone to extraordinary lengths 
to stop drivers drink-driving, but what has it done to stop people driving while under the influence of social 
drugs?  It appears at the moment that nothing specific has been done in this area. 
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On Tuesday, 13 May, the Premier, Geoff Gallop, was asked a question by a member of the public on talkback 
radio.  A lady asked him what measures he would take to get stoned drivers off the road.  He huffed and puffed 
and skirted around the issue, and said that the Government would have to look into it.  Although the Government 
has introduced this legislation, he would still have to look into it.  I find that incredible, because it is quite 
obvious that, based on the Government’s own studies, drivers who are affected by cannabis are on our streets 
and they pass through booze-bus checks undetected.  This Bill will only make the situation worse.  None of the 
measures in the Bill will get drug-affected drivers off the road or compensate for drug-affected drivers.  As I 
have mentioned, Geoff Gallop, the Premier, said in answer to a question on talkback radio very recently that the 
Government will have to look into it.  That tells me that it has not looked into it at all.  When people become a 
crash statistic at the hands of a drug-affected driver, I wonder whether Geoff Gallop and this Government will, 
with the passage of this legislation, stand up and be accountable. 

Cannabis is not a safe drug.  It is a carcinogen, it alters the mind, and in many cases it triggers schizophrenia, 
psychosis and depression.  Cannabis contains over 400 chemicals, most of which are harmful and the effect of 
many of which is unknown.  To ingest cannabis, one smokes it.  Therefore, with the current programs, one must 
ask why the Government is, on the one hand, encouraging people to quit smoking but, on the other hand, 
encouraging them to smoke a harmful substance.  Regardless of what the Government says, the fact is that it is 
encouraging people to smoke a harmful substance.  Once again, the multiple personality disorder of this 
Government is coming forward.  Unfortunately, it has come forward in many ways recently.  The Government is 
spending large amounts of money on advertising to encourage people to buy Western Australian products, but at 
the same time it is advocating the deregulation of business hours, which will merely give more power and attract 
more customers to the major stores, thereby lessening the ability to handle WA products properly.  The 
hypocrisy of this Government knows no bounds whatsoever. 

The risk of developing schizophrenia is six times higher among cannabis smokers than non-consumers, and 
cannabis smoking has been shown to have a close link with youth suicide.  It is known to cause sterility and has 
been linked to birth abnormalities.  It has been found that the incidence of childhood leukemia is 11 times greater 
in children whose mothers smoked cannabis during their pregnancy.  Cannabis causes a loss of motivation, and 
depression.  One must ask why anyone would want to decriminalise this drug.  We continue to hear that it is less 
harmful than alcohol.  Maybe it is; however, I put it to the House that if alcohol were introduced for the first time 
today, we would probably attempt to ban it.  Alcohol is currently entrenched in our society.  Cigarette smoking 
also was entrenched in our society.  Years of antismoking campaigns are starting to have a positive effect on 
society, yet this Government now wishes to introduce another blight; that is, the eventual legalisation of this 
drug. 

Cannabis is not like alcohol and other water-soluble drugs that are eliminated from the body rapidly.  Cannabis 
resides in the fatty tissue and is leached slowly from the body.  What this does to the body over a long period has 
never been properly assessed.  However, it would certainly appear to be influential in causing a lot of harm.  I 
believe it is a correct statistic that smoking cannabis produces three times more tar than does smoking tobacco.  
It is also well documented that by selective breeding, some of the cannabis smoked today can be 10 to 20 times 
more potent than it was in the 1960s and 1970s.  THC or delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol is a psychoactive 
substance; it alters the mind.  People do not know what effect THC will have on them until they try it.  Many 
youth suicides have been precipitated by the use of cannabis.   

Statistics support the widely held view that cannabis is a harmful drug - there is no doubt that the statistics have a 
sound basis - that is robbing our youth of their future.  Myriad statistics support this, yet the Government wishes 
to soften the laws regarding the use of cannabis.  I wonder whether, once this Bill passes through this House, 
Geoff Gallop will visit the victims of cannabis-induced schizophrenia in hospital or whether he will put his feet 
up at home, satisfied that he has presided over a job well done.  At the moment he is certainly presiding over a 
Government that is fiscally irresponsible, has no social conscience and puts the support of the Greens (WA), 
being its coalition partner, before the health of the Western Australian community.  Why would any Government 
want to participate in the destruction of people’s lives?  Surely it is not to make life easier for the police and the 
courts.  It is not our role to make a civil servant’s job easier.  It is our job to protect the health and wellbeing of 
the WA population. 

As I said at the start of this address, this Bill is the thin edge of the wedge; it will precede a raft of small 
measures that will, in time, decriminalise all social drugs.  Once again, the responsibility of the police to enforce 
law and order has been taken away, and that onerous responsibility has been placed on the suppliers of 
hydroponic equipment.  Under this legislation, if anyone sells or supplies this equipment while being aware that 
it may be used for the cultivation of cannabis, that person will commit an offence.  How that will be enforced is 
totally beyond me.  One or two people may be stupid enough to admit that they have engaged in that activity, but 
I doubt it very much.  It will reduce this to a hit-and-miss situation.  People who knowingly sell these articles 
will commit an offence.  Will that clause be extended to a supplier of fertilisers or to the State Energy 
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Commission?  After all, we know that if plants are grown under electric lights, they grow a lot better and faster.  
The lights stimulate the growth of cannabis.  Therefore, will the SEC be held responsible?  That is probably 
drawing a very long bow, but where does one stop with this idiotic legislation?  It is hard to stop shops selling 
cigarettes to children.  How on earth is a retailer supposed to determine what someone intends to do with an 
article that he buys?  An article is banned or it is not.  Beyond that, the retailer should not have any further 
imposition placed on him.  A variety of plants are grown by hydroponic means, so how on earth is Bunnings 
Building Supplies Pty Ltd to determine which implements are for genuine use and which are not?  This is simply 
a clause that takes the police out of the loop and lays the onerous responsibility on Joe Citizen once again.  
Clearly that is not right.  The Government is making laws because it is easier to make a new law than it is to 
enforce the one presently in existence.  One could ask why criminality is restricted to the possession of over 30 
grams of cannabis.  I believe that 30 grams is sufficient to make 30 to 60 cigarettes, which is not a small amount 
by any means.  What about two hydroponically grown plants?  That equates to a potential yield of 600 grams.  I 
would like to know who decided that 30 grams and two plants are to be tolerated, while 40 grams and three 
plants are not.  Is there some scientific evidence that the Government can put forward that suggests that two 
plants and 30 grams are not harmful, while anything more than that is?   

South Australia has decriminalised cannabis.  There has been an explosion of hydroponically grown cannabis in 
that State.  That has resulted in a yield increase of up to one kilogram per plant per harvest, with four harvests 
each year.  This means that two hydroponically grown plants can yield some eight kilograms of cannabis each 
year, which is five times the amount used by a person who smokes the drug daily.  Eight kilograms equates to 
282 ounces of cannabis, with a street value of $84 600 per annum.  One must wonder, and I am sure many 
people will pose the question, why bother to go to work?  A family need only grow two plants a year in a garden 
shed at the risk of a $200 fine.  What a joke!  This legislation is unbelievable.  The Government’s defence is to 
sheet home the responsibility to the hydroponic retailer.  How pathetic is law enforcement in this State if that is 
our method of controlling the unfettered hydroponic cultivation of cannabis?  It is a joke.   

I believe that this legislation has been introduced in an attempt to control organised crime.  The view is that if 
people can grow their own cannabis, organised crime groups will lose some of their power.  However, organised 
crime groups in South Australia have a surplus of cannabis, which it has exported to other States in return for 
harder drugs, which are readily available on the streets of Adelaide.  Is that what we want in Western Australia?  
An article in The West Australian of Wednesday, 12 May outlines the fact versus fiction arguments.  Obviously 
the person who had some influence over this article likes to have a smoke.  One of the common arguments in the 
article states -  

5.  Organised crime cartels will flood the suburbs, recruiting people to grow plants for them.   
The outcome of that argument was that the situation was unlikely.  The article goes on to state - 

There is evidence that this has occurred in South Australia, where people can grow several potent, 
hydroponically grown plants without risking jail.  It will not be worth the time of big players in 
organised crime to recruit people to each grow two non-hydroponic plants.   

However, the figures that have been cited, which are readily available within this State, indicate that the cannabis 
derived from the harvests of two hydroponically grown plants has a street value in the region of $80 000.  I 
suggest that organised crime groups will take a very close look at how they can put their finger in the pie and get 
a return from illegal dealing.  If they do not, they will go to other high-strength, illegal drugs.   

This Government has a fixation with organised crime; that can be seen in many of the media statements it has 
released.  I do not support organised crime, but my main concern with this legislation is the effect it will have on 
the health of cannabis users.  That is where I am coming from.  I believe that if organised crime groups cannot 
supply and sell sufficient cannabis to make their expected profits, they will push other drugs.  It is all the same to 
them, and there is no doubt that the evidence well and truly suggests that the use of what may be considered low-
structured drugs such as cannabis leads many people to try drugs of a heavier variety.  Crime groups will foist 
harder drugs on our youth.   
We may well be concerned that we will have this conversation about legalising heroin when it gets out of 
control.  Throughout this country now people are pushing for injecting rooms and that type of thing.  Rather than 
enforce the laws that are available, Governments tend to make new ones.  It is absolutely ridiculous that this 
legislation shifts the responsibility for the sale of hydroponic gear onto retailers.  People in their right mind 
would know that this part of the legislation will not be able to be adequately policed and, quite frankly, we 
should take a good look at it.  If a law cannot be policed, why on earth make it?  We are already one of the most 
policed States in the country.  By pushing more responsibility onto ordinary citizens such as retailers and so on, 
not only does it makes the Police Force look totally ineffective in the long run, but also it creates the impression 
that the situation is totally out of control and the legislation has no chance of working.   
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The South Australian experience has shown that about half the cautions that are issued by police reach the 
courts, and that has resulted in more, not fewer, convictions.  This legislation will not unclog the court system.  
Because of the way our courts handle most of these crimes, in the end the police will not bother to send the 
people who step outside the guidelines to the courts, where they will merely get whacked over the wrist with a 
wet lettuce leaf.  It is absolutely pathetic that the real issue is being pushed aside for a policy that is acceptable to 
most people but which, in the long run, will not be of any benefit to the community.  After a while, the police 
will not bother to prosecute and there will be rampant cannabis use in our society.  I must ask why the 
Government is intent on foisting this Bill on us.  I doubt it has anything to do with the recommendations of the 
Drug Summit.   

As I mentioned previously, this legislation has everything to do with appeasing the Greens in this Parliament.  
This Government has an agenda, along with the Greens, to destroy the family unit.  We have seen a raft of social 
Bills since this Government came to power.  It has buckled to the Greens because it perceives it needs the 
support of the Greens to hold the balance of power in this House, but we should look at what this Government 
has achieved.  Under the legislation that has been introduced, our young people are encouraged to participate in 
homosexual practices, same-sex couples are encouraged to have children, and marriage and family units are 
considered old fashioned.  It appears that the Government has turned its head away from everything that is 
decent and it appears to be embracing everything that is not, and I put this down to the fact that it is all done to 
try to appease the green movement in this Parliament.  Members should look at the policies espoused by the 
Greens on their federal web site, because some of the things that they advocate are horrifying.  By falling into 
line with the Greens, the Government has exhibited the fact that it has no social conscience; it has presided over 
ever increasing tax hikes, destruction of family law, and now it is encouraging the use of mind-altering drugs 
that will in many cases rob the youth of this country of their future. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Lots of Labor members have the same views.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I guess that is why they so readily go along with the views pushed by the Greens. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Some of them are not being pushed; they are probably leading. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Holding hands is pretty appropriate for most of them. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Unlike your lot in One Nation. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is right. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The honourable member was making some interesting points, but I do not believe 
anyone on this side of the House, regardless of the party, would have been involved in the introduction of the 
social Bills I referred to; I certainly hope not.  I happen to think that quite a few members on the Labor Party side 
were embarrassed about some of the Bills that they were forced to support.  One or two ministers on that side of 
the House did not participate in any of the debates on that legislation, and their absence was an indication that 
they were embarrassed by having to support such destructive and antisocial legislation. 

It is possible to carry on and express outrage about this legislation for a long time, but One Nation does have a 
social conscience, One Nation does believe in the family unit, One Nation does not support the use of social 
drugs, and One Nation believes in a zero tolerance policy to drugs.  I emphasise that One Nation will not support 
this Bill and is totally opposed to the provisions contained in it. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.14 pm]:  This is an interesting piece of legislation.  First, I 
will refer to a few statistics.  A Morgan Gallup poll was recently conducted on whether marijuana should be 
legalised.  This legislation will not legalise marijuana; it merely seeks to change the status of offences resulting 
from marijuana use.  The Morgan Gallup poll conducted a significant survey of marijuana, and it found that 
marijuana should remain illegal.  Yes, that is what happened.  The unfortunate untruth about this whole debate is 
that it is not about the legalisation of marijuana. 

The statistical surveys indicate that the State with the highest support for the legalisation of marijuana is Western 
Australia.  The figure for New South Wales is 28 per cent; Victoria, 33 per cent; Queensland, 30 per cent; South 
Australia, 33 per cent; Western Australia, 39 per cent; and Tasmania, 35 per cent.  This is an interesting issue, 
because these statistics deal with whether marijuana should be legalised.  This legislation seeks to alter the 
prosecution regime concerning marijuana. 

I like Morgan polls because they are usually very thorough, but this particular poll asked only two questions, the 
first of which was whether marijuana should remain illegal, and secondly, whether it should be legalised. 

Hon John Fischer:  They were not very thorough at the last federal election. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No; and they got it wrong with Pauline, too.  The question that was not asked, which 
should have been asked, was whether the use of marijuana should be decriminalised.  That is the nub of the 
issue. 

I was in London in the swinging sixties when a large number of people were using marijuana, purple hearts, 
black bombers and benzadrine.  Most of these were coming out of Vietnam and were being supplied by the 
American Government to the troops in Vietnam.  One of the ways for them to survive was to have an 
amphetamine called a purple heart.  The troops became so stupid under this drug that they were prepared to go 
and attack the Vietcong under any conditions; it did not matter whether they got shot or whatever, but there was 
a good chance that by using the drug, they would end up receiving the American award of the Purple Heart.  At 
the same time, a number of politicians in the British Parliament were using heroin - Profumo and a number of 
others were all known drug addicts.  I do not support that in any way, but I am trying to put forward the notion 
that this is nothing new. 

Hon John Fischer:  I am sure the honourable member would have been eating his mushrooms. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have never imbibed of mushrooms. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Do you think we should have random drug testing of members of Parliament, the same 
as they do in the work force? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Unfortunately, I have been in the work force.  I would much rather work with a guy 
who had used a little bit of dope than a guy who was hung over from the night before after having consumed a 
carton of alcohol. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It catches both drugs. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  This is interesting, but it is fairly random.  Most of the foremen and supervisors 
were never targeted.  I used to go home from Port Hedland with a guy who picked up a carton on the way - he 
was a foreman with the company I was working with - and he would consume that carton that night and come to 
work in the morning absolutely blind.  We had to take directions from him.  It was not an ideal situation.  If we 
want to talk about drugs, why not look at the impacts of alcohol.  Members opposite do not want to deal with it 
because major brewing corporations such as Fosters Brewing Group and Lion Nathan Ltd make a lot of money 
from it.  This issue is about a substance - I will talk about it shortly - that has been used by many nations for 
thousands of years.  Our own indigenous people use a drug called pituri.  The substance I am holding in my hand 
is not pituri; it is spinifex wax, which is one of the components of pituri.  It is not euphoric in any way, shape or 
form, and it actually smells quite nice.  Many nations have used mind-altering drugs for thousands of years, and 
alcohol is one of them.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Does that make it right?  Does that mean that cannabis should not only be continued but 
expanded?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The issue is that the moment a drug becomes illegal, it attracts involvement from 
major crime bodies and pushers.  It creates a forum in which people taking illegal substances can become prey to 
the pushers who say, “Sorry, we don’t have any dope available this evening, how about some of this stuff; just 
inject a little into your vein, and you’ll be fine”.  That leads those people down the classic pathway of becoming 
users of heroin, cocaine etc  

Hon John Fischer:  You’re saying that people will consider those drugs because of their illegality.  
Unfortunately, there will always be some people who succumb to the use of drugs.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  How many members in this place consume alcohol?   

Hon John Fischer:  I certainly do.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  What is the argument?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The argument is that alcohol is legal and is therefore regulated.  People like the Al 
Capone’s of this world do not operate within our system in Western Australia selling liquor as an illegal 
substance.  Those people sell other drugs.  The moment we make something illegal, we enhance the potential for 
involvement with other drugs and other systems.  If substances are legalised and therefore under control, the 
criminal element is eliminated and the pathway to stronger drugs is cut off.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Your argument suggests that we decriminalise or legalise not only marijuana but also 
amphetamines and heroin.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am not saying that we should necessarily legalise drugs such as heroin.  I think they 
are appalling because they are addictive.  However, all drugs are addictive, whether they be tobacco - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Tobacco is the most addictive. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 15 May 2003] 

 p7792b-7805a 
Hon Murray Criddle; Deputy President; Hon John Fischer; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Frank Hough 

 [9] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Or whether they be alcohol or absinth.   

Hon John Fischer:  If I may, Hon Chrissy Sharp just said that smoking was particularly addictive.  I agree with 
her.  On the other hand, I presume you will support legislation to decriminalise it.  

Hon Christine Sharp interjected.   

Hon John Fischer:  I am not sure that marijuana is addictive.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Nicotine is the most addictive of all drugs.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  It may be on the scale of things.  Does that mean that marijuana is not?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I was going to address that shortly, but I will read out the words of a song from the 
film Easy Rider.   

An opposition member:  Are you going to sing it? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will not sing it.   It was called “The Pusher” by Steppenwolf.  The words are as 
follows -   

You know I smoked a lot of grass.   
Oh lord I pumped a lot of pills.   
But I never touched nothing that my spirit could kill.   
You know I’ve seen a lot of people walking around with tombstones in their eyes.   
But the pusher don’t care ah if you live or if you die.  

That is the element I will come back to.  It continues -   

God damn hhm the pusher, god damn, he hei I say the pusher. 
I said god damn god damn the pusherman.   

The essence of that song was not about taking marijuana or drugs.  It reflected the fact that the moment the 
criminal element takes control of drugs, the trouble begins.  Exactly that has occurred in our society.   

Some members must remember the days of prohibition in America - perhaps not.  The prohibition of alcohol 
because it was a drug was a fundamental failure.  The moment it became illegal the criminal element took over 
its distribution.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  You are leading us down a blind alley.  Once this drug is legalised, by your argument, the 
same should apply to many others.  You are being selective in your argument.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Throughout time, humanity has been decisive and selective about what it considers.  I 
will talk about that in a minute.  

We are deliberating on this drug as opposed to others.  However, should we deliberate on pituri, which is readily 
available throughout Australia?   

Hon Ray Halligan:  I never knew it existed until you mentioned it.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Just about every Aboriginal person uses it.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  I’m not Aboriginal, I’m sorry. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Pituri is a very interesting mined-altering drug not dissimilar to cannabis.  I have a list 
of psychoactive plants of which cannabis is one.  Should we chop down all the acacia trees?   

Hon Ray Halligan:  I know you wouldn’t, being a greenie.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Good, we will leave them there and we can all get fairly high on acacia if we want to.  

Hon Norman Moore:  What are you suggesting we should chop down?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  If members opposite want to ban a plant because it is mind-altering or psychoactive, to 
what lengths should we go to control other mind-altering or psychoactive plants?  I will list the plants in 
Australia and other places in the world that can have mind-altering effects.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Nobody is talking about chopping them down.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Does the Leader of the Opposition suggest that legislation should be introduced to 
stop people using acacia, which grows in Australia; amanitas from Siberia; or belladonna from Europe and the 
Middle East?  

Hon Norman Moore:  If it created the same sort of problems as cannabis, we would have to give it some thought.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Exactly.  What about the approach to alcohol?  Rules and regulations apply to the use 
of alcohol.  My point is that as soon as something is made illegal, the criminal element - drug users and pushers - 
develop underground methods of providing it to society.  Members opposite are saying that they will not deal 
with it.  They will not try to control it by introducing legislation to determine how or whether it should be used.  
They prefer to make something illegal in the same way as prostitution was driven underground so that criminal 
elements can run with it.  Unfortunately, that is a narrow, short-sighted view.  Just because something is banned 
does not mean that people cease to become involved with it.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  Is that like banning logging?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is irrelevant. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  You talk about banning things. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Freud said wrap up a piece of steak for long enough, do not let the public see it, and 
people will pay a fortune to view naked steak. 

Hon Frank Hough:  So you shouldn’t ban anything? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No. 

Hon Frank Hough:  So, you’re open to paedophilia and all that, are you? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No.  We are talking about drugs and mind-altering substances.  Where did the member 
get paedophilia from? 

Hon Frank Hough:  You said you shouldn’t ban it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am talking about alcohol and drugs.  If I were to introduce something shortly that 
would most probably kill about 1 500 people a year in Australia, and would pollute the environment 
dramatically, what would Hon Frank Hough do?   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  We’re talking about marijuana. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Frank was not.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order!  When Hon Robin Chapple refers to another member, he 
should use the appropriate title. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I apologise.  Hon Frank Hough introduced an element to the debate that had nothing to 
do with the matter before us.  I was responding.  If I wanted to introduce an item that had been identified would 
kill thousands of people a year, and most likely pollute, should it be banned or controlled?   

Hon Frank Hough:  What is it?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is a motor car. 

Hon Frank Hough:  Are you going to make a motor car?  If you made it, we should ban it!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Motor cars don’t create psychosis.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  They create trauma.  I raised that point only because Hon Frank Hough introduced an 
element outside the debate.   

The Bill seeks to alter the prosecution regime for marijuana.  It relates to control, as opposed to making an 
activity criminal.  When the use of a substance, whether it be alcohol, tobacco or any other drug that people will 
use anyway, becomes a criminal offence, the problem will be moved underground; this provides for the 
involvement of a criminal element.  People are encouraged by the criminal element to use the substance, and the 
pusher makes it inordinately expensive as he wants to make a damned lot of money.  Therefore, people move 
into the criminal element to feed their drug habits. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Will you make amendments to the Bill because it doesn’t go far enough?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have no amendments to make to the Bill in any shape or form.  I merely highlight 
that the Bill is trying to take this activity out of the realm of the pusher and the supplier by allowing individuals 
to grow their own plants.  This moves towards the decriminalisation of the activity, thereby removing the 
connections with people who illegally supply the material and their interest in supplying harder drugs. 

Hon Norman Moore:  If you decriminalised stealing, you would get rid of a lot of the criminality.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We are dealing with Hon Frank Hough’s argument.  

Hon Norman Moore:  You said that decriminalising an activity gets rid of the criminal element in it.  If you 
decriminalise stealing, you would get rid of a lot of the criminal element.  However, nobody’s arguing that way.   
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Absolutely.  There would be a lot of stealing, too.  That is not where I am going, and 
the Leader of the Opposition knows that full well.   

Hon Norman Moore:  That was the logical extension of your argument.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The logical extension of my argument was expressed when I responded to Hon Frank 
Hough.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You said that if you decriminalised the use of marijuana, you would get rid of the 
involvement of the criminal element.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Certainly.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I say that one could decriminalise many criminal offences and get rid of the criminal 
elements, but what sort of society would we have?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I agree with Hon Norman Moore in that regard.  I responded to Hon Frank Hough 
when it was suggested that decriminalising paedophilia would be acceptable and okay.  That is not acceptable to 
our society.  Our society determines how we deal with things.   

I attempted earlier to point out that the Morgan Gallup poll did not address the question of decriminalisation.  I 
would dearly loved to have seen the result if it had done so.  When the yes or no vote is forced in a poll, the 
middle ground, which in many cases deals with rationality, is lost.   

I will not continue with the list of relevant plants, but many psychoactive plants throughout Australia and the 
Pacific Islands can be used either as beverages or by being smoked or chewed.  A huge amount of mystique has 
been built around the words “marijuana”, “resin”, “dope” - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  We’re told on the street that many people already smoke it.  Where is the mystique, if that is 
the case?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We are targeting marijuana when many other drugs should be targeted, if that is the 
objective.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  You’re going down the argument of Hon Frank Hough by bringing in extraneous matters.  
Let’s talk about this Bill.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  They are drugs.  This Bill is basically about drugs - correct?   

Hon Ray Halligan:  What is the title of the Bill?  Cannabis.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We will keep it narrow then, and not deal with the other mind-altering substances.  
Alcohol, tobacco and many other drugs are available for use, yet we focus on this drug. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  That’s the Bill before us.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  Fundamentally, without dealing with the issue properly, the member would 
prefer that cannabis remain totally illegal and that the system be driven underground.  That would be harmful to 
our kids.  If control is introduced into the criminal area, there is no knowing -   

Hon Ray Halligan:  It is at the moment. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Thanks to you - you sat on your hands and did nothing. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  If Hon Robin Chapple directs his comments to the Chair, he will not 
encourage such an interactive dialogue. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I thank you, Madam Deputy President.  My concern about drugs is that we never get 
to the bottom of the issue.  It is a little like the fallacy of an emu sticking its head in the sand.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  Funny - I’ve never seen an emu do that.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I said fallacy. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  Ostrich. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am sorry - an ostrich.   

Unless we start dealing with the problems associated with the expansive use of hard drugs by making sure - 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Marijuana is a hard drug.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I disagree with that view.  Is it a harder drug than alcohol and tobacco?   
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Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I am talking about marijuana.   

Hon Frank Hough:  Has Hon Robin Chapple ever smoked dope?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, in my youth. 

Hon Frank Hough:  Did you go on a lovely little trip?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I cannot actually remember.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  If he cannot remember, he probably did.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have smoked.  I gave up smoking in 1988.  I am not saying it was interesting.  It was 
an issue facing many of the youth in London during the swinging sixties.  A lot of alcohol, marijuana and many 
other mind-altering substances were used.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  A lot of people did not use it.  I was in London at the same time.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  There were quite a few. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  More did not use it than did.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I find that interesting.  I worked on pirate radio stations and in the clubs in London -  

Hon Alan Cadby:  That was the society you were part of.  It was a different society.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, but in those days even our politicians were on hard drugs.  That was common 
knowledge.  I am not saying it is a good thing, but many of the youth took drugs.  It is a draconian step to 
suddenly say it is a problem now and that we should - from the opposition member’s perspective - criminalise 
the use of any mind-altering substance.  We need to control its use and make sure that those elements that seek to 
profit at the expense of our younger people are taken out of the system.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  Do you accept that nothing in this Bill will prevent kids from starting to use drugs?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I accept that there is nothing in the Bill that will prevent people from starting to use 
drugs.  Does anything in any legislation, other than the age requirement, prevent children from getting involved 
in alcohol?   

Hon Alan Cadby:  You are talking about the effect on young people.  I am saying that nothing in this Bill stops 
them experimenting with or growing drugs.  In fact, it will encourage it.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I would much rather that kids made their own determination than have a system the 
illegality of which drives the use of drugs underground and into the control of some of the more nefarious people 
in this State who have been involved in the handling of these substances over a considerable time.  That is the 
key issue.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Are you suggesting that this Bill will take away the criminal element? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No, I do not suggest it will.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  In that case, why pass the Bill?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  This Bill will go some way towards removing the criminal element.  It will not remove 
it entirely.  In my view, the Bill does not go far enough in dealing with those issues.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Would you like to expand on exactly how the Bill will take away at least some of the 
criminal elements?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is fairly simple.  If something - alcohol, drugs or whatever else - is illegal, people 
will want to access it.  To access that illegal material, they will have to go to somebody who is illegal.  That 
becomes very expensive because the criminal element is in charge of the distribution and/or handling of that 
material.  If we go down that track, we encourage youth and others to involve themselves with the criminal 
element.  That in turn makes them more prey to the criminal element, which wants to turn them into addicts so 
that it can continue to make a considerable amount of money at the expense of our youth.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  We have been advised quite strongly that this Bill will not change the situation; that 
marijuana will still be illegal.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is correct.  This Bill will remove some of the draconian provisions that relate to 
the possession of limited amounts of marijuana for personal use.  That will lessen people’s reliance on the 
criminal element for the supply of marijuana because they will be able to do it themselves.  That is a 
fundamental step in removing the criminal element.   
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Hon Frank Hough:  Does Hon Robin Chapple think that if we make the drug harder to get, many people will stop 
using it?  There may be a drop-off in use.  The fringe dwellers would not want to get it because it would be too 
dear.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I do not think that making substances illegal has ever reduced their consumption.  It 
has merely meant that many more people were involved in crime.   

Hon Frank Hough:  You are saying that the ones who want to use the drug are addicted.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No.   

Hon Frank Hough:  If they want to use it, they must be addicted, because otherwise it would cost too much. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Why do people start smoking?   

Hon Frank Hough:  Because they are mad.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I tend to agree with the member!  However, people take things up.  Why do we drink?   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Members, Hon Robin Chapple has the call.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We need to look at the issue of control.  At what age should someone imbibe alcohol, 
marijuana or whatever?  The member is saying that because we make alcohol a non-consumable item until 
someone is -   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I am not talking about alcohol.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The member is saying that kids can have more access to this than adults can.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Marijuana; not alcohol.  Stay on the subject.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am dealing with marijuana.  Why can kids have more access to this than adults can?   

Hon Alan Cadby:  You say that this does not go far enough.  Do you want to do the same with speed, cocaine 
and heroin?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I did not say that, and the member knows full well that I did not say that.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  It is the same argument.  You used the same argument for marijuana as for alcohol.  If you 
take the argument down, you might as well also take it up.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I have not said that.  I said we need to have control -  

Hon Alan Cadby:  You used that as an argument to make alcohol and those sorts of things illegal.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I did not say we should make alcohol illegal.  I never said that.  I said that we utilise 
alcohol.  It is a mind-altering substance.  Why should marijuana, which has half the deleterious effect that 
alcohol has, be more controlled than alcohol?   

Hon Alan Cadby:  I am taking you to the next step, which would be that maybe cocaine -   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Cocaine has immense deleterious effects.  We need to establish the value of each 
commodity that someone might wish to use over time.  That might be a plant.  It might be acacia.  

Hon John Fischer:  I know this is Australian Labor Party legislation.  Is it not Greens policy to make the use of 
marijuana totally legal?  Is that your policy?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Our policy is to decriminalise - not legalise - the use of marijuana.  That is where I 
come back to the debate about criminalising something or making it illegal.  One of the things I was talking 
about earlier was the many indigenous nations and peoples, the shamans and others, who for many years have 
used euphoric substances.  We use alcohol.  The Hopi Indians have used other substances.  Our indigenous 
people have used pituri.  It is a bit of a nonsense that we establish rules for something that we find commercially 
acceptable and at the same time we want to ensure that other substances are not made available.  In most of these 
cases we should evaluate the impact of all substances - tobacco, alcohol and other substances - and determine 
whether they are in the best interests of society.  My fundamental concern is the reason for this massive push on 
marijuana.  I suggest that the manufacture of speed and illegal amphetamines is tremendously dangerous.  We 
should be targeting our controls on those substances.  Cannabis is a plant that, along with many other plants, has 
been used since the dawn of time to put people into a euphoric state.  We do not allow absinthe to come into this 
country.  The reason is that it has an alcohol content of the highest extreme.  It is banned in most of Europe and 
is available only in Switzerland.  We need to develop controls for mind-altering substances, not drive those 
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substances underground and thereby give the criminal elements of our society an avenue to make money and 
corrupt our kids.   

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [12.51 pm]:  When I was fossicking through the Cannabis Control Bill 
last night, I asked myself three questions.  I am not a doctor or medical practitioner and I do not know about 
mind-altering substances and what they do, but I was very lucky that I was able to answer those three questions 
myself, and I think I got the right answers.  The first question was: who introduced the Cannabis Control Bill?  
The answer was: it is another Labor Party controversial Bill with the Greens sitting in the engine room helping it.  
The second question was: will this Bill be beneficial to Western Australia?  The answer was simple: no.  It will 
benefit only the dopes who use the substance and offer them a softer landing while they are using it.  The third 
question was: are Snow White and the seven dwarfs still around or are they a myth?  I have found out from my 
constituents - they are usually right - that five of the seven dwarfs are still around.  They told me that Happy and 
Sneezy have gone, but five of the dwarfs are in the Chamber with us: Doc, Dopey, Grumpy, Bashful and Sleepy.  
There are five dwarfs in this Chamber driving the Labor Party on this Bill!   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Which one is Sleepy? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Sleepy is Hon Robin Chapple.  Doc is an easy one to answer.  Bashful is Hon Giz 
Watson.  Dopey is Hon Dee Margetts.  Is there any question about that?  Grumpy would have to be Hon Jim 
Scott.  When I read this, I thought my constituents are right; I cannot wait to see the dwarfs today.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  There is Snow White!  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and I have spoken about a movie that we both think is rather 
good.  We both had a big laugh about it.  The movie is a favourite of mine and is called Dumb and Dumber.  We 
have dumb and dumber in this Chamber - the Labor Party and the Greens (WA).  That covers them very well.   

I will go back a bit.  Why is marijuana called dope?  I was asked, I think last month, whether I have ever used 
marijuana, and my answer was yes, I have.  I thought it was better to tell the truth and say I have used marijuana, 
rather than be like a lot of people who are caught out telling a lie by saying they have not used marijuana.  
Therefore, I was quite honest.  I was 18 or 19 years of age at the time.  I was sitting in a car in a car park with a 
very prominent artist - he resides in Fremantle and was a singer in a band - and his girlfriend, who later became 
his wife.  They asked me whether I wanted some marijuana.  I asked what is it, and they replied that it is just a 
pleasant little smoke.  I used to smoke cigarettes so I asked them to give me this pleasant little smoke, because I 
was a dope.  It was like a cannon going off in my head, and it just about blew my head off.  I did not need to 
walk back into the dance; I just floated through the window!  In later life I gave up smoking.  It was on 28 May 
1966, just after I got married.  Marijuana is an addictive drug.  There is no question about that.  However, so are 
cigarettes.  If cigarettes are not addictive, why do not several members in this Chamber give up smoking?  It is 
because they need that nicotine boost.  I used to smoke 30 to 60 cigarettes a day.  I remember when I gave up 
smoking.  It was on the fourth or fifth day of my marriage, and I shot into the dunny and lit up a smoke - hiding 
from my wife!  That was pathetic - a grown married man hiding from his wife, smoking one of these dreadful 
sticks!  I walked out of the dunny into the kitchen with a big smoke cloud following me, and as I was brushing it 
away my wife, Jan, said I was pathetic because I had been smoking.  I said that I just needed that boost.  This is 
what it is all about.   

There is no doubt that smokers find it very hard to get the nicotine out of their system.  However, ultimately I 
gave up smoking, and I have never looked back.  I regretted ever taking up smoking.  I started smoking when I 
was 13 or 14 and some silly fool gave me a smoke at school.  This is what happens.  I believe it happens earlier 
in the piece with marijuana..  The kids sit down and they all have a bit of a puff, it sends them on a high and they 
think it is great.  The peer pressure then keeps them going, and all of a sudden it gets to the stage at which they 
cannot give it up.  This morning I was listening to Paul Murray on radio, and a lady called Margaret, who lives in 
the northern suburbs, rang to say that 18 months ago her daughter was murdered by a marijuana smoker.  He is 
currently in the nuthouse, and he was institutionalised because he is insane.  She said that his brain has been 
altered so much that he is incapable of knowing what he is doing.  People say that marijuana is a drug that does 
not make people do anything aggressive!  He murdered this woman’s daughter, and he is now in the nuthouse!  I 
do not know what marijuana does to alter the brain.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 7828.] 
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