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Mr T. Buswell:  You�ve filled us with confidence. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The cynicism of those opposite and the irresponsibility of the Leader of the Opposition 
never cease to amaze me. 

SCHOOL BUSES - SEATBELT FUNDING 

541. Mr P.B. WATSON to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure: 
Will the federal government�s seatbelts on school buses funding plan offer anything to Western Australia? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question, but I regret to inform the house alas, no.  In common with most Howard 
government funding initiatives - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  - these have been designed exclusively for eastern states constituencies.  It is a 
$40 million plan, but unfortunately Western Australia will be ineligible to participate for the reason that the 
Western Australian government has led the rest of the country and decided that it will actually fund the 
installation of seatbelts on school buses.  It is a strange situation. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Roe! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The state government has been acknowledged by the federal government as a 
leader in the field, and yet the federal government has structured its funding arrangement in a way that precludes 
Western Australia from participation.   

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Murray! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  This is because of the commonwealth government�s dysfunctional relationship 
with state governments.  It has decided it will avoid state governments and give the money directly to school bus 
contractors.  Of course, in Western Australia, the state government has agreed to provide capital funding for the 
placement of seatbelts in new school buses and will also directly fund the retro-fitting of older buses.  Neither 
expenditure is eligible for this particular fund.  This is yet another circumstance in which Western Australia, the 
biggest contributor to the national economy, is being discriminated against, in this case because the Western 
Australian government is the most innovative state government in the nation. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Unfortunately, I have to call the members for Roe and Murray to order for the first 
time.  Their capacity to try to talk down a minister is certainly unparliamentary. 

COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE - APPOINTMENT 

542. Ms S.E. WALKER to the Premier: 
(1) Will the Premier confirm that the selection committee�s preferred applicant for the position of 

Commissioner for Children and Young People was unacceptable to the government? 

(2) If so, why? 

(3) Who will be appointed to the position of Commissioner for Children and Young People and when; what 
are his or her qualifications; and will they be less than those of the preferred candidate? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER replied: 
(1)-(3) I thank the member for Nedlands for the question.  It would be totally inappropriate for me, in advance 

of the appointment being made, to make pronouncements about various applicants, and I do not intend 
to do so. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  No, I am not.  It does not surprise me to get this sort of question.  It is unfortunate that 
opposition members have no concept of proper process.  

PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
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Clause 1:  Short title - 
Debate was interrupted after the amendment moved by Ms S.E. Walker had been partly considered. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Before the suspension for question time, I stood to speak in support of the member for 
Nedlands� amendment.  Today members are full of euphemisms; we are not calling something by its true name.  
In this case, we are dealing with the Prostitution Amendment Bill.  We must detail what is in the bill.  By not 
stating in the title of the bill what is in it, and by implying that we are amending the Prostitution Act 2000, we 
are not saying it as it is.  As I said before question time, particularly to the female members on the other side, the 
name of the bill implies to the community that this bill makes only a minor change to the Prostitution Act.  This 
is a major change.  We have been going one way under the Prostitution Act but we are now doing a 180 degree 
turn to face in the opposite direction.  People who read the title of this bill will not think that we have done much 
to the act.  They will think that we have made only a minor change and just tinkered around the edges.  We are 
not just tinkering around the edges; this legislation is a significant change to the Prostitution Act.  We will have 
nothing like the original Prostitution Act 2000.  This legislation is about the decriminalisation of brothels, and 
that is what the bill should reflect.  If it does not reflect that, it will allow female members opposite, in particular, 
to say to themselves when they go to bed at night that it is just a minor change rather than a major change.  
However, if we are to say what it is, we must say it is the decriminalisation of brothels.  The bill repeals sections 
190 and 191 of the Criminal Code.  It is making prostitution okay.   

What are the implications of that for the community and for children?  What message does that send to children?  
It amazes me that on all other issues concerning women, the female members on the other side are enthusiastic 
crusaders for equal opportunity and anti-discrimination laws and are against the oppression and perceived 
oppression of women.  They are the first to get to their feet on those matters.  However, they are quiet on the 
Prostitution Amendment Bill because the bill does not say it as it is; that is, this is about the decriminalisation of 
brothels and the degradation of women. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Nedlands� amendment would make the title: Prostitution (including 
the Decriminalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services of Young People) Amendment Act 2007.  
The Attorney General said that a lot of nonsense was spoken yesterday.  I will quote a document prepared by 
Mary Sullivan from the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Your predecessor in the chair, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), was reasonably firm 
with members and kept them relevant to the amendment that we are debating.  I ask that you follow a similar 
course.  This is not an opportunity for members to have a second go at the second reading debate.  I ask the Chair 
to remind members of the need to remain relevant to the amendment that is actually before the chair.  I believe 
that the member is now addressing a matter that is not before the chair. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I was talking about the decriminalisation of brothels.  I was about to show how - the 
Attorney General did not even give me a chance - this bill will decriminalise and commercialise sexual services.  
What has happened in Victoria proves this.  I hope that the Chair will give me the opportunity to speak to this 
amendment because the comments of the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women are very relevant to this 
amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I thank the member for Alfred Cove and the Attorney General for their assistance.  I 
did not have the privilege of being involved in the debate just prior to the break.  I acknowledge that the member 
for Alfred Cove is talking to an amendment to the name of the bill.  That gives the member a certain amount of 
latitude to speak about the relevance of the name of the bill.  The point that the Attorney General has made, and 
the point I make to the member, is it does not give members an opportunity to plough up a matter that may have 
some remote relevance to the clause.  Therefore, I will be listening very intently henceforth to ensure that the 
member remains within the bounds of the discussion. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The amendment refers to commercial sexual services.  That is why I was quoting from 
the document, which states - 

The Victorian Government regards brothel and escort prostitution as �sexual services� and allows 
women and girls to be treated as common commodities to be bought and sold like any other marketable 
product in the capitalist marketplace.  Pimps and brothel owners, now �respectable� business 
entrepreneurs, are free to promote prostitution as a professional career and as a profitable business 
enterprise. 

That is why I agree with the word �commercial� being inserted into the title.  The Victorian experience tells us 
that once prostitution is decriminalised, it becomes a respectable commercial business.  The document further 
states - 
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. . . the Victorian Government adopted a harm minimisation approach to tackle the social problems . . .  
However, in every category, legalisation - 

Which is decriminalisation - 

has exacerbated these harms and produced many of its own making. 

Again I refer to the member for Nedlands� amendment, which is to include the words �(including the 
Decriminalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services of Young People)�.  The Coalition Against 
Trafficking in Women says that the consequences of the legalisation of brothels, which is decriminalisation -  

include the encroachment of prostitution on public life, its integration into the State tourism industry 
and the growing role of Australian financial institutions in supporting the industry. 

The member for Nedlands� amendment talks about decriminalisation.  The CAT says that sex exploiters 
indiscriminately traffic women for commercial sexual exploitation into both legal and illegal brothels.  The 
member for Nedlands� amendment refers to commercial sexual services.  That is just what the coalition has said.  
I do not know whether the member has worked with this group, but it is a very good amendment.  That is what 
happened in Victoria.  The member does not refer to this issue in her amendment, but CAT also says that the 
sexual exploitation of children continues.  The member�s amendment seeks to insert the words �(including the 
Decriminalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services of Young People)�.  I said earlier that I believe 
that the amendment also needs to refer to the abuse of women.  In the legal brothels and escort agencies in 
Victoria, women continue to be raped and traumatised and violence is entrenched in everyday work practices and 
the work environment, and this results in ongoing physical and mental harm for women who must accept that in 
a legal system, such violence has been normalised as just part of the job.  That is what this decriminalisation of 
brothels legislation will mean.  It will mean that harm and violence will be accepted. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I think the Attorney General probably sees this amendment to the short title more as a 
long title. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is getting longer. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is becoming that way; it is getting longer by the minute.  I appreciate and support the 
intent of the amendment, but we need to draw attention to the words that have been used.  The first word I draw 
attention to is �decriminalisation�.  It is another euphemism.  We should be using the term �legalisation�.  We 
are talking about the legalisation of brothels.  I have been playing with the word �decriminalisation� in my mind.  
It is a softening up of what we are doing; we are legalising something that was previously illegal.  
Decriminalisation is a softer way of dealing with it.  When we do not want to draw total attention to what we are 
doing these days, we use the word decriminalisation.  I think the amendment should read �including the 
legalisation of brothels and commercial sexual services� because that is what it is doing.  I do not think the 
amendment should include the words �young people� because this refers to people of all ages.  Some people 
have referred to the physical abuse of prostitutes of any age, be they young or old.  I am not sure what the 
definition of �young people� is.  I always think of young people as under the age of 18.  I give the Attorney 
General his due; this bill deals strongly with child prostitution.  It is illegal.  I think the reference to young people 
takes away from what we are trying to say. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We both regard ourselves as young. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I always think of myself as 26, and I know that is not true, but it was a great age so I 
would like to stay 26! 

To be accurate, the amendment could possibly insert the words �including the legalisation of brothels and 
commercial sexual services�.  Then it would strongly say what this bill seeks to do.  However, having said that, 
and being somewhat critical of the words that have been used, I still think the amended title is better than the 
plain �Prostitution Amendment Act� and I will support the amendment. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  I cannot agree with this amendment.  This is a clear example of members amending 
legislation on the run and trying to make a game of it.  Including a reference to young people in the short title 
contradicts what this legislation is trying to achieve.  It encompasses prostitution.  Prostitution is engaged in by 
both sexes and by people of many ages.  This government did not intend to confine the bill to a small section of 
the population and therefore the amendment cannot be agreed to. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is good to have a blue bill and it is something that we should use more often in 
this place because it makes it easier for members to follow the legislation.  The argument of the Attorney 
General and other government members is that this is a whole new proposition, but we are amending a previous 
bill, which was a reform bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That has changed.  It is the Prostitution Act 2000. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What was the prostitution reform act of 2000? 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is what the title of the act will be when we have finished. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, it cannot be an act of 2000. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The date of the original act is kept even though the title will change. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Okay, and that gets back to my original point.  This is going back to a process that 
the Attorney General has been arguing has failed.  I cannot disagree that the bill will heavily formalise brothels.  
It will put a range of people into a formalised process in which brothels will be businesses.  I fully agree with the 
comments of the member for Churchlands.  Without trying to get on the Attorney General�s nerves, this bill is 
about legalising something.  Brothels have been operating illegally in this state for countless decades, but 
prostitution has not been illegal. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  And living off the immoral earnings of a prostitute has been illegal. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, and running a house of ill repute.  In the television program Rumpole of the 
Bailey some years ago, did he not try to sue the state because it was living off the earnings of prostitutes?  Was 
that not the subject of one of the episodes in that series?  I remember watching it. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It could have been; I am not sure. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Rumpole said that because the state earned money off prostitutes, it was breaking 
the law.  All that aside, that is what we are doing.  Let us be clear about the definition.  We are saying that after 
the passage of this bill, the state will be able to run a sex service.  Is that what the Attorney General�s description 
is? 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I usually put the word �centre� at the end of that phrase.  However, the state will be 
able to run a sex service, and it will be a legalised small business.  That is what it will be, will it not - a legalised 
small business? 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is correct; it could be franchised and it could be listed on the Australian Stock 
Exchange.  Nevertheless, that is what the Attorney General is doing.  He is struggling in the debate with us.  
From reading the information that all members have received, I understand that he will be moving prostitution 
away from brothels and into the suburbs, because regulated businesses cannot compete with unregulated 
businesses.  I think there are a few economists in this chamber who know that that is the case.  However, I argue 
that the Attorney General is talking about a legalised process.  When I listen to talkback radio - not that I think 
we should take a view of the whole world according to talkback radio - I find that people either know that 
prostitution is not illegal or think that prostitution is not illegal.  That is not what this bill is about.  The bill is 
about legalising a core process in the sex industry. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Page 41 of the Prostitution Amendment Bill refers to amendments to the Criminal Code.  
Clause 31 states -  

(1) The amendments in this section are to The Criminal Code. 
(2) Section 190 is repealed. 
(3) Section 191 is repealed. 

I want people to read this bill and know that something that was criminal will no longer be criminal.  In fact, 
when I read the amendment again, I found that a few words were missing.  It should refer to the 
decriminalisation of brothels, living off commercial sexual services, and, as the member for Alfred Cove said, 
the abuse of young people, pursuant to section 190 and 191 of the code.  That is what this is about.  Something 
that was criminal will no longer be criminal.  That is important for the people of Western Australia.  When 
cannabis was decriminalised, the legislation was entitled the Cannabis Control Bill.  It was not called the 
�Decriminalisation of Cannabis Bill�, because that would not give the government any political points.  I refer to 
a book entitled Making Sex Work: a failed experiment with legalised prostitution by Mary Lucille Sullivan.  This 
comes back to the short title, and specifically the decriminalisation of the industry in Victoria, and the way 
people went about softening up this process with words.  On page 149, under the heading �Women as tradeable 
commodities�, the book states -  

Legislation does not alter the reality that the Daily Planet�s business -  

I think the Daily Planet was the first company to be floated on the stock exchange -  
is marketing and selling women for men�s sexual gratification and for profits.  The brothel�s owner, the 
directors of the company, and those who invest in its stock, treat women as tradeable commodities.   
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The author then refers to the use of terms in the company�s website, which states -  

[T]he Daily Planet is . . . Melbourne�s only six-star hotel allowing sexual services on site.  And like a 
six-star hotel, the Daily Planet is proud to maintain the highest standards of hygiene, safety, and 
customer service and customer satisfaction . . .  

The author writes, in response to this -  

This use of such terms as profits and customer service delivery, or, in turn investment in the hospitality 
industry, obscures the fundamental nature of the Daily Planet and makes the sexual exploitation and 
abuse experienced by women in prostitution disappear. 

I do not want the fact that this Labor government is decriminalising something to disappear.  I have a lot of 
respect for the members for Churchlands and Avon, but talking about legalising something is like softening it up 
and making it disappear.  This bill will repeal two critical sections of the Criminal Code.  The first makes 
operating a brothel a criminal offence, and the second prohibits living off commercial earnings through the 
sexual use and abuse of young people.  I put the words �young people� in the amendment, because they are most 
vulnerable.  Like the member for Alfred Cove said, they are often homeless or addicted to drugs and swept into 
prostitution.  This book talks about how, when prostitution was legalised, the operators of brothels went about 
working out how to get people in, not how they can get them out.  That is important.  Another reason I think the 
way people use words is important relates to a company called Eros in Melbourne, which runs a prostitution 
industry trade show called Sexpo.  The government makes money out of it.  Page 171 of this book states -  

Despite Eros� readiness to employ contemporary marketing strategies to sell prostitution, its organisers 
do work �to soften the image� . . .   

I have not got time to read any further, but it talks about the terms that are used.  I want the public to know that 
we are decriminalising criminal acts. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This amendment, as the member for Nedlands has said, includes the words �(including 
the Decriminalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services of Young People)�.  I wonder whether the 
words should be �including the decriminalisation of brothels leading to an increase in the availability of 
commercial sexual services from young people�. The website of the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women 
states -  

From 1984 . . . to 2004, the number of licensed �sexual services providers� increased from 40 to 184 . . . 
these figures do not include the growth in illegal prostitution, estimated to be four to five times the size 
of the regulated sector. 

That is why I am wondering whether this amendment should show how this decriminalisation will lead to an 
increase.  Referring to Victoria, the website states -  

Legalisation has created an ever-increasing �lawful� supply of women for men�s use, a commodity 
which sex entrepreneurs heavily market to the male consumer. 

We are trying to talk about what this bill will do, and it will lead to an increase.  The website continues -  

Under Victoria�s legalisation regime the number of women involved in the industry has risen from 
3,000-4,000 two decades ago for the industry as whole - legal and illegal brothels, escort agencies, 
private workers and street prostitution - to around 4,500 women in the legal sector alone. There are no 
estimates of the numbers of women exploited in the massively expanded illegal sector. 

The member for Nedlands is attempting, with this amendment, to ensure that the community realises what this 
bill is all about.  It is not about prostitution reform.  It will actually lead to an increase in the number of women 
being attracted by these pimps into the industry, and being abused in the industry.  We know from what has 
happened in Victoria that it will lead to an increase in the trafficking of women from other countries.  The other 
issue that is not referred to in the amendment is who is getting what from this.  The Coalition Against 
Trafficking in Women website states -  

The Victorian Government undoubtedly benefits both directly and indirectly from the State�s thriving 
prostitution trade - through taxation, through brothel licensing fees, which increased by some 400 per 
cent between 2003 and 2004, and through sex tourism. 

That is why I believe the title should include the words �Labor Party� and should reveal what the government is 
getting from this.  Is the government looking to get something from taxes on the brothels, or is it something more 
sinister?  We know from the Victorian experience that brothels and drug cartels go hand in hand.  As I have 
mentioned before, these prostitutes have told me that, when the now legalised brothels in Victoria were 
decriminalised, the drug dealers walked into the brothels and asked the women what drugs they wanted.  It is a 
menu for them; just as we might use a menu to order from a restaurant, they were asked what drugs they would 
like.  This legislation will cause an increase in drug use among women.  This is all about women; this is a 
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women�s issue.  I support the wording proposed by the member for Nedlands.  It does not go all the way in 
stating what this bill is all about, but it is certainly a much stronger indication than the current short title of what 
this bill will lead to.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I have expressed my support for the concept of the amendment proposed by the member for 
Nedlands.  However, having listened to a couple of the concerns raised by the members for Churchlands and 
Kingsley, I suggest to the member for Nedlands that, instead of using the word �decriminalisation�, we use the 
word �legalisation�.  To address the concerns of the member for Kingsley about narrowing the legislation down 
to young people, we should also drop the words �of Young People�.  Therefore, the amendment would read -  

(including the Legalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services).   

I wonder whether the member for Nedlands would accept that.  It would still have the content, and it would still 
have the sentiment.  �Legalisation� is a little stronger, if anything.  As to the narrow nature of saying it is just 
young people, we know that perhaps it is not just young people.  What is the definition of a young person?  To 
overcome those small concerns, maybe the member for Nedlands would accept some minor changes to the 
amendment. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Roe has just asked the member for Nedlands to consider some 
changes.  I think another thing is possibly missing from the short title.  However, I will support the amendment 
to the short title as it stands.  Nevertheless, I point out that the short title, as amended, would read -  

Prostitution (including the Decriminalisation of Brothels and Commercial Sexual Services of Young 
People) Amendment Act 2007 

I wonder whether the member for Nedlands has also thought about including the words �and Increased Sexual 
Slavery of Women�.  Again, the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women, Australia states - 

Convictions for sexual slavery within Victoria have all involved legal brothels. . . . Detective Senior 
Sergeant Ivan McKinney, from the Asian Squad of the Victorian Police, provided evidence of the slave-
like conditions in which these women were kept -  

These are women who had been trafficked into Australia - 

to the Australian Crime Commission inquiry on sex trafficking.  The women, after having had their 
passports confiscated, were indentured to pay off debts of between A$35,000 - A$40,000.  This meant 
servicing 500 buyers, working six to seven days a week.  They were imprisoned in the upstairs rooms of 
a hotel in squalid conditions, windows barred and shuttered from outside view . . .  

If we are really looking at the short title of this bill, we should be considering all the things that this bill is going 
to do.  It is going to lead to an increase in the sexual slavery of women, because we know from police evidence 
that when the brothels were legalised and decriminalised in Victoria, there was an increase in the number of 
women from Asian and other countries being trafficked into Australia.  The detective senior sergeant then talked 
about the conditions under which these women were kept. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  My point of order concerns the relevance of the comments to the amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  I thank the Attorney General.  I take that on board.  I ask that 
the member round off her comments very concisely so that we can move on and debate this amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  As members were putting to the member for 
Nedlands options for consideration for the new short title, I wanted to make the member for Nedlands aware that 
at the moment the short title does not consider the issue of the trafficking of women and the slavery of women, 
which is what this bill will do.  That is why I totally oppose and will not support this bill.  I believe that the 
community has a right to know what this bill will do and what it will lead to in terms of brothels.  Probably every 
local community and every local suburb will have one of these brothels, into which women will be trafficked and 
then abused. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
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Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

 

            

Pair 

 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Clause 2 concerns the commencement of the act, and it indicates that sections 1 and 2 of 
the act will commence operation at a different time from the rest of the act, or, indeed, there may be several other 
dates on which parts of the act will come into operation.  It seems to me, as I look through this legislation, that it 
may well be somewhat confusing to have it rolled out in dribs and drabs.  I want the Attorney General to tell me 
why he has set up the bill in this way. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Excuse me, members.  The member for Churchlands is on her feet.  There appear to 
be a few conversations happening.  I ask that those who wish to continue their conversations do so outside the 
chamber and permit the good member for Churchlands to proceed. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Personally, I think it is the sort of legislation that would be best rolled out in one, so that 
it all becomes law on the same day, rather than being rolled out in dribs and drabs, which may well be somewhat 
confusing for quite a lot of people.  I would like the Attorney General�s explanation of why the bill has been set 
up in this fashion, so that we can understand his intention.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have a similar concern to the member for Churchlands but my concern goes a bit 
further.  The Attorney General will advise me whether I have assumed correctly that proposed sections 1 and 2 
are basically the main thrust of the amendments to the Prostitution Act 2000.  As I understand it, the other 
proposed sections will not be proclaimed at the same time as proposed sections 1 and 2.  The other proposed 
sections amend various acts, such as the Young Offenders Act, the Working with Children (Criminal Record 
Checking) Act - that is an interesting one - and the Nurses and Midwives Act, and I assume that these other 
proposed sections will be proclaimed after proposed sections 1 and 2.   
Dr E. Constable:  Proposed section 3 and beyond, wasn�t it? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Proposed section 3 and beyond, in other words.  In the Prostitution Amendment Bill 
2007, clauses 1 and 2 are the main thrust of amendments to the Prostitution Act 2000.  Clause 3 onwards 
basically amends other acts, which obviously would need to be done because they are referred to in the main part 
of the act.  I would really love an honest answer to my question, which I was going to ask before the member for 
Churchlands asked her question; that is, once this legislation is passed in this house, will it be given priority in 
the other house?  Does the Attorney General have any influence there?  Once it has been passed by both houses, 
how soon does the Attorney General intend to proclaim this?  Is this bill a matter of priority on the government�s 
agenda, or is it a bill that will be left hanging around until after the next state election?  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  First of all, I will answer the member for Churchlands� question.  The commencement 
provisions are the new standard way in which the commencement of acts will be expressed in most acts in the 
future.  It is of relatively recent origin.  The member might have seen it in a few recent acts, but it is relatively 
new.  The reason is that under section 21 of the Interpretation Act, an act comes into operation at the beginning 
of the day on which it is assented to; hence an act could be in operation for part of a day before it actually 
receives the royal assent or is proclaimed, which is a rather anomalous situation.  This new standard provision is 
used to prevent inadvertent retrospectivity of the commencement of the act.  Therefore proposed sections 1 and 
2 - the short title and the commencement  - which are not operative provisions of this bill, come into effect at the 
beginning of the day on which the bill receives royal assent.  Proposed sections 1 and 2 of the act must be in 
operation to allow the act to receive the royal assent; the rest of the act will be proclaimed at some later time.  
The provisions, particularly in clause 2(a), are to overcome the perhaps unintended effect of the Interpretation 
Act, and members will see this as a new standard provision in which the title and the commencement only come 
into effect on the date of royal assent, with the rest of the proposed sections coming into effect on a day fixed by 
proclamation, which needs to be preceded by the act coming into effect.  It might well be that, for instance, 
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certain provisions need to come into effect at different dates, such as the certification processes, which might 
need to be in effect because someone can run a lawful business only if he or she is certificated.  Therefore, we 
might want to have a provision dealing with certification to come into effect from a certain month, and then, one 
month later, once it has been dealt with, the remaining provisions could then come into effect.  It is just to ensure 
the smooth coming into effect of the legislation and, therefore, different provisions can be proclaimed to come 
into effect on different days. 

To answer the question from the member for Hillarys, we have no intention of delaying this bill; it is priority 
legislation.  That is why we are dealing with it some three weeks after it was introduced into this house.  We 
hope that when it is transmitted to the other place - I have about as much influence there as the member for 
Cottesloe does - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Some of my closest friends are in the upper house. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have noticed that.   

Who knows what will happen once this bill gets to the other house?  However, it is our broad intent, if I can put 
it this way, for the bill�s passage to be as expeditious as possible.  I would like to see it passed through both 
houses of Parliament this year.  However, after this week we resume in mid-October and we finish at the end of 
November.  The upper house has a number of very important bills that it is dealing with.  I hope that the bill will 
go through this year, but I have my doubts.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think it is unlikely now that we have five more sitting weeks in this house and they have six 
scheduled in the upper house.  I think you�ve got Buckley�s chance of getting it through the upper house, if it 
gets through here. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If members of the Legislative Council do not filibuster like people here are, it might go 
through somewhat quicker. 

Dr E. Constable:  That is a little unfair! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It might be; it might not be. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It might be your priority, but I doubt it is a priority for some government members. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Anyway, we want the bill dealt with, and there is no intention to delay either the passage 
or the proclamation for this. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  So, probably in the middle of next year we can look at seeing this legislation come forward. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I still hope, subject to there being no delays in the upper house, that it could be law by 
Christmas. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is impossible. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is not impossible if people get on with it. 

Dr E. Constable:  You obviously believe in Santa! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is heading to that time of the year.  However, there is no desire to delay the 
proclamation. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Kevin Rudd is happy with it, is he? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.   

[Quorum formed.] 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3:  The Act amended - 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member would be hard pressed to do anything with this one! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Clause 3. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, it is clause 3, under the definitions.  Is it the blue bill? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  No. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Excuse me, member, sit down.  During the last call for a 
quorum, there were a number of members who entered the chamber and left before a quorum was satisfied.  I 
draw members� attention to the relevant standing order.  When members come into this chamber after a quorum 
is called, they should not leave until such time as the quorum is satisfied.  I will take that matter up individually 
with those members who have breached the standing orders.  I remind members of the relevance of that section. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am looking at the blue copy of the bill that the Attorney General gave me. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You need to look at the white copy of the bill. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why did the Attorney General give me the blue bill? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Just to confuse you!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I reckon the Attorney General did!   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The clause states - 

The Act amended 
The amendments in this Part are to the Prostitution Act 2000. 

Does that usually apply when there is a change to an act?  It just seems like an unusual clause to have in the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is in there to show what act is being amended; it is a standard provision. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 1 amended -  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I move -  

Page 3, lines 5 and 6 - To delete all words after �by� and substitute - 

deleting �Prostitution Act� and inserting instead - 

�   Sex Services Act   �. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I suggest that it ought to be �Sexual Services Act�. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I agree.  

We have already had a long debate about the title, but it is worth taking a moment to consider the amendment to 
the title proposed by the Attorney General, which does not reflect what the bill is about.  It is curious that the 
Attorney General has suggested that the word �reform� be used in the title, because �reform� means, among 
other things, improvement.  Many members would probably argue that in the main this bill is not an 
improvement.  Perhaps parts of the bill could be seen as an improvement, but from my point of view it is not an 
improvement.  Throughout the bill the term �prostitution� has been replaced with the term �sexual services� and 
a brothel is now a sexual services business.  A woman who sells her body for sex will no longer be called a 
prostitute; she will now be called a sex worker.  I am sure that many prostitutes already regard themselves as sex 
workers; it is a more modern term.  Given those major changes, it is totally inappropriate and misleading to leave 
the word �Prostitution� in the Prostitution Act; therefore, it should be changed.  It is not appropriate to rename 
the Prostitution Act to the Prostitution Reform Act.  The title of the act should reflect the changes that are being 
made by this bill.  I thank the Attorney General for flagging that he will support my amendment or a related 
amendment.  I am sure that the actual wording of the amendment will be teased out during the debate.  I propose 
that the Prostitution Act should be renamed the �Sex Services Act�.  One suggestion to me was that it should be 
called the �Sex Act�.  Perhaps as the Attorney General suggested it is more accurate to call it the �Sexual 
Services Act�.  The title of the bill is quite misleading and does not reflect the intention of the bill.  The 
government is trying to make prostitution more respectable by changing the name.  As I said before, perhaps the 
�Euphemisms Act� is a more appropriate title.  As has been reflected in members� speeches, this bill is about 
women selling their bodies, and that is why I have a problem with it.  There is an assumption in the bill that 
women selling their bodies is just like any other profession.  I do not think it is like any other profession.  I agree 
that what we should be doing more than anything is protecting women.  I said that in my second reading 
contribution and I repeat it now - we should be protecting women.  This legislation does not do that.  It does a 
whole lot of other things, but it does not truly protect women.  It will leave many women in our community 
vulnerable.  In the past, people who owned or managed a brothel were said to be living off the earnings of 
prostitutes and, from what the member for Nedlands said a moment ago, that was illegal.  The government is 
now legitimising and legalising that behaviour.  The title of any legislation should adequately and accurately 
reflect what that legislation is about.  My suggestion certainly goes a long way towards reflecting what this bill is 
about.  I would be quite happy to amend my amendment so that the title of the legislation is the �Sexual Services 
Act� because that is a more accurate reflection of what the legislation is about.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I cannot support this amendment.  I again refer to the Victorian legislation and to the 
report released by the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women, Australia, which reads -  

The Victorian Government regards brothel and escort prostitution as �sexual services� and allows 
women and girls to be treated as common commodities to be bought and sold like any other marketable 
product in the capitalist marketplace.  
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People in the general community have not done the reading that we as members of Parliament have done on this 
bill.  They will not have met with prostitutes and madams and they will not have learnt - to their horror - what 
will happen in the brothels that will spring up in our suburbs.  Changing the title of the Prostitution Act to the 
Sexual Services Act will be an endorsement of prostitution.  People will think it is about the usual sexual 
activities of married couples, but that is not what this bill is about.  This bill is about the exploitation of women.  
It is not about the protection of women.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  There are male prostitutes.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  There are very few, member for Kalgoorlie.  I agree there are male prostitutes.  
However, between 80 per cent and 90 per cent of prostitutes are female.  I have not read anything about the 
trafficking of men.  Has the member for Kalgoorlie read anything about the trafficking of men?  I bet he has not.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  There are, believe it or not - and as terrible as this may sound - a lot of female prostitutes who 
actually enjoy their job.  You shouldn�t say that every prostitute is beholden or captive to somebody, because 
that is simply not true.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  In Sweden, where similar legislation has been introduced, between 60 per cent and 
80 per cent of prostitutes said that they wanted to get out of prostitution; however, the lack of social support 
services prevented them from getting out.  This government should be listening to the concerns of women who 
are currently prostitutes who have children and who are being abused, but who have nowhere to go.  They have 
drug habits that they are unable to kick so they continue to work as prostitutes to feed their drug habits.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Mr Acting Speaker, this does not have any relevance to the amendment.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  My good friend the member for Alfred Cove, it pains me to 
agree with the Attorney General.  Your comments do not have any relevance to the clause.  We are debating the 
amendment moved by the member for Churchlands.  I know that the member for Alfred Cove is very passionate 
about this bill.  However, I ask her to ensure that her comments are relevant to the clause.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Sorry, Mr Acting Speaker.  I will not take any more interjections.  I tend to get a bit 
carried away, because I am totally opposed to the bill.  If members are not aware of other legislation, I would be 
more than happy to tell them about it outside this chamber.   

I cannot support the amendment moved by the member for Churchlands in conjunction with the Attorney 
General.  This bill is not about sexual services.  As the member for Nedlands stated when she moved her 
amendment, this bill is about decriminalising prostitution and it will lead to an increase in the sexual exploitation 
and abuse of women.   

Is this bill referring to the funds that are going to be put in to help prostitutes get out of the industry?  No.  This 
bill is all about the provision of sexual services - let it grow; let it grow!  Let it grow in the suburbs!  The people 
in my community do not want to see a proliferation of sexual service businesses in their suburbs.  That is what 
this bill will do.  By supporting this amendment, we are saying, well, this is just a sex services act, and that is 
okay.  That is not okay in any sense whatsoever. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

PROFESSIONAL COMBAT SPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

 That the bill be now read a second time. 

Recently, a promoter sought permission to stage what was described as a mixed martial arts event, or Australian 
King of the Cage Tournament, to be held at the Perth Convention Exhibition Centre on Friday, 5 October 2007.  
That type of event has also become known as cage fighting, to use the common vernacular.  I was first alerted to 
the fact that this promoter was chasing permission to stage this event when I read an article by Ronan O�Connell 
in The West Australian of Friday, 31 August.  The article was on page 7.  Sometimes, when we read the paper 
and an article is down the track a bit, our attention is not always drawn to it.  However, I could not fail to notice 
this article on page 7, because it was accompanied by a photo of a strong-bodied person who was leaning over 
the top of another person who looked as though he was begging for mercy. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  He was!  It was like a bout between you and the Minister for Sport! 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It appears from that photo that blood is coming out of the fellow on the ground.  A cage is 
surrounding them.  When we see a photo like that, our attention has to be drawn to it.  My attention was certainly 


