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GENDER REASSIGNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 7 November. 
MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [10.11 am]: I rise to continue my very brief start to my contribution to 
the debate on the Gender Reassignment Amendment Bill 2018. I started off by saying that I want to put my 
comments on this legislation on the record and to support the words of our lead speaker, the member for Hillarys, 
that the Liberal Party will support this bill. 
The reason this bill is required to pass with support from all sides of Parliament is that it is a simple bill and to 
make sure we are consistent. The role of Parliament is to ensure we deliver good responsible governance. This bill 
is required because of changes made to the commonwealth Marriage Act in December 2017. Members would 
remember that we had a very public debate on the Marriage Act that resulted in a plebiscite. I am proud to say that 
the federal Liberal government took the issue to the public for a vote because we run under a Westminster system. 
It is a democratic system and, as I said, it is our role as members of Parliament to deliver on good governance. 
When there is an issue as important as this that affects many people across the country, we deserve the right to put 
it out to the public to cast a vote. The public voted and the legislation was rightly changed to reflect the result of 
the vote. We need to respect what the community has voted on and what it has asked for. In December 2017, the 
federal Liberal government changed the commonwealth Marriage Act, and as a result we as a state Parliament 
need to make sure that we change our legislation that sits under that act so we are compliant and consistent and 
we are doing the right thing to deliver good governance. It is on that that we stand and support the bill. 
Part of being a responsible government and delivering responsible governance is to make sure that we practice our 
democratic system. Our duty as members of Parliament is to make sure that our democratic system is always 
upheld. The democratic system is based on a set of ideas and principles, the first one being freedom of media. In 
this place we all know that the media has free access to Parliament, to members of Parliament and to freedom of 
information. In fact, the media has offices here in Parliament to ensure that access. With freedom of media we also 
have freedom of association and assembly. These are things that many countries do not get to enjoy. In some 
countries, meetings to talk about issues that the current government is opposed to do not always end pleasantly. 
Yet, in our democratic system we embrace freedom of association and assembly and enable it. As part of our 
democratic system we also have freedom of religion, freedom of conscience and, more modern, the concept of 
freedom and equality. We need to make sure that our freedom of speech and expression is upheld at all cost. That 
is our role here as members of Parliament. Equality goes hand in hand with freedom of speech and freedom of 
expression, and if we do not ensure that everybody in this place is equal, that everybody in this state and country 
is equal, we have failed our very own system. The reason I am standing here today is to make sure that those rights 
and our democratic freedoms are upheld. 

Sadly, I feel that despite living in a First World country with these rights—being born here, having grown up here 
and having the privilege to enjoy our way of life—our freedom of speech is being diluted. It is often used as 
a justification for people to say awful things about specific groups, people and individuals simply because they do 
not share the same opinion. We need to make sure that our right to freedom is never diluted. On top of that there 
is the well-used phrase “political correctness gone mad”. We often find this misuse of freedom of speech targeting 
people who hold a different opinion, and those people remaining silent, too afraid to stand up and defend 
themselves at the risk of being misinterpreted. That is the risk of political correctness gone mad, because, heaven 
forbid, someone says something different from someone else. Instead, the silent majority remains silent and allows 
others to cast aspersions when they are not called for. I have to say that this debate could have been over and done 
with a lot quicker, and I am sure the minister would have liked to see this legislation go through, but unfortunately 
the outbursts we have heard from some Labor members have encouraged many of us to speak and stand up for our 
rights and freedoms. I found the outburst by the member for Perth extraordinary, and even the member for 
Southern River surprised me. They have made this debate about religion. They have made this debate such that if 
someone has a different opinion, they must be anti-homosexual. They have made this debate such that if a person 
has a religious belief, they have no right to stand in this place and have an opinion. I am sorry, I find that completely 
hypocritical. Equality and the right to speak are not owned by one specific group. Equality goes back hundreds of 
years and it did not start in this modern day. 

Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: It started with racism, it started with women and it started with groups who have worked 
and fought extremely hard to be treated equally. Women in this Parliament are here only because of hardworking 
women dedicated to making sure women are equal. We are lucky to enjoy that and we need to embrace it. 

Ms A. Sanderson interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

We need to embrace our equality. We need to make sure that it is not just one group that thinks it has the only right 
to stand up and talk about it. The member for Perth said the comments made by me and other members on this 
side were disgraceful, abhorrent, patronising and disrespectful, but I do not know how he thought we were talking 
about him. Maybe the member for Perth needs to realise that it is not always about him.  

We were making comments about our opinion on the legislation. Not once did I reflect on an individual. Not once 
did I cast aspersions — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member, do you seek to take interjections? 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: No. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, please allow the member for Darling Range to continue her remarks so that 
they are not misinterpreted. 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I note that I did not interject on others when they were 
speaking in this debate. 

This goes back to a member taking offence to someone having a different view or a different opinion from them. 
In this place we are going to disagree. We are always going to have debate. That is why we are here. Each member 
in this place is as equal as the other. We all joined parties that reflect our values, principles and beliefs. We were 
endorsed by our parties to run and to represent them at an election. We went to the electorate and stood for our 
principles and asked the community for its vote. In all our electorates the community voted us in on our principles 
and values, so every member in this Parliament has a chance to stand and speak and be equal to everyone else in 
this Parliament. Their opinion should be heard and respected without intimidation, bullying or being 
misinterpreted. I know that every time I stand it reminds members opposite of their really bad loss of the seat of 
Darling Range. The people of Darling Range sent a strong message that they are sick and tired of this government. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: There was a 9.3 per cent swing against this Labor government and the member it put into 
Darling Range. Those people demanded honesty, integrity and values. That is why I am here and not the Labor 
candidate. I stand for honesty, integrity and values. I have told the people of Darling Range that because they 
voted me in, I will not be afraid to stand for those values. I will continue to do so, whether it be on this or any 
other legislation. 
In his outburst, the member for Perth said that he was going to name and shame members who spoke in this place. 
I remind him that we have a thing called Hansard that records everything we say. It goes up onto the Internet and 
our own pages on the Parliamentary webpage for everybody in the entire world to read, if they so choose. To say 
“name and shame” is very cute, to be honest. It is artificial because it is not as though we stood in a dark corner and 
whispered our views. We stood up, were held accountable and put our views into the public arena. Some members 
took advantage of this legislation as an opportunity to grandstand and belittle people who think differently. No-one 
in this place has the right to condemn someone else for having a different opinion. In my view, it shows immaturity 
to stand and call for the protection of rights and liberties, but condemn those who have different opinions. 
We are members of Parliament and we are here to deliver good governance. This is not a sandpit in which someone 
can stand up to throw mud. We are responsible for delivering the best legislation that we can for the state and the 
community. The people of Western Australia expect that and they demand that we rise to a higher level than 
children in a playground throwing rocks and stones and name-calling. 
This debate is not about religion or people being anti-homosexual. It is about delivering good governance, 
delivering on the vote that was put to the people of Australia and enabling that legislation to go through. Some 
Labor members have decided to take cheap shots and say that anyone who speaks against them has to be a religious 
right-wing weirdo or has to be anti-homosexual. 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: That is a very narrow and immature view. They need to understand that every member in 
this place has a right to stand and voice their values and opinions. The minute we do not do that, we fail our system, 
we fail in governance and we fail democracy. Freedom of speech and expression is not a one-way street. What 
made it even worse was that the debate the member referred to was on a conscience vote. I am lucky enough to be 
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part of the Liberal Party. We have the choice to make a conscience vote on anything we choose. If we feel strongly 
about something, we are able to speak against that and vote accordingly. We have a majority Labor government, 
but its members are unable to exercise a conscience vote at all times. So when we have a conscience vote in this 
place, it is vitally important that every member respects their own colleagues’ points of view. I would be interested 
to know whether the member for Perth stood in caucus and gave the same speech to his colleagues and said that if 
they thought differently from him, they should be condemned, and are shameful and disrespectful. Did he wait to 
hide in Parliament to do that? I know that not all Labor members feel the same way as or agree with the views of 
the member for Perth. 
The Liberal Party is about good and responsible governance. We are about making sure that our democratic system 
is upheld and our rights and freedom of speech is upheld. On that note, we will support this bill to make sure that 
it gets through and that we deliver on all those things. I hope that members who decided to use this as an 
opportunity to abuse those freedoms and rights will look at the oath they swore when they entered this place to 
deliver on democracy, governance and freedom of speech. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.26 am]: I follow the member for Darling Range to make a contribution to 
the second reading debate on the Gender Reassignment Amendment Bill 2018. I think it is an important bill that 
has been moved by the Attorney General, who is a noted reformer in Western Australia. I think he is up to his 
twenty-sixth or twenty-seventh bill to be introduced in this place. Similar bills have been introduced by this 
government such as the Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill and the Human Reproductive 
Technology and Surrogacy Legislation Amendment Bill. I am pleased that I am able to support this legislation, 
along with my party. 
I have heard a number of contributions from members opposite. To my mind, the contributions of the members 
for Maylands and Bicton were particularly moving. Some contributions were not. The member for Darling Range 
discussed the member for Perth’s contribution, and I intend to get to that later in my speech today. I have to say 
that his was not a contribution that I found respectful. 
I think the Liberal Party has a proud history and track record of recognition of individuals in our community who 
have been marginalised or under-represented, which is one of the many reasons that I am proud to be part of the 
Liberal Party. I believe that time and again we have stood up for the rights of individuals in our community. The 
value of the individual is ingrained within our DNA. Throughout history, the Liberal Party has a proud record of 
achievement on that. That cannot always be said for the historical views of the Australian Labor Party. When 
I look at contributions from even living Labor Party Prime Ministers and think about the social progress and reform 
that has happened in our country, I see that some of their views would be significantly out of date. In his inaugural 
speech, Prime Minister Keating said he thought that the coalition government was wrong to boast about getting 
women employed in Australia. He stated — 

Husbands have been forced to send their wives to work in order to provide the necessaries of life. Young 
mothers have been forced out of their homes by economic pressure … In the last couple of years the 
Government has boasted about the increasing number of women in the work force. Rather than something 
to be proud of I feel that this is something of which we should be ashamed. 

That is a comment of an Australian Labor Party Prime Minister, Paul Keating, in his inaugural speech in 1970. 
Australian Labor Party Prime Minister William Hughes said that the White Australia policy was one of its best 
achievements. The Prime Ministers of the Australian Labor Party voted time and again while in office to not see 
same-sex marriage legislated in the commonwealth Parliament. Yet, in contrast, to see the best possible example 
of ensuring rights and liberties are granted to individuals, we only need to look to the efforts of the Liberal Party 
of Australia. It was something that we did. The coalition government legislated for same-sex marriage. A bill 
introduced into the Senate by an Australian Liberal senator from Western Australia, Senator Dean Smith, redefined 
marriage as a union of two people, not specific to their gender. 

We can never forget those amendments to the Marriage Act. Interestingly, when a postal survey went out, it was 
supported more broadly in coalition-held seats than in Labor Party seats. Members opposite might forget this 
convenient narrative, but people in 11 Labor Party–held seats voted against same-sex marriage in the postal survey 
compared with five seats held by the coalition. It seems to me that one could easily suggest that more Labor Party 
voters did not support same-sex marriage, as reflected in the marriage postal survey, than Liberal Party voters, but 
that narrative is conveniently forgotten by members opposite when they talk about social progress. Prime Ministers 
similarly voted against same-sex marriage proposals when they were in office. It took a Liberal Party  
Prime Minister to get that job done because Labor Party Prime Ministers seemingly lacked the moral fortitude and 
willingness to do so. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This is not the only social progress reform that we have seen by the Liberal Party. The 
Liberals removed the White Australia policy. The Liberals ensured they had carriage of a referendum to recognise 
Aboriginal people in our state’s census. Ken Wyatt was one of the first Aboriginal members of the House of 
Representatives and the first ever Aboriginal federal minister. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: The first. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. In relation to women, again, members opposite have weaved a convenient 
narrative that the Liberal Party does not care for women. I have heard it time and again from the member for 
Cannington, who often says across the house in a barbed attack on this party that somehow we do not care for the 
women of Australia and Western Australia. That is absolutely wrong. The Holt, Gorton and McMahon 
governments introduced policies to protect deserted wives and ensure legislation was introduced for equal pay. 
The Fraser government introduced family income supplements to ensure that low-income families were supported. 
The Fraser government signed the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women. 
The Howard government created 2.3 million new jobs in Australia. More than half went to women because of the 
policies of the former Howard government. The Turnbull government introduced a $100 million women’s safety 
package to prevent family and domestic violence in households. Let us contrast that with the attitudes that we 
heard before of the Australian Labor Party’s Prime Minister Paul Keating, who said that we should not be boastful 
about seeing women go into the workforce. Why is this so important to highlight? Why have we taken the 
opportunity to highlight the social reforms that have been put in place by the Liberal Party of Australia since its 
inception in 1945? There is a reason. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, do you seek to take interjections? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am fine listening to the hails of the member for Wanneroo, but I will continue. 

Ms S. Winton interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I interpreted you to say you were not taking interjections. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is correct. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo and other members, please allow the member to continue his 
remarks. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members for Wanneroo and Morley, I call you both to order for the first time. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Why is it so important to recognise the important social reforms and social progress that 
have been forged by the Liberal Party of Australia? It is because time and again those on the left continue to 
suggest that those on this side of the house—the former coalition government and the Liberal Party—do not care 
for marginalised people and women. That could not be further from the truth. I have to take significant issue with 
the statements and the speech made last week by the member for Perth on this very bill. He said — 

It is only a Labor government that delivers on social reform. 

That is absolutely not the case. As we have seen historically with the Liberal Party, that is absolutely not true. In 
contrast, Labor Prime Ministers have said that the White Australia policy was the best thing that the Labor Party ever 
did. Labor Prime Ministers said that women should have been kept at home and not been in the workforce. That 
was an absolutely ridiculous assertion weaved by the member for Perth. During his contribution last week, he said — 

We will never see a Liberal … fight for the liberties … when it comes to social reform. 
If the member for Perth genuinely believes this, he is continuing to ignore our record of achievement in this place 
and federally. Shame on him that he believes absolutely that only his side delivers on social reform and social 
progress because that is not the case. 
I listened to the member for Perth’s contribution last week. I was already on three calls so I could not interject. 
I listened to him in this chamber. I have read Hansard since then. I watched the video as well. I have witnessed 
that speech three times. The member for Perth’s contribution left me in a state of absolute controlled rage. I am 
absolutely disappointed with some of his contributions to this debate. I have heard the member for Perth speak 
passionately on a number of bills in this place. I heard him speak on the Historical Homosexuals Convictions 
Expungement Bill 2017. I heard him speak on the surrogacy legislation. I have developed a respect for what he 
has to say, but what he said last week was absolutely disappointing. I understand his passion but I think he ignores 
some of the fundamental facts that underwrite the Liberal Party’s history in this place, and in Australia more 
generally, and makes us the most popular party in Australia’s history because of our leadership on social reform, 
in particular, and progress. 
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When debating a normal bill, I probably would have copped it. I probably would not have gone through, as the 
member for Morley rightly points out, and watched the video and read the Hansard. I felt particularly aggrieved 
that the Liberal Party established that members were given a conscience vote on this bill. It was a conscience 
position. Traditionally, I am aware that members in this place do not attack others for having a difference of 
opinion in a conscience vote, but that is not what we saw. I will refer to some of the member for Perth’s quotes 
about the Liberal Party and the surrogacy legislation during his contribution to this bill last week. He said that we 
have “been taken over by extreme evangelical forces”, that this is a party that does not respect the rights of 
individuals, that we are a party that does not pursue social reforms because, again, we are dominated by the 
evangelical side, that we are patronising to all members of the LGBTIQ community, and that we have stooped so 
low that we do not understand the humanity of individuals. They are absolutely disgraceful comments from the 
member for Perth. He went on to say that we have elected officials who demonstrate abhorrent, patronising and 
disrespectful views to members of the LGBTIQ community in relation to members of this place. He said that they 
were pre-historic views of members of the Legislative Council. 
I find those comments absolutely shameful. They were absolutely upsetting to hear because I stand in a party that 
respects the views and the will of the individual, and we support those who have been marginalised and ignored 
in our community for so long. The Liberal Party that I and all members on this side are part of could not be further 
away from the truth of that convenient narrative that was weaved by the member for Perth and his shameful 
comments, for which he should apologise. I will not stand and allow the member for Perth to conduct himself in 
such a manner and orchestrate such mistruths when it comes to the Liberal Party of Western Australia, because 
they could not be further from the truth. More than his generalised attack on the Liberal Party, he made some 
attacks on members in this place and their contributions. We heard what was said about the contribution made by 
the member for Darling Range. The member for Perth also reflected on the contribution made by my good friend 
the member for Hillarys. He said that the member for Hillarys’ comments were shameful, patronising and 
disgusting. That is absolutely as far from the truth as could possibly be the case when it comes to my good friend 
the member for Hillarys. I have not met an individual who cares more about the rights, freedoms and liberties of 
the individual than the member for Hillarys. The comments that suggested the member for Hillarys was 
patronising, disgusting and shameful were absolutely absurd and he should be defended strongly in this place. 
More than that, the member for Perth then went on to attack the member for Carine. When the member for Carine 
stated there should be criminal background checks for men seeking to access surrogacy, the member for Perth said 
it was a disgraceful comment that brought paedophilia into the debate. He said it was homophobia distorted into 
a deviant and sick argument. I was in this place when the member for Carine made his contribution, which could 
not be characterised at all as a sordid, deviant or sick argument. It was not homophobic at all. It was conveniently 
forgotten in the narrative woven by the member for Perth that the Deputy Premier agreed with what the member 
for Carine said. If members look at Hansard, which I encourage them to do, they will see that the Deputy Premier 
agreed that all criminal checks should happen and that he would never want to see something like that occur. The 
member for Carine continued his speech, agreeing with the Deputy Premier. That was conveniently forgotten by 
the member for Perth and other members opposite, much like the Liberal Party’s history when it comes to social 
reform and progress. Suggesting that the member for Carine is homophobic, sick and deviant could not be further 
from the truth. I care deeply about my colleagues on this side, and I can tell all members now that the member for 
Perth absolutely got it wrong, particularly in his comments on the member for Darling Range, the member for 
Hillarys and the member for Carine. The member for Perth’s comments were absolutely shameful and he should 
apologise. They were harmful, hurtful and upsetting comments for me to witness, and it was not even an attack on 
me, but on members in this place whom I care about deeply. The member for Perth’s speech was incredibly 
disappointing. I have already approached him and let him know that I thought his comments had upset members 
on this side of the house. I reinforce the point that the Liberal Party I am part of cares greatly for all 
Western Australians regardless of their gender, sexuality, race or religion, and regardless of their position or status 
in life. Time and again the Liberal Party has shown by its record that it cares for those individuals and for the rights 
and liberties of those individuals. That is why I am proud to be part of this party. 
I reinforce the point that the member for Perth’s speech was a gross overreach; it was misleading and deceitful. It 
was bitter and it was based on a premise of falsehood that was conveniently concocted and constructed by the left 
to somehow demonise or show that the Liberal Party has no moral fibre. I will tell members that time and again 
the history of the Labor Party has shown it to be a party of no moral fortitude, no spine, no willingness to ensure 
there is important social reform and social progress in the Commonwealth of Australia. It is only the Liberal Party 
that delivers on social reforms. It is only the Liberal Party that cares for individuals. It is only the Liberal Party 
that has a history of achievements when it comes to the liberties and rights of the individual. That is our history. It 
is a history that I am proud to be part of and for which the Liberal Party legislates accordingly. We respect all 
sides. We respect all people inside and outside this chamber, and we respect their views, which is more than I can 
say for the member for Perth and his disgusting contribution last week on this bill. 
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MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [10.43 am]: I, too, want to make some comments on the Gender Reassignment 
Amendment Bill 2018. I acknowledge the contributions made by the members for Darling Range and Dawesville 
and I would like to congratulate them for standing up and doing what we encourage all Western Australians and 
all Australians to do—to speak up, tell the truth, say how it is and not be scared to hold views and express them. 
They should not expect to be tarred with a brush by minority groups who want to try to discriminate against and 
put down the majority, who are decent people and who want to see good outcomes for everybody in 
Western Australia. It is good that the member for Dawesville went through an extensive list of successive Liberal 
Prime Ministers who have fought for the rights of minority groups, the rights of women and the rights of the 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, queer community and the amazing outcomes that have been achieved 
over so many years. It seems to me that members of the Labor Party are envious, jealous and disappointed that 
they were not leading those charges back when history was being made. Today, I suppose in the context of those 
massive changes, the achievements are still significant but much smaller and in most cases are supported by the 
Liberal Party, but the Labor Party is trying to take credit for them, saying that they are the moral custodians of this. 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is interesting that the member for Murray–Wellington keeps yelling out how someone 
voted. These sorts of votes, for example, on the marriage equality debate, are conscience votes. What members 
opposite are saying now in this Parliament is that, “If you have a conscience vote and don’t vote how they voted 
in that conscience vote, then you are wrong; you are bad and you are evil.” They are saying if 60 per cent of the 
Australian people believe something, then 100 per cent of members of Parliament should vote that way; no-one 
should represent the other 40 per cent. Nobody should have a different view. That is absolutely ridiculous and to 
stand up and scream, “How did someone vote on a conscience vote?” when that is what this Parliament and the 
federal Parliament has declared in these situations is an absolute disgrace to members who would speak against that. 
I think that is an absolute disgrace. They should be ashamed of themselves if they are abusing people who voted in 
a certain way in a conscience vote. I cannot believe that they would be doing that. I just shake my head. Obviously, 
the member for Dawesville went through the statistics on the 11 Labor electorates voting against marriage equality 
and only five Liberal electorates voting against marriage equality in the referendum. What does that say? 
Several members interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: As the member for Dawesville said, the Labor electorates that these 11 members 
represented voted against marriage equality but the members who represent their communities chose to vote the 
opposite to members of their electorate. They did not follow their electorate. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I applaud them for voting according to their conscience. I applaud them for voting for 
what they believe in. I do not think that they needed to vote according to their electorate just because it voted one 
way and Labor Party supporters in those electorates said, “We don’t want you to support marriage equality. We 
want you to vote against it.” Those members made a conscience vote and said they were not going to listen to their 
electorates and voted for what they thought was right for Australia. They made that decision based on what they 
thought. Likewise, other members voted otherwise and some members voted to abstain. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: You can’t vote to abstain. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: They did not turn up. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Can I assume, member, that you are not taking interjections? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: No, I am not taking interjections. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, please respect that. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I have already heard enough interjections being made on other members and I am 
referencing some of those points. I think members need to have a close look at that and what message we are 
sending to people in the community. If we cannot speak from the heart, openly, honestly and transparently in this 
Parliament on a conscience vote, let alone in any other situation, we are telling people of Western Australia, 
“You have no right to speak up on anything. You need to keep your mouth shut. You need to listen to what we tell 
you because we know what’s going on and, if you do say anything, you can be bullied and attacked by anybody 
who chooses to bully and attack you because that’s what we do here. That’s the example we set for you. That’s 
the standard we have set at this point.” I think the silent majority needs to be scared. There are things they may not 
like, but they do not speak up. Yesterday, I spoke at the Local Government Association of Western Australia 
conference. One of the topics was interest groups in the community and the fact that although there are not many 
of them, they make a lot of noise and influence the decisions of councils. It is about being conscious of the fact 
that the vocal minority is having a lot of influence. In this place, a vocal minority of people believe that members 
who make statements in a debate on which they have a free vote should be abused and attacked. That is particularly 
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the case when those members are not attacking anybody in the context of their speeches but are asking valid 
questions and for information to be shared about various bills. 

As members know, the Gender Reassignment Amendment Bill 2018 has come into this place as a consequence of 
the passage of the commonwealth Marriage Amendment (Definition and Religious Freedoms) Act 2017. All 
speakers on this side have indicated that we support the intent of this bill. The history of the Liberal Party is that 
we have been the champions of minority groups for a long time, and we will continue to do that. However, that 
does not mean that we will not raise concerns and ask for points of clarification. That does not mean that we will 
be scared to speak up. When our views are misrepresented, when people fabricate our intentions, and when people 
in this place are not honest and put things on the record that could not be further from the truth, that needs to be 
called out, because it does not respect the issue that we are discussing and the contributions of members to the 
debate. If members opposite are passionate about an issue, they should not disrespect that by twisting it in a way 
that is not true. I would not say they are just trying to win cheap political points. I think they are just proving 
themselves to be idiots. When people read what they have said, they say, “Hang on. That’s not even close to what 
the situation was at that point in time.” When members opposite do that, they disrespect themselves and the bill 
they are discussing. They also disrespect the people they are supposedly representing and the interest groups they 
are passionate about. That is wrong. I respect all those groups. People should not disrespect those groups just to 
try to win political points.  

I want to quickly reflect on one point that was made by the member for Perth in his speech. He attacked a number 
of members on this side, in particular the member for Hillarys and me, and also the member for Darling Range. 
He quoted from my contribution to the debate on the surrogacy bill. I also want to quote from my contribution, 
because it is good to look at the entire statement so that we can put things in context, rather than selectively pick 
a quote and try to interpret what that means, which is what members in this place do all the time. I said — 

The member for Armadale has helped me refine my point—that the Surrogacy Act 2008 should have 
provided for criminal checks. I am not saying that it should be any different now all of a sudden because 
we have single men or same-sex married men; that is not the reason that I think we need to have criminal 
checks. I think it needs to be right from the beginning. 

The member for Armadale then said — 

I’m glad I could help. 

I continued and said —  

Thank you very much, member for Armadale.  

It is an important point because it is not about discriminating, it is about the responsibility of the state 
government, when it introduces legislation that allows things to happen under the control and watchful 
eye of the state, to make sure the child is going into the best possible environment.  

I have had a number of people in the community look at these words, and the words I said before that. Every one of 
those people has said to me that they see nothing wrong with those words—it makes sense; it is obvious. As the member 
for Dawesville said, at the time I used those words, even the Deputy Premier agreed with what I said. He said — 

That would be a concern for me if that was the case …  

He meant if people who have criminal records—obviously certain degrees of criminal records—were able to get 
access to surrogacy. I will not repeat the words I said before that and the words that the member for Perth put on 
the record. I will give him a degree of respect by saying he was upset about that particular component of my words. 
Even though there was nothing to be upset about, he was upset about it. So I will not repeat it and put it on the 
record again, but people can go back and have a look at it. I want to make reference to the second point that I made. 
The Deputy Premier, and also the member for Armadale and the member for Hillarys, who are both lawyers, did 
not find anything I had said to be of concern, offensive or inappropriate.  
The member for Morley said today: why would we need to have a criminal check for someone who has access to 
children? I mean, seriously? That is basically what she said. I find it amazing that she would ask that question. 
I think I made a valid point in asking that question and raising that concern. I did not do that for any ulterior motive. 
I only asked whether criminal checks will be done in the case of surrogacy; and I then said, if they are not, I am 
concerned about that. We have Working with Children cards. A person who wants to work with a child needs to 
go through the criminal check process and be signed off. However, when we raise criminal checks in the context 
of surrogacy or adoption, all of a sudden we are homophobic. I mean, seriously? I have to shake my head. 
Funnily enough, the only people who interjected on me during that debate were the Deputy Premier and the 
member for Armadale. Nobody else said a word. Nobody else put anything on the record. There was no yelling 
and screaming. There were no crazy interjections, as there usually are. There were either points of clarification — 
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Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: We were talking about surrogacy, Deputy Premier, and debating the criminal checks issue, 
which was a valid discussion, and the Deputy Premier clarified that. It was all fine from that point of view. The 
fact is that two lawyers in this place raised the issue of criminal checks in a way that put that doubt in my mind. 
I am not a lawyer, and I am not aware of that level of detail. I therefore thought it was valid to raise that point. 
I did not see anything wrong with that. The member for Perth got all excited about that. There are probably other 
reasons why he got excited about it. There are probably other reasons why he wants to attack the member for 
Hillarys and me on a regular basis. I am not sure what those reasons are, but he seems to be very focused on us. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Think about it! Think about why that might be! 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Well, the member for Hillarys is Greek; I am Croatian. That could be one reason. Maybe 
he does not like Europeans. I do not know. I am not sure. There might be other reasons, Attorney General. Off the 
top of my head, that is the first thing I can think of. 
The SPEAKER: Members, let us get back to what we are doing, please. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am not going to guess, as the Attorney General is asking me to do. I do not know. I have 
not given it a great deal of thought. 
Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Members! Your own member is on his feet.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The member for Armadale is a very professional and highly educated lawyer. I have a lot 
of respect for his views. He normally yells at me and interjects if I say anything that he thinks is not heading in the 
right direction. The fact is that he was very supportive of what I said and did not have an issue with it once I had 
clarified my point. The fact is also that the Deputy Premier did not have an issue with what I said. The member 
for Hillarys likewise raised that important point in his contribution. That put that into my mind. Therefore, it is 
very disappointing that the member for Perth has ulterior motives and likes to try to paint the Liberal Party in 
a light that it is not. He was very disrespectful to us in making those assertions. He was not telling the truth. He 
was deliberately trying to mislead this Parliament and mislead the people of Western Australia. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Member, you cannot say “deliberately” mislead the Parliament. Can you withdraw that. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I withdraw that.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: He was misleading in his statements about the comments made by the member for 
Darling Range, the member for Hillarys and me. I thought he would have had more respect for the debate in which 
we were involved because it was a serious issue. We treated it respectfully in all our contributions and we wanted 
to make sure that people knew that in the history of the Liberal Party, we have always supported minority groups 
and showed equality. We wanted to continue in that vein and make sure that we had a respectful debate. It is 
disappointing that that debate ended up where it did. At the time, no-one was speaking up against what we had 
discussed—and they should not have, because we were not raising anything controversial. We were asking simple, 
straightforward questions and wanted simple clarifications. I hope that people have learnt a bit from this. Certain 
pieces of legislation that come to this Parliament deserve a high level of respect. They all deserve to be treated 
respectfully, but there are certain things that deal with people, their lives and their emotions that need to be considered 
with a lot more care and responsibility. At the end of the day, members are just bringing disrespect upon themselves 
and when people read their contributions when they are shown to others, it diminishes people’s respect for them 
as members of Parliament across the board. I wanted to make sure I put those few things on the record. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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