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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
International Human Rights Day 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.43 pm]:  Today is International Human Rights Day, and 55 years 
ago today the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly.  I 
raise this matter because this morning I attended a breakfast at the Centre for Human Rights Education at Curtin 
University of Technology, which was established recently and has been running for just over 12 months.  The 
centre is doing some excellent work in the area of human rights education and this morning it held a breakfast 
that was attended by a speaker.   

It is important on International Human Rights Day 2003 to raise the issue of prisoners held at Guantanamo Bay 
prison by the United States.  I also raise this matter today because tomorrow the father of one of those prisoners 
will be in Perth to address a public meeting.  It is important to continually raise the matter that human rights is 
something that pertains to all people and that the prisoners in Guantanamo Bay are most definitely having their 
human rights transgressed.  The United States often expresses pride in its constitutional protection of the human 
rights of its own citizens, but, currently, approximately 660 prisoners, including two Australians, are being held 
indefinitely with only restricted access to lawyers and without charge, despite the fact that they are not prisoners 
of war.  Had they been declared prisoners of war, they would have had to be released at the end of the war in 
Afghanistan if they had not been charged with a criminal offence.  However, they are being held under a military 
order made approximately two years ago under which the United States President can designate any foreign 
national as a suspected terrorist or as aiding a terrorist and have them held indefinitely, and, basically, at his own 
will.  They have access to lawyers but only under limited conditions.  Those conditions are so restrictive that the 
United States National Union of Defence Lawyers has ruled that it would be unethical for lawyers to defend 
prisoners tried by one of the proposed military tribunals.  These detentions in Guantanamo Bay without trial and 
in breach of basic human rights are as unacceptable as detentions in China or Vietnam, or any other place for that 
matter.  In the view of the Greens (WA) and in my view, the Australian Government has abandoned these two 
Australian citizens and its requirement to uphold human rights.  At the same time, it is busy signing up to the US 
Son of Star Wars program to develop the most expensive initiative in militarism that the world has ever seen, at a 
proposed cost of $800 billion.  The Australian Government is scrambling to be the first other country to agree to 
cooperate in this venture, which is not only an obscene waste of resources but also is likely to lead to major 
escalation in the arms race and the destablisation of international security around the planet.  
In Western Australia the Premier has indicated that he wants the so-called sea-swap trial to become a permanent 
arrangement.  That comes as no surprise to many of us, who could see this coming a mile away.  The 
fundamental argument in support of sea swap is that the US service personnel spend an average of about $230 a 
day in this State.  No doubt, as has been indicated by the Greens and others, Western Australia will become a de 
facto port for the US Navy.  
Not only on this International Human Rights Day are we seeing an abandonment of international human rights, 
but surely in time legal challenges will be made about the massive, immoral and totally unsustainable 
expenditure on arms and military infrastructure, and this expenditure will be seen also as a fundamental breach 
of human rights.  Every dollar spent on weapons and militarism is a dollar stolen from the budgets that provide 
food, education, shelter and health care for everyone.  I ask members to consider these matters on International 
Human Rights Day.  

Schools, Inappropriate Behaviour of Staff 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [5.47 pm]:  The Minister for Education and Training, Alan 
Carpenter, has consistently attacked the non-government school sector.  His misinformation and propaganda on 
school funding has been a consistent policy.  It reflects the old Labor ideology and dogma, which is against 
giving parents a choice of schooling, and seeks to give absolute control of education to the minister.  He has 
already placed a wedge between the teachers in government schools and those in non-government schools by his 
misleading information on funding for these schools.   

He has turned to children’s safety for his next battleground.  By his own admission in response to a question I 
asked in Parliament yesterday, he does not have information on the number of inappropriate relationships or 
behaviours between teachers and students at non-government schools.  However, this did not stop him from 
stating on 4 December in The West Australian that most of the incidents of sexual abuse against students of 
which he is aware took place in the non-government school system.  He is relying not on facts but on innuendo, 
rumour and media reports.  This is divisive and will only polarise parents and teachers.  I asked the minister 
yesterday how many teachers in government schools had been disciplined.  The answer I received was - 

Providing information in the time required is not possible, and I therefore request that the honourable 
member place this question on notice. 
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I did so.  I asked the minister whether he had the facts about non-government schools and he replied no.  I asked 
the minister today how he could justify his comments about non-government schools if he did not have the facts.  
He responded - 

My comment referred to the widely-publicised cases of sexual abuse in religious schools. 

He does not have the facts; he is relying on memory.  He is trying to polarise parents by implying they should 
not send their children to non-government schools because they will be abused.  I asked the minister whether he 
will give the answers to the questions I asked yesterday before the House breaks for the recess.  I also asked him 
how he could justify the department not having the figures.  I would have thought it would be his prime 
responsibility to ensure that he knew exactly how many children and teachers have been involved in this type of 
abuse.  His response was yes, and that I should refer to question without notice 1658.  That was the question I 
asked yesterday when he replied he could not provide information.  I am lost in the logic of the minister’s 
response.  It means either that he does not want to tell us the answer or he does not care about providing an 
answer.  Parents should be outraged with his statement about sexual abuse in non-government schools.  Not only 
does it reflect badly on schools and teachers; it also reflects badly on the parents who choose to send their 
children to non-government schools.  The minister needs to recognise that these scare tactics to try to stem the 
tide of parents choosing non-government schools rather than government schools for their children’s education is 
irresponsible.  If he were really interested in the safety of children, he would support the amendment I proposed 
for the Western Australian College of Teaching Bill 2003.  I heard today that he will not support it.  It would 
have ensured that all teachers, irrespective of what school they taught at, would be subject to a criminal check as 
part of their registration.  The problem with this minister is that his care of children goes only as far as his 
ideology and his hatred of independent schools allows him.  It is time he took his role as Minister for Education 
and Training seriously and legislated for all children, not just his ideologically chosen group. 

The Minister for Education and Training must be the advocate for the government school sector.  I join him in 
that advocacy.  However, he can do that without criticising the non-government school sector.  Both school 
sectors require greater funding.  We can both fight for that increase in funding from the State and federal 
Governments.  It is not done by knocking someone or something else; that is divisive. 

I look forward to the answers the minister said he will provide.  However, I do not think they will be 
forthcoming.  I have a motion on the Notice Paper that will allow me to show how the minister thinks and how 
he treats the non-government school sector.  The future of this State and Australia relies on the education of all 
students, respective of where they go to school.  There is no doubt about that.  I think it is hypocritical of the 
minister, when the TEE results come out, to have his photograph taken with the Beazley Medal winners who, on 
occasion, come from independent schools.  He beams and says what a wonderful State we have.  The minister 
must remember that teachers at non-government schools are usually recruited from the government school 
sector.  Teachers at non-government schools and government schools have pride in the work they do.  Teachers 
are doing their best to educate our children.  The last thing we want is a minister trying to put a wedge between 
the two teaching fraternities.  Most professional development in this State is done by the professional 
associations, and the members of those associations are drawn from government schools, non-government 
schools and tertiary institutions.  The minister is not helping the professional development of teachers, and that 
carries through to the classroom.  I ask the minister to drop this dogma, be an advocate for all our children, and 
promote all our schools, but certainly promote government schools with a bit more vigour. 

Military Strategies of Federal Government 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.55 pm]:  Firstly, I rise in support of my colleague Hon Giz Watson 
and her concerns about the direction in which Australia is heading with the current federal Government in a 
range of military strategies directed by the current United States Administration, including the support of the 
invasion of Afghanistan, supposedly to target Osama bin Laden; the invasion of Iraq, which then swapped to 
targeting Saddam Hussein and then widened to the “axis of evil”; and now Australia signing up for the very 
frightening illegal international concept of pre-emptive strikes.  The range of concerning moves at a federal level 
is growing.  The implications for Australia include the basing here of United States military units moving to or 
from fields of action in the Middle East or whichever country happens to be targeted in its war on terror at the 
time - or war for terror, as some people call it; and the continued and expanding use of Australia by the United 
States for training and bombing exercises.  Almost no other country in the world will put its hand up to be 
bombed by the United States, including the United States.  If Fremantle or Western Australia is chosen as a 
permanent sea swap location - I was horrified to hear our Premier suggest today that that is what he wants - it 
will in effect turn Fremantle and Western Australia into a de facto or real naval port.  That will link with plans to 
use Darwin as an airbase with a naval connection in Western Australia, training facilities along the coast, a naval 
base in Darwin, plus any connections with Australia’s bases and communication centres for the son of the Son of 
Star Wars program, which will put Australia in the horrifying position of being involved in what many people, 
including the Greens, believe are illegal international activities and threats to the rest of the community.   
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I put on notice that any statement made by the Labor Premier of Western Australia that he wants a permanent sea 
swap or semi-permanent base in Western Australia is not supported by the community of Western Australia.  
There is no indication that the people of Western Australia want to be caught up in these illegal and aggressive 
military tactics of the United States, including its nuclear missile technology.  An enormous amount of available 
information states that the missile technology has never worked.  People are talking about how even a relatively 
unresourced and undeveloped country can provide a missile that would divide into a range of other missiles, 
which would then become almost impossible to track.  The potential for such things exploding in the wrong 
place is enormous.  The technology has not been sorted out yet.  For Australia to be putting its hand up for this 
kind of outrageous technology is not the right thing to do.  It is time for the Labor Government in Western 
Australia to draw the line and say we do not want to be part of sea swap, because that means we are part of the 
bombing of our precious coastal regions and water resources; the contamination of some of our ground water; 
and the implications for illegal pre-emptive action by the current United States Administration in other parts of 
the world.  I support my colleague, and I am really concerned that the battle group with the USS Fletcher today 
seems to be welcomed with open arms by the Premier of this State.  I am really not sure who the Premier is 
representing when he makes those statements.  It is certainly not the majority of Western Australians.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Is it a battle group or just a destroyer?  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  More than one ship is coming in.   

Australia-United States Free Trade Agreement 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The other issue I raise tonight is the submission on the proposed Australia-United 
States free trade agreement by the Australian Network of Environmental Defenders Offices.  A range of issues 
have been discussed recently in the media.  We know that the Australian film and television industry is 
absolutely distraught at the concept of Australia being so stupid as to sign up with the United States for a so-
called free trade agreement, because workers in the industry are clever enough to know that we will not benefit 
from it.   They are also clever enough to see the experience of other countries.  Even if the letter of a treaty says 
that certain things will be done only at certain times, experience in other countries shows the impact the 
agreement could have. 

The submission of the environmental defenders offices looks at compensation, acquisition and expropriation 
issues and the inability of countries to nationalise or take back into public ownership or control resources or 
services that are privatised.  We have talked a lot about Western Power.  There is a ratchet effect - once a 
decision is made by a Parliament, it cannot go back, unless compensation is paid.  We need to know that; it is a 
threat against our democracy.  We need to look at the position under Australian law and the Australian 
Constitution, and what that really means for our federal, state and local laws in Australia.  We need to look at 
what it means for conservation issues and our parks and resources laws.  We need to look at how existing 
agreements, like the North American Free Trade Agreement, have impacted on US domestic law and the laws of 
other North American signatories.  We have to look at the compensation in relation to enforcement of 
environmental regulation.  How outrageous would it be if we were to find out more than we knew before and 
then tried to protect our environment?  A country like Australia might be forced to pay compensation to a private 
entity in the United States for enforcing an environmental law in the public interest.  We need to look at the 
ambit of the agreement and its relationship with other international instruments. 

There are so many issues on negotiation and consultation, or lack thereof, and so many things the average 
community member cannot possible know in this process so far, because the issues are so complex.  In order to 
assist that process, I will table the submission by the Australian Network of Environmental Defenders Offices to 
the Free Trade Agreement Taskforce in the Office of Trade Negotiations, so that it is on the record, and at least 
there will be some opportunity for other people to look at the range of issues explored by a group that has looked 
very carefully at this extremely important and very worrying issue.  The Western Australian Government has 
indicated that it does not think the agreement is good enough.  I hope that it is still strongly representing that 
view to the negotiators.  I hope the Government is also working with other States to make sure that that view is 
put as strongly as possible.  If the majority of States do not think this agreement is good enough, one wonders 
who the negotiators believe they are representing at this level.  We must make as strong a stand as possible.  I 
seek leave to table the submission.   

Leave granted.  [See paper No 1831.]  

House adjourned at 6.04 pm 

__________ 
 


