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CANNABIS USE INCREASE, INVITATION TO MRS JULIE FAWCETT 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [2.53 pm]:  I move, without notice -  

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith and the debate to be limited to 15 minutes in total for government members, 15 
minutes in total for opposition members, and two minutes in total for independent members -  

That in relation to the Cannabis Control Bill 2003, the Assembly invites Mrs Julie Fawcett to 
appear at 11.00 am on Thursday, 15 May 2003, at the Bar of the House to give evidence in 
relation to the impact of making cannabis more freely available in the community and in 
particular its effect on - 

(a) rates of crime;  

(b) involvement of young people in drug taking; and  

(c) community health outcomes.   

I am looking at the Leader of the House to see whether there will be agreement that the House suspend standing 
orders for 30 minutes.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Have you heard of something called an MPI or private members’ business?  Why haven’t you 
used that?  It shows the lack of priority you give to that.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This is not a matter of public interest.  This is a motion to invite into this House a visitor 
from London, whom we are fortunate to have in this State at the moment and who has knowledge about the 
effects of cannabis on people in the London borough of Lambeth. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Members!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would dearly love the Minister for Health and the Premier to engage in a media debate 
with this person.  She would have both of them on toast.  She would take them on together and show that they 
have no knowledge in this area whatsoever.  They do not know the devastating effects of this drug.  She is a wife 
and a mother of four children and is a youth worker in the London borough of Lambeth.  She has seen over many 
years the devastating effects that a similar action to that which this Government has proposed has had on people 
in that area, but particularly on young people.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Members should listen to what I am saying; this is very serious.  My research revealed that 
this House has never before taken the action proposed by my motion.  That does not mean that it should not 
happen.  However, it happened in New South Wales when the Legislative Assembly suspended standing orders 
on 15 October 1996 to allow experts on euthanasia to address members on the floor of the House on a health 
issue.  Professor Peter Baume of the Voluntary Euthanasia Society and Tony Burke of Euthanasia - No! were 
invited onto the floor of that House.  On that occasion it was agreed that those experts could address the House 
and each member could ask questions of them.  That is all I am asking this House to do.  Nobody in this House is 
an expert on this issue.  The Minister for Health certainly is not.  He is an ex-copper and does not have a clue 
about this.  The Premier, who we do not believe is 100 per cent behind this legislation, is certainly not an expert.   

Today opposition members have given examples of select committees in the House of Commons in the United 
Kingdom, the Mother of the Westminster Parliaments.  It researched the matter very carefully and came up with 
a resolution that totally opposes what this Government has proposed.  All I ask today is that we take advantage 
of - 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is a stunt!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This is not a stunt.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a serious proposal in this Parliament.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Premier and the Minister for Health are afraid to have a debate with this woman in the 
media.  We offer them a challenge to have a debate with Julie Fawcett, but they will not accept.  They do not 
know enough about the dreadful consequences that this Bill will have on young people in Western Australia.   

The reason I have moved to suspend standing orders is that it will give this House and every member in this 
Chamber an opportunity to listen to somebody who has had first-hand experience of dealing - 
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Mr N.R. Marlborough:  We have all had first-hand experience.  Come back to the real world! 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why not?  What are you afraid of?   

The SPEAKER:  Whether or not members want to listen to the member for Hillarys, he currently has the call.  I 
am sure he will restrict his comments to the reasons that standing orders should be suspended and not debate the 
actual motion.  However, I ask members to sit quietly and listen.  Members on the other side of the House will 
have an opportunity to speak.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will certainly do as you direct, Mr Speaker; that is, I will speak to the motion to suspend 
standing orders.  The reason that I believe standing orders should be suspended, which reason I am allowed to 
give, is that it is very important that every member of this Parliament have the opportunity to question an expert 
in this area.  The Premier could question this person. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Did you go to the Drug Summit?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Drug Summit was stacked.  The doctor who deals with most of the addicts in this State 
was given three minutes in which to speak.   

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Members!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Speaker -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  You are a coward. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Riverton will withdraw that comment.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Which comment?   

The SPEAKER:  The comment about a member being a coward.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I assure members that I have not moved this motion as a political stunt; it is a genuine 
attempt to allow this House to hear from somebody who has had first-hand experience of the devastating effects 
that this Bill will cause in Western Australia.  Julie Fawcett has first-hand experience of what happened in the 
London borough of Lambeth.  I had the pleasure of listening to her speak recently.  Frankly, I was devastated at 
the comments she made about the outcomes of what has happened in Lambeth.  Even the Labour MP in Lambeth 
does not support the Blair Government’s relaxation of cannabis use in that borough.   

I am asking members to suspend standing orders so that each side can spend 15 minutes debating the motion.  
That is not a lot to ask.  Today we have given up an hour of private members’ business and half an hour of 
budget speeches.  The Leader of the House has had tremendous cooperation from this side of the House and 
from me in particular.  All we want is for each side to have 15 minutes to put their case.  I do not suspect for one 
minute that the motion will be agreed to.  However, I suspected that the Government would agree to the 
suspension of standing orders so that we could debate the motion, albeit for only 15 minutes each.   

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Wrong on both points.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know I am wrong on both points.  However, I am an eternal optimist.  I always hope that 
government members will show some charity and commonsense and not be afraid to hear an expert in the area 
address this House.  This suggestion is not out of the ordinary.  The London borough found Julie Fawcett’s 
information absolutely essential.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  It is clear that members on my right do not agree with what the member for Hillarys is saying.  
However, the more they interject, the longer he will speak.  I am sure the House wants to move on to other 
business after this motion is dealt with.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank you, Mr Speaker.  I do not intend to waste the time of the House.  However, I 
reserve the right to speak on the motion I have moved.  I know you will see that I get a fair go, Mr Speaker, and I 
appreciate that.   
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It is essential to hear from Julie Fawcett.  The only way to get to the bottom of this issue so that members 
opposite understand the ramifications of the Bill they passed in this House, which is yet to be passed in the upper 
House, is to hear expert advice from somebody who knows what she is talking about.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.02 pm]:  I support the motion to suspend 
standing orders for the purpose of briefly debating the matter.  It is proposed that each side have 15 minutes to 
debate the simple but important question of whether this Parliament should do what it is required to do.   

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Have you met with her?  You have not met with her, have you?   

The SPEAKER:  Member for Peel! 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  You have not met with this expert.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We are all here as representatives of our constituencies.  One of the jobs all members of 
Parliament have is to listen to community opinion.  The reason for suspending standing orders - 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the member for Peel to order for the first time.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The reason for suspending standing orders is so that we, the representatives of the 57 
electorates that make up this Chamber, have an opportunity to decide whether we should create a precedence - a 
innovation for this Parliament - and invite someone who is not a university, scientific or medical expert, but who 
has lived and continues to live through a process of having soft drug laws, effectively, relating to cannabis in the 
borough of Lambeth in London, to be heard in this Chamber.  Why should we not even debate doing that?  Why 
should the Government not agree to suspend standing orders to consider that simple issue?  Surely the 
community of Western Australia expects members of Parliament to listen to what people have to say.   

The request for the suspension of standing orders comes after we have debated the cannabis Bill.  I remind 
members that this Government sat this Chamber through two nights in succession and guillotined the Bill.  
Given that conduct and given the long debate that nevertheless took place, why can we, as elected 
representatives of the people, not be prepared to spend half an hour listening to the views of someone who has 
lived and worked in an environment of soft cannabis laws for 30 years?  Are we so self-important that we will 
not listen to the community or have the courage to sit down and listen to someone who has lived through it?  
Why is the Government not prepared to do that?  Why is the Labor Party not prepared to give up half an hour to 
take the time to listen?  Government members do not have to agree with what Julie Fawcett has to say.  Why are 
members opposite so afraid to listen to her?  Why will the Government not agree to suspend standing orders for 
that purpose?  This motion is about suspending standing orders to allow Julie Fawcett to present her point of 
view and her life experiences to this Parliament in a succinct fashion and to allow members, if they wish, to 
question her.   

The Community Drug Summit was held in this Chamber in August 2001.  Although the Opposition was not 
consulted, it nevertheless cooperated with the summit.  It made the Liberal Party room available for use by the 
Drug Summit.  We agreed to close off corridors around the Parliament.  We fully cooperated with the staff and 
the Government to facilitate the conduct of the summit.  By refusing to suspend standing orders, the Government 
is denying the Parliament and the people the opportunity to hear Julie Fawcett’s story.  When the Drug Summit 
took place, experts were flown in from around the world at taxpayers’ expense to present their points of view.  
The Minister for Health presented his point of view and the Premier, Dr Gallop, closed the summit.  Were any 
opposition members given any opportunity to participate in the process?  No.  The Government should not 
pretend that that process was open.  The Opposition now wants to spend not three days on a Drug Summit, but 
half an hour to allow Julie Fawcett to come before the Bar of the House so that members can listen to her story.  
They do not have to agree with her, but they could at least have the honesty and integrity to listen to her story.  
People at the Drug Summit could not tell her story.  They did not live for 30 years in low-income, working-class 
areas of London such as Lambeth.  They could not talk about the experiences Julie Fawcett had with children 
and other people she worked with in that community.  What is the Government afraid of?  Why will it not agree 
to suspend standing orders?  Why will the Government not give the Opposition the same level of cooperation 
that it gave to the Government when the Drug Summit was conducted?  For three days this Parliament was used 
as the venue for the summit.  The Opposition is asking for the House to spend just half an hour on the most 
important piece of social legislation to come before this Parliament for a long time.  Why are the Premier and the 
Minister for Health afraid of Julie Fawcett?  What are they scared of?  Are they scared of a mother of four telling 
her story?  Are they scared of hearing how cannabis had the greatest impact on the most vulnerable members of 
the community?  That is why we mount the case to suspend standing orders.   
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The Drug Summit - a forum we want to extend by half an hour by suspending standing orders - was about people 
presenting viewpoints.  It was never open.  At its 1999 conference it was the Labor Party’s policy to 
decriminalise cannabis.  Its election policy statement was about decriminalising cannabis.  The opening 
statement to the Drug Summit said the State Government would welcome views if they were about 
decriminalising cannabis.  There is no doubt about that.   

The reason for moving to suspend the standing orders is important.  I will read a brief presented by the Minister 
for Health at the opening of the Drug Summit.  It reads - 

 MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION  

The Government has a genuinely open mind on a number of matters but consistent with its policies on 
Health, Civil Rights, Law Reform and Crime it asks delegates to give consideration to, and make 
recommendations regarding: 

•  changes to the State’s cannabis laws involving decriminalisation of:  

•  . . . the cultivation of up to 2 plants;  

•  possession of up to 50 grams; . . .   

The instruction to the Drug Summit was that the issue was not up for grabs.  The Government had decided to 
decriminalise cannabis and allow its cultivation and the possession of 50 grams, which ended up being 30 grams.  
When the member for Hillarys moved to suspend standing orders, the minister, who is not here, interjected that 
people had spoken at the summit.  That is not true.  They could speak only on cannabis according to government 
policy to decriminalise it.  All the Opposition is asking is that Julie Fawcett be given half an hour.  Every 
member on this side of the House would support her privilege to come into this Parliament and present her story.  
Why would we not want to take half an hour to allow that?  Julie Fawcett is here at the request of Hon Simon 
O’Brien, the opposition spokesperson on drugs, who recently met her briefly in the United Kingdom.  I met her 
when she arrived here.  A number of members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party have met the costs of her trip.  
She has given up her job for a few weeks, so she is making a contribution.  She has come here to tell her story.  
This woman had the courage to stand up in her own community - supported strongly by the Labour member for 
Lambeth and all sorts of community groups - against the Blair Government’s policy.  However, we find that an 
attempt was made by, I presume, the Australian Labor Party, to denigrate her.  It is extraordinary.  She made 
some comments about the lifestyle effect of decriminalised cannabis in Lambeth and its attraction of people from 
elsewhere in the UK and Europe, and the Minister for Health made fun of her.  He was insulting and rude to 
someone who has come here voluntarily to pass on part of her life story to people in this State.  He chose to 
insult her on television.  That is his standard and that is why we must suspend standing orders.  I urge members 
opposite to listen to Julie Fawcett’s story.  

We find in The West Australian more of the same.  A letter headed “Another drug smokescreen” was printed, 
signed by Jan Steele of Dianella.  She says - 

 SO, THE Opposition has gone to the expense of bringing a Christian lady from Lambeth . . .   

What is wrong with being a Christian?  Although she has strong family values and strong feelings about the 
protection of children, to the best of my knowledge she is not part of a Christian lobby.  I do not know whether 
she goes to church, yet she was labelled as part of a Christian lobby.  What is going on in this State?  Why can 
we not have an open mind and listen to people’s experiences.   

A second letter to the editor illustrates why this Parliament is a forum in which views should be presented and 
considered. 

Mr A.J. Dean:  As long as they are yours.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  I am inviting the member for Bunbury to speak in this debate.  I would welcome his 
involvement.  He should get on his feet after me and join in the debate.  

Another letter labels the visit by Julie Fawcett to Western Australia as a political stunt.  This letter is signed by a 
Mr Simon Lenton, senior research fellow, National Drug Research Institute, Curtin University.  Was Simon 
Lenton not at the Drug Summit?  Is he not a member of the minister’s working party on drug law reform?  He 
omitted to put that at the bottom of his letter.  That is another reason that we should suspend standing orders.  
The public of Western Australia is not being told the whole truth.  

It is very important that we consider this motion to suspend standing orders.  If Labor backbenchers are so sure 
that decriminalising cannabis will be good for the community, they should take the time so that at least they can 
say that they did not get bulldozed by the minister or by Labor Party policy, and that they considered all sides of 
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the issue.  I am asking the member for Joondalup if he will give up half an hour of his time, for the people of 
Joondalup, to listen to Julie Fawcett.  I ask the member for Geraldton.  Drugs are a big problem in Geraldton, 
particularly cannabis.  Will he give up half an hour of his time and agree to suspend standing orders so that Julie 
Fawcett can tell him her story and he can tell the people of Geraldton?  Will he give up half an hour of his 
precious time to listen to a person who has 30 years experience with drug problems on her doorstep in Lambeth, 
and is still experiencing them today?  She has voluntarily come 10 000 miles to Western Australia simply to talk 
to people and to the media.  She is prepared to come into this Chamber to talk to us.  At the end of the day, only 
members of Parliament can make or change laws.  No other group of 57 people in this community should be 
more prepared to listen to the life story of Julie Fawcett than the 57 members of this place.   

I think the member for Innaloo is an intelligent man.  Is he prepared to listen to Julie Fawcett? 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  I will go outside and sit at the round table in the courtyard and listen to her.  Bring her out 
there; don’t waste the time of this Chamber.  This is a stunt.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He should stand up now, show some integrity and support this Parliament’s sitting for half 
an hour to allow her to tell her story to the Parliament.  Members of Parliament are the ones responsible for the 
law.  

Is the member for Albany prepared to give up half an hour of his highly paid time, on behalf of the people of 
Albany?  No, he is not. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The Leader of the Opposition asked me a question and did not give me a chance to speak 
on the question.  

The SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I would welcome it if the member for Albany rose in the debate and spoke.  I ask all 
members on the back bench to rise.  Can the member for Eyre spend half an hour listening to someone talk about 
the effects of drugs, on behalf of his constituents, or will he be part of a Labor Government that guillotines 
debate to pass legislation?  Is the member for Southern River prepared to listen?  Yes, he is - at least he raised 
his hand.  Perhaps he is prepared to listen to the story because he is a decent fellow.  I know the answer.  It is 
rhetorical and repetitive because the record shows that not one Labor member, including you, Mr Speaker, I 
understand, is prepared to sit in this Chamber and listen to Julie Fawcett’s story.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  We will see her now in the courtyard. 

Point of Order 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Mr Speaker, will you let the record show that I am now leaving the Chamber to talk to Mrs 
Fawcett?   
The SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Bunbury misled the Parliament.  He is not doing anything of the sort.  He 
has a responsibility to tell the truth.  
Government members will not agree to allow Julie Fawcett that amount of time in which to speak in this 
Chamber.   
Mr A.D. McRae:  Did you go to the Drug Summit?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, I did.  I was not invited to participate.  I sat at the back and watched it on the monitor.  
It was arrogance not to invite either the Leader of the Opposition or his nominee to address the Drug Summit.  
The Government failed because it was too arrogant to allow any sense of bipartisan participation.  Clearly, the 
Labor Party will not agree to suspend standing orders because it is afraid of what Julie Fawcett might say.  
Members opposite are afraid of hearing an articulate person from a working class area of London talk about her 
community - I understand that the legal situation here is different - to talk about what effect a soft-on-cannabis 
approach had in Lambeth.  Government members are not prepared to listen to Julie Fawcett’s story.  I do not 
expect them to comment on it, but I do appeal to them to listen to her story and do nothing more - not to 
denigrate her or try to humiliate her, but respect the fact that she has come to Western Australia for a week of her 
own time simply to tell people who will listen.  She has offered to speak to this Parliament, yet government 
members will not listen.  We all know what happens to Governments when they do not listen. 
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I notice that the Premier is not in the Chamber to debate whether we should suspend standing orders.  Again, it is 
on the public record that he was not in the Chamber for one moment of the debate on cannabis over several days.  
He came in solely for divisions.  He did not utter a single word in the debate on the most important social change 
in Western Australia for many years, if not ever.  The Premier of this State did not have the courage or the 
conviction or the faith in that policy to utter a word.  It was the most evasive, weak performance of any Premier I 
have ever seen.  Premiers must deal with difficult situations.  I suspect that he personally does not support this 
policy.  That is why he did not show his face in the debate and did not speak.   

The Premier is not in the Chamber, and incredibly the Minister for Health is not either.  The Minister for Health 
did not mind going on television to try to denigrate Julie Fawcett, but he is not in the Chamber to speak on this 
motion.  In his absence, I issue this challenge to the Leader of the House: if he is not to extend Julie Fawcett the 
courtesy of allowing her to tell her story to this Parliament, and if he is so self-important that he is not prepared 
to listen, will the Minister for Health be prepared to enter into a debate with her in the media and in public?  Is 
the Premier prepared to attend the public rally to be held tomorrow outside Parliament House?  Is he prepared to 
front the community of this State or will he run and squirm like a rabbit caught in headlights, because that is 
what he has done on this issue.  Will the Minister for Health come out and face the public on the steps of 
Parliament House?  Will he face Julie Fawcett in a debate?  It would be an amicable debate because she is not an 
aggressive person, so he need not be frightened.  Will he listen to her story and let her tell of some of the 
occurrences in Lambeth, of the devastation and how change is not seen overnight but how cannabis becomes the 
culture and part of the lifestyle of people who gravitate to that area?  Young people and parents become stoned, 
kids do not go to school, kids become incapable of gaining an education and young people become incapable of 
holding down a job.   

This Labor Government purports to represent people on low incomes.  The most vulnerable and most affected 
people in Lambeth are those from less functional families and lower income groups.  They are the vulnerable 
ones.  The wealthier people, the more highly educated and those from more stable families are less vulnerable.  I 
plead to you, Mr Speaker, and I plead to Labor members to have the courage and the sincerity to represent 
constituents by giving up at least half an hour to let Julie Fawcett come into this place to tell the story of the way 
she is living today and the story of Lambeth.  If government members do not do that, they will have failed in 
their obligation to their electorates to look at all sides of an issue which I assure them - I have a different point of 
view from all of them - will destroy hundreds if not thousands of young lives.  Why are they afraid to let this 
woman tell her story and the story of Lambeth? 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [3.23 pm]:  Drug use is a problem in our community 
and one which the Government takes very seriously.  The legislation that relates to the control and enforcement 
of laws on the abuse of drugs is very important.  The Labor Party and the Labor Government treat these matters 
with the utmost seriousness.  It is unfortunate that we have seen again today that the Liberal Party and the 
Liberal leader do not care a fig about drugs and drugs control.  They are the people who are advocating drug use 
by treating this matter in an absolutely frivolous way.  They are being mischievous and misleading, and in doing 
that they are encouraging drug use. 

I say to the Liberal Party that its name is insincerity.  It has absolutely no sincerity on this matter at all.  That is 
demonstrated yet again by its actions in the past half hour.  Opposition members not only misused their 
important place in this community by encouraging people to use drugs, but I believe they are also seeking to 
misuse Mrs Julie Fawcett.  If they thought for a moment that this was an important issue, they could have given 
notice of motion yesterday to use all of private members’ time today, which is three hours.  They could have 
given notice yesterday.  As of yesterday this was not an issue that they worried about.  As of Tuesday of this 
week when they could have given notice, Liberal Party members thought it was not a matter to worry about.  
That is the level of their sincerity on this issue.  It may have been that someone had the bright idea after 2.00 pm 
yesterday.  The Leader of the Opposition’s name is insincerity at best, but he has so little standing on this matter 
that he is totally irrelevant.  I correct that - he is not irrelevant but a danger to the people of this State because of 
what he does in taking drug control so insincerely. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The debate is about the suspension of standing orders to allow Julie Fawcett to attend the 
Chamber.  The Leader of the House has just made comment to the effect that private members’ time should be 
used.  I seek to ask you, Mr Speaker, to clarify that, because if it is an offer I will accept it and the debate can 
conclude now. 

The SPEAKER:  It is not a point of order.   

Debate Resumed 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is squirming because by his actions today in supporting the 
suspension of standing orders, he has put on record his absolute insincerity on drugs.  He has done it time after 
time, and he has done it again today.  He has shown that getting Julie Fawcett involved in some way in talking to 
members of Parliament was not thought about when opposition members planned their tactics for the 
parliamentary week.  They could have given notice of motion yesterday.  If they are so slow and so insincere 
about this matter that they did not think of it yesterday, they could have had a debate on a matter of public 
interest.  All they had to do was put in a letter by midday today and have the debate, but they did not think it was 
important enough.  That shows their insincerity.  If they thought it important but were very slow to come to the 
point, at any time around 2.00 pm or so they could have approached me, given notice and asked if they could do 
something special because they slipped up.  They could have said that they think drugs are really important but 
they did not think about it.  They could have admitted that they were really hopeless.   

The Leader of the Opposition has said that this is the number one political issue in Western Australia today, but 
he could not even think about it when he walked into the Chamber.  It did not cross his mind that the Opposition 
could go through the proper process because this was an important matter.  The facts of the matter are clear.  
Opposition members did not give notice to use private members’ time; they did not use an MPI available to 
them; and they did not speak to the Government and say that they wanted to do something special.  That clearly 
indicates that the Liberal Party has no sincerity on this matter at all.  We have seen it time and again, and it has 
been demonstrated very clearly here today.  All that we have heard is a lot of pious nonsense and insincerity.  
The Gallop Government is tough on people who misuse drugs, tough on the drug trade and doing something 
about it.  On the other side of the House is a Liberal Party that, when in government, allowed people to use 
cannabis and simply get off with a caution.  

When major drug trade involved senior people in the Liberal Party, it did nothing about corruption.  The Liberal 
Government had money going into Liberal Party coffers from a convicted drug dealer.  When there was 
corruption in this State and Hon Derrick Tomlinson was saying in the other place that a royal commission was 
needed, the Liberal Government would not call a royal commission because drug money was going into the 
Liberal Party coffers.  We have a Labor Gallop Government cracking down on corruption and dealing with 
drugs. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  When members make allegations, must they have proof and evidence to support what 
they say? 

The SPEAKER:  I understand where the member is going in his point of order.  There was no mention of a 
person’s name in the claim.  I caution people in this place to use the powers that this House gives them in a 
responsible manner, and not to name people in an adverse way.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will close.  The Liberal Party has shown again that it is only involved in mischievous 
nonsense.  It is totally insincere on this issue.  The Government has given umpteen hours to debate in this place 
on this matter.  The Cannabis Control Bill had about 28 hours of debate.  The Government will debate it 
wherever members opposite want, but it will not get involved in these insincere, stupid stunts pulled by the 
Liberal Party that show it has nothing to offer the people of this State when it comes to doing something serious 
about the drug problem.  The Government rejects the motion. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.32 pm]:  I speak in reply, as the Government will not give time to this matter. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  It’s running scared.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Indeed.  The Leader of the House spoke to this motion.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is that what the Minister for Education thinks of Julie Fawcett?  Listen to what she says about 
the effects on schoolchildren in Lambeth.  You’re the education minister! 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Bring Homer Simpson on.  I will listen to them all. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am disgusted with some of the ministers in this House.  I am disgusted with the Minister 
for Education.  He can only make derogatory remarks about members on this side of the House.  He has nothing 
to say about the drug issue.  He said nothing during debate on the Cannabis Control Bill.  He had the opportunity 
with the motion I moved to say something today.  He has charge of thousands of children in his role as Minister 
for Education, and he is responsible for ensuring the best health of those children while on school premises.   
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The Minister for Health has responsibility for the health of all people in Western Australia.  What did we hear in 
argument to the motion put by the Liberal Opposition to suspend standing orders?  We heard a tirade of abuse 
that had nothing whatsoever to do with the motion to suspend standing orders or the motion for which we wanted 
standing orders suspended.  The Leader of the House did the usual: he raised his voice two or three octaves, and 
blasted away making nasty and derogatory remarks about people on this side of the House.  Why?  He had no 
argument.  The Premier came and went.  He was here for two minutes.  We hoped he would enter the debate.  As 
the Leader of the Opposition said earlier, the Premier has not contributed one minute to the important cannabis 
debate and the damage caused by drugs, particularly on young people.  We heard from the Minister for Health 
only on television; he made derogatory comments about a lady who has come all the way from England.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Dripping insincerity. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  I give my word that I am sincere on this issue.  I care about young people.  I have 
spent many years of my life caring for young people.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  And a lot of money.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  And I have spent a lot of my money caring for young people.  Do not say I am insincere, 
because I am not. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You’re insincere.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not, my friend - not on this!  I might be a bit flippant on some things, but not on 
this issue I assure the minister.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You’re insincere. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not.  The minister is just stupid at times.  He is rude and arrogant and does not 
enter a debate in an area for which he has great responsibility.   

I honestly believe that we had an opportunity as a House of Parliament to extend an invitation to an international 
visitor to impart to us her knowledge and her experiences on this very important issue of drugs, particularly 
cannabis.  She has seen the devastating effects in and around the London borough of Lambeth.   

The Opposition did not spend $600 000 of taxpayers’ money to hold a drug forum stacked with people selected 
by a panel appointed by the Minister for Health.  The Leader of the Opposition correctly alluded to the premise 
for the Community Drug Summit: it had to look at the decriminalisation of cannabis and the growing of two 
plants.  Three minutes was allocated at the summit to one of our leading doctors who has enormous experience 
in treating drug addicts.  Plenty of time was given to some intellectuals, the friends of members opposite from 
universities, and some people who flew in from overseas whom we knew to be pro-cannabis and pro-relaxation 
on drugs.   

The difference between people in this debate is whether one truly cares about the influence and effects of drugs 
on all people, particularly young people.  Some people affected by drug law relaxation in Lambeth are as young 
as five years old.  The Government passed a Bill in this place that will lead us in the same direction.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The minister has an appalling inability to listen.  Have the courage to listen and do your job as 
Minister for Education.  Listen to Julie Fawcett about what happened in Lambeth.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  If you’re concerned about the children of Lambeth, go over and do some work there.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am concerned about the children of Western Australia; I state that categorically.  I am 
concerned about all children, but, in this instance, the children of Western Australia are my responsibility, as 
they are the responsibility of the minister.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Speak to the suspension motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House should gag me if he does not want to hear the truth.  I offered him 
15 minutes for each side of the House in my motion to suspend standing orders.  I am not trying to waste 
Parliament’s time.  That is why I limited debate to 15 minutes each side.  I knew if more time were requested, 
the Leader of the House would say it was a stunt and the Government would not waste time on such a motion; 
the Government would then not allow somebody to speak to the House to give evidence as a witness to this 
House on a Bill already passed by this Chamber.  If I wanted to waste time, I would have moved a different 
motion.   

The Leader of the House said we should have used private members’ time for this matter.  Why should we?  If 
we had moved this motion in private members’ time, would the Leader of the House’s party have agreed to Julie 
Fawcett’s coming to the Bar of the House to address this place?  
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Address the suspension motion. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House did not address the motion, so he should not tell me what to do.  
All he did was make insulting and nasty remarks, which he does when upset and on the back foot.  He knows it; I 
know it.  I am responding to the comments of the Leader of the House in my reply.  The Leader of the House 
said the Liberal Opposition could have used private members’ time or moved a matter of public interest.  If we 
had done that, would the Leader of the House have agreed to the motion to allow Julie Fawcett to come to the 
Bar of the House to address members for 30 minutes, or maybe less?  Members could then have questioned her.  
If the Leader of the House believes she does not have qualifications, experience or knowledge in the area, 
government members could have questioned her.  I would love the Minister for Education to debate her; he 
would be had on toast.  He is okay with an autocue, as he used a long time ago; however, he has lost the autocue 
and can make only nasty comments about members on this of the House. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  I’ve never been nasty to anyone in my life.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, the minister has.  He can keep being nasty to me - I do not mind. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You’re being insincere again.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Speak to the motion. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why does the Minister for Health not get up and speak in this debate?  Will the minister 
debate Julie Fawcett?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Speak to the motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Will the minister debate her face to face on the steps of Parliament House tomorrow?   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Speak to the motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I ask the Minister for Health whether he will go on the steps of Parliament House 
tomorrow to debate the issue with Julie Fawcett, or will he act in a cowardly way?  We would like the Minister 
for Health or the Premier, preferably both, to do so to allow the people of Western Australia to judge their 
sincerity, their knowledge of the drug area and their knowledge of the effects of drugs on young people in 
Western Australia, as has occurred elsewhere.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Speak to the motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister cannot speak about anything.  He will not speak in this Parliament unless he 
has his answers written down.  I will conclude now because I truly do not want to waste the time of the 
Parliament.  That is why the motion states that each side should have 15 minutes in which to debate the 
substantive motion.  The debate to suspend standing orders has taken longer than that.   

If the Leader of the House had agreed to the motion to suspend standing orders, each side of the House would 
have participated in a genuine debate.  The Minister for Education and Training would have had an opportunity 
to contribute, although he would not have spoken because he is too chicken.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Talk about Lambeth. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I urge the minister to visit Lambeth.  The minister has a responsibility to young children.  I 
ask him to please go to Lambeth.  He can even stay there.   

The SPEAKER:  The member for Hillarys should address his comments to the motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I apologise, Mr Speaker.  I agree I am getting off the subject.   

The motion to suspend standing orders is genuine.  I assure the House that it was moved with absolute sincerity.  
I thought it would be good for this Parliament to discuss the issue with a visitor from overseas who has 
knowledge of it.  That is the motion that has been put before the House.  We believe it is a correct motion and we 
support it.  We on this side of the House are very disappointed that the Government does not have the courage to 
debate for even 15 minutes the motion to invite Julie Fawcett to address the Parliament from the Bar of this 
House.  We know it is a non-starter.   

The Premier and the Minister for Health should hang their heads in shame for not having the guts to debate this 
issue with Julie Fawcett.  It would be one woman against two men, one big and another tall.  They do not have 
the guts to debate this very important issue.  I challenge the Minister for Health to develop the guts to do it.  I 
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hope the media will pick up this issue, because I do not think the minister or the Premier have the guts to debate 
it.   

Question put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the House divided. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Member for Roleystone!  Leader of the Opposition!   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Member for Roleystone, I call you to order for whatever time it is.   

The division resulted as follows - 

Ayes (20) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr J.H.D. Day Mr M.G. House Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr R.N. Sweetman Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 

Noes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Murray (Teller) 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley  
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.D. Marshall Ms M.M. Quirk 
 Mr B.K. Masters Mrs C.A. Martin 

Question thus negatived. 
 


