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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 24 May after the following amendment had been moved by Mr M.P. Murray - 
That the following words be added to the Address-in-Reply motion -  

and inform Your Excellency that the Legislative Assembly opposes any attempt by the 
commonwealth government to undermine and diminish the state’s right to govern, including 
the overriding of Western Australian industrial relations laws 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.04 pm]:  Last night we had quite a fiery debate, as the 
member for Vasse raised a number of matters that related to the amendment moved by the government.  The first 
point I want to make is how unusual it is that the government should move an amendment to its own Address-in-
Reply.  It is quite the norm for the opposition to move amendments to the Address-in-Reply to try to make a 
point to the government or whatever.  It is usually anticipated, of course, that amendments moved by the 
opposition will not succeed and, consequently, the Address-in-Reply to the Governor will not be amended in the 
way the opposition intended.  It would be nice if it happened while we were in opposition, but I cannot see that 
happening because we do not have the numbers; it is that simple.  However, one must ask why the government 
would want to move an amendment to its own Address-in-Reply to the Governor.  Obviously, it is a political 
stunt.  The government wants to raise a point in this Parliament for some sort of political advantage, and in this 
case we have seen already that it has backfired considerably.  I understand that the last time a government moved 
an amendment to the Address-in-Reply was in 1992.  At that time it was a Labor government.  I believe it tried 
to move an amendment in relation to the then opposition’s stance on the budget.  It is quite extraordinary to think 
that a government would move to amend its own Address-in-Reply to the Governor.  It is almost saying, 
“Gorblimey, we forgot something; we should have added this earlier.”  I understand how the maths of this 
chamber works.  The government will get its way and the Address-in-Reply will probably be amended, unless 
the government withdraws its amendment, which reads that His Excellency should be informed that the 
Legislative Assembly opposes any attempt - the words “any attempt” are important and I will come to that in a 
moment - by the commonwealth government to undermine and diminish the state’s right to govern, including the 
overriding of Western Australian industrial relations laws.  States’ rights happen to be something that the Liberal 
Party feels very strongly about.  There was one issue on which we very strongly championed the case of states’ 
rights, and that was country vote weighting.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  In fact, the minister sold out his electorate by supporting a reduction in 
country representation throughout the state.  As he knows, we country members all stick together.  The fewer 
country members there are, the less representation there is for the country as a whole.  One issue that cropped up 
- it happened two years ago to the month - was a press statement from a certain former Prime Minister, of which 
I have a copy.  Yes, it was Hon Gough Whitlam, the former Prime Minister of this great nation of ours.  In part 
of the statement, he said -  

As soon as the Federal Parliament meets, the Federal Opposition should introduce Human Rights 
(Equal Suffrage) Bills in the House of representatives and the Senate.  The bills should enact the equal 
suffrage article of the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which came into effect 
generally in March 1976.  If both Houses pass the bills, the Western Australian legislation would be 
invalid; if the Western Australian Parliament did not amend its acts, the High Court would declare them 
invalid.   

The legislation to which he was referring was our electoral legislation.  Gough Whitlam was very simply 
proposing that the federal government should use its international affairs powers under the federal Constitution, 
and linked to the marvellous little International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights - whatever that is - as 
legislative authority to override the electoral laws of this state; the electoral laws that stem from our very 
constitutional legislation.  That was from Gough Whitlam, an enormously renowned centralist.  We all know that 
Gough Whitlam is the person who wanted enormous powers for Canberra at the expense of the states, who 
wanted a new regional system of government and who wanted to erode the rights of the states.  I can understand 
that he has no qualms whatsoever about suggesting that this flimsy little international agreement be used as an 
excuse, tied in with the federal government’s constitutional powers - crank up the Sherman tank and ride over 
the rights of Western Australians to decide their own electoral system.  He wanted the commonwealth to take 
over the state electoral laws.  That press release went out on 5 May 2003.  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Surely the minister would not agree with that.  
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Mr R.C. Kucera:  Do you agree with John Howard? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Does the minister agree with what Gough Whitlam was suggesting? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  No.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Of course he does not.  I hate to tell him this, but the people around him do 
agree with it.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  What about on your side of the house? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am talking about the government side of the house.  There is a gaggle of 
ministers there saying that they do not agree.  Let me take them on a little history lesson, to 6 May 2003.  On that 
day I asked a question of the Premier, because I had heard a very interesting radio interview that morning.  The 
Minister for Electoral Affairs had been asked about Gough Whitlam’s statement.  He was asked whether he 
thought that the commonwealth government should override Western Australia’s electoral laws.  I could have 
been knocked over with a feather, although I was driving a car at the time, when I heard him say yes.  I stood up 
in the house, thinking that the Premier would not stand for that.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs believes in all 
these fuddy-duddy ideas, but surely the Premier - even this Premier - will stand up for states’ rights.  My 
question read - 

I refer to the Attorney General’s support on ABC radio this morning for a proposal by former Labor 
Prime Minister Gough Whitlam that the federal Parliament should override Western Australian 
electoral laws to enact provisions of the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

(1) Does the Premier support the Attorney General’s call for the federal Parliament to override the 
State’s electoral laws? 

(2) Does the Premier support using international covenants, which have never come before this 
Parliament or been put to the Western Australian people in a referendum, to override state 
laws? 

I sat down thinking that the Premier would defend states’ rights and say that this was an appalling invasion of 
those rights and that the government would not entertain anything like this, and in fact one day the government 
would probably amend the Address-in-Reply to say that it opposed the commonwealth government undermining 
and diminishing the states’ rights to govern.  Was that what he was thinking at the time?  No, it was not, because 
part of his answer read -  

It would not bother the State Government if the federal Parliament, either through changing the 
Constitution or introducing a law backed by the external affairs power of the Commonwealth, moved to 
overturn an unfair system in Western Australia. 

In other words, the Premier said that he did not mind if the federal government used its international affairs 
powers under the Constitution, linked into some flimsy international covenant that has never been before the 
Parliament and that the people have never endorsed in a referendum, to change Western Australia’s laws.  The 
amendment to the motion moved by the member for Collie-Wellington calls on the Legislative Assembly to 
oppose exactly the sort of thing that the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs said should happen two 
years ago.  Now two ministers are saying that they do not agree with that.  The Premier and the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs are saying that international powers should be used to override state laws, and the two ministers 
here are bubbling away saying that that should not happen.  Clearly, they do not understand what happened.  One 
of the ministers was in this house at the time as a minister, while the other was somewhere on the backbench.  
However, I would swear that both should have been able to hear what their Premier said in response to that 
question two years ago, when he made it absolutely clear that the commonwealth should be allowed to roll in 
and overturn Western Australia’s electoral laws.  The amazing thing is that our electoral laws stem from the very 
Constitution of this State.  The Labor Party was prepared to say that it did not mind if Canberra came in and 
overrode Western Australia’s Constitution.  What else will it kowtow to Canberra on?  The government has the 
gall to move an amendment to a motion such as this, when it has actually said that it does not mind Canberra 
taking over and crushing Western Australia’s Constitution.  It does not mind if Canberra sets Western Australia’s 
electoral laws.  Why does it not just let Canberra come in and take over the whole show?  Now it has the 
audacity to come along with this amendment to the Address-in-Reply saying that it opposes any attempt by the 
commonwealth government to undermine and diminish the state’s rights to govern.  

The opposition happens to support states’ rights very strongly.  It also happens to believe that the industrial 
relations system in Western Australia is being sent back to the dark ages by the Labor Party.  The previous 
government put in place a system under which small business was able to work hand in hand with its staff 
through workplace agreements to provide genuine benefits for Western Australians, and the kind of flexibility 
that small business in particular really needs.  However, what was one of the first things that this government 
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did?  It scrapped the whole system.  What was the government doing?  It was in effect baiting the federal 
government, saying, “Come and get us.”  The government has already said that it does not mind the federal 
government taking over its powers.  The Premier has even said that the commonwealth can override Western 
Australia’s Constitution, and now the government will stuff around with industrial relations so much, upset the 
small business sector and not enable productivity gains to carry through to people who are working in small 
business so that eventually the federal government can take over Western Australia’s industrial relations system.  
If that is what ends up happening, it will be on the shoulders of the Minister for Employment and Consumer 
Protection and the Premier for inviting the commonwealth to come in and take over Western Australia’s powers.  
On 6 May 2003, the Premier did just that.  He said that it was all right for the commonwealth government to 
override state laws, and trample on Western Australia’s constitutional and electoral system. 

The point I make is very simple.  The government has the audacity to move this amendment to the motion when, 
two years ago, the Premier himself - not just the Minister for Electoral Affairs - went on the public record and 
said that he would be quite happy to see Canberra override Western Australia’s state laws.  It does not really 
matter whether this amendment is passed or not.  Everyone knows that the Liberal Party stands for states’ rights 
and has done so very strongly.  In this case we see the Labor Party being entirely hypocritical, in saying that the 
federal government is trampling on its right to govern when two years ago the Premier and the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs invited the federal government, not just to change industrial relations laws, but to amend 
legislation that stems from the Constitution of this Parliament.   

If the government had gone to a referendum and asked whether the people of Western Australia supported this, it 
would have an argument.  However, the harsh reality is that there has been no referendum.  We know that the 
Premier has previously supported the idea of referendums on different issues, but if it means in any way 
obstructing the Labor Party from getting its way, the Labor Party has absolutely no interest in referendums 
whatsoever.  When I asked the ministers present in the house whether they supported the idea of the 
commonwealth government coming in and overriding Western Australia’s electoral laws, and they said that they 
did not, I thought that that was the sort of reply that would be expected of a minister of the Crown in Western 
Australia.  However, when they are reminded of what happened in the past, we see a little bit of back-pedalling.  
When the government is prepared to cede significant constitutional power to the federal government, where does 
it end?  I can see the Labor Party saying eventually that not only will it do away with the upper house of 
Parliament in Western Australia, but also it will invite the commonwealth government to take over in a number 
of areas.  

I want to place a couple of other things on the record.  There has been a lot of debate recently about the goods 
and services tax agreement.  A parliamentary committee examined this matter to see whether there was any legal 
clout associated with that agreement.  All they needed to do was to talk to the former Premier and Treasurer, 
who was in charge of negotiations at the state level at the time, and he would have given a very simple answer.  
No, there was no legal obligation.  He is on the public record as having confirmed that.  I do not know whether 
the committee even bothered to talk to the former Premier and Treasurer.  I thought he would have been one of 
the first people the committee examined.  I cannot get the member for Capel to interject because he is in the 
chair.  I wonder whether the former Treasurer, Richard Court, was called as a witness.  I understand he was not.  
I would have thought he would be one of the first people to be questioned because he has a direct understanding 
and knowledge of what happened.  We discussed that particular matter.  The question of whether the state has a 
moral obligation to abide by that agreement is a completely different matter.  The community is judging the 
government on that matter right now.  The government is being judged on whether it has adhered to the moral 
agreement associated with the goods and services tax arrangements that were put in place a few years ago.  Had 
the government spoken to Hon Richard Court, he would have said that there was no legal obligation but that the 
government has a moral obligation in that respect. 
Not only has the Labor Party invited the commonwealth government to take over the state’s constitution and 
electoral laws, but also the Labor government will not abide by a moral agreement it has with the commonwealth 
government.  Enormous hostility is growing between the state government and the commonwealth government.  
The state government is playing politics with federalism.  As a result, the commonwealth government is 
increasingly frustrated and is prepared to take action in particular areas that this government obviously does not 
agree with. 

The big debate is yet to come.  We have not heard much from the Premier on this matter.  We are seeing three 
tiers of government increasingly encroaching upon the areas of responsibility of each other.  When the federal 
Constitution and our state constitutional legislation were first drafted, the founding fathers had clear ideas of who 
should do what.  However, as time went by, the national situation changed.  The areas of involvement that each 
government pursues have started to blur.  The funding arrangements that have been put in place since the 
commonwealth government took over the income taxing powers during the Second World War and recent High 
Court decisions have altered the fiscal arrangements considerably.  Whatever becomes of this puny debate in 
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Parliament today and the hypocritical motion moved by the Labor Party, one thing that will happen over the next 
two or three years is some serious consideration will be given to the roles of each level of government.  Some 
good arguments will be made for the states to withdraw from areas involving financial and credit legislation so 
that they can be dealt with on a national and uniform basis.  A strong argument will be put also for the states to 
maintain primary control in areas such as health care, education and so forth. 
If this motion does one thing, apart from reveal the hypocrisy of the Labor Party, hopefully it will turn members’ 
minds to the need to engage in this debate at a state, local and federal level so that eventually duplication will be 
cut.  A more clearly focused line of distinction is needed between the responsibilities of the federal, state and 
local governments.  On a number of occasions we have seen estimates of the cost of duplication in the health 
sector alone being as much as $2 billion.  If that money could be evenly distributed between the states to tackle 
the health problems in each state, surely the states would benefit enormously.   
This is a very hypocritical Labor Party amendment to the Address-in-Reply motion.  Hopefully some members, 
such as the member for Bassendean, will stop rabbiting on about nonsense and turn their mind to the serious 
need to avoid duplication and engage in a serious and sensible debate about federalism.  Federalism works; it is a 
good concept.  However, politicians at each level of government must address this question seriously and not just 
move amendments to the Address-in-Reply motion, for example, which is a political pot shot.  Labor Party 
members have demonstrated that they are more than prepared for this state’s rights to govern its own affairs to be 
trampled on by the commonwealth government. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [3.24 pm]:  I support this amendment.  It might be difficult to keep up with the 
standards set in this debate by other members so far.  I am not sure whether I will reach the lofty heights that my 
good friend the member for Vasse reached yesterday afternoon. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You certainly will not reach the volume! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS: I will not. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  We will listen quietly and respectfully to what you have to say. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I thank the member.  It is my turn to speak now.  I will address two points.  The first is 
federalism and the second is the industrial relations laws.  The matter of industrial laws is the smaller part of the 
debate, so I will address it first.  The position of the Liberal Party and my position is that the Labor Party’s view 
on industrial relations is terrible.  In today’s The West Australian, Mr Bruce Williams from the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia is reported to have said - 

At the end of the day WA employers in the current State system are in the worst system of anywhere in 
the country at the moment. 

The Liberal Party and I might agree with those comments.  We might agree also that the industrial system of the 
Labor Party is the worst in the country, but we fully support the right of the Labor Party and the government of 
the day to hold those views and opinions.  I might not agree with them, but I will fight to the death to ensure that 
the government has the right to express them.  That is the important part of the debate today.  It was said during 
the last federal and state elections that industrial relations is the great differentiating factor between the major 
political parties in the current political climate, and I agree.  It underlines a basic difference in philosophy 
between the two major parties.  The people of WA who vote for the same party each time will almost always 
give an absolute point of view about which side of the fence they sit on.  I would like to think, probably 
simplistically from my point of view, that those supporters are divided between the Liberal Party supporters who 
want to earn a living and the Labor Party supporters who believe in Labor’s industrial relations process and that 
they are owed a living.  That is and will remain for time immemorial a prime difference between those who 
dedicate themselves to the Labor Party’s philosophy of industrial relations and the Liberal Party’s philosophy, 
which is to not interfere and allow people to make their own money in their own time. 
This matter was brought to my attention last year during a fishing trip at Yeagarup Beach.  Members may or may 
not be aware that that is located on the south coast.  It is a fairly isolated beach.  We had no communication or 
television; it was just a group of men and a four-wheel drive, fishing for Australian salmon.  The people of Capel 
comprise a wide range of social categories.  There were strong unionists in the group.  At that stage I was a 
candidate for the electorate of Capel; I was not yet the member.  As people do when they are on fishing trips, we 
sat around a campfire, cooked fish and discussed philosophies of life and solved the problems of the world.  I 
found it a real eye-opener to speak to a strong unionist about his philosophy and that of the union movement for 
industrial relations and the way people work.  It really crystallised for me that the philosophy of the union 
movement and, by definition, the Labor Party, is that the world owes them a living.  He may have been an 
extreme example of a unionist, but I found the animosity that he held for small business people absolutely 
astounding.  In personal terms this gentleman was very friendly and it was a very social evening, but for some 
reason this very strong unionist spent a lot of time telling me that even though small business people do not 
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claim to make a lot of money, they do not pay a lot of tax; instead they squirrel some money away.  It does not 
matter how industrial reforms affect small business people, because, according to this gentleman, small business 
people have squirrelled enough away, they generally did not pay any taxes and were all rich under the surface 
anyway.  I found that very difficult to believe.  We went through this long and detailed argument about how 
80 per cent of small businesses go belly up in the first two years, which is a fairly well-known statistic.  A 
number of those small businesses go bankrupt and a number of them do not.   

I will refer to one example that came up a number of times and that was to do with unfair dismissal laws.  
Suppose I ran a small business and employed one person.  If that person and I did not get on, that would not 
matter; I would not be allowed to remove that person.  I would have two options.  I could go through the process 
of trying to get along with that person and then give three letters of warning.  That person might try or, in some 
cases, not try to repair the relationship.  However, it might not be possible to remove him or her.  On the other 
hand, if the person stayed in that position, the relationship would become unviable, affecting the business, which 
could go bankrupt.  In that circumstance I would have to pay redundancy.  Therefore, although I was a bankrupt, 
and had to sell my house and car because I could not afford to pay my bills, I would be required to pay X number 
of weeks of wages to my employee because of the stress he or she was under in having to look for another job.  
If I lost my house in the process and went bankrupt, I would not be able to pay the employee, who would scream 
and rant and rave; everybody would be unhappy.  Surely there must be a better system than that.  That is a 
system that I am exposed to when employing small numbers of people.  It would be possible for me to go 
bankrupt while paying wages to my staff for five or six weeks while they look for another job.  In the meantime I 
might also have to look for another job because I had no money and was desperately trying to save my house, 
but nobody would pay me a redundancy.  If I had put my life, my life savings and everything I had into my small 
business, I would be down the tubes.   

There are a great many problems with the government’s industrial relations proposals.  I accept that it may be 
merely a philosophical difference between the two parties.  We will vote in favour of this motion because we 
believe there should be that difference within government.  Of course, it is our intention when we regain 
government - which we will do eventually - to reverse what this government has done.  There are swings and 
roundabouts when alternative governments come to power. 

What sort of system of government would we inherit upon our return to government?  Is it possible that we 
would inherit a toothless tiger?  If we do not stand up for the principle expressed in this amendment, and in some 
cases stand with the government to defend the state of Western Australia, when we return to government we will 
not inherit any government at all.  There must be a case for the strong parochial defence of Western Australia.  If 
we do not defend it, we will become irrelevant.  What would we then do with 57, soon to be 59, irrelevant 
members of Parliament?  What sort of government would we inherit?  This is not a new question.  On my 
understanding, this question was first raised in 1890 when the British government legislated for the last crown 
colony - Western Australia -to become self-governing.  Within seven years, debate was already occurring about 
whether all the states of Australia should get together to form a federal government.  We had seven years of 
peace and we have had 98 years of conflict since, because even before there was a Commonwealth of Australia 
there was a push by Sir John Forrest to form the Federation.  He started the process of defining how the states 
should be independent of the commonwealth.  He did this in a number of ways.  Firstly, in 1897 Sir John Forrest 
- over 107 years ago - attempted to amend the legislation that would eventually become the Australian 
Constitution to continue to protect states’ rights.  This was an ongoing process.  The problem has always been 
one of finance, because whoever holds the purse dictates to everybody else what can be done.  Sir John Forrest 
fought very hard to negotiate fair funding arrangements for this state.  In those days customs duties formed the 
principal part of the state’s finances; customs duties was where the state got its revenue from.  It was agreed that 
when customs duties were applied by the commonwealth, three-quarters of the revenue would be returned to the 
states - not only was it agreed but also it was written into the Constitution.  The initial Constitution of Western 
Australia stated that three-quarters of the revenue from customs duties would be returned to the state of Western 
Australia.  Unfortunately, a sunset clause was also included, and that revenue was guaranteed for only 10 years.  
I was not there at the time - I doubt that many members of the house are that old, although some of them appear 
to be - to work out what the intent was, but it may well have been intended that that process continue.  It may 
well have been the intent of the state Premiers that when the 10 years ended, that three-quarters of the revenue 
from customs duties would continue to be paid to the states.  The problem was that that was not written into the 
Constitution or the legislation.  The member for Bassendean would probably understand how important it is to 
have what one means written into the legislation and to not operate by intent, because what is written into the 
legislation is what we will be judged by 100 years down the track.  In my opinion an opportunity was lost in 
1910 to continue that arrangement. 

In 1910 the revenue was no longer returned to the states.  It became obvious at that stage that Western Australia 
was too small and had too low a population to survive on its own.  These days we can talk about exactly how 
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much more financial contribution Western Australia makes to the commonwealth than do other states, but 
nobody has said that in the 107 years since Federation Western Australia has been a beneficiary for more years 
than it has been a donor.  We can have this debate about the $2 billion extra, but there have been plenty of years 
when we have been the recipient of that money from the commonwealth. 

I like to see the member for Hillarys bent thus. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Another member of Parliament on his knees!  The media would be in raptures.   

The problem was that in 1910 the states were not financially independent of the commonwealth.  I understand 
that that has not changed.  The states are now still completely dependent on the commonwealth.  I refer to the 
Intergovernmental Agreement on the Reform of Commonwealth-State Financial Relations, under the Tax Act 
1999, signed by the Premiers and enacted by the commonwealth.  It implemented the latest taxation policy from 
the commonwealth and introduced the goods and services tax.  That act gives carte blanche to the federal 
Treasurer to make up the rules as he goes along.  That capacity has probably not changed for 100 years, so I 
guess there is a pretty strong precedent for it.  However, I am not sure that it bodes well for Western Australia to 
go cap-in-hand.  Sir John Forrest did not intend that, under federation, Western Australia should be a serf state.  I 
am sure that neither side of this house accepts that should be the case now.   

I am pleased to note that a great number of the bills that have been passed by this house have been passed with 
mutual consent.  Men and women have worked with good will to progress government.  This is an issue on 
which we will show good will, not because we agree with the government but because of its right to do 
something.  There can be no more important principle than that.  
I will continue the history lesson.  The state government’s hands have not only been tied by the commonwealth 
government but also it has suffered the wrath of the High Court on a number of occasions.  It could be argued 
that the High Court, being the highest court in the land, has a vested interest in looking after commonwealth 
versus state issues.  One could go out on a limb and say that that continues to this date.  In 1908 a decision made 
by the High Court ensured commonwealth revenues stopped flowing to the states.  In 1910 the commonwealth 
stopped paying three-quarters of customs and excise moneys to the states.  Again, the High Court was involved.   
What happens as a result of all this?  The issue of secession arises.  While Western Australia continues to receive 
half a deal from the commonwealth, secession will continue to arise.  It is interesting to note that a referendum in 
Western Australia about whether the state should remain in the commonwealth was passed two to one.  
However, the British High Court and the House of Lords ruled that only the commonwealth could dissolve itself 
and so it did not happen.  I suggest that if we were to move again for secession, the commonwealth would once 
again be disinclined to dissolve itself.  We are, therefore, stuck with what we have; namely, a state government 
that must find the way forward to negotiate with the commonwealth government to maintain its sound financial 
basis and for its right to exist.   

It is a classic case of the thin end of the wedge.  We should learn from the green movement - heaven forbid we 
should learn too much from the Greens.  If the Greens do not want any more trees to be cut down, they start with 
one tree at a time.  Once the community thinks that one tree is safe and the green movement is happy, the Greens 
move to the next tree and so on until not one single tree can be cut anywhere.  It is a very good strategy.  The 
commonwealth will do the same thing.  It will pick one thing and then another.  

There are very good reasons industrial relations should be run by the commonwealth.  Uniformity would make it 
much easier for large interstate operations to function.  The Liberal Party recognises that.  However, this issue is 
about the states’ rights and about choice.  We would like choice to be available within industrial systems, given 
that eventually the federal Labor Party will win government just as the state Liberal Party will eventually win 
government.  All workers should be allowed to choose whether they join a union, and that should not be a partial 
choice; it should be a real choice that does not incur a penalty.  A choice that incurs a penalty is not a choice; it is 
a matter of survival.  If the states do not maintain their own industrial relations systems, in the end there will be 
only one and, more importantly, we will start to lose our reason for being here.  At that point, all the debates 
about one vote, one value will re-emerge.  That will be the end of solid representation for this state and then 
where will we go?   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.45 pm]:  I rise to add to the comments I have heard from this side of the 
house on this amendment.  I find it amazing that only three government members have spoken on the 
amendment.  They feel so passionate about this matter that only three members have spoken!  One member was 
the member for Collie-Wellington, who moved the amendment towards the end of his Address-in-Reply speech; 
the second speaker was the Premier, who, I suggest, is the real author of the amendment; and the third was the 
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Minister for Employment and Consumer Protection.  That shows the conviction the government has for its 
amendment to this very important Address-in-Reply motion.  
The only time I can recall the Address-in-Reply motion being amended in the 13 years I have been in this place 
was when, I think, Hon Phillip Pendal moved an amendment.  If I recall correctly, it was in connection with a 
desire to see some funds spent on Parliament House because it had been badly neglected.  At that time, the 
government agreed to the amendment and allowed it to go forward to the Governor.  However, I find it strange 
that the government has moved an amendment to the Address-in-Reply given that has not occurred for so many 
years.   

In his address, the Governor usually sets out the government’s business, policies and objectives.  It is 
extraordinary for this amendment to be moved so soon after the Address-in-Reply debate began.  The problem is 
that it has brought a lot of politicising into this very serious debate, which is the response to the Governor’s 
address.  It is a great pity that we are politicising in this way the reply to His Excellency, the Governor.  I suggest 
this is a case of politics before prudence; politics before the normal practice of this house.  However, that is what 
we have come to expect from this government.  

I am a fervent believer in states’ rights.  Without doubt, there is a very important place in our society and country 
for state Parliaments.  It takes four hours to travel by air to Perth from the other side of this great continent.  If 
we had to rely on only local councils and the federal government to govern, the people of Western Australia, in 
particular, would miss out on having their say about what should happen in their state.  Western Australia 
occupies one-third of Australia’s land mass, albeit its population is smaller than that of most other states.  In 
many ways, the arguments made by members of the public to me as their local member are that we are not 
always treated fairly by the commonwealth.  Why is that the perception?  It is because we have a smaller 
population.  Western Australia has a smaller number of members in the House of Representatives.  The House of 
Representatives is inundated with members from the larger states, namely New South Wales and Victoria, who, 
without question, dominate the colour, flavour and outcome of federal Parliament.  It is a great shame - 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  That is why we need a Western Australian Prime Minister.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No; unless the member is prepared for Western Australia to secede.  If the member is 
prepared for Western Australia to secede, I would accept his strong suggestion.  That Western Australia should 
have a Prime Minister is quite an interesting proposal.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I said a Western Australian Prime Minister.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, the member for Bassendean said a Prime Minister in Western Australia.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  No I did not.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, the member did.  He said we should have a Prime Minister in Western Australia.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Look at the Hansard.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will look at the Hansard; however, that is what the member for Bassendean said.  If the 
member for Bassendean wants to join the secessionists, that is fine.  I have some sympathy for those who 
espouse secessionist views because in many respects Western Australia is like a separate country.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Aren’t you a proud Australian?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course I am a proud Australian.  However, I am also an extremely proud Western 
Australian.  Western Australia is the best place on earth.  I would not live on the other side of Australia out of 
choice; nor would I live in any other country out of choice.  I chose Western Australia as the place to raise my 
children and as the place for my children to raise their children.  Western Australia is utopia - or as near to utopia 
as we can get.  I do not know what else I can say to prove how much I adore, support and love Western 
Australia.  If the member for Bassendean can think of any other adjectives, I will use them too.  That is my 
honest and truthful view of Western Australia.  We are blessed in this state - absolutely blessed.  I always urge 
my Western Australian friends, of whom I have many, who have never travelled to travel because unless they 
visit other places they will not appreciate what they have in Western Australia.  After travelling they will come 
back to Western Australia knowing that it is the best place on earth.  I have travelled the world, as I am sure 
many members have, and I would not want to live in any other place or country.  

I am concerned about federal governments of any persuasion.  The two major national parties have a centralist 
view, even though they do not like to admit it.  No matter what political party is in office in Canberra, federal 
governments try to diminish states’ rights by bringing certain areas under the control of the federal sphere.  I had 
heard many times the story about the income tax promises that the federal government made during the war 
years.  As I understand it, the government asked for the right to collect income taxes in each of the states.  The 
states were told that when the war was over, the right to collect income tax would be returned to the states.  
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Mr R.C. Kucera:  Don’t mention the war!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I mentioned it once, but I think I got away with it.   

That is what many Western Australians who have sympathy for the secession movement have said to me.  They 
have said that the federal government makes promises only to take things away without ever giving them back.   

Education is the responsibility of state governments.  However, for the first four years that I was a member of 
Parliament, the federal education department had 1 000 bureaucrats.  I could not believe that because that was a 
waste of money.  If the states have the right and responsibility to administer education, why on earth do we need 
a federal education minister?  I do not think that we do.  If the states are doing a good job, the government of the 
day will remain in office.  If the states are doing a bad job, a different political party will assume government.  
That has happened over the years.  That is what happened to us in 2001.  The people of Western Australia 
obviously thought that the Liberal Party was not doing a good enough job so they gave the Labor Party a chance.  
I will come back to that election result when I give my speech on the Address-in-Reply motion.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Are you conceding that we are doing a good job in 2005?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No!  The Labor Party only just crawled over the line in 2005, my friend.  I will provide 
the statistics and rationale behind my beliefs when I give my main Address-in-Reply speech.  Oppositions do not 
win government - governments lose elections.  That is what nearly happened to this government in 2005, and 
that is what I believe will happen to the government at the next election.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Didn’t our primary vote go up? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will provide some figures when I give my speech on the Address-in-Reply motion.  I 
will answer all the member’s questions, because he is living in cloud-cuckoo-land.  He thinks that his party is 
doing well in government.  However, that is not the case.  Indeed, there is a lot of criticism of this government.  I 
will come back to that when I give my speech on the Address-in-Reply motion.   

It is very much the same situation in the area of health.  I cannot quite remember the figures.  State governments 
administer the area of health.  It is the responsibility of state governments to run their hospitals.  It is the federal 
government’s responsibility to administer Medicare, which is a good system.  Is the federal government trying to 
take over more responsibility in the area of health?  I am not sure whether it wants to do that, because that would 
cost a lot of money.  The federal government obviously wants to take over the area of industrial relations to 
make the system in Australian universal.  I can see some merit in the move to a universal system, and people 
would think that it is a good idea to have uniform legislation throughout Australia.  However, as I am sure some 
of my colleagues have already outlined, from our point of view that is fine if a coalition government is in 
Canberra.  However, at some stage a Labor government will assume office in Canberra.  One hopes that that will 
not be for a long time; however, the public can change its views in a week and a party can lose an election.  The 
Prime Minister and the federal coalition are doing a great job and one assumes that they will be in office for a 
long time.  However, times change.  Economies move up and down.  There are peaks and troughs.  That has 
clearly been the case in the Australian economy over the past 50 years.  It is the way the economy of this country 
has moved for many years.  Our currency has fluctuated from being very weak to very strong to very weak again 
because we are a part of the world economy.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  As my very good friend the member for Bunbury just said, very often our exports impact 
on our economy.  When other countries are suffering, we can achieve great benefits from our farming exports.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  My friend the member for Bunbury has made some good interjections.  These 
things move full circle.  That is the way of life, governments and state and federal parliaments.  I do not want the 
federal government to make this Parliament irrelevant.  I do not think it is a good idea that the federal 
government take over our industrial relations laws so that it can make the system universal throughout Australia.  
I agree with the comments of the previous speaker, my very good colleague the esteemed member for Capel, 
who is now in the chair.  He commented that it is good to have choice.  I remember those words.  We definitely 
should have choice in as many areas as possible.  The present system by which employers and employees have 
the choice of working under either the state or federal industrial relations regime is right - it is good for the 
workers and employers of Western Australia.  People must have that choice. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


