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PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 September.   

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.18 pm]:  I totally oppose the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007.  I 
hope that when the Leader of the Opposition speaks on this bill, he gives a commitment that if the Liberal Party 
is elected to office at the next election, it will repeal this legislation and review the Swedish model, which is 
based on preventing the abuse of women by men.   
I was very disappointed when this bill came before the house.  This bill is almost a set-up.  A press statement 
that the Attorney General released in 2006 stated that a working group would study the details of prostitution 
legislation in New Zealand and other Australian states.  He said that because he had obviously decided that he 
was going to introduce a bill based on the New Zealand model.  When the member for Wanneroo spoke on this 
bill, she said that it should go before a select committee.  That sentiment was repeated by other members.  If a 
motion to move that this bill go before a select committee is moved during consideration in detail, I will support 
it, because the working committee did not conduct a full review of the Swedish model, which prevents abuse.  
The more I read about this issue, and the more I have spoken to prostitutes - I have even spoken to a former 
madam - the more I realise how much abuse is going on.  That is why I am so surprised that members of the 
government, particularly female members, are supporting this bill.  I was not impressed with what the member 
for Maylands did when she had responsibility for the environment portfolio, but for her to stand in this house and 
support legislation that leads to degradation is shocking.   

There are other members opposite who support this bill.  I tell the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara that 
there is no conscience vote.  I have always admired the way the member has put forward his religious values in 
this house.  The church does not support the abuse of women, yet he will support this legislation.  We know that 
90 per cent of prostitutes are women and that they are being abused by men.  What is the government doing with 
this bill?  It is saying that this is okay.  I am saying that it is not okay; I will not support this bill.  I think it is 
disgusting.  This is the worst piece of legislation ever to come into this house.  I am shocked that every female 
government member is supporting this bill.  One hears about what happens to women who become prostitutes.  
They do not go into prostitution by choice; they go into prostitution because they have been abused at home.  
They are living on the streets because they have nowhere to go.  They are enticed into prostitution and are 
abused by men.  They have to perform acts that I would not like to put on record.  Some of the acts that 
prostitutes perform in brothels have been described to me, and they are just too horrific to put on record, because 
children can read the records of this Parliament.  I have the details; if members wish, they can read the 
information and find out what happens to these women.  I do not want to put it on the record because it is so 
disgusting. 

The Attorney General claimed in a press release in 2006 that the lack of precise prostitution legislation created a 
high risk of police corruption.  That does not mean that we need to legalise it, or that we should cause more 
women to be abused.  It means that the police need to know what to do in this area.  They should be locking up 
the men who abuse these women and children.  Members opposite have wives and children who will witness the 
growth of this industry.  Members opposite will see brothels in all suburbs; their children will walk past them.  
Their children’s friends, who may have been abused at home or who are down and out, will be enticed to go into 
them.  Do members know what will happen to them?  Do members know what will happen to those girls?  Do 
members know how they are abused?  Have members opposite spoken to any prostitutes about how they are 
abused?  They are abused not in one way, but in all sorts of ways.  What happens to those women is horrific.  
Members opposite are sitting there, allowing this to happen.  They are allowing brothels to develop in every 
suburb of Perth.  They are saying that it is okay to abuse women.  We know that this legislation was passed in 
Victoria in 1994.  What has happened in Victoria since this legislation came in?  There has been an increase in 
the number of both legal and illegal brothels.  There has been an increase in the number of women trafficked into 
Australia to work and be abused in brothels.  Prostitution is all about abuse.  This bill allows the abuse of women 
and abuse of children.  A female minister - the member for Girrawheen - has contributed to this debate.  Many 
women were pleased to see that there were so many female ministers in the government; they had high 
expectations.  What will they say about this government now?  The government, through this bill, will allow the 
exploitation of more and more women, children and young girls.  Although the bill specifies 18 years of age for 
prostitution, we know the figures from Victoria.  If I have time today I will get to those figures.  Thousands of 
young girls, as young as 10, are going into prostitution and are being abused.  This is not the normal sexual 
relationship, the loving relationship that I would hope male members have with their wives - although I wonder, 
if this type of bill can come into the house.  This bill is all about demeaning and lowering the status of women.  
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It is about institutionalising the abuse of women.  Members of Parliament are role models.  What are we doing as 
role models with this bill?  If we pass it, we are saying that it is okay to abuse women and children.  The bill will 
make the trade in women an accepted part of society.  I will not support this bill.  How can women on the 
government benches support this bill?  Why are they not demanding a conscience vote?  I am sure there are 
many male government members who do not want brothels in which their daughters, granddaughters or 
daughters’ and granddaughters’ friends may end up working, and in which they will be abused by men.  That 
abuse is so terrible.  I ask members opposite to please read about what happens to women in brothels.  It is so 
degrading. 

One can understand why women in brothels take drugs.  They take drugs because they have to divorce 
themselves from what they are asked to do by the men who visit brothels, and so that they can separate their 
minds from the actions their bodies have to be involved in - disgraceful, disgusting actions.  It is so sad that the 
government supports the abuse of women.  That is what this bill is about; it is about the abuse of women.  People 
in Western Australia will now be bringing up children in an environment in which the sale of women’s bodies 
has the Labor government’s stamp of approval.  I am an Independent member; I will make sure my community 
knows that I am not associated with this.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition to give a firm commitment that the 
Liberal Party will not support this.  I hope the Liberal Party wins the next election on this issue, because I will 
certainly be going out - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We will win the next election on this issue alone. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I hope the Liberal Party does, because - 

Mr P. Papalia:  What are you proposing as an alternative? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Don’t you worry about that; you just stick to the issue. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Is the member saying that the government is providing an alternative?  The 
government is providing for the abuse of women and children.  Hopefully, the Liberal Party will win the next 
election with a 50 per cent representation of female members, because I think more women have taken notice of 
what is happening here.  They did not realise what a men’s club this Parliament is - men opposite who have no 
consideration for women at all.  The government would not support this bill if it had any consideration for 
women. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Or any respect. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Or any respect for women.  What is going to happen to these young women and girls 
of 14, 12 or 10?  We already have a drug problem, and now the government will make the drug problem even 
worse.  I do not know the exact figures for this industry, but it has grown fourfold in the eastern states.  We 
know about the trafficking of women in the eastern states.  Pimps will be coming to Western Australia; Western 
Australia will be known as a hot spot for female abuse and trafficking.  That is what will happen as a result of 
this bill.  When brothels are legalised, pimps, madams and brothel owners will become accepted business 
proprietors, and they will import people from Asia.  We know where people are imported from.  The girls are 
imported to be abused here.  When the men here have had enough of abusing the girls who have been imported 
from another country, they will be shipped to Melbourne, and they will then go to New South Wales where they 
will be abused and abused.  The young women and girls will be abused.  Members opposite are just sitting there.  
Men and women on the government benches are just sitting there allowing this to happen. 

When the Swedish model was proposed in Sweden, that bill went through because 47 per cent of the members of 
that Parliament were women.  What does that say about this Parliament?  It says that there are too many men, 
and that there are too many men who could not give a fig about women.  They could not give a fig about the 
abuse of women - the further abuse that is going to happen to the women when the brothels are legalised. 

We all know that drugs and prostitution go hand in hand, and that that is because the people selling the drugs like 
the idea that they can sell women’s bodies.  They look for young women who are destitute and have nowhere to 
go.  They will offer them money and get them into brothels.  Once they are in brothels, they will be given drugs 
so that they can divorce themselves from what is happening.  One drug leads to another drug.  For a lot of 
prostitutes their drug habit costs them from $100 to $500 a day.  Others have told me that they have to spend up 
to $1 000 a day on their drug habit simply to try to forget about the physical abuse that is happening to their 
bodies.  As husbands and fathers, how are members opposite in this Parliament allowing this to happen?  I am 
looking at every one of them.   

There was debate in this house during question time last week about the Premier.  The Premier has a wonderful 
family.  I have seen his girls; they happen to go to one of the schools in my area.  He has a lovely family.  He 
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would not want his girls to be exposed to what they will be exposed to as a result of this bill going through this 
house.  There will be an increase in prostitution in all suburbs.  Women will be seen as a commodity; they will 
be seen as a piece of meat.  They are used and abused by men.  What happens to those women is just horrific.  
Members should please read the legislation.  They should please ask the Attorney General to put this bill on hold 
and read through the legislation.  Members should not just accept what he has told them about the New Zealand 
model.  Members should look at the Swedish legislation.  They should go out and talk to prostitutes and read 
about the activities that prostitutes have to agree to do to earn some money to feed their drug habits.  They are 
earning money because they have a drug habit, which is because of the terrible behaviours they have to 
participate in as part of the act of prostitution.  This bill does not do anything for prostitutes.  It does not help 
women who have been caught up in this activity.  It does not help them get out of the area; this is just creating an 
industry in Perth in which women and children will be abused.  Statistics from various foundations and 
government bodies describe how legalisation has led to more and more abuse, yet members are sitting over there 
and bringing in this legislation.  We should help women to get out of abusive relationships, not exploit them.  
This is just going to exploit women and children.  If members’ children are not young, it might be their 
grandchildren.  Members opposite are leaving the door open for pimps and madams to entice children, maybe 
when they are feeling down.  It will not be the children of members who will be abused; it will be children from 
lower socioeconomic families who have been abused.   

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Those young people will be attracted into the industry because they are told about the 
big dollars that they will earn.  They will be told that they have to just sleep with a few men.  Twenty years ago it 
might have been just sleeping with a few men, but it is not now when we talk to prostitutes.  They tell us about 
the numbers of men that girls and young women have to go with.  It is not normal sex that the women are 
participating in.  It is horrible, horrific abuse they go through.  One madam was telling me how many of her 
friends had committed suicide because they had no longer been able to live with the activities they had to 
perform and be involved in as prostitutes.  The horrific activities they have had to be involved in have had such a 
terrible effect on their mental ability that they had not been able to carry on with their lives.  They committed 
suicide rather than having to go back to the brothels day after day, night after night and perform the activities 
that they were required to perform.  Many of them, because of what happens in the brothels, go into hospital.  
They are abused in all sorts of manner.  I will not detail here the abuse they go through but I can assure members 
of it.  I am a nurse; I have seen people in terrible conditions.  I have come across terrible cases but listening to 
the prostitutes talk about their experiences has absolutely shocked and horrified me.  I know that if we pass this 
legislation, we will open the door for more women to be exposed to that type of abuse.  When brothels open in 
every suburb, more women will be enticed to work and earn a few hundred dollars.  They will be told that it is 
easy money, but they will not be told what they have to go through; they will not be told that within a couple of 
months they will probably be on drugs because they will get used to the money.  Some of them have told me 
how their drinks have been spiked in brothels.  They have told me all the different reasons they do it.  Some go 
into brothels because of drug habits, and others go into brothels and their drug habits get worse.  What are we 
doing?  Are we doing anything to help those prostitutes get out of that area?  Is this bill going to help get those 
women away from those abusive relationships?  No, it is not.  This bill will open the door for more women to 
work in brothels.  It will open the door for pimps and businesses.  How many years ago was it in Victoria that 
one of these businesses was advertised on the stock exchange?  It is equivalent to the slave trade.  It is the abuse 
of women, and it has been advertised on the stock exchange!   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  And in the Sunday Times. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I hope that if the member joins this debate, he will not support this bill.  The activities 
are advertised.  We hear about women in other countries who are offered a certain amount of money for their 
families.  They then come over here, but their passports are taken from them when they arrive.  They are told 
how many people they have to perform various activities with before they have paid off their debt.  Some of 
them think they are being employed to work in hotels.   

This Prostitution Amendment Bill will legalise the abuse of our friends - the women in our society.  Government 
members’ constituents will get caught up in that abuse.  The legislation will legalise the abuse of some women 
who live near members opposite.  It will legalise the abuse of women from less fortunate backgrounds.  Women 
who might have been abused at home, who are looking for somewhere to go and who have nowhere to live or 
sleep, will go to brothels to earn money.  They will have no idea that they will be entering a life of continual 
abuse.  That is what happens in brothels due to the treatment they are exposed to.  This bill will legalise the 
continued abuse of women.  It will do nothing to protect women.  It does not reflect women as equals.  This 
government is meant to be in favour of equality.  Members opposite have talked about equality for health 
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workers.  Where in this legislation is there provision for occupational safety and health in light of all the 
treatment that the children, girls and women in this industry are exposed to?  The bill contains no occupational 
safety and health guidelines to cover that continual abuse.  It is an absolute disgrace.  The government has said 
that the occupational safety and health legislation will provide equality for women, yet this bill does not 
represent equality for women.  This bill will open the doors and make it legitimate for men to go into brothels 
and abuse women.  Although there is a limit to the age young women can work in a brothel, some brothels will 
employ children.  This bill is saying to society that it is all right to abuse women and to treat them as a 
commodity.  

I think the member for Roe talked about the movie Amazing Grace and how the slave trade was abolished almost 
100 years ago.  The effects of this bill will be equivalent to the effects of the slave trade.  Members opposite 
should talk to prostitutes about the activities they must become involved in to earn the money they need to feed 
their habits and to try to keep their children with them.  Many of them will tell members how they have to feed 
not only a pimp, but also a boyfriend and their children.  Those prostitutes are trying to earn money so that they 
can look after their children.  There are no support services for them outside brothels.  The government is not 
providing support to enable women to leave prostitution.  Many women have told me that, when they seek social 
welfare and Centrelink becomes aware that they are prostitutes, they lose their children.  We should be providing 
support mechanisms to help them get out of prostitution.  This bill is not providing such mechanisms.  I hope 
there will be an outcry from women in society when they realise what this bill will mean.  It will mean that 
brothels will open in all the suburbs and that this government has said that it is okay to continue to abuse women 
who work in brothels.  That is what happens: women are abused in brothels; they are not treated as equals.  Men 
who use brothels pay for the women and feel, therefore, that the women must do what the men want them to do.  
They are not treated as equals. 

The Attorney General has had a social reform agenda as a result of which de facto legislation and gay and 
lesbian rights legislation has been passed.  That legislation was passed in pursuit of equality.  What equality is 
this bill providing?  The Attorney General should be ashamed of this legislation, because it will not provide 
equality for women who work in brothels.  It is saying that it is okay for brothels to operate and for the women to 
be abused.  The member for Rockingham just said that it is better than what we already have.  It is not.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  The member for Rockingham is not in the house.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The member for Peel.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am sorry, I mean the member for Peel.  He said that this bill is better that what exists.  
The police were seeking legal parameters.  In that case, this legislation should be put on hold and a study 
undertaken of the Swedish model, which provides legal parameters.  It says no to the abuse of women.  It says do 
not victimise prostitutes.  It is sending a message to the men who go into brothels and mutilate women.  That is 
what happens in brothels - women are beaten.  They go through all sorts of horrific treatment.  If they do not 
agree to perform what is asked of them in brothels, they are beaten.  I have heard that some women have been 
held at gunpoint while the most horrific things have been done to their bodies.  Does the member for Peel have 
any idea what happens?  How can he sit and laugh about women being held at gunpoint and abused by men?  
That is what this legislation will allow.  Its introduction is saying that it is okay to abuse women.  It will legalise 
prostitution.  Over the past 10 years, there has been an increase in pornography and explicit DVDs that can be 
bought on the black market, and many of the men who buy such items and use brothels are mentally sick.  They 
say to prostitutes, “I paid for a service, so you have to provide that service.”  That is what this bill is sanctioning.  
It is sanctioning the abuse of women.  If this bill is passed, every male member opposite should go home and 
hang his head in shame.  I hope that their wives and daughters look at this legislation and realise what it will do.  
If they read it, they will plead with them to drop this legislation and to look after those women, not put them, and 
possibly their friends or their friends’ friends, in situations in which they will be abused.  This legislation will 
lead to more and more abuse of women.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Unlike you, we are not in here speaking on behalf of our partners.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Riverton is a member of this place on behalf of the community, and 
that includes his partner.  

This legislation will sanction the abuse of women.  I totally oppose this legislation and I hope it will be thrown 
out. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members!  There will be no discourse across the chamber.  
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MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.48 pm]:  I rise to oppose the 
Prostitution Amendment Bill.  What is most disturbing to me today is that the government has brought on this 
legislation when the Attorney General, who has had carriage of this bill until now, is not in the Parliament.  
According to the Government Gazette, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services should be handling this 
legislation.  I suspect that the Minister for Police does not want to handle it given his religious background.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Maybe he can say whether he intends to proceed with this legislation into the consideration 
in detail stage this evening.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, if we can.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Here is an arrogant government that treats the Parliament with disrespect and disdain.  It 
does not give a damn; it wants to proceed with this bill at all costs.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Where is the disrespect?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Where is the Attorney General?  We understand that about this time of the year a meeting 
of Attorneys General is held in Victoria.  It coincides with the Australian Football League grand final.  The 
Attorney General in Western Australia believes that a meeting of Attorneys General and a grand final at the 
MCG are more important than coming into this Parliament to listen to the debate and to take part in the 
consideration in detail stage.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He will be here tomorrow.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Madam Acting Speaker - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Is the rest of your contribution going to lack any truth? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The truth of the matter is that the Attorney General in Western Australia had passage of 
this bill up until today.  The government has now changed horses - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He will be here tomorrow. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Why does the government not defer the bill until tomorrow?  Why - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Because your member is not going to be here on Thursday so we are trying to fit in with your 
member! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What is the great haste to bring in this legislation? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are trying to fit in with your member! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Rubbish! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Wipe the egg off your face, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Balcatta is a disgrace!  Even being a part of this legislation - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Riverton! 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Madam Acting Speaker, earlier today I presented to the Parliament two documents 
containing 7 000 signatures.  Two thousand signed the petition from Life Ministries (WA) - Dwight Randall has 
written to me and, I believe, to many other members of Parliament.  Another document from the Christian 
Democratic Party containing 5 000 signatures was also laid on the table of the house.  I have sent those petitions 
to the Attorney General so that he may see the depth of people’s concern about this issue. 

If the government had wanted a proper debate about prostitution in this state, a bipartisan working group would 
have been set up to give representatives from all the political parties a say. 

When the Liberal Party was in government it spent 18 months investigating this issue and a cabinet standing 
committee deliberated on this issue.  In the final analysis, it was decided not to proceed with that bill.  Today, the 
government in Western Australia is proposing to decriminalise prostitution.  In other words, it is proposing to 
legalise prostitution in this state to enable the establishment of either single-operator or double-operator brothels; 
not only in the central metropolitan area and regional centres, but also in our suburbs. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 25 September 2007] 

 p5676d-5712a 
Dr Janet Woollard; Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John Quigley; Dr Steve Thomas; 
Mr Grant Woodhams; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr John Day; 

Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr John Kobelke 

 [6] 

The government has virtually created a new industry.  It refers to women as “sex workers”; not prostitutes. To all 
intents and purposes, we have a new legalised industry in Western Australia that allows prostitutes to sell their 
services to men across the state.  A whole range of issues come with that, such as the breakdown of families, the 
increasing abuse of women and the escalation of prostitution.  It will also create new work practices.  A career 
path in prostitution for young girls is what this Attorney General will deliver to the people of Western Australia.  
This great social reformer is going to legalise prostitution and make it legal for people to abuse women.   

To bear that argument out, I refer members to The Record - the Catholic publication - of 31 May 2007.  I beg 
members opposite to do just one thing: get a copy of The Record and read it.  It contains a lot of very good and 
sensible information.  In an article on the back page entitled “If this were any other job . . . ” Melinda Tankard 
Reist, who was at the meeting in Fremantle last week, writes - 

Murder, rape, sexual harassment, sexually transmitted infections, hepatitis, joint pain, cardiovascular 
symptoms, neurological problems, respiratory difficulties, loss of bladder control, post-traumatic stress 
disorder, depression, fear, anxiety, lack of trust, withdrawal, shame, self-blame, guilt, humiliation, 
anger, headaches, muscle tension, gastrointestinal upset, genital and urinary complaints, suicide 
attempts, anorexia, alcohol and drug addictions, isolation, eating disorders, sleeping problems, phobias, 
nightmares, numbness, shock, fear, flashbacks, loss of control, desensitisation, dissociation. 

The article goes on to ask whether the government would condone these hazards in any other job.  Prostitutes 
will experience all those things in this new industry.  This new legalised industry will be an absolute haven for 
organised crime.  Those people who have been deemed crooks and law breakers will now become legitimate 
businessmen running legitimate businesses in Western Australia.  For those members who want to support this 
legislation; that is what it means! 

I have rarely seen The Record so pointed in its comments.  On the front page there is a big statement that says 
“Not for Sale”; and I will hold the article up so that Madam Acting Speaker and members opposite can see it.  
Some members may already have seen it.  There is a big photo of the Attorney General in the middle of the front 
page and it states - 

She’s worth 

MORE 
These are the faces of women from all over the world.  Prostitution is the new slavery that destroys the 
women and girls trapped in it.  Attorney General JIM MCGINTY wants to decriminalise the sale and 
purchase of women for sex.  In Western Australia, what will this say about what a woman is really 
worth? 

It goes on to talk about a range of things, including an article entitled “She’s worth more than that” and another 
“Life may be easier for the police… but girls doubt McGinty’s model will help those who need it.”  I quote from 
that article now, Madam Acting Speaker - 

Cannabis, Acid and Heroin rapidly filled her life, as did the necessity to feed her addictions. 

It goes on to talk about a 19-year-old girl - 

Drug taking was rampant and some of Emily’s co-workers even continued to sell their bodies 
throughout pregnancy up until the birth of their child. 

The easy money Emily earned came at the cost of up to 10 clients a day and the eventual amputation of 
a finger due to a powerful sleeping drug . . .  

The article continues - 

After almost ten years within the industry, Julie had undergone an episode of psychosis and an 
overwhelming fear of impending death stalked her. 

I have one more quote from that article -  

“Where will tighter law enforcement be when a client secretly offers a vulnerable and intoxicated girl 
an extra $100 for unprotected sex?  Will they be in the room when a man pays triple the wage for more 
than one girl at once?” 

Madam Acting Speaker, the heading in the next article asks “What will happen if new sex laws are passed”.  It 
states - 
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This is despite the Working Group’s admission that submissions were received expressing concerns that 
decriminalising and regulating prostitution would “normalise it as a career and increase prostitution 
generally”.   

Another article is headed “Local governments to lose more power” and there is also an article entitled 
“Legitimising modern slavery” and another “Giving ‘common sense’ argument a dose of reality”.  There is even 
a story about the Swedish model and another one about local government.  I believe the mayor of the Town of 
Vincent is also quoted in the paper.  I recommend it as sensible reading for anybody.  It is certainly damning of 
the Attorney General.   
I went to the meeting in Fremantle last week to listen to women speaking about the Swedish model.  At that 
meeting a young prostitute explained her experiences.  The experience brought me much closer to the issue.  We 
are legislators and we are asked to consider this legislation.  However, I think that prostitution in Western 
Australia has taken a dramatic new turn towards legalisation and decriminalisation.  We are making what was 
once a criminal activity into a legitimate activity.  We are turning men once regarded as criminals and crooks 
into legitimate businessmen.  I do not accept this, Madam Acting Speaker.  I do not think that any sensible 
person would support a move that makes it easier for prostitution to spread in our suburbs and our community; 
that makes it easier for prostitution to spread the length and breadth of Western Australia.  It reminds me of a 
situation in Bunbury.  The former mayor and current member for Bunbury would remember the time when John 
Watson, a then police superintendent, became aware that a new brothel was being set up in Bunbury.  He walked 
into the premises and threw all the furniture out onto the street.  We need a little bit more of John Watson in 
Western Australia.  That is what we need.   
People who were once regarded as members of organised crime, pimps, crooks and members of bikie gangs will 
be turned into respectable citizens when it comes to prostitution and its decriminalisation in Western Australia.  I 
said during the debate on a matter of public importance last week that we should look at the experiments of 
Labor governments in Victoria and New South Wales.  From 1984 to 2004, the number of brothels increased 
from 40 to 184.  Since legislation, there are now 400 illegal brothels and 100 legal brothels.  This legislation will 
not fix the problem; it will create more illegal brothels and will not make them legitimate.  In New South Wales 
the same thing occurred.  There were 60 000 visits a week by men to prostitutes, spending $7 million a week, 
which is $360 million a year, with 4 500 prostitutes.  New South Wales by 1995 had between 400 and 500 
brothels, the vast majority of which were not licensed.  It is a huge business.  The member for Perth spoke of the 
extra tax take that would occur.  It will be a boom industry for Western Australia that will prey on the lives of 
young women and girls for the betterment of what?  Will it be for the betterment of this society?  If so, tell me 
how.  I am not convinced that the government has got it right on this issue.  I beg members opposite to get a 
copy of The Record of 31 May.  It contains a lot of very good, sensible information.  Should they read it and still 
vote for this legislation, they should be roundly condemned by anybody who has anything to do with them. 
Trafficking in women has already been mentioned.  They will face abusive, drunken clients and threats of 
physical violence on the basis of a legal industry in Western Australia.  We already know that most prostitutes 
give up between 50 and 60 per cent of their earnings to the brothel owners.  The old saying is well known, “It is 
my way or the highway.”  Brothel madams tell young girls that they must either do what they are told or leave.  
Many young girls enter brothels to support a drug habit.  Those who do not already have a drug habit soon have 
one and become dependent upon prostitution.   

This legislation will repeal sections 190 and 191 of the Criminal Code.  Section 190 reads - 

(1) Any person who -  

(a) keeps or manages, or acts, or assists in the management of any premises for purposes 
of prostitution; 

. . .  

is guilty of a crime and is liable to imprisonment for 3 years. 

Summary conviction penalty: imprisonment for 12 months and a fine of $12 000. 

. . .  

(3) Any person who lives wholly or partly on earnings that the person knows are the earnings of 
prostitution is guilty of a crime and is liable to imprisonment for 3 years. 

Summary conviction penalty: imprisonment for 12 months and a fine of $12 000. 

This is the legislation in place at the moment and, for the life of me, I cannot understand why we do not have 
enough resources to police this legislation.  Section 191 reads - 
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Procuring person to be prostitute etc. 
(1) Any person who - 

(a) Procures a girl or woman who is under the age of 21 years, and is not a 
common prostitute or of known immoral character to have unlawful carnal 
connection with a man, either in Western Australia or elsewhere; or 

(b) Procures a woman or girl to become a common prostitute either in Western 
Australia or elsewhere; or 

(c) Procures a woman or girl to leave Western Australia, with intent that she 
may become an inmate of a brothel, elsewhere; or 

(d) Procures a woman or girl to leave her usual place of abode in Western 
Australia, such place not being a brothel, with intent that she may, for the 
purposes of prostitution, become an inmate of a brothel, either in Western 
Australia or elsewhere; or 

(e) Procures a man or boy for any of the above purposes; 

is guilty of a crime, and is liable to imprisonment for 2 years. 

This government will remove these sections, which are the only protection those people have.  Brothels in 
Western Australia will proliferate.  The pimps and gigolos in this state will become absolute pariahs as they 
entice people into this sleazy industry, yet government members are telling us that this will be a good thing for 
people and a good thing for prostitutes in Western Australia.  It defies logic.  Some clauses in the bill refer to 
local government and its powers.  Those powers are quite superfluous given that there is an appeal mechanism 
with the State Administrative Tribunal.  In the end it will be the government’s planning policy that carries the 
day regardless of what local government says in Western Australia.  As a matter of course, I intend as a local 
member to canvass local governments in my area to find out whether they intend to allow brothels in their 
communities. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not think I will use all the extension, but it is important that those sections that refer to 
local government and the Planning and Development Act 2005, which are proposed sections 21Y and 21W, are 
areas of grave concern.  They cover the location of brothels and so-called working people, in other words single 
prostitutes or two prostitutes working in residential areas.  The legislation will cause a nightmare for local 
government councillors and the administration of local governments, particularly the location of brothels and the 
impact of having new, legitimate businessmen coming into town, such as bikies and those in organised crime.  If 
this government spent a little less time on legislation such as this and a little more time on attacking organised 
crime in Western Australia, maybe we would have a better society. 
In all my time as a member of Parliament, which is 18 years plus, I have never had anybody knock on my door, 
come into my office or communicate with me in any way asking for more prostitution in this state or asking to 
free up or decriminalise prostitution in Western Australia.  I have not had anyone approach me to do what this 
Labor government wants to do in Western Australia, which is to create career paths in prostitution.  The next 
thing we will have is compulsory training in schools for young girls so that they know whether they can go into a 
brothel.  It is unthinkable.  What we should be doing is making it harder for young girls and young boys to 
become prostitutes and to create exit packages to help young girls get out of the business.  The Labor Party has 
got it exactly wrong when it comes to this legislation.  This will place an intolerable burden on local government.  
The person who will head up the licensing authority will have to be somebody pretty special; he or she will have 
to be another Clark Kent.  As the member for Avon said quite clearly, that person will become the new gigolo 
and the new pimp as the person who approves a brothel, which is part and parcel of the whole deal, along with 
local government.   

I put this to you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams): how would you like to be a chief executive officer who 
is dead against this in a local government and have a decision by a council that imposes brothels in your 
community or a councillor who is overridden by SAT and has a brothel forced into his community?  The whole 
proposition is preposterous.  It is disgraceful.  Those members opposite who support this legislation will stand 
condemned.  I intend to make sure that everybody knows who voted for this legislation, because I want every 
Labor member to get up in this Parliament and explain to me and the people of Western Australia why they 
support this legislation, why they want career paths for young girls in prostitution, and why they want to 
proliferate brothels in our suburbs.  I want them to explain it to their church or ministry, no matter what religion 
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they are.  I then want them to go home and explain it to their wives and kids, because last week we saw a farcical 
situation in this place when the Premier got up in response to a question that asked whether he would like his 
daughter to become a prostitute and he feigned indignation and anger.   

The truth of the matter is that this legislation will put my daughters and granddaughters and, Mr Acting Speaker, 
your daughters and granddaughters at risk.  This bill frees up prostitution in Western Australia.  It decriminalises 
prostitution and it will bring into the community the rubbish that will accompany it - bikies, organised crime, 
crooks, gigolos and pimps.  That is what the Labor Party is encouraging for Western Australia under the guise of 
decriminalising prostitution to make it better for prostitutes.  It is an absolute disgrace.  The Attorney General is 
not in this house to listen to what the Leader of the Opposition and other opposition members say in the second 
reading debate on this bill and that demonstrates his disrespect for this place and his arrogance.  I will 
vehemently oppose this legislation.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.11 pm]:  I oppose the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007 and I will vote 
against it.  I will urge every council in the electorate of Cottesloe to do all they can to stop this legislation 
coming into place and I will inform all the community-based groups in my electorate about this bill.  This bill is 
not so much about the act of prostitution, although it gives it a certain legitimacy, but it is about legalising 
brothels in Western Australia.  It opens the ways for legal brothels in our suburbs and towns.  It opens the ways 
for Labor’s brothels in our suburbs and towns, because that is what will happen.   

I do not intend to enter into the debate about the morality or otherwise of prostitution.  Having said that, my 
position is that I in no way condone prostitution and, particularly, I do not condone those who use the services of 
a prostitute.  At the same time, I do not demonise, in any way, women who might find themselves working as a 
prostitute either by choice or personal circumstances.  I am also not naive about the existence of prostitution.  
According to the report that preceded this bill, “Prostitution Law Reform for Western Australia”, which was 
prepared by the Prostitution Law Reform Working Group and dated January 2007, there are somewhere between 
1 200 and 1 700 sex workers, as they are termed in the report, within Western Australia and of those about 380 
work in organised brothels.   

As I understand the Criminal Code - members appreciate it, but perhaps the public does not - prostitution in itself 
is not illegal.  What is currently illegal under the Criminal Code is to live off the earnings of a prostitute; in other 
words, running a brothel, streetwalking and procuring a person to work as a prostitute.  This bill needs to be 
summarised.  It is about legalising brothels.  It is described as being a minimalist, decriminalised model based on 
the New Zealand system.   

I find it incredible that in Western Australia right now, with the continuing disaster of lead poisoning in 
Esperance, with our criminal justice system in a state of disarray, with a crisis in mental health and an ongoing 
crisis in the health system, and the fact that at the end of term 3 there are still more than 100 schoolteacher 
vacancies in government schools, this Labor Party government would have as its priority the legalisation of 
brothels.  It says so much about the standards of the Labor Party and the morality of every member sitting 
opposite if they vote for this bill.  One would think that Labor would have learnt.  It brought in legislation on 
cannabis and talked about party drugs, recreational drugs and the like.  Western Australia now has the most 
severe drug problem, particularly methamphetamine use, of any state in Australia.  Now this law will be put in 
place.  Members should not be surprised if in the next couple of years Western Australia ends up with the most 
severe prostitution and abuse of women problems of any state in Australia.  In my view, the government’s 
prostitution law reform is likely to follow the same pattern as its so-called drug law reform.  This bill legalises 
brothels and legitimises prostitution.  It gives legitimacy to the exploitation of women.   

What happened to the women’s libbers and the feminists in the Labor movement?  Where are all those women 
who campaigned and marched in the 1970s and 1980s?  Now they are legitimising both prostitution and the 
inevitable abuse of women that will flow from it.  They have sold out whatever principles they may have once 
held.  As I said, this bill follows on from the report released in January 2007 titled “Prostitution Law Reform for 
Western Australia”.  The composition of that committee was hardly representative of Western Australia.  In fact, 
it was very much a left-wing Labor Party committee.  The report provides no moral, ethical or parliamentary 
justification for this law.  Labor should not try to hide behind the fact that this legislation is based on that 
committee’s findings.  It was a Labor Party committee, a left-wing committee and a committee, I suggest, with a 
preconceived view favouring the legalisation and legitimisation of prostitution.  It is anything but a balanced 
representation; it is anything but a balanced reflection of the values and morals of the people of Western 
Australia.  As this debate proceeds I, and I know others, will be interested to see the true relationship between 
organised prostitution in Western Australia and the Labor Party.  We will pursue that.   
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The main provisions of this bill have been stated, but I will briefly state them again.  It repeals the existing 
offences in the Criminal Code relating to managing a brothel or living off the earnings of a prostitute.  Brothels 
will be legalised.  They are legitimised in the first instance by describing them as “sexual service businesses”.  It 
is proposed that brothels will be able to get a certificate, in other words a licence, through the Department of 
Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  The criterion will be a character test.  I put it to members that that is a 
contradiction in terms.  How can a person of good character run a brothel?  Maybe I am naive, but to me a 
brothel is not an ethical or moral business.  How can somebody running a brothel be described as somebody of 
good character?  It illustrates how the Labor Party approaches this legislation.   

Another provision of the bill is that sex workers who operate by themselves, or a maximum of two, will not be 
required to get a certificate or be registered.  In other words, small and single operators would be exempt under 
the legislation.  They may, however, be subject to some planning laws. I will return to that.  It is also the case 
that the so-called well-managed sexual service businesses that already exist are allowed to continue.  Therefore, 
any brothel that operates illegally now will be granted a moratorium by Labor.  Who knows whether they are run 
by fit and proper persons.  Organised crime, bikies, drug trafficking and women trafficking may already be 
involved but Labor will give existing brothels a moratorium.  That illustrates its standard.   

I refer to planning approval: the planning approach for a brothel will be the same approach as that adopted for 
other businesses.  Local government is described as, in some way, being able to regulate the location of brothels.  
Local government will not have a say in whether a brothel would be desirable in its community.  All it can do is 
apply the planning guidelines in the same way as it applies them to any other business.  It has already been 
pointed out in this debate that the Western Australian Planning Commission will issue special policies and 
provisions for brothels.  What is Western Australia coming to?  Respected people in the Planning Commission 
who care about the management of our urban and rural environment - the separation of activities, good land use 
and management - will, under this bill, be required to develop special policies and provisions for brothels and 
prostitution.  Other provisions relate to health care, employment, advertising and the like.  That is the nature of 
the bill.  This bill is for Labor’s brothels in our suburbs and towns.  As I said, I am not ignorant or naive about 
the existence of prostitution.  I do not regard myself as a prude on this issue, but I question what this bill will 
actually mean. 

First, it will inevitably mean an increase in the amount of prostitution.  There is no doubt about that.  The 
evidence in Europe and Australia is that if we go down this legislative path of legalising brothels, there will be 
an increase in prostitution.  The Victorian experience indicates that in 1998 there were 40 to 50 illegal brothels in 
Melbourne.  By 2002 that number had grown to 400 illegal brothels in Melbourne.  In addition, there are 
currently about 100 licensed brothels.  There are about 1 800 exempt operations.  There are still 200 to 400 
streetwalkers in Melbourne - women walking the street trying to pick up men who are probably kerb crawling in 
vehicles.  There are an estimated 9 000 to 15 000 sex workers in Victoria.  In New South Wales, prostitution was 
decriminalised in 1995.  There was an exponential growth in the number of brothels from 400 to 500.  The vast 
majority were unlicensed. 

It does not matter which way we look at it; by bringing in this legislation, the government will not control or 
regulate prostitution, because there will be three sectors: there will be some licensed or so-called legal brothels, 
there will be unlicensed illegal brothels, and there will be a large number of exempt small operators.  Why will 
prostitution increase when it is legislated and condoned in this way?  Legal brothels will be legitimate 
businesses.  This legislation will legitimise their operations and their commercial undertakings.  It will 
legitimise, for men in particular, the use of the services of a prostitute.  It will be said to be okay, which is a bit 
like what the Labor government did with the use of cannabis; it said to the community of Western Australia that 
it is okay.  It is little wonder that we have an increased drug problem.  The Labor government is now saying to 
the people of Western Australia who might work as prostitutes or who might want to use the services of 
prostitutes that it is okay.  Of course, in that circumstance the use of prostitutes will increase and the numbers of 
prostitutes will increase. 

The police will not be interested in small operators when this law comes in.  There will be no regulation or 
policing of them at all.  There will not be any attempt to clamp down on the illegal sector; it will grow.  There 
will be a lack of supervision by police, and perhaps health agencies, of small operators and the illegal sector.  
That will therefore grow, as will the number of legal, legitimised brothels.  Why will some brothels not become 
legal?  The government is bringing in this legislation, so why will there still be illegal brothels?  Some brothels 
will not want to pay the fee; that will be one reason that they do not become registered or licensed.  Some 
brothels will not be legal because of unacceptable behaviour.  Perhaps some brothels will not require their clients 
to use condoms.  Some brothels will be associated with drug use and perhaps drug trading.  Some brothels will 
be involved in the trafficking of women, and others will be associated with criminal elements in either the 
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protection or the funding of the operation.  Those types of operations, the worst of this industry, will not go 
anywhere near becoming licensed or registered, and they will flourish under this legislation. 

Secondly, there will be conflict; there will be rivalries within this industry, and perhaps other members might say 
more about this issue.  The legalised brothels will try to clamp down on the non-legal brothels.  There is no 
doubt that they will try to clamp down on the single-woman operators, and that will mean that the illegal brothels 
and the women operating by themselves will become more likely to come under the influence of bikie gangs and 
organised crime and suffer abuse.  That is what will happen; there is no doubt about that.  In other words, 
Labor’s larger, legitimised, legal brothels will try to force out the smaller ones and, in doing so, will force them 
and the women who work in them closer to criminal elements and abuse. 

I now want to talk about a third aspect: the role of local government.  The Attorney General gives the impression 
that somehow local government will play a role in administering brothels at a local level.  As other members 
have already pointed out, that will not be the reality.  I want to make the point that prostitution and brothels form 
a difficult issue.  It has been a difficult issue in this state and elsewhere for a long time.  However, it is a state 
responsibility.  It is totally inappropriate for this Parliament to simply hand this difficult, vexed issue to local 
government and to wash its hands of it.  If we are to deal with prostitution, let us have the integrity and courage 
to deal with it as a state Parliament.  If it has to be administered and regulated in some way, let us do it through 
state government agencies, not hand it to local government.  For goodness sake, there are 144 local authorities in 
Western Australia.  How are they equipped to handle this industry and the sorts of issues that will arise?  If 
anything, local government will be more susceptible to corruption, political pressure and pressure on planning.  
It is more likely to be susceptible to the funding of campaigns or even trying to get people who are sympathetic 
to or pro brothels or prostitution elected to local government.  The government is putting local government in an 
invidious position.  To the extent that there will be criminal and corrupt elements operating around this industry, 
it will make local government more vulnerable.  We have seen examples at the Corruption and Crime 
Commission of serious failings at a local government level.  This is an abrogation of responsibility by the state 
government.  Even if the local government were to decide on certain planning criteria because it did not want a 
brothel or did not agree with prostitution, the proponents could simply appeal to the State Administrative 
Tribunal.  It would not be an ethical or moral issue in question; it would simply be a planning issue and the 
appeal would probably succeed.  Local governments will have virtually no role.  At least the previous legislation 
that Labor tried to introduce had some criteria that brothels were not to be located near schools, childcare centres 
or residential land.  Those criteria have not been included in this legislation.  Why has the government not done 
that?  Why has it not laid down simple criteria to keep brothels away from schools, childcare centres, residential 
areas and churches?  Maybe it is because the government wants to legitimise some of the existing brothels.  
Maybe the links between some of the existing brothels and Labor are a little too close.  I wonder whom the 
government is trying to accommodate by dropping that position. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Another point is about organised crime and that bikie gangs, drug dealing and trafficking 
in women have long been associated with prostitution.  There is nothing new in that.  The studies that have been 
done in both Australia and Europe show that legislation such as this has resulted in an increased involvement of 
organised crime, not a lesser one.  That is primarily because once one group of brothels is legalised, there will be 
another growing sector of illegal brothels, and that is where organised crime operates. 
On the policing of prostitution, the vice squad in New South Wales has been disbanded; there are no specialist 
police operations in that area.  If people complain about brothels in New South Wales, what happens?  The 
complaint simply gets referred to the relevant local government, but local councils do not have the resources or 
capacity to police illegal brothels.  They are not suited to that task.  They are not equipped to deal with it.  Many 
of them are too small to have any chance of dealing with it.  Some have already raised the issue of cost to local 
government.  Let me, if I may, read some extracts from some minutes of a planning committee from the City of 
Melbourne.  Under the heading “Key Issues”, point 4 states -  

In January this year, Councillors expressed concern about the practice of hiring private investigators to 
obtain evidence of the existence of illegal brothels.  A briefing note was sent to Councillors on 6 
February 2007 with an explanation of the difficulties of producing sufficient proof of the existence of 
illegal brothels and suggesting a number of alternative methods to improve enforcement.  The practice 
of hiring private investigators was ceased immediately. 

It goes on to state - 

On the basis of previous legal advice from Maddocks’ solicitors, it is considered that evidence from a 
private investigator of the existence of sexual services being provided in these establishments is critical 
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to achieve a successful prosecution.  It is recommended therefore that this process be recommenced 
until at least such time as there is a change of legislation that would obviate the need for such evidence. 

In other words, the City of Melbourne, and no doubt other local government authorities, are hiring private 
investigators to go to illegal brothels and present themselves as customers.  They have been advised to get proof 
of prostitution.  Local governments are employing private investigators to turn up to brothels to buy sexual 
services and to compile evidence to prosecute.  Western Australian local governments will be reduced to doing 
the same as a result of this legislation.  In other instances some Melbourne local governments have employed 
staff to check out advertisements in local newspapers.  That is an appalling state of affairs, but that is what the 
government will expect our local governments to do.   

I turn to the trafficking of women and children.  The promoters of this type of legislation tend to think that it will 
reduce organised crime and the trafficking and abuse of women.  That is the sort of cliché the government rolls 
out.  However, all the evidence points the other way.  This legislation will not solve any problems; if anything, 
they will become worse simply because of the rapid growth in illegal brothels.  In Victoria today - it has similar 
legislation - there are 100 legal brothels and 400 illegal brothels.  The regulated sector is controlled through 
health checks, and according to the proponents of this legislation, that operates reasonably well.  However, 
nearly four times as many illegal brothels are operating and local governments have been told to deal with them.  
No doubt the same will happen here.  What about the trafficking of women?  Who are the women who are 
bought and sold into prostitution?  Typically, they are vulnerable women and often they are illegal immigrants, 
particularly from South East Asia and China.  Do members know the value of a woman at the moment?  The 
going rate in Victoria for a woman who is trafficked into prostitution is $US15 000.  I wonder what the cost of a 
woman will be in Western Australia.  Has the government’s working group worked that out?  Does it know what 
it will cost to buy and sell a woman in Western Australia?  The starting the price will be $US15 000.  Even the 
report of the Parliamentary Joint Committee on the Australian Crime Commission noted the extent of trafficking 
in women from South East Asia and China.  They often live in appalling and abusive conditions.  They are 
required typically to work six or seven days a week and to see about 10 customers a day.  Some are recruited 
from the sex industry in Asia.  Perhaps those women have some idea about what they are getting into.  Many 
women are recruited to work in Australia on spurious grounds.  They believe that they will be employed in the 
hotel, bar or restaurant industries, but they find themselves in Australia, maybe illegally, with a debt of $35 000 
to $40 000 and are effectively enslaved into prostitution.  It is estimated that around 300 women are trafficked 
into Australia every year for the purpose of prostitution.  At any one time about 1 000 women are in Australia 
under those circumstances.  
This legislation is poorly based.  I do not understand how any member of the house can support it.  I can 
understand why the Labor Party and, given its composition, the working party, might have come up with this 
legislation.  However, how can the individual men and women of the Labor Party, as representatives of their 
constituency, vote in this Parliament for what will inevitably be an increase in prostitution in legal and illegal 
brothels, as well as an increase in the criminal elements that are associated with illegal brothels, the likely 
increased trafficking of women and, perhaps, the abuse of children?  Those factors may not be a direct result of 
this legislation, but they will be the consequences of the government’s attempt to legislate to legitimise 
prostitution and brothels in Western Australia.  

As I have said, in no way should this issue be handed down to local governments.  I am extremely disappointed 
in what seems to be the approach of the Western Australian Local Government Association.  Maybe it has been 
misreported.  I hope that is the case.  In its report the working group stated that it -  

. . . welcomes the views of WALGA and these councils that they will be able to regulate sexual services 
businesses fairly, equally and efficiently in a decriminalised model.  

I do not accept that.  I will be talking to the seven local authorities in my electorate to determine whether they 
condone prostitution and brothels in my electorate.  I am sure that other members on this side of the house will 
do the same.  Will government members bother to contact their local authorities, or we will have to do it for 
them?  Perhaps we will.  Perhaps we will write to the local government authorities in government members’ 
electorates to tell them how their member has voted and to ask them whether they condone the establishment of 
legalised brothels in their communities.  I think we should, member for Hillarys.  Let us find out what 
government members’ local authorities and constituents feel about this issue.  I have a feeling that no 
government member has bothered to ask his or her local authorities what they think.  To my knowledge no 
government member - perhaps with the exception of the member for Wanneroo - has been willing to take a stand 
against this issue publicly.  No government members - particularly female government members who have 
probably campaigned on women’s rights - have been willing to stand to protect women in Western Australia.  
When Western Australia experiences the consequences of this type of legislation that have been experienced in 
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other states and jurisdictions, of an increase in prostitution, an increase in criminal elements and an increase in 
the abuse and trafficking of women, I wonder where those members will be.  They will be about as absent as 
they are on the drug debate.  A few years ago, the Labor Party thought that it had all the solutions to drugs.  
Members opposite sat and laughed and sneered as they talked about recreational drugs.  The government rejected 
everything that I and other members on this side of the house said at that time.  Members opposite bear part of 
the blame for the drug abuse problem that exists in Western Australia today.   

To conclude, this is an extraordinarily poor piece of legislation.  It lacks ethics and morality and is not in the 
public interest.  It is not in the interests of our constituents who live in the towns and suburbs of this state.  I will 
be calling on the seven local governments in the electorate of Cottesloe to reject this legislation and to have 
nothing - I mean nothing - to do with it whatsoever.  If a local authority in my electorate cooperates with this 
legislation, it will have to take me on in the local community and in the local media.  I know my colleagues in 
the area will be supporting me.  I will oppose any brothel, legal or illegal, in my electorate.  It is my duty as a 
member of Parliament to protect my community to the best of my ability.  I do not want to see young girls 
propositioned or taken for sex workers as they come out of clubs and pubs.  I do not want to see women 
exploited or harassed.  I do not want to see men who live in my electorate trying to find prostitutes in my 
electorate.  If they must, they can go somewhere else.  I do not want prostitution in my electorate and I will do 
anything I can to stop it.  As I said, I will not allow women and young girls in my electorate to be placed at risk.  
I will do anything I can to protect them, because they will be at risk.  My electorate of Cottesloe has a lot of 
wealthy people and visiting businessmen.  It also has a lot of female tourists, backpackers and students, all of 
whom comprise a very vulnerable group.  Members should think about their own electorates, as every electorate 
will have its unique circumstances.   

I am not naive about prostitution.  I am not a prude about prostitution.  I might be able to accept legislation that 
allows for prostitution in designated areas - red-light areas - in which regulated legalised brothels can exist in 
central business district areas.  I could accommodate that.  This legislation does not attempt to do that.  It does 
not attempt in any way to deal with the difficult issues.  It will allow existing brothels to stay and it will allow 
someone of good character - whatever that means - to set up a legal brothel.  It will ignore the single operators.  
The police will wash their hands of them, as will the health authorities.  The government has ignored the 
evidence from elsewhere, including other parts of Australia, that this legislation will lead to a proliferation of not 
only prostitution, but also illegal brothels.  It has pretended that it has solved the prostitution issue in Western 
Australia.  As members on this side of the house have already stated, this bill will not improve the situation at 
all.  It will lead to increased prostitution and legal brothels, and a proliferation of illegal brothels.  Inevitably, it 
will also lead to the abuse and exploitation of women.  
Let it be noted that the women and men of the Australian Labor Party are voting in favour of legal brothels and 
prostitution and are condoning the exploitation of women - perhaps even children - in our community.   
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [5.39 pm]:  My mind first went to the propositions contained in this 
Prostitution Amendment Bill in 1975 when I appeared as a junior counsel in the Nagle royal commission into 
prostitution in Western Australia.  That royal commission was precipitated by complaints made by the then - 
now retired -Superintendent Daniels, otherwise known as Spike Daniels, who had, during the term of the Tonkin 
Labor government, brought forward a series of damning allegations of corruption against his fellow police to do 
with the establishment and running of brothels.  The Honourable Mr Justice Nagle was brought to Western 
Australia to conduct the inquiry and it went for about nine or 10 months, from memory.  We all know the result 
of that inquiry; it was a recommendation for the legalisation of prostitution.  It was not couched in those terms, 
of course; it was spoken of as a policy of containment, which was that existing brothels would stay and continue 
to trade, but madams would not be able to open new brothels.  That was followed by a change of government, 
and the Liberal government of Sir Charles Court came to power.  Was the government of the day going to 
administer the policy of containment?  No.  It did not want to have anything to do with it.  The Minister for 
Police, Ray O’Connor, and the Premier, Sir Charles Court, denied the existence of brothels in Western Australia.  
I saw Sir Charles Court on what was then known as the Today Tonight program - that is, This Day Tonight; not 
the Channel 7 program, but the precursor to the 7:30 Report.  When challenged by the interviewer about what 
would happen to the existing brothels, the Premier - this left me stunned - denied the existence of brothels.  The 
police minister, when similarly confronted by the media, also denied the existence of brothels, but went on to say 
that the government was doing everything it could to close any known brothels.  The example of Kalgoorlie was 
then presented to the police minister, who just seemed to walk away from the whole proposition.  The running of 
the so-called containment policy was left to the vice squad.  It was left to a group of ill-equipped police who 
were rotated through the squad.  There were a couple of police who hung onto their positions in the vice squad, 
like drowning men hanging onto a life raft, because they did not want to leave; one suspected that they thought it 
was a remunerative posting.   
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As for the proposition put by the conservative government that it would do everything it could to stamp out 
prostitution, it was simply untrue.  The then government had a public policy of containment.  As I listened to the 
member for Cottesloe’s speech, I once again saw the same hypocrisy.  Towards the end of the member’s speech 
he said that he had no difficulty with brothels being confined to the central business district or other red-light 
areas.  As soon as the member said that, his blatant hypocrisy was exposed. 

Mr T. Buswell:  That’s because they’re already there. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I understand that.  The member for Vasse is mimicking the former member for Mt Lawley 
in saying, “We’ve got brothels; we’ll keep those brothels.”  The member for Cottesloe said in the earlier part of 
his speech that this bill was very bad because it would expose women, particularly young women, to abuse, and 
that therefore brothels must be opposed.  If the middle of his speech is cut out, the hot air allowed to rise to the 
top of the chamber, and the last part of his speech stitched on, he then said that he did not mind brothels; he was 
just concerned about where they would operate.  He said that he did not want them to operate in Cottesloe, but 
that it was okay for them to operate in St Georges Terrace.  That is exactly what the member for Cottesloe said.  
Speaking corporatively for the Liberal Party, he said that we do not mind; we can accommodate them if they are 
in the CBD or other red-light districts - whatever that is meant to mean.  He said that he was otherwise opposed 
to brothels, but would continue to tolerate and would not oppose the existence of brothels and prostitution as 
long as it did not take place in his electorate and was restricted to the CBD or some other area that he deemed 
appropriate.  This is the member for Cottesloe’s hypocrisy.   

No-one has ever bitten the bullet on this issue in Western Australia and asked, “What are we dealing with here?”  
We are dealing with an occupation or course of conduct that is so endemic in the community it will never stop.  
Members on the other side do not ever say that prostitution will stop or could be eradicated; they do not advance 
that proposition.  Dare I say it, standing here in a black suit, that these grey-suited men on the other side say that 
the bill will allow the abuse of our women and daughters, and that it will allow prostitution to continue?  
However, they are not saying that we should therefore stop prostitution; they are saying, “Just have it in some 
area where I can’t see it.”  That is what the members opposite are saying.  Their hypocrisy is rank. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  A bit like your speech.  Do you want one in Mindarie, my friend?  Do you want one in 
Quinns?  Do you want one in the suburbs that you represent?  Answer that question. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Does the member for Hillarys want prostitution to be wiped out?  I do not like 
prostitution. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you want them in your suburb, member?  Have the guts to answer that question.  Do you 
want them in your suburb? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Of course I do not want prostitution in my suburb.  I do not want hotels in my suburb, 
either.  I do not want tobacconists in my suburb.  That is not the issue.  This is the same way that Ray O’Connor 
and Sir Charles Court mounted their argument back in the 1970s.  Their argument was, “We’re not going to stop 
it.”  I have answered the member for Hillarys’ question.  He should now be bold enough to answer my question: 
does he want to stop all prostitution in Western Australia?  Does the Liberal Party want to stop all prostitution in 
Western Australia?  What did the member for Hillarys do in Parliament as a minister of the Court government 
when he temporarily occupied a position on the Treasury bench?  What did he do?  I answered his question.  
What did he do to stamp it out? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I’ll answer that question.  I did not have carriage of the particular legislation that the 
government of the day was looking at, but I wouldn’t support it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Did the member make a speech in Parliament against prostitution?  Did the member make 
a speech against prostitution during the eight years he was in government? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We never had it in the Parliament. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Did the member for Hillarys bring a grievance or make a 90-second statement against 
prostitution?  He is marked as a hypocrite.  He sat on his tail the whole time. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The use of the term “hypocrite” is unparliamentary, and I ask that the member for - 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I withdraw - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have not finished my point of order.  It is not for the member for Mindarie to rule on; it 
is for the Acting Speaker. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I was withdrawing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  I ask the member for Mindarie to withdraw the comment. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I do.  The member for Hillarys is behaving as though he were a hypocrite.  I am not 
calling him a hypocrite; I am saying - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Mindarie, I need to hear the words “I withdraw”. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I withdraw.  I said that before.  I said it three times. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  A smokescreen is coming from the member for Hillarys now.  I answered the member for 
Hillarys’ question.  During the time Richard Court was in power, did the member for Hillarys make a speech 
against prostitution?  I will get to the member for Cottesloe in a minute.  What speech did he make? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I’ll tell you.  Let me just tell you.  To be honest, I can’t remember whether I actually spoke 
on prostitution, but we weren’t going to make it legal, like you are. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  During the eight years he was Deputy Premier, what did the member for Cottesloe do to 
wipe out prostitution?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I was never Deputy Premier. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  He was the Leader of the House; that is what he was.  He was never Deputy Premier. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He was Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Whatever he was, what did he do in eight years of power to wipe out prostitution?  Look 
at his goose of a grin!  He has tried to slander all the honourable people over here - the honourable people in 
government - but for eight years he did nothing: a big fat duck egg! 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Look at her down there!  Squawk, squawk, squawk! 

I return to my speech.  What actually happened during this time?  Between 1990 and 1991, and in 1998, the 
issues and concerns remained the same.  What is different is that in 1991 the report estimated there were 400 to 
500 people working in prostitution - approximately 200 in brothels, and the remainder as escorts.  It is now 
estimated that there are more than 3 000 people involved in prostitution, which is a massive increase during the 
years when members opposite were part of the government.  The member for Cottesloe sat in the cabinet.  Did 
members opposite do anything to wipe out the brothels in Perth?  No - 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Not a thing. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Not a thing.  I will not ask if any members opposite visited any of them, member.  They 
did not do anything to wipe them out.  Now we have a government that comes forward and says let us deal with 
this cleanly; let us deal with it as it should have been dealt with at the time of the royal commission in 1975.  
Alas, when the time to deal with it came, a bunch of hypocrites got elected to the Treasury bench and said that 
prostitution was evil and really bad but that they were not going to stamp it out in the community; they were 
going to tolerate it and be totally two-faced about it; they were going to practise hypocrisy as only a Liberal can 
practise it. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.51 pm]:  I was expecting that speech to go for a bit longer. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think he was running out of steam a bit. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams):  Order, member for Hillarys.  The member for Capel has the 
floor. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I was caught short; I was expecting that to go a bit further but it cut off - 

Mr T. Buswell:  So did that member one night! 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  How many squad cars were there? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The member for Capel was on his feet the last time I looked.  The 
member is still on his feet.  Please continue, member for Capel. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It may not look like it because my legs are not that long but I am definitely still on my feet 
for the time being! 

I presume the Leader of the House is listening on behalf of the Attorney General, who is not here tonight.  I 
presume he is taking good notes and that he will pass them on.  I am sure he is doing a fine job but I hope he is 
not charging him for the benefit of the service he is providing!  I am sure he is doing it out of goodwill. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  He is not prostituting himself! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is right.  We have a speed limit in this state and, for the most part, it is about 
110 kilometres an hour.  Plenty of people do more than that.  The problem is that we could say that everyone is 
doing more than 110 and that a lot of people are doing between 110 and 120.  The easiest solution to try to stop 
that is to move the goalposts and move the speed limit up to 120 kilometres an hour.  The same thing happened 
with drug control.  A lot of people were using marijuana in the state of Western Australia but we could not 
control human nature.  In the same way that we could not stop people from speeding, it is impossible to control 
people’s decisions.  The government did the same thing with marijuana.  Instead of continuing to make it 
difficult to get marijuana, the government made it easier.  In effect, it moved the speed limit for marijuana from 
110 to 120.  The government said that it would decriminalise it and make it not illegal to cultivate two plants. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Member, you are totally misleading the Parliament. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I could take a point of order because the member is not allowed to accuse me of misleading 
the house; it is actually unparliamentary.  I will let that go for the minute because I do not think the member 
understands the rules of Parliament particularly well. 

Mr T. Buswell:  He is not too good at filling in forms, either. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  He is not too good at lots of things! 

The next step this government will take in terms of what it has failed to do is that it will now send prostitution 
the way it sent the marijuana laws.  The difficulty in administration means that this government will simply 
make it less of a problem.  This is an administrative bill.  It actually has very little to do with the control of 
prostitution.  It is not going to make prostitution less common; it is not going to assist people to get out of 
prostitution; it is not going to assist those people who are prostitutes to get out of the job; and it is not going to 
assist those people who feel the need to use prostitutes.  I will come back to that in a bit because I will talk about 
some of the proposals that have come forward, including the Swedish model, about which I have some 
objections.  It is not a model that I would support.  I will explain some of those reasons. 

This is what we are facing: this is an administrative bill, because all methods of control of prostitution are 
failing.  It is not a new issue.  A lot of people have come to Parliament over many years and attempted to fix the 
prostitution problem.  People were attempting to prevent, outlaw or stop prostitution thousands of years ago.  
Like most of the things that go on, it is not a new process.  It is a very old process.  It probably goes back 4 000, 
5 000 or 6 000 years in recorded history.  It has been there for a long time.  Nobody has been able to legislate it 
away at this stage; that has not worked.  What have governments done, and why has it been a complete failure?  
The reason the control of prostitution has been a complete failure will be the reason that this bill is a complete 
failure again.  It is a failed bill.  Prostitution needs to be looked at as much as a symptom as it is a disease.  This 
is what goes wrong.  The industry of prostitution is a reflection of the greater problems that face society and the 
people in it.  People are driven to prostitution as a symptom of the greater malaise they have.  Throughout 
history, for the most part women in particular, and also men, have been driven to prostitution through a lack of 
an alternative.  It still happens.  The sexual slavery that occurs around the world is astounding.  It is not new.  It 
has been happening for a long time.  The sexual slavery that occurs needs to be stamped out immediately.  
Throughout history there have been periods of time when women were disempowered, particularly financially, 
and had no choice - or they have seen that they had no choice - but to prostitute themselves in order to survive.  
The way to approach this problem is to treat the prostitution of those women as a symptom of a greater disease.  
The disease is their disempowerment throughout history, both financially and physically, where they have no 
control over their own future.  That is the big difference.  That is the reason.  It is a bit like having a skin rash - 
prostitution being the skin rash.  Every time we have another piece of legislation, we slap a bit of cream on top 
and make the rash go away.  We do not treat the underlying problem, which is the disempowerment - the 
financial links and all the things that occur.  Of course, every time we stop putting the cream on, the rash comes 
back because the underlying allergy or eczema - whatever it is - still occurs.  This is the problem with 
prostitution. 

On the other side are those who require prostitution; those who make use of the services.  A lot of those people 
do not think that they are doing any damage.  In probably a small minority of cases, potentially they are not.  I 
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am not here to argue that all prostitution and all women or men who enter prostitution do so against their will.  
There are some who do so with the full knowledge of what they do.  I will come to that a bit later.  There is an 
issue because the legislation will not fix the problem if our intent is to try to get rid of prostitution.  I will talk 
about that later.  What we should be doing is trying to minimise the process.  We are not going to achieve it with 
this particular piece of legislation.  What then is the aim of this legislation?  It is not to reduce prostitution or the 
number of prostitutes.  It is, in fact, an attempt to administer.  Like many things when we deal with human 
nature, the best we can do - because we cannot control it - is administer it.  It is the easy option.  We administer 
it rather than going in and physically doing something about it.  That is what this bill attempts to do.  It is a very 
difficult thing because it covers a number of areas.  Family breakdown is one of the prime examples.  It is 
basically impossible to prevent it from happening but the best we can do in society today is to simply administer 
it.  What does that result in?  It results in government, the bureaucracy and the judiciary putting a system in place 
that makes it easier to administer.  We end up with a system that is easiest for the administrators.  This piece of 
legislation will attempt to take pressure off the state government on an issue that concerns people in Western 
Australia greatly.  It will make it as easy to administer and mitigate the damage - from its perspective - for as 
long as possible.  That is the aim of this legislation; that is the goal of this legislation.  That is what we are stuck 
with.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Before we adjourned to visit the delightful new artwork in the Aboriginal People’s Room 
and the Aboriginal foyer - I thank all those who contributed to that - we were discussing the Prostitution 
Amendment Bill.  I do not want to repeat what has been said before, but we have reached the stage of analysing 
why legislation has not been successful to date and why this legislation will not be successful.  I have a problem 
with this debate being turned into a bit of a man-hating exercise, as it were.  I will come to that shortly.  

A lot of people have talked about what has become known as the Swedish model.  That model focuses attention 
on the user of the prostitute rather than trying to restrict prostitution.  However, I have a problem with that 
process.  If we agree that we do not want to endorse or increase the level of prostitution, we should target the act 
of prostitution and not necessarily the people involved in it.  My argument is that if we simply make it illegal to 
be a prostitute and, as history has done for thousands of years, force women into a position in which they have 
no alternative, of course we will never fix the problem.  If we adopt the proposed Swedish model and make it 
legal to be a prostitute but illegal to make use of one, what sort of outcome will that create?  We can talk about 
the forbidden fruit, and I remind those who are biblical absolutists and think the forbidden fruit was on the tree, 
that human beings could not stop themselves from picking it.  What will be the potential outcome if prostitutes 
are available and we expect people to not take advantage of that?  If we could control human nature, we would 
not have prostitution at all, would we?  If we adopt the Swedish model, we will be saying that we will put 
temptation in front of users, but we will charge them if they fail to not be tempted.  In the United States of 
America that would be considered entrapment and probably every court case would be thrown out because the 
users would have been entrapped in this process on the basis that they had been tempted.  The proposed Swedish 
model is no better than what the bill provides for or other models that have existed that made it illegal to be a 
prostitute.  We should either support the act or oppose it.  Is it the view of the proponent of the Swedish law that 
we should tempt men - assuming they are close to 100 per cent of the users of the services of prostitutes - and 
attack them for their human failings?  There are human failings on both sides.  We must attack prostitution from 
both directions, otherwise we might as well leave it alone.  

My preference is to approach this from a completely different aspect.  My problem with the government’s 
legislation is that it is administrative legislation and, as such, it will encourage the expansion of prostitution.  To 
be honest, the entire debate has missed the point.  The moral outrage has missed the target.  I would like us to 
make sure that we provide alternatives for all the communities involved in prostitution.  I have heard a number 
of speeches about this bill and one of the best was from the member for Maylands.  I was glad to be in the chair 
during her speech because she provided some very interesting information.  The member for Maylands talked 
about who was making up the cohort of prostitutes in the state and said that it was a group of people involved in 
prostitution against their will.  It was a very good speech, and I commend the member for Maylands, for it. 

Dr J.M. Edwards:  The information was a bit old.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am probably a bit old too, so I probably accepted it on face value.  However, I suspect 
that human nature has not changed in 5 000 years, therefore, what the member said was probably as valid then as 
it is today; namely, a cohort of people accept that prostitution is a reasonable outcome.  A group of people have 
been forced into it and we need to protect them.  We need to do everything we possibly can to provide 
alternatives to prostitution.  That should mean using our current laws.  In Western Australia, with government 
support, we should be kicking down the doors of brothels, taking the women aside and asking, “Why are you 
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here; do you need to be here; are there alternatives; do you need to be protected from the act of prostitution?”  
We should say, “We will do everything we can to protect you from prostitution, but if you choose to be here, we 
will not necessarily be able to protect you from yourself.”  We need to do that.  We need to offer as many 
alternatives as we possibly can.  Like the Premier, I have four daughters, and I do not mind saying that I would 
be deeply saddened and probably devastated if one of my children ended up in prostitution.  That is a reasonable 
statement.  I do not doubt that the Premier feels exactly the same.  We would all be devastated at that outcome.  I 
would like us all, as a government and a Parliament, to send someone in to say, “How can we get you out of this 
trade; why are you here; and how can we protect you?”  If that means that we have to send in people to say, “If 
you are being held here against your will, we don’t care what that prospect is; we will take you out and provide 
you with protection and all the alternatives we can.”  In the state of Western Australia and in Australia generally 
there is almost no excuse for a prostitute to say, “I had no alternative.”  There are incidences of slavery in the sex 
trade in Western Australia, as there are across Australia.  Those people need to be protected.  We need to bash 
down doors and pull those people out and say, “We will protect you.” 

My understanding is - I am sure members will correct me if I am wrong - that some 80 per cent of the prostitutes 
in Western Australia, both male and female, are involved in drugs.  Drugs are the issue.  When I spoke earlier, I 
spoke about the symptom and the disease.  The disease is the drug addiction that requires those people to garner 
enormous amounts of money to pay for their addiction.  Prostitution is the symptom by which they demonstrate 
their disease of addiction.  Until we recognise that and start to deal with these people and their addictions, we 
will not fix the problem. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Can I seek an extension on the clock also?  I thought I was being curtailed or edited - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Short-changed. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I was short-changed at birth, unfortunately. 

I propose that, instead of agreeing to the legislation that the government has presented and instead of legitimising 
the industry, we should seriously focus on addressing the issues behind prostitution that allow it to develop and 
flourish.  The biggest issue we must address is drug addiction.  We must knock down the brothel doors and give 
people every opportunity to get out of the prostitution trade.  This legislation does not do that.  It will encourage 
people into the prostitution trade and will legitimise it.  On a personal preference - I am trying to not bring a 
moral stance into this debate because apparently we do not debate morals in this house - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We should do.  There are morals on this side of the house. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We should.  Beyond the agenda of the government, which to a large degree helps to 
administer prostitution rather than fix the problem, can we not focus on the problem?  Can we not knock on the 
doors of the brothels and offer what needs to be offered to get the prostitutes off drugs?  If 80 per cent of the 
people who are engaged in prostitution do it to pay for their drug habit, as a community we should make sure 
that we do everything we possibly can to get them off drugs.  The question must be asked: at what point do we 
save people from themselves?  If we could wean people off drugs, we could get rid of most of the people who 
are providing the service.  Can we save people from themselves?  Can we physically deny them the possibility of 
drug addiction?  That is a debate that we should get into and that I would like the house to get into.  How do we 
save people?  At what point do we take away their free choice and prevent them from the addiction, which is the 
disease that results in them being prostitutes, which also is a symptom?  That is a debate worthy of this house, 
but we have ignored it because we are stuck in a debate of men versus women and all the things we do not need 
to be focused on.  We must address the base issues that end up in what is described as this base behaviour; that 
is, prostitution.  By doing that, we must make sure that we do everything we possibly can to get people out of 
prostitution rather than, as this legislation does, legitimise their decision to go into prostitution.  That is the key 
reason why we must oppose this legislation. 

My problem with what is described as the Swedish model is that in considering it we will end up getting into a 
gender-based debate.  That is the type of debate that no-one ever wins.  We had a gender-based debate about the 
Family Court.  The debate must not be about gender; it must be about outcomes.  The debate on prostitution 
must not be a gender-based debate about men versus women; it must be about all human beings having respect 
and dignity.  The state must support that respect and dignity.  I see no dignity in prostitution.  I see no dignity in 
that act.  We rob people of their dignity when we allow and encourage this industry to continue.  I want to do 
everything I can to prevent that from occurring.  I would like the house to do exactly the same thing.  I would 
like to see the Legislative Assembly in Western Australia do everything that it possibly can to respect the rights, 
and most importantly, the dignity and the humanity of those people.  I have no experience in the area.  I am 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 25 September 2007] 

 p5676d-5712a 
Dr Janet Woollard; Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John Quigley; Dr Steve Thomas; 
Mr Grant Woodhams; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr John Day; 

Ms Katie Hodson-Thomas; Mr John Kobelke 

 [19] 

relying on reflected stories and second-hand information.  I have yet to hear anybody say to me that somebody 
who is engaged in prostitution retains a sense of dignity and self-worth.  That is my concern.  They are stripped 
of their dignity and humanity.  That is the problem we face.  If members spoke to most people who are engaged 
in prostitution, they would find that the prostitutes consider themselves to be less than human and to have no 
dignity.  Rather than embracing that and allowing it to happen, we should make sure that we do everything we 
can to discourage it.  We want them to embrace their humanity and dignity.  We can then take the next step of 
getting them out of that industry.  Some people will not get out of that industry and others want to embrace it.  
The member for Maylands made a very good speech.  She talked about some people who were working as 
prostitutes to get a financial reward.  I am sure that those people exist.  The member for Maylands talked also 
about students who want to pay off their HECS debt.  I am sure that other people are using the money they earn 
from prostitution to get ahead.  It is a deliberate choice they make. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Some student nurses do too, so I am told. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I accept that.  As a father of four daughters, I would be devastated if my daughters thought 
that that was a reasonable career alternative.  In effect, it is a sort of tax deduction.  It is trying to avoid paying 
taxes.  There are ways and means for most people in Western Australia to avoid being caught in that trap.  
Occasionally, people get heavily into debt.  Many small business people who owe a great deal of money 
continue to operate their businesses to the point of bankruptcy.  Some people get caught in the debt trap, but 
students who are stuck with a HECS debt, to my mind, do not fall into that category.  We must differentiate 
between those who are in this industry by choice and those who are stuck in there by genuine need.  We must 
give them a genuine opportunity to get out.  There are those who are there through greed and we need also to 
give them an opportunity to get out.  They have alternatives.  Most young people have a HECS debt but only a 
small proportion of them use prostitution to remedy that.  We must do everything we can to save them from 
themselves.  We are not doing that.  We do not talk to people about their human dignity.  We talk about their 
rights all the time.  Kids today say that schoolteachers cannot hit them because they have rights, or they tell their 
parents that they are not allowed to be smacked because they have rights.  We tell them that we will probably 
introduce a bill of rights into this place.  I have great concerns about that.  We will end up with a set of rights but 
we will not know how to use them because we will not have human dignity.  We do not give human life dignity 
or credibility and we do not teach our children about it.  We do not teach them about their possibilities or to have 
respect for themselves and other people.  We have lost that to a large degree.  The greatest problem I have with 
this legislation is that it reinforces that loss.  There is nothing in the bill to teach people about having respect for 
themselves and their bodies.  There is nothing in it that does all the things that must be done to try to keep people 
out of the prostitution industry.  Everything in this bill is about administration, which is dehumanising.  The bill 
says that we will administrate prostitution.  I am sure this is probably a very good bill for the administration of 
prostitution.  I do not know.  Member for Hillarys, is it a good bill for the administration of prostitution? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It is blooming awful, quite frankly, because you will see a massive proliferation of illegal 
brothels.  We have experienced in it in other parts of Australia and the world.  It is a dreadful bill.  You should 
ask members opposite whether they honestly believe that this bill will not see a massive proliferation of legal 
brothels and, worse still, even more illegal brothels.  There are four illegal brothels for every legal brothel.  I 
want members opposite to be asked whether they realise that and whether they are prepared to accept that. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is not even a - 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Do you need the member for Hillarys to speak for you? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No, but the member for Hillarys is a good speaker all the same. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are too kind. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Nobody is allowed to call a division on that point! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The trouble is that I am not in the good books of the member for Kingsley.  She voted for a 
brothel in Wanneroo.  She knows what I am talking about. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Order!  The member for Capel, please.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  This is where we stand: we have a piece of legislation that aims to administer prostitution.  
It contains nothing that assists us to manage the people involved.  It is dehumanising because it takes away the 
dignity of human beings. 
Mrs J. Hughes:  Do you judge women by who they are or by what they do?  Is it defined by your perception of 
their morality or their dignity?  Is it based on what they do or who they actually are?  I have been listening to a 
lot about how bad these women are and about judgements.   
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is the pimps and brothel owners.   
Ms J.A. Radisich:  You say nothing about the clients. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The clients should be ashamed of themselves. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Many people are talking about the clients. 
Mrs J. Hughes:  I am just saying that dignity is something that comes from society, not just from the women 
concerned. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is.  The greatest dignity is that which people have within themselves.  As much as I 
accept the argument of the member for Kingsley that society must be careful about judging people’s dignity, I 
cannot imagine any situation in which the act of prostitution would be a positive for someone’s personal dignity.  
I will not attack the people who are engaged in the process. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  We are not here to do that. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is against their human dignity as far as I can tell.  As I say, I am relying on second-hand 
experience here.  If somebody engaged in prostitution was given a choice, which is probably the ultimate test, 
what would that person choose?  As I have said before, prostitution is the symptom, not the disease.  What is the 
disease? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It is not a disease. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I use a simile, which most members understood.  If one asked those people using 
prostitution as a remedy for a problem whether they would still engage in prostitution if the problem could be 
taken away, I think the answer would be no.  Why would they engage in it?  If one could take away the issues 
that forced them into it, why would they engage in it?  The answer is of course that it is an attack on their 
dignity. 
MR G. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [7.23 pm]:  No-one has ever raised the issue of prostitution with me either 
inside or outside this house.  I am quite obviously aware of prostitutes and prostitution, but no-one has ever 
sought my opinion.  Certainly, since I have been a member of this place, none of my constituents has come to me 
and expressed an opinion on prostitution or on the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007.  The first person to ask me 
any questions on prostitution was a reporter, who is not in the gallery at the moment.  I was asked what I thought 
about prostitution.  I responded that I did not know about prostitution, that I did not know about this bill and that 
I had not read anything about it.  I said, however, that anything that came in front of this place - I do not want to 
be gender specific - that could improve the condition of women generally in our society would have my support.  
I was making that comment about any legislation that came before this house, not legislation about prostitution.  
The point I make is that the first person who had any interest in asking me was not a constituent or someone in 
my electorate but a reporter in this place.   
I do not hear the public of Western Australia clamouring to have this issue brought before this house.  I do not 
hear people continually asking what we are going to do about prostitution and is it not time that we introduced 
some legislation.  Perhaps that is what the Attorney General would have us believe, but the Attorney General is 
not here, so I will wait for his return to this place when, hopefully, he might provide us with some numerical 
account of how many people have spoken to him or how many submissions he has received about prostitution 
and why the government proposes this Prostitution Amendment Bill.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  He should do that when he responds to the second reading debate, which is the practice of 
this house. 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I hope that will be the case. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  So do I. 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I think this is a diversionary tactic.  I do not think it is core business of government.  I 
think it is part of a social agenda to distract the people of Western Australia from some of the greater issues that 
the state faces at the moment.  One of the issues it faces, which was talked about earlier in this place, is those 
people who are unable to make a living in regional Western Australia.  If some members from both sides of the 
house were to travel to some of the state’s regional towns, as I did last night, they would find they were unable to 
get service in a cafe or restaurant and they would be unable to get a meal cooked for them, because there are not 
the people around who are able to do that.  I certainly draw on the knowledge of other members on this side of 
the house.  I acknowledge the arguments that they have put.  However, it could be that opportunities exist in 
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some of the regional communities to encourage people to be engaged in other areas of employment and have 
opportunities created for them if the government was not so preoccupied with distracting legislation like this and 
if it was more concerned with some of the greater issues that, from my perspective, exist in regional Western 
Australia. 
Members on this side of the house, and I am sure members on the other side of the house, would acknowledge 
that within the broader prostitution community, if I may put it that way - I do not have the statistics but I will 
take an interjection if any member has them - there is probably a greater incidence of drug addiction than in the 
broader community of Western Australia.  I posit that there is also a greater involvement in organised crime in 
that industry. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  You asked for an interjection.  That was borne out by the royal commission; that is precisely 
right. 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  That is certainly true.  What concerns me with this proposal to legalise prostitution is 
the creation of businesses, in which members of the greater community, some of them no doubt espousing 
themselves as fine, upstanding citizens, would take the opportunity to invest.  I do not know how such a business 
would be managed as an investment opportunity.  I do not know if a particular company - dare I say a shelf 
company - might be listed on the Stock Exchange.  I do not know how it would happen.  However, I believe that 
a whole raft of issues attach to legitimising prostitution as a business.  I am sure that in your electorate, Mr 
Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), and I am sure in most of the electorates of members in this house, people 
eagerly look forward to 20 October, which is local government election day.  Most of us in this place would 
know people who are interested in being involved in local government at one level or another.  This might 
interest the member for Geraldton: I recently had a conversation with a particular individual who is seeking to be 
elected to the City of Geraldton-Greenough, a council within the member’s electorate.  We were talking about a 
whole range of local government issues.   

I asked him whether he was aware that the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007 will have a considerable impact on 
local government if it is passed, because local governments will be asked to police the legislation in many 
instances.  He was not only unaware of that, but also gobsmacked, to use the colloquial expression.  He could not 
see what the relationship would be between local government and prostitution or why an elected group of 
representatives at a local government level should have this responsibility thrust upon them.  I also pursued this 
theme with an elected councillor from another local government yesterday.  He was also stunned that his local 
government might be responsible for managing the business of prostitution within its shire boundaries.   

Embedded in this legislation are some real barbs that will catch people and will cause a range of difficulties that 
have not been foreseen.  They may perhaps have been foreseen by the Attorney General.  Perhaps he understands 
this totally.  As I suggested previously, a social agenda is being used as a way to distract people.  It is used to 
occupy the minds of people in the media gallery, who then portray this social agenda in our newspapers and on 
our radios and televisions as something that is critical to the future of Western Australia.  That is certainly not 
the level of attention that this particular piece of legislation deserves.   

Like the member for Capel, I believe that a more serious attempt should be made by the government to consider 
the brothels that already exist.  The government should meet with both male and female prostitutes and come up 
with what might be described as an exit strategy; that is, a plan that would offer true assistance to people who are 
caught in this industry.  I am informed that many people are not in this industry voluntarily but have been 
compelled to work in this industry for whatever reason.  A sign of true courage would be for this government to 
propose an exit strategy and to look at this industry in another way.  I do not think that any member of this place 
condones the prostitution industry, but that is not to say that we do not respect many of the men and women who 
are in this industry because of circumstances beyond their control.  What I would respect is a government that 
attempted to help these people, not by legitimising their profession and thereby further ensnaring and capturing 
them in a legalised business, but by truly offering them an exit strategy.   

I have one final point to make about the legalisation of this process and of those responsible for running such 
businesses.  The people who run these businesses will have to be of good character.  I do not know what the test 
of that might be or how one might qualify as being of good character.  Will people need to go to TAFE to do 
certificate 1 through to certificate 4 in prostitution management before they are allowed to manage a brothel 
from 9.00 pm to 12 midnight or for a morning shift?  While my point might seem to be facetious, I think that the 
intent of what I am saying is well and truly understood.  Legalising this process and therefore the people 
involved in it will cause a range of management issues.  I could apply the same sort of process to those who 
work as prostitutes.  If a business model is going to be applied to this industry and if it is going to be legitimised, 
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what sort of qualifications will a man or woman need to be a prostitute?  Will the government introduce further 
legislation that details that male and female prostitutes must pass a particular test?   

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.   

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  A registration system might be developed that enables people to go down a list and tick 
a box.  In speaking against the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007, I urge all members of this house to really 
think about what the legitimisation of prostitution will mean to our communities and our families going forward 
and, from probably a selfish point of view, what it will mean for us as members of Parliament in having to 
defend that decision to future members of the Western Australian community.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [7.35 pm]:  I do not support the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007.  I gave a 
speech in 2003 on the last prostitution bill and referred my electorate to a copy of that speech on my website.  
This is a very sinister bill.  This bill supports organised crime and seeks to protect the clients of prostitutes, 
organised crime, brothel applicants and the professional people who feed off this industry.  It is a wide-ranging 
containment policy.  I will focus on what the bill actually does, but I will first mention a program that I saw last 
night.   
Last night I watched the saddest documentary that I think I have ever seen.  It was about women in Afghanistan.  
I do not know whether any other member saw it.  It was the most horrific documentary about these women, who 
must wear burqas all day and must beg because their men died in the war.  They have to bring up their children 
and there is no social security.  Men come along and abuse them.  The life they lead is incredibly terrible.  I 
could not help thinking about this prostitution bill while watching that film because the bill is regressive; it goes 
back to the Dark Ages.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am not going to answer any interjections from stupid people on the other side of the 
house who do not have the guts to stand up in this place and argue for women. 

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I say that particularly about the women members on that side of the house. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  That is a society in which it is illegal and where people are stoned for doing it, yet they are 
still doing it.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have said before that I make no judgement about the people who take part in the act of 
prostitution.  This bill seeks to legitimise brothels and the prostitution industry in our society.  It is saying that 
that is okay.  I thought that the member for Alfred Cove gave one of her best speeches on this bill.  It was an 
impassioned speech.  The member for Riverton may scoff - 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I am scoffing.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He is scoffing.  I hope that women in his electorate know that he is scoffing.   

I want to go through the bill and to tell members what it is really about.  First, the person who has the ultimate 
say under the bill is the Commissioner of Police.  That is very strange.  The bill states that the applicant must 
make an application to the chief executive officer of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, but he is 
merely a conduit to the police commissioner.  Under the Victorian legislation, a Prostitution Control Board was 
set up.  It is a seven-member board that includes persons with expertise in laws relevant to the regulation of 
prostitution, a police representative and persons with knowledge of prostitution, health and community issues.  
The board is responsible for the vigorous licensing procedure for prostitution services and also for the discipline 
of licensees.  The Western Australian bill outlines that the applicant must send in his application and the police 
commissioner will then provide a report.  Under the Victorian legislation, a person who makes an application 
must show that he or she does not have a criminal record.  Under the Western Australian bill, an applicant can 
have a criminal record.  I will come back to this because it is so important.  Not only that, but we would never 
know whether the applicant has a criminal record.  We do not know because the commissioner makes a secret 
report to the CEO.  I ask the government and members opposite: why is there not something in the application 
where the applicant can say, “I haven’t got a criminal record”?  That person can go to the police station, get a 
history of his criminal record and attach it to the application.”  Not so here.  Not only that, tracking this through 
the system, the police commissioner then directs the CEO to say, “I may be telling you what criminal record he 
has got but you can’t tell anyone else.”  Then the person who does not like the decision goes to the State 
Administrative Tribunal.  Under the bill, the SAT is not allowed to disclose certain things either.  This is all done 
to protect the applicant.  I find this very strange.  Also, the applicant can be 18, the applicant can be a former 
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drug trafficker, the applicant can be someone who had a violence restraining order or the applicant can have a 
charge pending that involves an act of violence against a person or involves a victim who was a child or 
incapable person.  The act does not say this.  I will give an example of what it says under proposed new 
section 21G(b).  It states that the applicant - 

has no charge pending of an offence alleged to have been committed in this State that involves an act of 
violence against the person . . .  

What about the other states?  The bill states that the applicant - 
has not been convicted . . . of any indictable offence . . .  

This is the trick.  I will come to this.  In the Prostitution Act 2000 - 

Mrs D.J. Guise interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member may well laugh.  She thinks this is a joke.  She has not looked at the bill or 
the act.  What claim do women opposite have in caucus?  Zilch.  I think the women on this side have more clout 
in the party room than those opposite have in caucus.  How many women are standing up on the government 
side?  I refer to section 14 - “Prostitutes” - of the Prostitution Act 2000.  This is our law on prostitutes.  Why are 
we not calling the client a “prostitutor”?  Why is the person still called a client under this bill?  Why are the 
women on the other side not seeking an amendment?  This is the law in Western Australia.  Section 14 states - 

A person who acts as a prostitute commits an offence under this section if - 

(a) the person is a child; 

(b) the person has been declared under . . . the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981 to be a drug trafficker; or 

(c) the person has been found guilty of an offence described in Schedule 1. 
Penalty: Imprisonment for 2 years. 

What about the client?  What about the person who is having sex with the child?  What about the person who is 
having sex with the person who is a drug trafficker?  What about the person who is having sex with the person - 
the prostitute - found guilty of an offence?  I turn to schedule 1.  I have gone through the Criminal Code and 
looked at the offences.  This is amazing.  A person cannot be a prostitute if they have had carnal knowledge of 
an animal; they have shown offensive material to a child under 16; they have been convicted of murder, wilful 
murder, grievous bodily harm; they have had sexual offences against children under 13; they have had a sexual 
relationship with a child; they have been convicted of aggravated indecent assault, sexual coercion, sexual 
assault on a relative, sexual penetration of an incapable person, kidnapping, depravation of liberty, threats to kill, 
stealing a child and extortion.  They cannot be a prostitute but the client can have done all those things.  What a 
load of - 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The client can be a murderer and have sex with a prostitute.  That is fine.  It does not 
matter if he is a murderer; he can have sex with a prostitute but the prostitute cannot be a prostitute if she or he 
has committed a murder.  They are mostly women.   

I look at the Prostitution Amendment Bill.  Once again, there is an opportunity for the women on the other side 
to say in caucus, “Why haven’t you called the client something other than a client?”  They have that opportunity 
but they have not done it in this bill.  I think the title of this bill should be changed.  It should not be the 
Prostitution Amendment Bill; it should be the commercial sexual acts bill.   

Section 4 of the current act - entitled “Prostitution” - states - 

When this Act refers to prostitution it means prostitution . . . 

That will be changed to read - 

When this act refers to a commercial sexual act it means a sexual act in which payment is consideration 
for the sexual stimulation of a person (“the client”) . . .  

Why?  Why are the women opposite not getting up?  Why have they not mentioned it?  I bet those women have 
not even looked at the bill.  I bet they have not gone through it.  They are not doing their job.  They are not 
working the hardest they can for the women in this state when they are in a position of power. 

We go back to the client in 3(b).  This is really interesting.  Under schedule 1 of the Prostitution Act, a person 
cannot be a prostitute if she has committed those offences.  That has been replicated in part by the applicant but 
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there is a trick.  If the member for Perth is around, there is a trick in there somewhere.  Under proposed new 
section 21G(f) an applicant cannot have been convicted in this or another state or a territory of any indictable 
offence.  Under the Criminal Code, if a person is convicted before a court of summary jurisdiction of an 
indictable offence, the conviction is to be regarded as being a conviction of a simple offence only.  That means 
that any person who has committed some of those offences that I mentioned and has been dealt with in a 
Magistrates Court can have a licence.  This is all about supporting criminal and corrupt elements revolving 
around this industry.  This bill is all about the vested interests of the brothel industry.  It is not about the women; 
it is all about the vested interests of members opposite.  Under this bill the police commissioner will have the 
ultimate say.   

I come now to the planning and development controls on page 29 of the bill.  As I said, the applicant can be 18, a 
teenager.  The applicant can have a criminal record.  We will never know about it, unlike in Victoria, where 
applicants have to show they have no criminal record.  Why is that not the case here?  Why can people who have 
been convicted of assault, grievous bodily harm, indecent dealing and all those sorts of offences still be an 
applicant and get a certificate?  We will never know because the police commissioner does not have to tell the 
CEO.  The section on planning and development controls is a joke.  I heard the Attorney General on the radio the 
other day.  Someone from Belmont who had a brothel called in and said, “Attorney General, can you tell me that 
when this bill comes in, it will be closed down?”  He said, “I can assure you, it will be closed down.”  I thought 
to myself, no.  Proposed new section 21X of the bill states - 

If land was being used for the purpose of a sexual service business (other than a small owner-operated 
business) immediately before 12 September 2006 and continued to be used for that purpose up to and 
including the day on which the Prostitution Amendment Act 2007 section 1 came into operation, the use 
of the land, subject to the approval of the CEO, for that purpose is a use permitted by the planning 
scheme . . .  

Then that person has to make an application to the CEO.  We should not forget that that goes to the police 
commissioner, who sits down in a huddle with the local government authority and says, “These are the criteria 
you have to look at.”  Did anyone complain about that brothel being in that residential area?  It continues - 

. . . the Commissioner of Police and is to have regard to - 

(a) whether the manner of the use of the land for the business has been the subject of complaints 
before 12 September 2006 from residents or occupiers in the area; 

Do members opposite know that if they find out that there is a brothel in their electorates between now and when 
this bill is proclaimed, or even after that, and they have not complained before 12 September 2006, that will be 
one of the criteria?  The proposed new section refers to whether the operation of the business causes, or is likely 
to cause, a disturbance in the neighbourhood. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  These issues are very important.  I do not think people understand what this bill will do.  
This bill is about brothels.   

I turn now to the single service operators.  I think the member for Cottesloe said that women will be left alone if 
they want to operate a brothel in their home.  On my reading of the bill, they will not.  I wonder what the women 
on the other side think of this.  What twigged me to this were some comments of the member for Perth the other 
day when the member for Avon was speaking.  The member for Perth said - 

But if they’re not registered -  

That is, the operators - 

with a home licence, if they’re not registered as a brothel, for the very first time, local government will 
be able to take a case into the courts and get them eliminated - get them dealt with.  They can’t do it at 
the moment.  Under this legislation, for the first time, they will. 

I think the member for Roe said that the brothels will be empty, because the women will all be out there working 
on their own.  No, the brothels will be full, because this bill is designed to get rid of those women or stigmatise 
them, because local government will ensure that if they do not have a business licence, it will get rid of them.  I 
will go through why I believe they will have to get a licence.  Clause 5, the definitions clause, deals with a small 
owner-operated business.  These are the women we are talking about.  It states - 

“small owner-operated business” means a sexual service business - 

(a) in which not more than 2 sex workers work; and 
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(b) where each of those sex workers has full control over his or her individual earnings 
. . .  

I am thinking of the woman at home.  It states that “small owner-operated business” means a sexual service 
business.  The clause also states - 

“sexual service business” means the business of providing, or arranging the provision of, a commercial 
sexual act; 

It also states - 

“operate”, in relation to a sexual service business, means - 

(a) whether alone or with others, own, operate or carry on the sexual service business; 

It is a business.  They are operators, and they will have to get a licence.  They do not have to get a licence now, 
as I understand it, but they will have to stigmatise themselves by going to the council and getting a licence.  If 
they do not, those private investigators will be out there, those brothel owners will be out there, and they will be 
looking for them; they will be hunting them down.  That is what this legislation is about.  As I said, it protects 
the client, it protects organised crime, it protects brothel applicants, and it protects people who feed off them.  
The opposition is not supporting this legislation, but the Labor Party is.  The women in the Labor Party are.  
Why are those women on the other side standing and talking about an exit strategy? 

The last time I spoke about this issue in 2003, I praised the Catholic Archbishop, because he at least had 
provided funds, whereas this government has provided none, to allow those women who want to leave that 
industry to do so.  This is a cashed-up state.  Should that not be part of it?  No, because the vested interests - the 
brothel industry - do not want the women to leave the industry, and they do not want these women going out on 
their own.  How dare they!  Giz Watson is a woman.  I call on Giz Watson and ask her what on earth she is 
doing, as a woman, supporting this bill and putting it together. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  As a woman? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, she is a woman, and I am asking her why she is supporting this bill, why this bill 
refers to clients and why she has not made sure that there is a balancing process. 

The member for Capel said that the Swedish legislation turns this into a gender issue.  This is a gender issue in 
this state - in reverse.  We are not forcing men to do the acts, are we?  We are forcing women to be stigmatised, 
brutalised and abused, and we call the men who do it “clients”.  I find it incredible that those men and women on 
the other side cannot see that they are going backwards.  There was a program on the television last night on the 
ABC about the women in Afghanistan.  While members opposite sit there, they should ask themselves why they 
are supporting this legislation.  I think it is outrageous. 

As I said last time, I will not support any legislation for other people’s children that I would not support for my 
own.  I do not.  This legislation legalises persons who are living off young women - it is mostly young women - 
who are having their bodies abused, and it is backed by organised crime.  I wonder: is this why the Attorney 
General does not give the responsibility for organised crime to the Corruption and Crime Commission?  Why 
does he not?  We all know that organised crime is connected to and involves the drug industry. 

I vote in the way that I think my community would vote, and I vote according to the way I feel.  It gets me in 
trouble sometimes with my own party. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Never, member for Nedlands - never heard of that!  Keep going! 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not like taking any interjections from that lot opposite, because they do not deserve it, 
frankly.  They have no guts, as far as I am concerned.  They want to tramp on women’s rights.  They want them 
abused. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  You couldn’t care less about women. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Members opposite want the women in Perth to be like those in Afghanistan, as far as I am 
concerned.  However, I did read something, but I did not bring it into the chamber.  It was something that the 
church sent me on an exit strategy. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  This is about abuse of women. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is about abuse of women. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  Thank heavens we came in and got rid of the Taliban. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is one of the saddest programs I have watched.  The member for Riverton should 
watch it. 

I want to make sure I have not missed anything out.  I do not want sleaze.  In my electorate, I hope that the 
brothel owners are not thinking of going to Subiaco and turning it into a sleazy place. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Are there any there now? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I would like to know.  I do not think the Subiaco council wants in any of its areas the sort 
of sleaze that members opposite want, because they are now supporting sleazy brothel owners.  They will not 
help the women who are abused. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Swan Hills sits there.  What did she say in the caucus room?  At least the 
member for Maylands got up and said something, and at least the member for Wanneroo got up.  However, 
frankly, they have no clout in caucus.  It is the men who run the Labor Party. 

Under this legislation, small owner-operators will not have a hope.  They will be chased down.  As I said in my 
last speech, I do not judge these women.  Women find themselves in certain circumstances.  Could the member 
be quiet? 

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I cannot hear the member for Nedlands because the member for Capel is disrupting the 
speech by having a conversation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Would the member for Riverton please resume his seat?  The 
next person who wishes to interject across the chamber will be called.  Member for Swan Hills!  I have allowed a 
bit of free-ranging debate here today.  Some of the comments of some members sound just like that. 

Mr T. Buswell:  The old chooks are barking over there. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Exactly.  The member on her feet will proceed uninterrupted. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am not sure whether the situation is still the same, but I am pretty sure it would be.  The 
biggest group in poverty in Australia are women who have been left on their own to bring up children.  They 
find themselves in certain circumstances.  Women in this chamber now who are earning a good income have 
power and they have the ability to take a stand.  No-one on my side of the house would stop me taking a stand on 
something I believed in.  The same applies to them.  I believe that.  I have seen some people speak in my party 
room.  I believe that we are only passing through this place.  We are not here forever.  Some people think they 
are.  Some members believe that they are elected to tell people what to do.  The truth is that a lot of these women 
find themselves in circumstances in which they are really struggling, and they resort to prostitution to survive.  I 
have met some women before who do it because they feel they are in control of the situation, and they are just 
doing it to get ahead.  They deal with it very well psychologically.  However, that is not the case for many other 
women who are engaged in prostitution.  When we get to consideration in detail, believe me, I will go through 
this bill with a fine toothcomb.  I want the press to pick it up.  I want the Western Australian public to know 
what this bill is all about.  I want the Western Australian public to know what the parliamentarians in the Labor 
Party will be doing to women in this state.  I want the Western Australian public to know that this legislation is 
regressive.  I want the Western Australian public to know that this legislation is abusive to women.  I want the 
Western Australian public to know that the women on the Labor side of this chamber did not stand up for 
women when they had the opportunity.  The member for Thornlie and the member for Girrawheen did not stand 
up for women.  The member for Swan Hills did not stand up for women -    
Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am trying to think of the other women in this chamber who did not stand up for women.  
They have disappeared.  They are invisible.   
Several members interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I cannot do that, because they are invisible.  They are not in this chamber, and they are not 
taking part in this debate.  
Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Riverton!   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I would have expected even the smallest, teeniest bit of effort from the government, such 
as calling a client a “prostitutor” or a “prostitutee”, or making sure that a person who has a criminal record 
cannot access the services of a sex worker or a prostitute.  However, we do not have that in this bill.  All we have 
in this bill is double standards.  In fact, it is worse than double standards.   
Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Swan Hills!   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Swan Hills should get up and speak about this legislation.  The member 
for Swan Hills seems to be supporting this legislation all the way.  The member for Swan Hills is a young 
woman.  She is in a privileged position.  She is supposed to be a leader in her community.  The member for 
Swan Hills is not a leader as far as I am concerned, because, if she was, she would come across and vote with us.  
Will the member for Swan Hills come across and vote with us? 
Dr K.D. Hames:  When hell freezes over! 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, when hell freezes over!   
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, member for Vasse and member for Swan Hills! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I hope I have not missed anything.  Residents of Western Australia would be concerned if 
a brothel were to be set up in their area -  

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Swan Hills!  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Members, this debate has degenerated to a rather pathetic level.  The 
member for Nedlands has the call, and I would ask members to remain silent, otherwise I will start to crack 
down. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Lastly, I have never quite worked out why the containment policy was abandoned.  It is clear that under the 
Criminal Code, it is an offence to be involved in prostitution.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  They are going to repeal that section! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  The Labor Party wants to repeal section 190 of the Criminal Code.  The Labor Party 
keeps talking about prostitution, but it is really talking about brothels.  Section 190 states -  

(1) Any person who -  

(a) keeps or manages, or acts, or assists in the management of any premises for purposes 
of prostitution;  

(b) being the tenant, lessee, or occupier of any premises, permits such premises, or any 
part thereof, to be used for purposes of prostitution; or 

. . .   

is guilty of a crime . . .  

That is what the government wants to decriminalise.  That is what the government wants to get rid of.  It goes on 
to say -  

(3) Any person who lives wholly or partly on earnings that the person knows are the earnings of 
prostitution is guilty of a crime . . .  

This government is all about decriminalisation.  This legislation is just another attempt at decriminalisation.  I 
have had my say on this bill.  I wanted to tell members how I feel about this bill.  Other members on this side 
have spoken passionately about the effect of prostitution on women.  I support all those members in what they 
have said.  I say again that I will not be supporting this bill.  

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [8.05 pm]:  Before I have my say on the Prostitution 
Amendment Bill 2007, I would like to acknowledge in the Speaker’s gallery my mother-in-law and my father-in-
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law, Mike and Val More, and Mike’s brother John and his wife, Jean, from Sydney.  Welcome back to Western 
Australia.   

The member for Nedlands mentioned in her closing comments that this bill is not really a prostitution 
amendment bill but is more about the legalisation of brothels.  I have heard members speak about whether there 
are any brothels in their community.  I do not know of any brothels in my electorate of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, 
but I have to say I have not looked very hard.   

Mr T. Buswell:  You are not the sort of person to go looking for one, I am sure!   

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  No, definitely not, member for Vasse!   

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I must admit that I am a bit concerned about the proposed process for licensing brothels.  I 
am concerned that if we license brothels in the same way that we license other small business operations in this 
society, we will be going the wrong way.  I think everyone has heard about the Victorian legislation.  There are 
about 100 legal brothels and 400 illegal brothels in Victoria.  That proves that by legalising brothels, we will be 
increasing the number of brothels rather than controlling them.  Someone mentioned that in Victoria, one person 
owns about 15 or 16 brothels and has set up his business as a registered public company on the Australian Stock 
Exchange.  It amazes me to learn that it is possible to buy shares in a brothel!  It is certainly a different way of 
looking at it!  That is basically what this legislation will do.  
Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Yes.  People will be able to go to the small business department with their business plan 
and get assistance to open a brothel!  That is true.  A brothel will be a legitimate small business.  People will be 
able to make money out of someone else’s misfortune in life.  I do not think anyone grows up wanting to become 
a prostitute, but for some reason or other some people fall into that category.   
Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I am not sure, member for Riverton. 
I am also concerned about the local government approvals process that is proposed in this bill.  I think all 
members would know that under the current scenario, it is illegal to set up a brothel.  If someone came to me and 
said there was an illegal brothel just around the corner from my street and some antisocial behaviour was taking 
place, I could go to the police and get that brothel shut down.  Under this legislation, once a brothel has been 
approved by the local government, the people in that area will have to live with it, because the police will not be 
able to do much to help them.  I believe that will cause big problems.  The government has said that most of the 
brothels will be set up in industrial areas.  However, I honestly believe that some brothels will be set up in close 
proximity to where people live. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  What about the ones that are not in an industrial area?  They will still be legal. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Correct.  This bill will legalise brothels.  Also, under this bill, a sexual service business 
that employs no more than two sex workers does not have to operate out of a brothel.  It may operate out of a 
house.  Therefore, in theory, two women could be operating a sexual service business in a house either side of 
my house, and that would be legal, and there could also be a brothel down my street, and I could not do anything 
to stop that.  
When I first heard about the prostitution bill, I had visions of a bill that would be about the registration of 
prostitutes.  Everyone knows that people who end up in prostitution are usually supporting a drug habit or 
something like that.  I was under the impression that the bill would deal with how the business of prostitution 
was operating.  The bill does not deal with the actual sex workers.  All it deals with is the operators.  That part of 
the bill concerns me more than anything else.  This bill does not go anywhere near helping the people who are 
involved in prostitution.  

I will not take up much more time on this bill.  I wanted to add my comments.  As I have said, I see no reason to 
support a bill that will make it legal to operate a house as a brothel.  It is unthinkable that it will be legal for two 
sex workers to operate as a brothel out of a house.  I have never been to a brothel; I have never had a need to, 
and I have never wanted to.  However, prostitution is definitely an issue in our society.  I live in the real world, 
and I know that brothels exist.  The government needs to deal with the issue of prostitution.  I do not think the 
government has dealt with it, or even touched on it, by legalising brothels.  
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MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [8.09 pm]:  I rise to add my comments on the Prostitution Amendment Bill 
2007.  I must admit that I am a bit bemused that we are debating this bill now, when the Attorney General, the 
social engineer extraordinaire, is not in the chamber.  I know the Leader of the House will say it is because one 
of his members will be away on Thursday.  However, we have all day tomorrow.  There is a good chance we 
could talk about it tomorrow. 

Mr T. Buswell:  They want to get it off the agenda. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I think the member for Vasse is right; they are running scared.  The social engineering that 
is going on shows a degree of arrogance on the part of the government that is becoming increasingly obvious to 
people in the community.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  With an opposition like you it’s hard not to be arrogant. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It is hard to be humble when one is perfect in every way! 

Like all the other members on this side, I will be voting against the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007.  My 
reasons for opposing the bill are much the same as those of many other members, so I will not go into that in a 
lot of detail, but I will put some of those reasons on the record.  I am disappointed that not many members on the 
other side have actually spoken on this bill, but I admire those who have.  Outside this place I have some 
dialogue with the member for Swan Hills.  We go to the community television station, Access 31, which runs a 
program called Polly Waffle.  I take part along with the members for Ballajura, Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Swan 
Hills, and we throw issues around.  It is pretty obvious from those discussions that the member for Swan Hills is 
pretty well across feminist issues.  She is a bit of a feminist deep down, but she has not even spoken on this bill.  
She has not even said one word.  I challenge the member for Swan Hills to give us her thoughts on this bill after 
my contribution.  I reckon she would be good enough to do it, and I admire her for it.   

If we consider the recent history of this government, we can see that social engineering legislation like this was 
bound to happen, because we already know that the government is soft on drugs - the two-marijuana-plants 
policy.  We already know the government is weak on law and order - there are 250 too few police out there in 
the community.  We already know that the government condones the violence of cage fighting, which we will 
talk about tomorrow.  We already know that the government is weak on organised crime, and it has done nothing 
about that as well.  Now the government intends to legitimise and decriminalise prostitution. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Brothels.  

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Sorry - brothels.  This will cause a proliferation in the suburbs, as many other members 
have said.  The statistics for jurisdictions like Victoria have been quoted many times.  I will not keep going on 
that tack.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Another Labor government.  

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Yes, that is a very good point.  The reasons we cannot support this bill are associated with 
the exploitation of women.  The member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale also mentioned something that I am really 
concerned about; that is, the likely proliferation of two-person brothels - that is what we would have to call 
them - springing up in the suburbs.  They will not be licensed, but they will be quite legitimate and can go about 
their business.  I wonder how many members opposite would like that to happen next door to them. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Have you got any in Bull Creek? 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I will ignore the peanut gallery.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, member for Riverton! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I will not allow this debate to degenerate further.  If this debate cannot be 
conducted in an equitable and civil manner, I will allow no interjections, and every member who interjects will 
be called to order.  I have allowed some leeway thus far, but if it continues at this rate I will be disinclined to do 
so. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I am aware -  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call to order the member for Albany and the member for Vasse.  
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Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I could have sworn the member for Riverton was mouthing off then as well, Mr Acting 
Speaker.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There will be no further interjections in this manner.  The member for Riverton 
might be lucky that I did not overhear whatever comment he apparently made, but if he makes another one he 
will be called to order as well.  

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I am aware of a house in Cannington that is apparently a house of ill repute.  I was made 
aware of it by a constituent of mine, whose grandchildren are in that house.  It seems to be an obvious situation 
that drugs arrived in this house of ill repute.  What sort of environment is that in which to bring up young 
children?  I empathise with my constituent, whose grandchildren are living in that situation.  Hopefully, things 
have been resolved and they are moving out.  I wonder about the Premier, who is not in the chamber at the 
moment.  The Premier lives in Sergeant Road in Melville.  I wonder whether the Premier would be happy if one 
of these two-person brothels opened up in Sergeant Road in Melville.  I think he would try to do something 
about it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Don’t ask him questions like that; he gets upset about it.  

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I challenge him now.  I wonder what he will do about it.  I reckon he would be trying to 
lean on the council, the police and everybody to try to stop that.   

The recommendations of committee members to the Attorney General are not what I would call reflective of 
traditional family values.  I think that has been mentioned.  They actually delivered exactly what the Attorney 
General wanted.  This is another example of weakness.  I would have challenged the member for Perth and Hon 
Giz Watson and the other members of this committee to ask the Attorney General why he wanted this legislation.  
What is he doing to us with this bill?  They should stand up for themselves, and not allow themselves to be rolled 
over like they have been in this instance. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It wasn’t actually a committee; it was a task force.  

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  A task force, exactly.  I will talk about the task force.  This task force had a cursory look at 
the New Zealand system and said that was the one for us.  They had a nice little junket over to New Zealand, and 
away they went, saying that will be the model that we will adopt.  There is very little evidence to support that 
model in this environment.  I stress that this environment - Western Australia - is entirely different from New 
Zealand.   

There is great opposition to this legislation in church groups and community groups.  I have not had one email, 
letter or telephone call from anyone supporting the government position.  I thought I might have got a few, 
because there is always an alternative point of view, but there has not been one.  I would say that I have had 
something like 120 communications asking me to vote against this bill.  It is a disgrace that the government has 
put the onus on local government to control this likely proliferation of brothels, and the fact that it cannot stop 
the two-person brothels that will not be licensed anyway.  It is just unbelievable that this has been handballed to 
local government in this instance. 

I know other members in this debate have also paid tribute to Linda Watson and her House of Hope, and the 
great work she does in trying to rescue some girls who have been working in the industry and get them out of the 
industry.  Linda Watson’s program is absolutely fantastic.  I have some knowledge of it, and I have spoken to 
Linda at various times.  I commend her for what she does, and may she long continue her work rescuing some of 
these people who find themselves in a position that they cannot get out of.   

As a political party, we are having things thrown at us.  I know the Attorney General, when he speaks in reply, 
will ask what we want to do.  I have thought about that, and I am not sure that the Swedish model, which makes 
purchasing the services a criminal offence, is the way to go.  It has apparently had some success over there, and I 
was very interested to listen to Dr Ekberg last week when she came over to WA.  I listened to what she said with 
great intent, and she gave us lots of anecdotes about what had happened and where prostitution was in Sweden.  
Again, I do not think we can compare Sweden quite readily with Western Australia.  In Sweden when people 
travel for 10 or 15 minutes, they are in another country. 
Mr T. Buswell:  Estonia. 
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  If people fly for an hour, yes, they are in some of the old Russian provinces and so on and 
away they go. 
Mr T. Buswell:  Member, Estonia is known as the Bangkok of the Baltic. 
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Yes, and I know that a lot of Estonian girls go into prostitution as well in various places 
where it is legal, such as Amsterdam.  I suggest to members that the comparison between Sweden and Western 
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Australia is not a good one.  I have some concerns with the Swedish model, as other members have.  What 
position can we tolerate?  We cannot sensibly go in that direction and make it a criminal offence, and we cannot 
legalise it, as the government is trying to do, so where is the compromise?  We have to find the middle ground.  
For the life of me, I cannot find a better compromise than the one we have - the containment policy.  I know it 
has weaknesses.  I know the police have trouble with it.  However, given that prostitution, the world’s oldest 
profession, will always occur, maybe containment has to be the model until we find a solution that works for 
Western Australia.   

I also make the point that the containment policy is difficult for the police.  I accept that, but maybe that is their 
job; maybe they have to contain it - that is the job.  That is the way the act is at the moment, that is how it is, and 
maybe - 

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Yes, a lack of resources; that is a very good point, member for Bunbury.  There is no 
community push for this legislation.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  What do you mean?  There is no act; that is the whole point! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I did not say anything about an act. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: There is no act at the moment; it is completely wrong. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I would like to hear from the member for Bassendean.  He should get up and say his piece.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Come on!  The member for Bassendean should get up and say his piece.  I challenge the 
member for Swan Hills and the member for Riverton as well.  They mouth off, but they are as weak as water. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  There is no community push to legalise prostitution or brothels.  The member for Cottesloe 
made a fair point, I think - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, there are far too many conversations occurring across the chamber.  We 
are trying to get to the end of the member for Murdoch’s address.  If the interjections continue, I will have to 
continue to call people to order. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  The member for Cottesloe made a good point: he mentioned that most people who are not 
using these sexual services know that these activities happen in Northbridge.  They know that it happens in a 
little place in Fremantle, and that it happens in a couple of other little places around the suburbs, and they 
probably turn a bit of a blind eye and say that it is there, it is not affecting me, and it is a contained geographical 
area - a red light district, if members want to call it that.  Plenty of cities in the world have that; after all, it is the 
world’s oldest profession.  We are never going to get rid of it, so perhaps it is a reasonable idea to contain it 
within an area. 

I have been most interested in the petitions that were brought into the house today.  I know that in the Leader of 
the Opposition’s office, there are many, many more petitions that will be brought into this place in the next few 
days.  I suspect that by Thursday, in a couple of days, there will be 20 000 signatories petitioning against this 
bill.  I suspect that when we come back to this place after a couple of weeks off, there will be 100 000 
petitioners.  Now, for the daylight saving bill, I know there were a lot less than that; I believe there were in the 
vicinity of 50 000 petitioners.  I suspect that on this issue there will be 100 000 petitioners, and they will be 
saying things like this, and I reiterate what was said earlier -  

We, the undersigned, say that prostitution is a dangerous and harmful activity which provides no social 
benefits to Western Australian communities and families.  Prostitution degrades young women; - 

Many people have mentioned that - 

it causes lasting psychological, spiritual and physical harm; - 
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Linda Watson tells us all about that and she tries to remedy that situation - 

it leads to drug addiction as a coping mechanism and returning to normal family life after prostitution is 
almost impossible. 

That is what the petitioners have said and they continue - 

For the above reasons we respectfully ask the Legislative Assembly to vote against any Bill 
implementing the recommendations of the Prostitution Law Reform Working Group - 

It was not a task force, member for Hillarys; it was a working group, apparently - 

as set out in their report of January 2007. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  They did not work very hard. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They did not work very hard at all. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  They did not work very hard.  They had a nice trip to New Zealand.  This report came out in 
January 2007.  The last time I looked, it was September.  What has happened in the meantime if this is an 
amazingly important bill?  The petitioners said - 

In particular, we respectfully ask the Legislative Assembly to: 

- vote against any decriminalisation of sexual services businesses operating in Western 
Australia; 

- continue empowering local governments to prohibit the operation of sexual services 
businesses; 

- ban all advertising and open soliciting for prostitution; 

I wonder how much that will cost The West Australian in advertising revenue - 

- create appropriate laws about the gathering of evidence and the ability to search 
premises that will empower police to prosecute successfully; 

There, maybe, lies the whole situation - 

- provide financial assistance to organisations offering escape and rehabilitation to 
prostitutes;  

An example is Linda Watson’s House of Hope - 

- increase resources to stop the trafficking of women from overseas into Western 
Australia. 

There will be 100 000 people giving us that message or a message very similar to it.   

I oppose this bill.  It is reprehensible that the Attorney General has brought it in.  He stands condemned in the 
eyes of the Western Australian community. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [8.26 pm]:  As other members of the opposition have made clear, the 
opposition opposes the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007.  Having said that, as the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services for 18 months in 1997-98, I recognise that issues of prostitution in the community are 
difficult to deal with.  They are issues that have faced all governments, ever since there has been responsible 
government in Western Australia, I guess, but particularly over the past 30 years or so.  In particular, prostitution 
is an issue that has faced Ministers for Police and Emergency Services over that time. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I think your commissioner arranged a committee on it. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Indeed, it is correct that the commissioner drew attention to the problem.  I was about to say 
that prostitution was an issue that I inherited early in 1997, when I took over as police minister at the beginning 
of the second term of the Court government.  I succeeded Bob Wiese as Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services, and prostitution was an issue he had to try to deal with during his term as police minister.  It certainly 
has been an issue, as I said, that has faced all police ministers over the past 30 years or so. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Bob Wiese did have the courage to approach it.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Indeed. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It was not dissimilar, in fact, to what is being proposed now. 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I could mention some of the history, if the member for Yokine would like. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I am not arguing with the member. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The member for Yokine is correct in that the then Commissioner of Police, Bob Falconer, 
raised the issue of prostitution and what he thought needed to be done to better control and regulate it, very early 
in my term as police minister.   

It is noteworthy that this legislation has been introduced and is being dealt with mainly by the Attorney General, 
rather than the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.  I will be interested to hear whether the Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services makes a speech on the issue.  I think we can come to only two conclusions.  
Although the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is the person in the chamber at the moment who is 
dealing with the legislation during the Attorney General’s absence, the fact that he is not the minister sponsoring 
the bill is perhaps a case of a lack of enthusiasm on his part personally for it, or perhaps there are other issues in 
the Labor government, such as power plays or whatever.  I am not sure, but it would be interesting to have that 
illuminated.  Whatever the case, it is true that all governments over the past 17 years have tried to face up to this 
issue and to work out how to deal with the problem.  I will not go over all the history of the 1990s that I referred 
to in a speech on similar legislation in this chamber in June 2003.  If anybody in the future has an academic 
interest in what happened in the 1990s, they will see history elucidated more in the comments I made at that 
time.  However, I place on record again, as I did in that earlier speech, that a motion was passed, not in this 
chamber as it was prior to the construction of this building, but by some of our predecessors in the Legislative 
Assembly back in 1898.  The motion, after amendment, stated - 

That, in the opinion of this House, legislation should be introduced next Session dealing with the 
question of the licensing and supervision of houses of ill-fame. 

That motion followed a debate that was initially focused on tobacconists, which were apparently regarded as 
fronts for brothels back in the late 1890s.  Following debate, it was considered that it would have been 
ineffective to target only tobacconists; therefore, the original motion that was moved in that debate, on 
21 September 1898 to be precise, was amended so that it called for licensing and supervision of places of 
prostitution more generally.  Here we are now in 2007, as we were in 2003, debating the issue again. 

The Labor government of the early 1990s formed a group headed by Beryl Grant, the former head of the Uniting 
Church, which made recommendations just prior to the time of the previous coalition government when Bob 
Wiese was police minister, and when I was police minister other attempts were made to deal with the issue.  As I 
said, they are outlined in more detail in the comments I made in June 2003. 

It is true that legislation was being prepared when we were in government in 1997-98, but the significant 
difference between the legislation we are dealing with now and that which was being developed then is that 
much stronger controls were to be put in place in the draft bill that we prepared in the late 1990s.  For various 
reasons, that legislation as a whole was not introduced.  However, aspects of it were, in particular provisions to 
deal with the problem of streetwalking.  The Prostitution Act 2000 was ultimately passed, and I think it had a 
reasonable effect in dealing with the problem of streetwalking that existed, particularly in the Northbridge area.  
The more comprehensive legislation that was being worked on and considered was, as I said, a lot stronger than 
the bill we are debating now.  In particular, it would have had much more effective controls on the location of 
brothels and places of prostitution.  In particular, brothels could not have been established in residential areas.  
As I understand this legislation, which will no doubt be explored in greater detail at the consideration in detail 
stage, it will be much easier for brothels to be established in residential areas and closer to schools than would be 
possible if the legislation was much stronger and therefore much more in the community’s interests than it is 
now. 
The other significant difference that strikes me is that the bill that was being developed 10 years ago would have 
been much more effective in keeping organised crime out of involvement in prostitution.  Other members have 
made comments about the problems of bikie gangs and other organised crime entities controlling and being 
involved in prostitution, standing over people and so on.  Although this bill to some extent attempts to deal with 
that issue, there are very legitimate arguments that it does not go far enough and probably needs to be a lot 
stronger.  That is one of the reasons that the opposition is not comfortable with the legislation that is being put 
forward by the government. 
As I said, the opposition is not supporting the legislation and obviously the Labor Party is.  All members of the 
Labor Party presumably will vote for the legislation.  I expect that some members of the Labor Party will find it 
very uncomfortable voting in favour of this legislation.   
Mr T.R. Sprigg:  So uncomfortable that they have all left!  They don’t want to talk!  They’ve all gone! 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY:  It is notable that not many government members have spoken.  I recall hearing that the 
member for Maylands gave an interesting speech last week, and I heard the member for Mindarie earlier today.   

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  The member for Bassendean might be going to speak.  I think he’s doing his notes.  That is 
great. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  That would be a good thing, and we will certainly commend him if he does.  However, it is 
fair to say that most Labor members have been fairly noticeable by their absence in this debate.   

The Greens (WA) will presumably support the legislation; therefore, it is reasonably likely that it will pass 
through Parliament, although we should never make that assumption.  In the event that the legislation does pass 
through Parliament, the very least the government should do is more effectively discourage people from getting 
involved in prostitution than it does now.  It should also more effectively encourage people to leave the 
prostitution industry - if I can call it that - than it does now.  There is absolutely no doubt that for the majority of, 
if not all, people involved in providing the various services of prostitution, perhaps apart from those who own 
the businesses, there are significant negative psychological and physical effects on them.  A lot more needs to be 
done to ensure that people, particularly younger people in the community, do not make the decision to become 
involved in prostitution. 

I find it very difficult to imagine how individuals can make a decision to sell their bodies for sexual purposes.  
Unfortunately, for one reason or another, people in the community do make that decision.  No doubt in some 
cases it is to boost their income to deal with problems of drug addiction.  It may be in other cases that people are 
not involved in drug addiction but they make the decision to earn a higher level of income than they would 
otherwise earn.  Whatever the case, I am sure that in the majority of cases those individuals regret that decision, 
if not sooner, certainly later in their lives.  The government needs to be much more serious in ensuring that a lot 
more is done than is being done now to encourage people to leave prostitution and indeed not to become 
involved in the first place.  What I have in mind is some sort of advertising campaign or targeted marketing 
exercise that can reach people in the community who may be vulnerable to becoming involved in prostitution to 
point out the negative consequences and the fact that they may well regret such a decision later in their lives if 
they do get involved.  The government is spending a large amount of money on advertising now, some of it no 
doubt legitimate, about job vacancies and that sort of thing.  However, a lot of taxpayers’ money is being spent 
on advertising that is of the feelgood nature.  I have referred to that in debate in the past couple of weeks.  The 
government should be spending some of that money on an effective advertising campaign that is appropriately 
put together and targeted to ensure that people do not become involved in prostitution in the first place.  I think 
most members would prefer that prostitution did not occur in this state.  Serious suggestions have been made on 
how that might be achieved or how the government might get closer to that goal; perhaps some of those 
suggestions will be the subject of debate at a later time.  Whatever the case, no-one can really pretend that there 
will never be any prostitution in Western Australia.  However strong the legislation might be for prohibiting 
prostitution, it is probably true that despite the best intentions of many people, some will still occur.  What we 
need to do, as I said, is be much more effective in ensuring that people do not get involved in it in the first place, 
whenever we can achieve that.  I certainly hope that the government takes that on board. 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [8.39 pm]:  In speaking on the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007, I 
indicate that I will oppose the legislation.  From the outset, I do not stand in judgement of women who work as 
prostitutes or the circumstances in life that brought them to decide to work as prostitutes.  That is not fruitful to 
any of the points that I will make this evening.  Certainly, as a woman in this chamber who is now faced with 
giving serious consideration to the ramifications of this legislation, I say to all members in this place that any 
support for this legislation is condoning the exploitation and abuse of women.  In my mind, that is tragic.  This 
legislation legitimises brothels in our communities. 
Having been absent last week, I was not privy to the speeches made in Parliament.  However, I have done my 
level best to read many of the speeches that were made last week.  I read with interest the speeches of the 
members for Churchlands and Maylands, and of the member for Wanneroo in particular.  Although some 
members on the other side may stand in condemnation of women, I acknowledge the sentiments of the member 
for Wanneroo.  She was very brave to make those comments, which were very genuine and sincere.  I 
acknowledge that reading a speech is very different from listening to a speech in this place.  I sincerely and 
genuinely hope that the member for Wanneroo’s comments about obtaining a commitment from the Attorney 
General to establish a select committee comprised of women from both sides of Parliament to conduct a 
comprehensive investigation of the Swedish model and also to ensure that there are exit strategies for women 
who find themselves in that area of work do not fall on deaf ears.  I agree with the member for Churchlands, who 
said that the protection of women must be the ultimate test.  We should ensure that women are protected. 
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I cannot begin to imagine why women would choose prostitution as an occupation and nor can I imagine the 
sorts things that they must embark on.  I do not even want to comprehend it.  For me, a relationship with a 
partner, a husband or a boyfriend, is about intimacy, commitment and understanding one another.  The whole 
notion of prostitution does not sit well with me.  In all the time that I have been a member of this place I have not 
had a single person tell me that we need to look at the prostitution legislation to ensure that we create a better 
model.  Many members have talked about the Swedish model and the member for Wanneroo has referred to it in 
reference to the establishment of a select committee.  I must say that I do not feel very confident with this 
Attorney General.  I am sure many members will seek commitments from him during the consideration in detail 
stage.  I had hoped to have had more time to research this area.  However, I was fortunate to have been sent a 
book, as I am sure many members were, by Mary Lucille Sullivan called Making Sex Work: A Failed 
Experiment with Legalised Prostitution, which is about the Victorian model.  Mary Lucille Sullivan is a feminist 
activist and member of the Australian branch of the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women International.  She 
lives in Melbourne with her five daughters and is passionate about creating a space for women to live their lives 
free of violence and oppression.  She has written a short paper called “Whose Rights are We Talking About?”  It 
states in part - 

The arguments put forward by prostitution advocates for treating prostitution as ‘work’ appear 
persuasive.  They argue that a legally regulated industry will contain industry expansion, eliminate 
organised crime, and help eradicate sex trafficking and child prostitution.  Pro-prostitution lobbyists 
also propose that legalisation allows occupational health and safety . . . conditions to be introduced into 
the prostitution ‘work environment’ so as to protect both women and buyers (the consumers), and in 
turn the wider public health. 

. . .  

The impact on this untoward expansion on community living is vast.  Brothels and other sex-orientated 
businesses are now a prominent feature of Melbourne’s urban landscape.  Although zoning laws restrict 
sex businesses from locating in residential localities, the state’s planning laws allow licensed brothels in 
business centres and on local shopping strips close to residential areas.  Communities are powerless to 
prevent the encroachment of the sex industry into their daily lives as municipal councils have minimal 
options to refuse to locate a brothel if its owner is a legitimate licensee. 

It strikes me that we are following the path of the Victorian model.  I also read a paper entitled “The 
International Debate regarding Prostitution and Trafficking in Women: Refuting the Arguments” by Gunilla 
S. Ekberg, a barrister and solicitor who is the co-executive director of the Coalition Against Trafficking in 
Women International.  In this paper she talks about prostitution as a choice and states - 

A common argument by prostitution advocates is that women and girls make informed and calculated 
choices about entering into prostitution.  They say that the ones who have so chosen should be free to 
pursue their choice in the name of self-determination and integrity, over their lives and their bodies. 

The prostitution lobby wants us to believe that prostitution is female sexual liberation and a way for 
women to give full expression to their deepest sexual fantasies.  These ideas are based on an uncritical 
acceptance of the old libertarian concept of individual free choice and completely lack a critique of 
society and an analysis of male power. 

We, who work with women and girls who are victims of male sexual violence, know that women and 
girls sometimes “consent” to different forms of exploitation because they are afraid of the perpetrators, 
because they are used to being treated cruelly by males, or they may have previous experiences of male 
sexual and physical violence and so on. 

There are some interesting studies in this paper from around the world, and from San Francisco in particular, 
which show that in a study of 130 prostituted persons, 50 per cent had been sexually abused as children and 49 
per cent had been physically assaulted.  Likewise in Portland, Oregon, 85 per cent of the women interviewed for 
a victim survivor survey were victims of incest as girls, and 90 per cent had been physically abused.  That is a 
terrible indictment.  Obviously, people who find themselves in this line of work need as much support as 
possible to exit that work.  I will be calling on the Attorney General to absolutely ensure that all those support 
mechanisms are available for women to exit this line of work.  The paper also says - 

We also give full legitimacy to the prostitution industry as a viable economic sector, instead of 
recognizing it as a deeply exploitative system that destroys the lives of millions of women and girls 
every year. 
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That is terribly tragic.  As I said earlier, those who pass this legislation in this place are, in fact, supporting the 
exploitation of women.  I will not support the legislation. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [8.50 pm]:  Although I want to finish the debate 
tonight, on the representations of the manager of opposition business, I will make a contribution but leave the 
main response to the Attorney General.  The Prostitution Act comes within my portfolio but this bill has been 
brought forward by the Attorney General and Minister for Health.   

Members are well aware that the control of prostitution has been a vexed issue for governments over the years.  
The last Liberal-Coalition government promised to do something in this area.  It promised, promised and 
promised but it did nothing.  It did not have the intestinal fortitude to deal with this issue and clean up what the 
overwhelming majority of the people of Western Australia clearly see as a mess.  Whether it be the 
Commissioner of Police, the royal commission or a whole range of reports over the years, key sectors of the 
community have realised that although prostitution is a distasteful trade, and we certainly wish to discourage it, it 
is a reality.  Opposition members have made it very clear that their stance is not to adopt a position that the 
Taliban might of saying that they will stamp it out and do whatever is required.  A couple of speakers opposite 
have very hypocritically talked about the fact that this is evil legislation but then have recognised that 
prostitution exists and will continue to exist and thought they would just leave it at that.   

If I may comment on the last two speakers, the member for Darling Range and the member for Carine, I thank 
them for their contribution.  Although I do not agree with everything they said, their arguments were reasoned 
and they put their cases well.  That does not apply to a number of other members opposite, who exhibited rank 
hypocrisy by wishing not to deal with the issue.  The tenor and the emotion of their argument reflect the fear of 
many Liberal members who simply cannot deal with this issue.  They would rather leave corruption rife, because 
we know that under past Liberal governments corruption in prostitution has been rife.  There have been all sorts 
of stories and royal commissions into it.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We have it here again; that fear that the Liberal Party has been caught up with 
prostitution and corruption. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  It is an abuse of women! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Alfred Cove! 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Leader of the House said that the Liberal Party has been caught up in prostitution and 
corruption.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is a direct imputation against the reputation of all members on this side.  I challenge 
the Leader of the House to give me one example of a Liberal member of Parliament caught up with prostitution 
or corruption, or else be man enough to apologise and withdraw. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Cottesloe himself on many occasions has used the word “corruption” 
against a party in this place and it has been found totally acceptable.  I have used it in the same sense.  It 
certainly goes back decades. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is why so many members opposite have shown this false emotional hypocrisy. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Perhaps we will challenge a few Labor members tomorrow on their involvement in 
prostitution. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  When Hon Michelle Roberts, as Minister for Police, brought forward legislation to try to 
deal with this issue, it passed through this house but we could not find the numbers in the other place.  The 
Minister for Health, who is also Attorney General, undertook on behalf of the government to try to find a more 
health-based approach.  That is why he took over carriage of developing this legislation before us.  

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!   

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Alfred Cove!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I said, a number of members opposite could put a rational and logical argument, even 
though I do not agree with all elements of it.  However, the yelling reflects the fear and hypocrisy of members 
opposite. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Alfred Cove!  We will not have shouting across the floor.  I call 
the member for Alfred Cove to order for the first time. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Clearly, we, in a similar way to members opposite, want to see in place various 
diversions so that there is less attraction for women to be drawn by unsavoury means into prostitution.  We also 
want to make sure that there is protection for those people who are caught up in the prostitution industry.  
Clearly, it is a form of exploitation, but we know that there can be even worse forms of exploitation for those 
caught up in this industry.  I have certainly raised the question of sexual servitude with the federal minister and 
federal police commissioner at police ministers’ conferences at which I have expressed our concerns that those 
things could be happening.  Although I am not aware of evidence of it happening here, I can only assume that 
because it happens in other places, if it is not happening here now, it is likely to, and we need to try to protect 
against that.  We also need to make sure that we support exit services to try to make sure that there is a way out 
of prostitution for women who are caught in it.  I think we agree on all those things.   

The issue is that we have a situation in which we went from a containment policy to a policy that was simply 
watered down by the previous Liberal-National coalition government.  I will quote from tabled paper 950 of 
May 1999, which was a report from the police to the then Minister for Police.  It reads in part - 

Between 1990/91 and 1998, the issues and concerns remain the same.  What is different, is that the 
1990/91 Report estimated that there were 400-500 people working in prostitution, approximately 200 in 
brothels and the remainder as escorts or individuals working from home.  It is now estimated that over 
3000 are involved in prostitution. 

Under the last coalition government prostitution grew by 600 per cent - a 600 per cent increase!  What did that 
government do?  It promised that it would get around to doing something about it.  Commissioner of Police 
Matthews then removed the containment policy.  We were left in a totally untenable situation.  The royal 
commission and a whole range of reports said that the conduct of prostitution from brothels could not remain.  
Prostitution by individuals is not currently illegal, but having a house for prostitution or living off the earnings of 
prostitution is illegal, and that is clearly happening and has always happened.  However, the situation moved 
from one in which there was some attempt to contain it, with all the consequent issues that went with it, to a 
situation in which the last coalition government simply gave up.  The then Commissioner of Police abolished the 
containment policy in 2000 and the Liberal-National coalition government simply did nothing.  It turned a blind 
eye to brothels and prostitution.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You didn’t do anything for seven bloody years! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is why we have this absolutely raucous - 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  We will not continue to have interjections at that 
level across the floor.  The minister has the call and I expect him to retain it. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We have this raucous hypocrisy from a number of members on the other side, because 
they do not have the fortitude to deal with - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You just lied to the Parliament. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  An accusation of a lie made against any member of Parliament is 
unparliamentary.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw that statement. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I withdraw. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  This is a very complicated, distasteful area for us to have to legislate in, which is clearly 
reflected in what a number of people have said.  However, to turn a blind eye or bury one’s head in the sand and 
say that the problem will go away is an absolute nonsense.  This is an attempt to try to come to grips with it.  I 
have confidence that this legislation will certainly advance that, but it is not a perfect solution.  It will have to be 
put in place with a whole lot of oversight.  We will have to see how we can adjust it and improve upon it, but it 
is certainly a big step forward from where we are currently where there is a huge issue with prostitution in the 
community, no controls and the police simply stepping back from it.  For that reason I believe that we certainly 
need to have the courage to take this forward. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will in a moment.  I think that the opposition has misread this and has been corralled by 
people who have simply taken a moral stand and ignored the practicalities.  One clearly has to have a moral 
position in this case, but one must also be pragmatic and deal with reality when it comes to making laws.  To 
simply avoid that is not to take on one’s role as a legislator and make the very difficult decisions for workable 
laws in this state. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I accept some of what you have said, but do you not think that it would have been a much 
better idea to have had a bipartisan committee to work together, with one or two Liberal members, a couple of 
Labor members, an Independent member and a member of the Greens, or whatever you like, so that we could 
have brought some legislation before this Parliament that both sides of the house would be likely to agree to?  At 
the moment we are diametrically opposed.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have taken the interjection and I will answer it.  That is a typical tactic to look to the 
procedures when people are not willing to make the hard decisions.  The previous Minister for Police, the 
member for Midland, brought in legislation and was open to negotiation.  We simply had to have a couple of 
Liberal members or a couple of Greens members negotiate.  We were open to both sides to do a deal to get some 
legislation through.  When that failed, after the legislation sat around for years in the other place, we looked to 
see how we could get something up that would work.  Clearly, the consultation that took place was quite narrow 
but it was after years of trying to get another bill through.  I do not think the opposition can cop out by saying 
that we should have gone through another procedure.  The previous bill was around for years.  We were open to 
doing a deal to see if we could get a compromise.  That simply did not happen.  We now have a bill that we 
believe will be able to pass through both houses of Parliament and finally address this very sordid and difficult 
issue. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Minister for the Environment). 

House adjourned at 9.00 pm 

__________  
 
 


