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CRIMINAL CODE AMENDMENT (RACIAL VILIFICATION) BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 November. 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [11.12 am]:  I do not support this Bill.  I strongly oppose it.  There are 
laws within our system that cover what this Bill is about.  This is like Jess’s law - it could be retitled as the 
Pandora’s box Bill.  If we go down this track, we will regret it.  I am reasonably able and qualified to speak on 
this Bill because I do not believe there is any other member of this Chamber who has been charged with racial 
vilification.  I was charged last year along with Hanson and Oldfield.  I also believe that Ross Lightfoot was 
charged.  The charge laid against me was totally and utterly absurd.  It was a misinterpretation by someone very 
unqualified.  I had to go through the process and that person had the gall to ask me for an apology!  The very 
rude short answer was not an apology.  The harassment continued and I continued to give short, sharp, abusive-
type answers.  It was something that was totally concocted to waste my time and the time of the board. 

I will quote something to the House - 

Laws on racial vilification is the glove on the hand of multiculturalism that is being rammed down the 
collective throats of average Australians.  Will it now be used to put us away if we dare to speak our 
minds on issues that affect us daily? 

That is well written.  The author is Frank Hough! 

The PRESIDENT:  It is always good to quote distinguished sources in the Chamber! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I was reading some of my old rhetoric - 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  It may be a reflection on the member if he does not quote Hon John 
Fischer and Hon Paddy Embry as well! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The author also stated - 

And we all know that once the racist tag is applied, it’s very difficult to shake.  For the rest of our lives 
we will either have to defend our views or be apologists. 

The racist tag was applied to the old One Nation party by the Prime Minister, and possibly the Premier.  Over the 
past few years I have become an apologist.  It is rather amusing when looking at my family and background.  I 
do not know why I apologise; I should say nothing.  A person apologises to appease people.  When a person is 
labelled with a tag, it is very difficult to shake off.  I continue - 

There’s this inordinate fear that we’ll be tagged as ‘politically incorrect’, ‘old fashioned’, or even 
‘racist’ for not generating an aura of constant loving-kindness to all. 

Some time ago I stated - 

It’s commonly accepted that in a dictatorial or fascist regime, people are too intimidated to say what’s 
on their minds.  What most Australians don’t realise is that, right here and now, many Australians are 
too scared to disagree with the socially imposed norms or to air their views. 

We have survived for 250 years in this country without any great problems.  In the early days many people 
migrated here from Holland and the United Kingdom - from all parts of the world.  Those people made this 
country what it is, which is a fabulous country.  It is the best place in the world and the most racially tolerant.  
All of a sudden, 250 years later, the only factor I can see that has caused change is that, in latter years, people 
from Muslim countries have come here and they do not understand our throwaway tags and comments.  They are 
offended by some of the things we say.  I also stated that, to my mind, a certain publication by the federal 
Government - 

 . . . revealed that racial discrimination was mostly a problem of perception.  There appeared to be a 
tendency for Muslims to put down otherwise minor misunderstandings or general rudeness to racial 
vilification.   

When I was growing up people used to say different things to different people.  It is how people say things.  This 
Bill will allow people to frustrate other people by taking them to court.  This will be a lawyers’ paradise.  The 
Criminal Code adequately covers racial vilification.  Over one year ago I stated that people who damage 
property and spray graffiti on shops and places of worship should be charged as terrorists under the Criminal 
Code rather than be charged as racists.  Now that legislation has been passed, that area is covered.  We are trying 
to change the whole fabric of the Australian way of life.  The Aussie is under threat.  Mr McGinty said that it 
was okay to refer to Poms and dings.  When someone introduces his next door neighbour and refers to him as 
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“this Pommy bastard”, he does not say it in a derogatory manner; he says it with a smile on his face.  That is the 
way we have been brought up.  I can remember when I played and coached football.  Slurs against Italians and 
Aboriginals were made in the heat of the moment.  If we looked up and saw an Aboriginal or a blackfella, 
probably the bad part of the tag we used was when we qualified whether he had a father, but it was not meant in 
a derogatory manner.  We are now bringing in legislation under which people cannot say what they want to say.  
Will it now be an offence to call Indians curry munchers?  My at-one-time future son-in-law was called a curry 
muncher.  There was nothing derogatory or racist about it.  He used to laugh about it.  I will not tell members 
what he used to call me.  We refer to Jock the Scot.  Do we drop references to Kiwis and sheep jokes?  There is 
nothing more terrifying than being a sheep caught in a fence in a farm in New Zealand!  Do we not say that?   

I went to a Cher concert at a casino in Las Vegas.  The fellow who was on before Cher was, in the eyes of the 
Americans, a comedian, but he was pathetic; he was so weak that he was insipid.  I was with a bloke called 
Bruce Drummond, who is a fairly well-known Western Australian car dealer.  The comedian told Polish or 
Polack jokes all night, which are funny and accepted in America.  The Americans make jokes about the Irish, as 
I guess a lot of countries do.  I am concerned that people will take offence.  If there is a tool, it could be used.  
We have got by for 250 years, and now we are giving people this tool.   

My blackboy tree died because it had maggoty things in it.  I telephoned a Curtin Radio program.  I cannot 
remember the name of the person I spoke to, but I said to him that my blackboy had died.  He said that I meant 
my grass tree.  I said, “No, I’ve got a blackboy.”  He said that it was a grass tree.  I said, “Look here, pal, I have 
a blackboy.  It has been a blackboy ever since I planted it.  They have been referred to as blackboys in this 
country for 250 years.”  He said that the proper name for it was a grass tree.  I suggested that he go to the country 
and ask people to find a grass tree.  I said that they could stand among 300 blackboys and not be able to identify 
a grass tree.  The lady who was on the program agreed with me.  She applauded me and said that it was very 
difficult.  I believe that people are trying to change the name of Blackboy Drive in Thornlie because they say it is 
offensive. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  There are two quite different types.  One in common language is referred to as the blackboy 
and the other is referred to as the grass tree.  In fact, there are both.  They are not botanical names, and they are 
closely related to each other, but they are quite different. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I thank Hon Paddy Embry.  I had a blackboy, and it died.   

On one occasion when I was in America, Bruce Drummond and I went to the bay area of where we were staying, 
following which we went back to our hotel late at night.  We did what we should not have done, and took a short 
cut through a park that was renowned for muggers.  All of a sudden three Negroes appeared.  I think they all 
played for the national side, because all of them would have been about seven feet tall.  One had a radio on his 
shoulder.  As they walked along they said, “Hey, little whitefellas.”  They were intimidating, but I certainly did 
not race into the police station the next morning and file racism charges against them.  It is how they perceived 
me and how I perceived them.   

One of the things I find concerning is that Mr McGinty accepts the reference to Poms.  There is nothing 
demeaning about referring to Poms or Kiwis.  The hardest reference to get over is that of curry munchers, but the 
expression has been around for ages, and I do not think it is a derogatory term.  The one we are having difficulty 
coming to grips with is the reference to towel heads.  I guess that the expression “towel heads” refers to people 
who wear the hijab or ghutra.  The federal Government conducted a survey.  It put out a 200-page glossy 
brochure.  The Muslim people who were surveyed said that we look at them in a funny way.  Of course we do, 
because they are different.  Someone with wearing a hijab looks different from someone with black footy shorts 
and thongs.  Muslims obviously look at me differently when I am at Ledge Point wearing a pair of thongs and a 
torn singlet.  I look a little bit different. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It would be a bit frightening! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  It is not, but when you look at someone in a hijab it is a bit frightening.  When we visit 
the airport, there they are.  They are different, and of course we look at them, but it is not in a demeaning 
manner.  I must say that I wonder why they wear them, because I am a curious person.  I ask myself why they 
wear all that gear when it is damned hot.  The airport has airconditioning but they must be uncomfortable when 
they leave the airport.  They must also find it very hard looking through a little peephole.  However, if that is 
what they want to wear, that is what they wear. 

Children say different things.  If a person is black, we cannot say to children that they should not refer to that 
colour.  What do we say to our grandsons?  Do we say that the man is not black, but silver with a dash of this 
and that?  Do we get the formula from the paint store that makes black?  Do we say that he is A plus 2 plus 
partial 3 minus 6?  He is black, white or whatever.  I have been overseas many times.  When my wife and I were 
in Japan my wife was called a barbarian.  She is a pretty blonde who would not hurt a fly, but in Japan she was 
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called a barbarian.  The minister has seen my wife.  Does she look like Attila the Hun?  No, she does not.  In 
fact, she looks more like Marilyn Monroe.  The Japanese perceived her as a barbarian, but I did not get on to the 
authorities in Japan and say that my wife had been racially vilified.  I looked at the person who said it and simply 
thought it was his opinion.   

I find it a little frightening to be painted into a corner.  Many years ago I used to speak harshly and be aggressive.  
Kevin James, a car dealer, used to say to me that I should do something that he had learnt and that he would pass 
on to me.  He said that in later life it would help me.  He said that when somebody says something and I am not 
very happy about it, I should bite my tongue very hard until my eyes water a bit, think about what the person has 
said and then answer, rather than do what I have a tendency to do, which is to grab my holster, pull my gun out 
and blow my foot off.  I have changed.  My kids say to me that I must be getting old and doddery and deaf, 
because now when they ask me a question I take some time to answer it.  That is true; I do take some time, 
because I think about it.  However, 10 or 15 years ago I would have been standing in line at the racial vilification 
court, if we had one, every Friday for some of the things I used to say.  

We have a certain way of life in Australia.  There is nothing demeaning about the way in which Australians are 
brought up and how they perceive things.  We do not need to have a Bill like this rammed down our throats.  I 
hope no-one in this Chamber will be foolish enough to let this Bill go through.  I do not think anyone will agree 
with it.  I think it will be crushed 34 to zero - or probably 33 to zero, Mr President -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  If the member wants to move a constitutional amendment, then that will be in order! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Thank you, Mr President.  I would hope that you would give us a secret nod in 
agreement!   

If people wanted to have me charged for racial vilification, I would ask them whether there was a law in their 
country, whether that be India, China or whatever, that would enable me to do the same thing if I were there and 
someone were to racially vilify me.  I find it difficult to understand why we are putting through a law that other 
countries do not have.   

The same author whom I quoted some time ago said also-  

. . . It’s a sad day when Australia would imprison its own people for speaking freely about aspects of 
their own society that involve race, merely because it runs against the State-sanctioned view of 
multiculturalism and political correctness.   

Residents of Western Australia are already adequately protected against racial vilification by the 
Criminal Code which makes it illegal to incite racial hatred or to discriminate with respect to race. 

Any tougher legislation would simply serve to scare ordinary Australians into silence on issues they 
otherwise would have a right to feel and speak passionately about.   

I vehemently oppose this Bill.  An article in The West Australian of 9 November indicates that even the Attorney 
General is now having second thoughts about the Bill.  I do not believe we need to change the current laws.  We 
already have a Criminal Code.  I do not know whether it comes under threats or assaults, but if we were to speak 
to someone in a threatening manner, we could be charged with verbal assault.  The point is: in whose opinion is 
it verbal assault?  When the case went to court some nine or 12 months later, we might say, “I spoke in a gruff 
voice and said he was a Pommy bastard, and I pushed my face into his.”  That could be interpreted under the 
code as verbal assault.  However, if we were to say, “I smiled at him and said he was a Pommy bastard”, the 
person might still take us to court, and then we would have to prove a year later that we were smiling at him, 
otherwise we could be in serious trouble.   

If this Bill were put in place in any other country, perhaps it would work.  However, Australians are too open-
minded and free.  It cannot work for Australian people.  It would restrict our way of life and our way of speaking 
and communicating.  It would be dangerous.  There is no question about that.  Whenever there are complaints 
about racism, they are made by the same group of despots, who write and ring into the radio stations and 
complain bitterly.  The reason they complain is that they are not willing to look at the full context of what was 
said.  When I was charged with racial discrimination over a year ago, the first thing I did was tell them to go and 
take a hike.  However, that did not seem to work, and they decided to push the case a bit further and become 
more aggressive, so I did too.  I wrote an article headed “A recipe for failure - just add Islam”.  It went 
worldwide.  It was picked up by an English magazine called Right Now!  When it got down to the nitty-gritty, I 
offered to debate it with the mullah who was pushing the point.  However, he was not prepared to debate it.  The 
reason he was not prepared to debate it is that he knew that I had not said anything that was racist.  I had read the 
Koran and had made my assessments based on what I had read.  I said that I would debate it paragraph by 
paragraph.  However, they did not have the guts to debate me because they knew that what I had said was true.  
What I had said could be taken in two ways.  They took it the wrong way.  It was meant to be an open and 
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accurate assessment of how I felt and what I thought.  Subsequently, they decided to get off their trolley and 
withdraw.   

I will quote from another document.  Again, the author of this document is yours truly -  

It took at least four decades and two generations for Italians, Slavs, Greeks, Germans and other 
Europeans to be accepted as mainstream Australians, but our very wise Federal Government thinks it 
can force acceptance overnight through dodgy publications and fuzzy feelings.   

It states also -  

Human nature does not change.  Minorities will continue to cluster together and citizens of the host 
culture will continue to be uneasy about that.   

When I grew up, the major group of immigrants was the Italians, followed by the Greeks.  There were also a lot 
of English people.  We had the dings and the Poms.  I cannot remember what we used to call the Greeks.  When 
we grew up, there was no malice towards those people.  As I said in an earlier statement in this Chamber, some 
of those people are my best friends.  In fact, I used to fight with one of them, who came from Brunswick, and I 
named my daughter Gina after his wife because I used to love the name.  Those people are now a part of our 
culture and our history, the same as everyone else.  In 20 to 30 years, when we debate this legislation again, we 
will look back and see how petty, pitiful and restrictive this legislation was to the openness that good, decent 
Australians had.  We will be hiding, we will be painted in the corners and we will not be game to open our traps.  
Next, we will be having legislation for the disabled!  Why do we not have an Act for the disabled?  If those poor 
buggers want to get somewhere, they have the worst time trying.  What about an Act for the disabled?  What 
about an Act for thin people, short people, fat people, ugly people or handsome people?  Someone might walk up 
to a person and say he is ugly.  We will have to have an ugly Act, and then the person will have to go to court 
and say, “Your Worship, am I ugly or not?”  Who makes the decision whether a person is ugly?  “He called me 
ugly.  I am not ugly.  I think I am good looking.”  What about a tall Act?  Can members imagine Luc Longley 
being offended because someone called him “shorty”?  Luc Longley will have to stand in court and say, “I am 
offended.  That guy called me “shorty.”  The judge, looking skywards towards Luc’s head, which is just about 
knocking on the fan in the courtroom, will say, “I will have to look at this.  Mr Longley, we will ask the jury if 
you are short or not.”  This is bizarre.  It is going beyond belief.  Some of these bureaucrats must sit in their 
offices and wonder, “Who can I upset today?  Can I upset the farmers?  No, the race issue is a good one to work 
on.  That is a trendy topic today.  Let’s get into the race business.  It’s going to be trendy and it will make a lot of 
debate.  When we have dealt with the race issue what shall we do?  The disabled people are having a really 
rotten run -  

Hon John Fischer:  This was brought up by a Premier with an extreme Marxist background.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Who also said that the One Nation party was a mob of radicals.  As I said earlier, if we 
stick a racist tag on someone - 

. . . we all know that once the racist tag is applied, it’s very difficult to shake.  For the rest of our lives 
we will either have to defend our views or be apologists.” 

When I went to a particular function, I was referred to on several instances as the Ku Klux Klan leader or a racist 
pig.  Was I being racially taunted?  Can I have retribution for that?  On the night I made my maiden speech, I 
entered Parliament House at the front where I was grabbed by about two dozen despots who belted the living 
daylights out of me; they kicked me in the shins and the ankles and belted me behind the ears.  It was all caught 
on the Channel 7 tape; members can see all the despots on that tape.  I will not say where they came from, 
although a person can tell by their dress, with their scruffy jeans and unshaven looks.  The smelly little swines 
were punching me, calling me a racist pig and so on and so forth as I walked up the steps of Parliament House on 
the night of my maiden speech.  I was told by the police that I should have gone in through the back door.  Why 
should I have gone in through the back door for God’s sake?  What am I?  The janitor?!  I went through the front 
door because I thought I had enough votes to get through the front door; or do we have a system whereby if a 
person gets so many primary votes, he goes through the front door, and if he gets fewer than that, he goes 
through the back door?  That would probably have meant that Hon Robin Chapple and Hon Dee Margetts had to 
go through the back door.  I entered through the front door because I thought that I was entitled to.  However, I 
was not entitled to be treated like an absolute despot and kicked and punched.  Pauline “dancing” Hanson was 
with me at the time, and someone grabbed her hair and pulled it.  It is pathetic that these despots would lay their 
hands on a woman.  I do not mind being punched by a bloke or someone, provided they stand there afterwards 
and allow a person to have a swing back at them.  However, anyone who pushes, shoves, grabs or punches 
women is pathetic.  He is less than a man.  I would love to have been able to get hold of that Channel 7 tape and 
look at those little worms doing that.  However, we get on with things.  People should not look backwards; they 
should look forwards.  It did not harm me at all.  I do not wet the bed any more and I do not have bad dreams.  I 
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am really quite happy.  However, I probably will start wetting the bed and having bad dreams if this Bill is 
passed.  I do not believe that anyone in this Chamber will support it.  I do not believe anyone should support this 
Bill, because it is not good for our society to have this type of rubbish jammed down its throats and to be painted 
into a corner.  I do not know whether members can tell by the tone of my speech that I will not be supporting the 
Bill.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Come on!   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I will definitely not be supporting the Bill.  It is a massive step backwards.  We are 
perfectly covered under the Criminal Code for acts of terrorism and racial vilification.  I am surprised that there 
is not a gallery full of lawyers here today licking their lips and thinking, “Hurry up fellas.  Get this legislation 
through as quick as you can because we will be at it next week.”  This legislation, if passed, which I doubt it will 
be or should be, will provide those lawyers with a ready-made bunch of clients.  I bet the lawyers will then start 
to do their mail-outs to remind all these minority groups that if anyone has a go at them, they should not forget 
who to come to: “We are perfectos with the racial vilification laws.  We will help you for a minor fee of $380 an 
hour, and the case will be in court for only three or four days and you can get an apology or cost someone a lot 
of money.”   

I did not mean to speak for as long as that - I thought I had only 10 minutes - so I must apologise to the Leader of 
the House.  However, I will wrap things up now.  Finally, there is no way known that will I support this Bill.  It 
is offensive, and the Government should be coming up with legislation on the debating times in the Chamber and 
piles of other stuff that should be handled rather than this legislation.  I do not know who brought this legislation 
forward or why, but, for God’s sake, I hope that all members in this Chamber have a good, long, hard think 
about where they come from, because if this Bill is passed, they will not be game to open their flapper.  
Members will have to be very concise, and even if they dislike someone they will have to smile at them because 
otherwise they could be slapped with a racist slur when they mention that they are unhappy about what that 
person has said.  I thank members for listening.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.49 am]:  I have a number of grave concerns about probable 
repercussions should this Bill be passed and become law.  I ask members to be patient and listen, rather than take 
the mind-set of some members of the voting public who consider this Bill worthwhile.  I ask members to listen 
with an open mind. 

Many changes to legislation originate from new and outside pressures, new types of crime and loopholes in the 
law discovered by so-called “smart” lawyers who dream up the most unlikely circumstances that could, if true, 
create an element of doubt in the minds of people.  The actions and words of Jack van Tongeren and his 
followers have brought about the introduction of this Bill to a great extent and we are now going through a knee-
jerk reaction to them.  I believe the Bill will lead to a legal nightmare for some people and result in a huge 
expense that most people cannot afford; and even those who can afford such expense would prefer to see the 
money spent in different ways.  

I want to make it perfectly clear at this stage, so that there is not the slightest misunderstanding, that I am not a 
racist.  When the Roman Catholic diocese of Bunbury initiated a justice and peace committee, the bishop 
appointed me as an inaugural member.  Believe me, that organisation does its homework well.  My name was 
put forward by a number of people and the bishop subsequently asked me whether I would serve on that 
committee.  I served for two years on the committee, which would not have happened if there had been the 
slightest suggestion that I was a racist.  I do not want anyone to have the slightest doubt about where I stand on 
racism.  However, it is interesting to note that I was accused by the Attorney General and the member for 
Bunbury, Tony Dean, in the Bunbury press of being a racist.  They were both shown to be incorrect.  It is 
interesting to note the connotation that One Nation has in the minds of some people.  It has been against the law 
for some time in Australia to be a racist.  Pauline Hanson was accused of being a racist.  A High Court judge, Sir 
Ronald Wilson, since retired, was appointed to investigate allegations of racial discrimination made against 
Pauline Hanson.  If my memory serves me correctly, the investigation took about 18 months and he stated that he 
could find nothing racist in what that woman had written or said.  However, it is interesting to note what a paper 
I have with me, which was prepared by the equal opportunity people, says.  Our Premier wrote the foreword to 
the paper.  Nobody would write a foreword to a book or publication without reading it.  The page following the 
foreword refers to a type of racist and states - 

This form of racism is described as cultural racism, and has been strongly adopted by political parties 
such as One Nation, as well as some other organisations . . .  

I repeat: the originator of One Nation was accused of racism, was thoroughly investigated by a High Court judge 
and was found to be totally innocent.   
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Hon John Fischer:  Was that statement in the report or was it issued by the little, previously extreme Marxist, 
Premier? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The Premier wrote the foreword to this publication and this statement follows the 
foreword.   

I was involved in writing some of the policies for One Nation and I am very much offended when people 
approach me with an image of One Nation in their mind and say, “Oh, you are a racist.”  It is not so.  It makes 
me wonder sometimes about the freedom of the Press and freedom of speech.  I believe that freedom of speech is 
very important; it is an essential cornerstone of our democracy.  Without freedom of speech, we would have a 
totalitarian state.  It is probably the prime thing that brought about the end of communism.  Communism was 
around for about 70 years in the Soviet Union; that is all.  The totalitarian state of communism allowed 
absolutely no freedom of speech, and that was the prime reason for its disintegration and rejection by the people.  
I believe that we are very much running the danger of taking a step in that wrong direction.   

I return to Jack van Tongeren and his organisation.  I make it 100 per cent clear that I have never been a 
supporter of Jack van Tongeren nor his organisation or activities - absolutely not!  However, as I said at the start 
of my speech, I believe that we are going through a knee-jerk reaction to Jack van Tongeren’s activities.  Let us 
be fair and look at things in a balanced way.  Let us look at a little of Mr van Tongeren’s past life.  Let us look at 
what has brought about the feelings he has that have led to the terrible actions that he takes.  Jack van Tongeren 
was called up for national service in the Vietnam War.  We all know the very strange system that was adopted 
for national service call-up; it was to do with birth dates and a lotto.  What a strange selection process that was 
for people being called up for military service.   

Let us consider the main reason given to Australians for the introduction of the very unpopular national service 
so that Australia could join the United States in that war.  I will call it a war, although I believe it was an 
undeclared war.  It was officially called a conflict, but we all know it was a war.  The Government’s prime 
reason for becoming involved in that war was that it would prevent communism from spreading from northern 
Asia and in a southerly direction towards Australia.  I repeat: it was to prevent the movement of north Asian 
communism towards Australia.  Mr Jack van Tongeren had bad luck; he was born on the wrong day.  The date of 
his birth was drawn from the barrel and, through no choice of his own, he was duly enlisted in national service.  
In the old days that “enlistment” would have been called press-ganged.  We all know that, in addition to training 
for fitness, the use of weapons and obedience, part of a military person’s training involves indoctrination, which 
most of us would call brainwashing.  Brainwashing has existed for hundreds of years, and we know its effects.  
At that time, a friend of mine from Boyup Brook was absolutely terrified of being called up for national service 
because he could not face the prospect of going to Vietnam.  Not very long into his training he was granted leave 
and he came home.  It was interesting to see how the brainwashing had affected him: he then requested to be sent 
to Vietnam; he was no longer terrified of going to Vietnam.  He was proud that he would be given the 
opportunity to defend our country from communism.  The effects of the Vietnam War on a great many of our 
servicemen are well known.  The issue became politicised and our servicemen were not made to feel proud when 
they returned home.  They were even rejected by the Returned and Services League of Australia.  Initially, they 
were led to believe that they had the privilege of defending their country.  

No doubt, most members in the Chamber who are somewhat younger than I do not remember the Second World 
War and have not experienced the effects it had on those who served in it, particularly in Europe.  I can assure 
members that I do remember it.  During the school holidays my mother took me on weekly visits to military 
hospitals.  I well remember the visible signs of injury that the soldiers in hospital had, such as a missing arm or 
leg or horrific burns.  However, what are not visible are the effects of war on a serviceman’s mind.  It is well 
documented now that most war veterans’ minds are affected to some degree.  I ask members: should we not give 
Jack van Tongeren the benefit of the doubt given he was defending our country in our interests and in the 
interests of every other Australian?  Should we not be sympathetic to the fact that the extraordinary events he 
faced in Vietnam have almost certainly had an impact on his behaviour?  He should not be used as a scapegoat, 
and nor should his behaviour be held up as a bad example.  We all know his anti-racist activities were wrong.  
There is no doubt about that  No-one would dispute that.  People are horrified by them.  I am horrified by them.  

I have seen how members of my family were affected by the activities of war.  My mother lost three brothers in 
the two world wars.  I will not repeat that story because it was part of my inaugural speech.  However, because I 
was born towards the end of the Second World War I was not as affected by it as were some of my older 
siblings.  It is not for me to judge their behaviour.  As a school child in the United Kingdom, one of my siblings 
was watching some school children playing soccer when a couple of German fighters flew low over the field.  In 
those circumstances, identification of people from the air was very easy.  The pilots performed what I will call a 
U-turn, came down low and machine-gunned the children playing soccer.  My brother witnessed that as a 13-
year-old, and it had an effect on him.  He told me about it.  It did not have the same effect on me; I did not 
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witness it.  Under no circumstances will my brother ever let a German in his house.  I do not feel as strongly as 
that because I did not have the same experience as he had.  I have German friends.  A lady of German origin 
works part-time in my office as an electorate officer.  I do not have the same sort of “irrational” feelings that 
slightly older and more experienced people have towards those people.  I did not suffer their experience.  I was 
not born when my father was shot down, captured and later escaped.  I will not go into the details but the 
Germans were entitled to shoot him on his recapture.  I did not experience that; I read about it.  My father took 
me to the place in northern France where he went when he escaped, and we stayed with various people who had 
helped him.  My older siblings were aware of his experience at that time; they saw my mother’s reactions.  They 
felt the terrible effects of war.  We have a duty to people like Jack van Tongeren not to make examples of them 
in the way we seem to be doing but to be more understanding of their problems.  I admit that he does not help 
himself because he refuses to take the courses that could help him with his problem.  People cannot be allowed 
to run around the streets indulging in the activities that it appears he has been involved in.  

I will tell members of an event that occurred shortly after the war and about which I was told later.  My father 
was asked to defend a young ex-Special Air Services commando.  However, I cannot remember the 
circumstances that led to that request.  He had left school during the Second World War and had gone straight 
into the armed services, where he was trained to kill.  The Government and the system of the day trained him to 
kill.  Under certain circumstances his automatic reaction was - bang! - to kill as effectively, quietly and quickly 
as possible.  A little while after the war - I cannot remember quite how long, but within a couple of years of the 
conclusion of the war - the former Special Air Services commando was attacked by someone in a pub.  He did 
not initiate the attack.  He was attacked by this person.  When the fellow punched him, his automatic reaction 
was - bang, bang!  He was accused of murder and, for some strange reason my father was asked to defend him.  
He was an army man, not an airforce man.  The prosecuting counsel was one of the best known Queen’s Counsel 
in Britain.  In the man’s defence, my father explained that he was a trained killer.  He explained that the man was 
not a builder or carpenter and that he had not gone to university to study to be a doctor.  He had been trained to 
kill, under certain circumstances, in the interests of his country - and that is what he did.  My father won the case 
on the man’s behalf.  The country and the Government of the day realised that such people needed help to 
readjust to real life.  If the matter were a chemical problem, we would call it detoxification.   

My brother-in-law, as a member of the regular Army, did two tours of Vietnam.  When he was young, one of my 
three sons went up behind him and gently dug him in the ribs.  My brother-in-law turned around - fortunately my 
son was short - and said, “Never, ever sneak up on me - never.”  Twenty years after he had left the Army his 
training to kill was still evident in his immediate reaction when someone came up behind him.  He was trained to 
kill for the service of his country.  He burst into tears when he realised how close he had come to killing one of 
his nephews.  People do not understand what war does to those who go to war.  It is very difficult to say, “This is 
your duty today, but tomorrow we’ll put you in prison for it.”  I say to members: let us have some balance in this 
debate because, at the moment, we do not have any balance.   

It is interesting that Fidel Castro, his offsider Che Guevara, and their helpers - there may have been 20-odd 
helpers, but I will not fuss about the exact number - and an old printing press brought about the Cuban 
revolution.  The saying goes that the pen is mightier than the sword.  They were chased all over the place by the 
authorities.  They continually had to pull apart their printing press when they fled to the jungle and then put it 
together again to print their literature.  Members may think that that is an extreme case.  However, if we remove 
the right of freedom of speech in this country, people will become desperate.  Most people probably erroneously 
believe that Hansonism has been bad for our country.  One of the great legacies that Pauline Hanson leaves 
behind is an increased opportunity for people to speak their minds and to not be as politically correct as they 
once were.  It is very important that we do not lose our freedom of speech.  As Hon Frank Hough stated, the 
proposed legislation will open a Pandora’s box.  I suggest that the views and attitudes of all 34 members of this 
Chamber vary - I am not referring necessarily to individuals, but to little groups, because I understand that this 
legislation applies to groups of people, not individuals.  The things that would offend us may vary.  My wife is 
third generation southern Irish.  Members know what the Irish are like.  As a joke I sometimes refer to the 
southern Irish - I do not say it when too many of them are around - as the southern bog Irish.  That is an example 
of what can happen.  My wife laughs when I say that, but initially one of her sisters did not, even though she 
knew that I was joking.  She laughs now.  I am trying to explain myself in a pleasant and reasonable way.  If we 
were all in a room, some of us might be offended by certain statements spoken that others would find either 
funny or endearing.  When I was taken to meet my prospective in-laws, I was warned, “You’ll know you’re 
accepted when you’re referred to as a Pommy bastard; you’ll know then that you’re accepted by the family.”  
Some members of my wife’s family took a little time to refer to me in that way; others referred to me in that way 
a lot quicker.  I was not offended by that term, because what was meant by it had been explained to me.  I could 
have been offended.  The ultimate insult for people of different nationalities varies.  For example, the ultimate 
insult for a French person is to be called a pig.  Calling a group of French men pigs would be the ultimate insult.  
It is probably the ultimate insult for an Australian to be called a Pom.  The ultimate insult for an Englishman is to 
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be called a bastard.  However, that is a term of endearment in Australia, depending on the tone of voice in which 
it is said.  I hope I have not driven out members of the public gallery.   

Hon Nick Griffiths interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  This is a very serious subject, but there is always room for a bit of humour in serious 
subjects.   

I can see what will happen; things will be taken out of context.  The tone of voice used when something is said 
can alter its meaning.  The tone of voice I use when I say “You’re a Pommy bastard” may imply a certain 
meaning.  The words may be the same, but they can have the opposite meaning depending on the tone of voice.  
I use “Pommy bastards” as an example because that term will fit in with the legislation.  My children sometimes 
use that expression with me.  My response is, “Well, that’s true, but you’re half breeds and I’m a thoroughbred.”  
I am sure that the Minister for Racing and Gaming would understand that.  My sons do not use that expression 
with a nasty tone of voice.  They might think it sometimes, but they do not use a nasty tone of voice.  If this 
legislation is passed, it will be an absolute windfall for the lawyers.  It will be almost impossible to prove a 
person’s innocence or guilt.  What will the legislation achieve?  Honestly, what will it achieve if it is passed? 

Hon Frank Hough:  Frustration. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Its prime achievements will be to frustrate people and reduce their right to freedom of 
speech.  There is probably a chasm between Jack van Tongeren bombing Asian restaurants and the type of 
language referred to in this Bill.  I appeal to members to try to completely change their outlook.  They should 
forget about the coming election and judge this legislation on its merits.  The Government should not think that 
this legislation will help it to get the ethnic vote.  I understand how the party system works and why people in 
this place are driven to think in that way.  However, this is bad legislation.  Members opposite should ask 
themselves whether on balance this legislation will benefit Western Australians.  It is possible that it might 
benefit a tiny group of people in some circumstances.  However, on balance it will be a disaster.  It will reduce 
people’s right to freedom of speech, which would be a disaster.   

Friends of mine who have known me for a long time asked me how I could possibly have been a member of One 
Nation.  That is how brainwashed they had become by the media.  One half of them knew that I was not a racist 
and yet they wondered why I had been a member of that party.  That is the danger of the freedom of the Press.  
People still refer to me as a racist because of my past involvement with One Nation.  Members are thick-skinned.  
Although it is wrong for people to refer to me as a racist, it is not something for which I should take people to 
court.  This legislation is unbalanced.  Members should consider the effect this Bill will have if it is passed and 
question whether the advantages outweigh the disadvantages.  I suggest that no legislation is either 100 per cent 
good or 100 per cent bad.  We must assess the balance of the legislation and whether it has more benefits than 
disadvantages.  I believe we need to consider the long-term effect of this legislation.  In the long term, I do not 
think there is the slightest doubt that if this legislation is passed, it will eventually be remembered as one of the 
worst pieces of legislation ever to come before the Western Australian Parliament.  I appeal to members to, if 
necessary, go to their parties - whatever is involved - and get back to basics and judge this matter as we are 
supposed to judge it.  Part of our oath is to work for the benefit of all Western Australians.  This Bill without 
doubt will work against the long-term interests of the majority of Western Australians.   
A note has been passed to me that reads that we have no Bill of Rights, and the removal of freedom of speech is 
a further detriment.  I ask members to consider that matter.  This has been referred to as the Premier’s Bill.  
Labor members, please go back to the Premier and explain to him the error of his ways.  I thank the House for 
listening.   
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
 


