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Thursday, 7 December 1989

THE SPEAKER (Mr Bamett) took the Chair at 10.45 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - GRAYLANDS HOSPITAL
Prison-Forensic Unit - Establishment, Opposition

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [10.47 am): I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned respectfully showeth:

That the community is extremely concerned about Government plans to establish at
Graylands Hospital a prison/forensic unit for 'mentally disordered offenders and
persons who have committed serious offences but have been found "not guilty" by
reason of insanity, particularly because such unit will now be in the heart of a
residential area and close to a public primary school and private college and therefore
your petitioners humbly request that:
1. Plans to establish the prison/forensic unit be abandoned forthwith; and

2. Any future plan to open a prison/forensic unit within a populous suburb and
next to schools and playgrounds be fully discussed with and justified to the
community and all relevant authorities and interests before such future
decision is made.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 291 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 129.]
PETITION - TRANSPORT

Northern Suburbs Railway Line and Freeway - Alternative Route Request

DR LAWRENCE (Glendatough - Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [10.48 am): I have a
petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled. We the undersigned
citizens of Western Australia request that the Department of Main Roads and Westrail
be directed to find an alternative route for their north bound railway and freeway so
that no part of the existing water body of Lake Monger, present shoreline or cycle
way buffer zone be disturbed or environmentally damaged by this development.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 149 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 130.]
PETITION - EDUCATION

Scarborough Primnary School Grounds - Japanese School Accommodation Opposition

MIR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [10.49 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -



To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned totally oppose any move by the Education Departments
proposed accommodation for the Japanese School in transportable buildings in the
grounds of Scarborough Primary School. We feel that the placement of the
transportables will be detrimental to both the school and neighbourhood.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners as in duty bound shall ever pray.

The petition bears 27 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: [ direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 13 1.]
PETITION - EDUCATION

Scarborough Primary School - Tree Felling Opposition
MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [10.50 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned totally oppose any move by the Education Department to fell
trees at the front of Scarborough Primary School to allow for an additional cross-over
to be constructed., These trees are pant of the heritage of Scarborough Primary.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 28 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 132.]

PETITION - MEN OF DISHONOUR" NEWSPAPER ARTICLE

Italian Community - Slander Opposition
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [10.51 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia express our concern at the article
'Men of Dishonour" by David Williams which appeared in the West Australian
Newspapers, "Big Weekend" on the 4th November 1989. We protest in the strongest
possible terms at the cheap, insensitive, deplorable slandering and labelling of the
Italian Community in particular and European communities in general. We urge the
Government to vigorously pursue its anti-discriminatory programme to educate all
Australians to be more sensitive and tolerant to the many diverse ethnic groups that
today form the Australian family and help stamp out the wrongful perceptions
perpetrated by such articles.
Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this mailer earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 93 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 133.]
A similar petition was presented by Mr Catania (83 persons).

[See petition No 134.]

6324 [ASSEMEBLY]



[Thursday, 7 December 1999132

PETITION - ABORTION
Unborn Babies - Protection Legislation

DR TURNBULL (Collie) (10.53 am): I have a petition to present to the House which is
couched in the following termns -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

The humble Petition of the undersigned citizens of Western Australia showeth:

That every abort ion kills an unborn baby

That the Right to Life of all human beings is the most fundamental and
essential of all human rights

That unborn babies are the most helpless and defenceless humans, whom our
government is duty bound to take extra steps to protect

That since 1980, over 55,000 Western Australian babies have been kiled in
abortion, thus indicating the need to uphold the Law protecting unborn babies
in this State.

That government be asked to uphold, enforce, and tighten W.A. Law to stop
the abuses which are obvious by the above, and to use all the means at its
disposal to protect the Right to Life of all Western Australian babies.

And your Petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 104 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 135.J
PETITION - EUTHANASIA

Right to Die - New Legislation Request

MR NICHOLLS (Mandurali) [10.55 am):- I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned request that because the criminal code Law in Western Australia
is such that suffering people have no legal right to be allowed or helped to die, no
matter what their degree of suffering nor the urgency of their plea for release by
death, the Legislative Assembly, in Parliament assembled, should enact legislation
that makes the right to be allowed or, if necessary, helped to die a legal option on the
request of persons who are suffering more than they wish to bear: and that other
persons participating in the filfilment of such legal options shall not be subject to
legal, professional or social action.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this mailer earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 297 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.

[See petition No 136.]

MOTION - JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE

Constitutional Reform

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [10.57 am): I move -

(1) A Joint Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council be appointed -
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(a) to create opportunities for community discussion concerning
possible areas of constitutional reform and to provide the
Parliament with a reasoned summary of proposals for reform;

(b) to give consideration to consolidating the law, practice and
Statutes comprising the Constitution of Western Australia; and

(c) to make recommendations concerning making this body of law
and practice more readily accessible by the citizens of this
State.

(2) The Committee consist of six members of whom three shall be appointed by
the Legislative Assembly and three by the Legislative Council.

(3) The Commnittee shall have power to send for persons, papers and records, to
adjourn from time to time and from place to place, and, except as hereinafter
provided, to sit on any day and at any time.

(4) The Committee shall not sit while either House is actually sifting unless leave
is granted by that House.

(5) The Committee shall report by 21 October 1990.
(6) A quorum for a meeting is four, provided that each House is represented at all

times.

(7) A report of the Committee shall be presented in writing to each House by a
member of the Committee nominated for that purpose.

(8) That in respect of matters not provided for in this resolution, the Standing
Orders of the Legislative Assembly relating to Select Commuittees shall be
followed as far as they can be applied.

Members would be aware that next year, 1990, is a very important year in our parliamentary
and political history. It represents the centenary of responsible Government in Western
Australia; it represents that moment in time when the State moved to a system of responsible
Government, based on general elections and two Houses of Parliament. It is not well known
in our community that the Constitution that governs the way that our political system operates
is, in fact, broken up into two Acts.

First, the Constitution Act was given Royal assent and proclaimed on 21 October 1890. The
significance of that date can be seen in the motion that I have moved in that that is the date
chosen for the report to this Parliament by the proposed joint Select Commnittee. That
Constitution Act of 1890 has been amended 18 times since then. It was amended on a few
occasions during the 1890s. Then, for some reason, another Act was passed, the
Constitutions Acts Amendment Act. Rather than amend the original Act members of
Parliament chose to introduce another Act which was given assent on 18 May 1900. That
Act has been amended 50 times.

Therefore, our Constitution is two Acts of Parliament rather than one, which is not the case in
other States where consolidation has occurred over the years resulting in each of those States
having only one Constitution Act. All States have different sections in their Acts. The
original Act contains 78 sections and deals with a wide range of topics about our Parliament,
electoral law, the office of the Governor, local government, the judiciary, the continuance of
existing laws, public revenue, and all-importantly, of course, the way in which the
Constitution can be altered.

The Constitution Acts Amendment Act has 52 sections and much more detail is provided
about the Parliament with provisions relating to eligibility and disqualification of members, a
section on Cabinet, and a section on the powers of each House with respect to legislation; that
is, the all-important section 46B which we debated last week. All of us are aware of the fact
that the Constitution is not just simply the words in those two Acts of Parliament, the written
words of the Constitution which indicate how the different parts of the system are to be
constituted and connected. The Constitution is also made up of conventions, practices built
up over the years, which tell us how we have to operate the system when the words need
some interpretation or clarification or when there are gaps in the written word itself. In our
system taken from Britain there are many gaps mn the written word which need to be
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filled with those conventions which come to us from many centuries of political practice. It
is interesting to observe that the two Acts which make up our State Constitution have been
the subject of judicial interest in recent years. There was the Wilsmore case which carried on
from 1979 to 1982 and had important consequences for our Parliament and the Acts passed
by it. There was the case concerning the increase in the size of the Ministry in 1982 which
was concerned with the same matters as those in the Wilsmore case.
In 1981 a case was taken to the Supreme Court relating to an electoral redistribution of that
year and based on a clause in the Constitution. If members are interested in those cases - that
is, the Wilsmore case and the one concerning the size of the Ministry - I can refer them to a
learned article by the Clerc of our Assembly, Mr Bruce Okely which appeared in the
Parliamentarian. -these cases indicate that there is interest by members of the public and
legal profession in the precise interpretation of the words in our Constitution. I know there
are many lawyers in the community who feel that some of those words need to be tightened
up.
There are three reasons why we need to look at our Constitution Act and the Constitution
Acts Amendment Act with the intention of considering ways of refonming and consolidating
those two Acts. The first is that the format of the document is not up to scratch from the
point of view of the needs of a Constitution. I will quote from a Dr Camnpbell Sharman of the
University of Western Australia who delivered a paper "The Constitution Act of Western
Australia" at the Australian National University Federalism Conference in 1988 -

The fundamental importance of this document in establishing the organs of
representative government in the state is not matched by corresponding public
familiarity with its nature or contents. Indeed, the format of the document might seem
to be designed to deter the citizen from knowledge of the state's constitution. On
purchasing a copy of the Constitution Act one is confronted by a confusing bundle of
pamphlets and unbound pages whose contents are written in the arcane language of
the parliamentary draftsman. There is not, in other words, any evidence of a tradition
of presenting the state's constitution in a form which actively acknowledges the
critical role of the Constitution Act as the source of authority for the state's
governmental system.

That is our first problem.

The format of the document - 33 pages of the Constitution Act and 56 pages of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act, a total of 89 pages of Constitution - compares not only
with the other States but also with our Federal Constitution and with the American State and
Federal Constitutions. I have here a prototype State Constitution prepared by the American
Society for the Study of State Legislatures which was drawn up as a prototype of most of the
State Constitutions in America. It is composed simply of eight pages and deals in a
substantial way with the way the State Governments, and educational legislatures and
judiciaries are constituted and the way the Constitution can be altered. It is clear, concise and
I believe useful for the citizens in those States in America which have such clearly written
Constitutions.

The first problem with our Constitution Act then is that it is difficult for there to be any
genuine citizenship education in our State; that is an important function that ought to be
performed in any political system with a democratic colouring, that citizens should know
what their Constitution says and should be able to read it and understand what it says about
the rules of the game. The second problem with our Constitution is that there is a good deal
of redundant phraseology and, in fact, there is a good deal of redundancy in the Constitution
itself. In his paper Dr Sharman estimates there are 17 sections that could quite clearly be
dropped from the Constitution without any real effect on the government of our State. I will
not go through those 17 sections but will give three examples. Section 7 of the Constitution
Act provides that every original member of the Legislative Council shall hold a seat until the
population of the State reaches 60 000 people. That came about in 1893. Section 59
authorises the Parliament to levy customs duties. It has long since been the case that the
States are not entitled to do that. Section 71 provides for the payment of specified pensions
to four named persons, public officials of the day, all of whom have passed away. So there
are many sections of our State Constitution that are redundant in 1989 and many believe it
would be useful to take out those sections from any written Constitution.
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The third issue which comes to mind when looking at the State Constitution is the fact that
there are areas of possible reform, It is interesting to note that in recent years there has been
argument in both Houses of our Parliament about desirable reforms. The National Parry
moved recently in the other place to allow for double dissolution proceedings of both Houses.
That matter is the subject of discussion at the moment. In 1978 the Liberal Parry moved
successfully to bring entrenchment provisions into section 73 of the Constitution Act and
there was a good deal of debate about that matter at the time.
My party, the Labor Party, have moved for some changes since 1983, particularly in respect
of parliamentary deadlocks, so interest has been shown in the past decade in the ways in
which we might change our Constitution and bring it up to date. It seems to me that the
major parties in the Parliament need to sit down as a group of parliamentarians in committee
to see whether common ground can be found about those three matters I have raised;
common ground about the way in which the words are presented, the clarity of those words,
and the length of the Constitution; also, whether there can be consensus on the degree to
which many of those older provisions can be removed from the Constitution.

Thirdly, we should see whether there can be any consensus regarding possible areas of
reform to the Constitution. The best method of achieving that would be to bring together a
jotot committee with equal numbers from the Legislative Council and the Legislative
Assembly. That could become a vehicle for discussion of constitutional reform and
consolidation. As we know, the Parliamentary History Advisory Commuittee has been
examining how we can celebrate the centenary of our system of responsible Government by
ensuring a proper discussion of the issues ra-ised so that the interest which existed in our State
in [890 can be rekindled. History books show that in 1890 there was a procession up St
George's Terrace. Indeed there is a marvellous photograph in a book about the history of
Perth written by Dr Tom Stannage dealing with the celebrations of 1890. Most members of
Parliament would agree that we should celebrate those events in a way which will properly
commemorate the importance of the occasion. A joint committee of both Houses would
provide for some useful academic input, and input from the general public, on the
Constitution which contains the rules governing our political system. It could provide an
important component of that celebration in 1990.
MIR iNiENSAROS (Floreat) [11.12 am]: The Opposition thanks the member for Victoria
Park for having given us a copy of this motion earlier. We have considered it, and while it
contains a number of commendable recomnmendations and statements, we must remember
that this Parliament, and in particular the Westminster system, is based on a two party, or at
least two major parties, system. Without it we would not have a stable Government. We
accept the majority opinion of a party and act accordingly. I have never opposed that
principle because it is the only way to ensure stable Government, despite the fact that it is
sometimes tempting to criticise the system and suggest that the views of individual people
might be suppressed.

Having considered This motion, the Opposition has decided not to support it in its present
form, despite the fact that it acknowledges and supports a number of important ideas. The
Opposition would support a motion based only on the Legislative Assembly. In other words,
if the proposal were for a Select Committee consisting of members of the Legislative
Assembly only, the Opposition would support it, but it would have to oppose a joint
committee of the two Houses.
Whether that decision is correct is for members to judge. Perhaps the lack of continuity in all
political parties makes memories very short, but if the word "reform" in this motion makes
members nervous, they should remember that not so long ago - in the mid 1960s - a well
known member of the Liberal Party in the upper House, Hon Gordon Hislop, recommended a
reform to the upper House aimed at bringing in a general franchise instead of the existing
property franchise. That proposition was embraced by the Labor Party because, quite
logically, it was expected to produce better results from the point of view of the Labor Parry.
History proved that not to be the case. There was no complaint, only commendation and joy
from the Labor Party, but the fir st election after the introduction of the general franchise
resulted in a larger conservative majority than ever before.

We will submit ourselves to the will of both Houses. There is no opposition to the principle,
particularly to those parts of the motion which aim to bring nearer to the people the
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institution of the Legislature and Parliament itself and the rules upon which this institution
and the Executive are based. I have often said that we suffer a great deal of disadvantage as
opposed to the United States, which the member for Victoria Park instanced, where the
Constitution is taught in schools from an early age. In the United States there is a general
knowledge of the working not only of the United States Constitution but of many State
Constitutions as weUl.

Another commendable and acceptable proposition is the consolidation of the two
Constitution Acts. The member for Victoria Park has not pointed to the reason it was
originally considered necessary that the Constitution Act should not be amended from time to
time but a new Act should be created containing the amendments, although repealed sections
are removed from the Constitution Act. The situation is a somewhat cumbersome way of
dealing with constitutional law, and we should examine how these Acts can be consolidated
in the interests of almost everyone concerned.

There could be, and indeed should be, differences of opinion about reform. That does not
mean that no reformn should be entertained. Some may think that amendments or alterations
are neither desirable nor necessary. Alterations should be constantly discussed because it
would be a bad policy not to accept discussion on possible reform. Considerable safeguards
were mentioned by the member for Victoria Park in the amendments to the Constitution Act
being made subject to a referendum.

There is nothing new or wrong with that. Indeed I think members will know that - to the best
of my knowledge - in most American States the Constitution can be amended only by
referendum. In fact in most cases there are very serious restrictions relating to the qualified
majority needed for passing a referendum. A referendum can be initiated - and in some cases
must be initiated - by what we call here a citizens' initiated referendum. The Americans have
a different name for it.

Although this exercise would be commendable, based on the decision of the Liberal
Opposition, Liberal Party members have to oppose the motion, despite the fact that we agree
with the principles of the motion and would support it if it related only to a Select Committee
of this House.

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) (11.21 am]: There is no-one in this Parliament who has
a keener interest in our Constitution than I do, having occupied for six years the position
which you, Mr Speaker, now occupy. Indeed, one of the rulings to which the member for
Victoria Park referred when he moved the motion was made by me. It resulted in quite a
significant amount of court action. On that occasion the then Govertunent indicated its
intention to increase the Ministry from 15 to 17. A view was expressed by the then
Opposition - now Government - that there was no provision in the Constitution for that to
occur. That move resulted in a lot of speculation and ultimately the matter camne to
Parliament. A point of order was taken by the then Leader of the Opposition and I ruled that
it was in order for the rule to be considered. As a result of my ruling and stand, the then
Leader of the Opposition led the rest of the Opposition out of the Parliament. It was one of
those very rare wallkouts. History reveals that my ruling was quite accurate and correct.
Indeed I think seven judges of the Supreme Court and High Court of Australia ultimately
found my ruling to be sound.

Dr Alexander interjected.

Mr THOMPSON: It was one of the few times the courts agreed with me. I think I will move
on.

The State's Constitution is an absolute dog's breakfast of a document and it needs to be
reviewed. It is appropriate that as we are celebrating 100 years of the establishment of
responsible Government in this State next year we should undertake that review of the
Constitution. The Constitution Act is a short and fairly simple document, but the operative
parts of our Constitution are contained in the Constitution Acts Amendment Act, which is a
substantial document that has been amended many times. It is very difficult for people,
including eminent legal people, to read that document and understand it clearly. For people
in the community who do not have legal training, I am sure that understanding the
Constitution Act and the Constitution Acts Amendment Act would be like picking their way
through a maze. The only reason the Constitution Act has not been reviewed until this time is
that it is largely an Act which suits the incumbent members of Parliament. However it is
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so complex that no-one in the community bothers to do anything about it. It took an inmate
of Fremantle Prison, one Wilsmore, to challenge the Constitution and as a result of that
challenge quite a lot of knowledge was gained by people because their attention was forced
directly onto the Act.

Whether there should be a joint Select Committee is something I have not really thought
about. Quite frankly if this is an important opportunity in our history for our Constitution to
be reviewed I certainly hope that many people in the community will cake the opportunity to
have input into it. There is nothing more fundamental to our society than the institution of
Parliament. Thierefore the document under which the Parliament operates ought to be clear in
its meaning and wording. It should be capable of being understood by ordinary people in the
community. It should not be, as it is presently, a document which proves difficult for even
the most eminent lawyers to understand. I support the principle of the establishment of the
inquiry, and I certainly look forward to making a contribution to that inquiry once it is
established.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) 111.26 am]: The National Party
supports the motion moved by the member for Victoria Park. Certainly members of the
National Party from time to time have declared an interest in the Constitution of this State
and the way in which it operates and is applied. One of those members has subsequently
retired from this place but nevertheless there are others among us who have a deep interest in
the Constitution and constitutional matters. for that reason the National Party supports the
motion.

The only reservation the National Party has - and it is certainly not a reservation about the
spirit of having a joint Select Commnittee of both Houses - is that the National Parry is a small
party with the majority 6f its members in ths Chamber. Therefore the National Party will
have some difficulty with the composition of a joint Select Committee simply because of the
arrangement of the membership of such a comrmittee. I have no doubt that even though the
member for Floreat has indicated the opposition of the Liberal Party to this motion because it
is not a commuittee of one House. the Liberal Party would want - if the motion is passed by
both Houses, as I arm signalling it will be - to have representation on that commnittee. Clearly
the person - again in my view - who should undertake that for the Liberal Party is the
member for Floreac. The National Parry would like to have representation on the committee
and I hope that I could be nominated. We have heard an Independent member say that he coo
has an interest in constitutional matters, and I very much doubt whether the Government
would fail to nominate someone from its side of the House.

Mr Pearce: They think you are making a very shrewd judgment.

Mr COWAN: Yes. There will be some difficulties in arriving at the composition of such a
joint Select Committee, but that does not mean we should not proceed with the motion. We
should certainly do chat. The committee should be composed of members who have some
knowledge of the Constitution and some enthusiasm for looking at the Constitution for the
purposes of reform, remembering that ultimately the Parliament will have the responsibility
to determine which reforms and recommendations are implemented.

It would be a backward step for this Parliament to state that our Constitution was perfectly
satisfactory and should not be subject to scrutiny at regular intervals. We welcome the
motion moved by the member for Victoria Park, but [ warn him that he will have difficulty in
arriving at a consensus on membership, as the National Party will want very much to
participate in the Select Committee; we desire to have a member elected to the committee and
that member will do as much as possible to contribute to a meaningful deliberation which
might lead to reforms to our Constitution.
Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL (POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 23 November.
MR AINSWORTH (Roe) [11.31 am]: The National Party supports this Bill. The Western
Australian Post-Secondary Education Commission was set up to recommend funding
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requirements for Western Australian tertiary institutions. It is worth remembering that
tertiary institutions in this State are established under State legislation, but as a result of the
failure of previous Parliaments to maintain funding controls for higher education in this State,
the funding role was taken over by the Federal Government. WAPSEC made
recommendations to the Commonwealth Tertiary Education Commrission for tertiary
education funding in this State.

With the introduction of a unified national system CTEC was dissolved and negotiations for
funding now are made on a more direct basis between the Commonwealth and the tertiary
institutions in the State. The institution known as WAPSEC is now obsolete because of the
changing circumstances in higher education funding and has been replaced by a non statutory
body known as the Western Australian Higher Education Council. This body, in conjunction
with the Western Australian Office of Higher Education, will be responsible to the Minister
far Education. Therefore, the Federal consultative process will continue through the joint
planning committee. However, the National Party has a concern that the needs and wishes of
Western Australian higher education priorities may not be met under the new arrangements.
We are adamant that Western Australian higher education requires full consideration and
adequate funding with the changed arrangements. However, we recognise the realities of the
situation and the fact that WAPSEC is redundant and therefore support the Bill which
abolishes that commnission.

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [11.34 am]: I support the Bill, but that does not mean that
we would not have done things a little differently regarding what is proposed with the
Western Australian Post Secondary Education Commission. I will spend a few moments
commending the commuission for the work it has done: It was responsible for the promotion,
development and coordination of the post-secondary education system in Western Australia.
Since its inception the commission has built up an extensive knowledge of, and experience in,
the field of post-secondary education. It developed very close relationships with various
agencies and other key groups in education. Also, it has been extensively involved with
negotiations with the Commonwealth.

The commission held successful seminars, one of which was held in April this year called
"Industry and Education Collaboration'. Since that seminar further preliminary work has
been carried out by members of the industry to establish an industry-education forum. It is
important to note the make up of the commission which drew not only from the academic
world, but also from industry, and this assisted in ensuring that it was known that industry
was anxious to continue to play a role in supporting the proposal for specific initiatives for
collaboration between education and industry. This will become more important in future in
higher education.

The former chairman, Dr Pullman, was one of those rare creatures who was totally apolitical
and a professional in every sense of the word. It is rare and refreshing that a chairman of a
statutory body could be approached at any time for advice by any member of Parliament or
any person on higher education matters in Western Australia without that person knowing
what his politics may be but Dr Pullman made no political statements or comments in terms
of policy. I found that very rare and refreshing in today's climate in the Public Service and in
statutory bodies. The Opposition supports the Bill.

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Minister for Education) [11.37 am]: I thank members
opposite for their support of the legislation which indicates a response to the changes made in
the higher education sector. I too would like to pay tribute to the former commissioners of
the Western Australian Post-Secondary Education Commission, both those who will be
leaving and those who served in times past. They have been a dedicated group of people
from the higher education sector, TAFE, industry and the community generally. Last
evening I had a meeting with the retiring commrissioners and expressed those thoughts with
them directly.

Dr Pullman's work has been referred to - he retired from the commission this year - and he
made a substantial contribution in terms of professional development, liaising with and
advising the State Government as well as managing an excellent commission. I particularly
thank Mr Peter Carter who, in the interim since Dr Pullman's retirement, has chaired the
commission and has done so during a difficult time with the transition between WAPSEC and
the Western Australian Higher Education Council. I am pleased to announce that we
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have allocated all WAPSEC staff to the new council, in higher education, or have found
positions for them in the public sector - if that is not complete now, it will be very soon. This
week the appointment of Professor Gordon Stanley was announced. He is an ex Western
Australian who is keen to return to the west. He was the Deputy Vice Chancellor of the
Melbourne University - a very prestigious post - and he will become the Chairman of
WAY-EC. He will also be its chief executive officer and has a great deal of experience, not
only in university administrat ion, but also in research and higher education generally.

[ thank members opposite for their support of the B ill.
Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Minister for Education), and transmitted to
the Council.

UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME AUSTRALIA BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 5 December.

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [11.40 am]: The Opposition has
great pleasure in supporting the Bill. The Bill authorises the establishment, for the first time
in Western Australia, of a private university, the University of Notre Dame Australia. There
are many reasons for our supporting this legislation. It is not often my wont to quote the
Government's comments in supporting anything. However, in this case, I endorse the
comments made by the Minister in her second reading speech, when she said -

The Government recognises that this new Australian institution has the potential to
grow firom small, beginnings to an outstanding university, following in the great
tradition of its American namesake, the University of Notre Dame, Indiana. The
Government welcomes the support of that American institution for this venture,
including the proposal for some of its senior officers to become foundation trustees of
N'DA.
Western Australia can take pride in the establishment of this frst Australian Catholic
university. It is also notable as the fir~st such institution which its prestigious
American namesake has sponsored outside the United States.

Those comments are shared by the Opposition.

The only shame of this Bill is the tarnishing of its introduction into the Parliament in the
dying days of the Parliament when the Government has had all year to prepare what is not a
complex piece of legislation or a piece of legislation that endorses any financial aspects or
agreements, but which merely establishes the university. The Bill could well have been
delivered much earlier. Its introduction has laid the Government open to criticism for its
amalgamation of the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University at the same
time as it is endorsing the establishment of a private university.

I congratulate all involved in bringing this mailer to this stage. I congratulate both Mr
Horgan who initially began the impetus and drive to establish the university and, more
latterly, Dr Peter Tannock, both of whom have kept the Opposition fully informed on what is
proposed. I thank them for taking the nine to do that. We indicated from the timne we were
given the first briefings that we supported the project in principle and we continue that
endorsement. We indicated quite clearly in our election policy prior to the last election our
support for the institution when we said -

Support the development of private tertiary institutions as a means of providing
choice and competition in higher education. We are very supportive of the proposal
by the Catholic Education Commission to establish a university in Western Australia
and consider Fre mantle to be an ideal location for the campus.

There is no doubt that we are in times of dramatic change in Australia in a range of areas,
including education. I have been a great supporter of the establishment and concept of the
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Bond University in Queensland. I believe that time will show that to be a quite outstanding
institution and one that has pioneered the way for private universities and tertiary institutions
in Australia. I think we will see increasingly private tertiary institutions becoming a fact of
life around Australia in the future as trends continue with the difficulty of tertiary institutions
to find sufficient funds from Government to provide the necessary services and, as the
demand for specialist institutions arises to address specialist needs, private universities will
provide (he market niche for those sorts of courses.
In addition, it is tremendously pleasing to see that Notre Dame University, Indiana is
associated with this university. Notre Dame has a worldwide reputation. For the local
Catholic university to be sponsored and supported by such an institution augurs well for its
future. It will mean that the courses offered at that institution will be of the First order. Its
reputation will be enhanced from the beginning and, therefore, the marketing of its courses,
particularly in South-East Asia and overseas will be enhanced by its association with such an
institution.

For the first 20, 30 or 40 years of its life, at least, the university will be located in Fremantle.
The Treasurer and member for Fremantle, like me, is a strong supporter of Fremnantle being
the location of the university in Fremantle. Fremantle has some unique characteristics. I
spend a fair bit of time there. The location of this university in Fremantle will enhance the
character of the town and will ensure that many of the historic and unique buildings of
Fremantle will be put to a use that will ensure their retention, protection and enhancement. It
is necessary that we retain buildings for heritage purposes, particularly of the scale and nature
of the buildings in Fremantle. It is a unique community in an architectural sense in the world.

Mr Parker: It is the best preserved Edwardian city in the world.
Mr MacKINNON: I agree. I think the establishment of this university will now enable the
City of Fremnantle to retain that character because the buildings will be used and hence
restored and retained for time immemorial.
For all of those reasons, the Opposition supports enthusiastically the establishment of this
institution. The Government has indicated that any financial support from the Government
for the institution will have to be approved by Parliament. The Opposition is not averse to
that sort of support as long as it is done up front. I believe very strongly that the institution
should have bipartisan support to ensure its success.
I am devastated that the Government has not been able to see its way clear to come down the
Opposition's path in respect of the protection of the independence of Murdoch University in
the past. We have had an arrangement whereby both parties have supported what happened
with tertiary institutions in this State. However, in this instance, that will not be the case with
Murdoch University. As this university is a private university - it is a pioneer in this
country - we will assure its success if we approach its establishment in a bipartisan way. The
Opposition gives that commitment to the Government on this Bill. We support the
establishment of what we all hope will become not only a very outstanding Australian and
Western Australian institution, but also an institution that will be responsible for academic
excellence as it builds a worldwide reputation of which we can all be proud.
MIR AINSWORTH (Roe) [ 11.50 am]: This is the second time today we can demonstrate
some cripartisanship in this place by supporting a Government initiative. The National Party
has pleasure in supporting the Bill to allow for the establishment of the Notre Dame
University. The National Party recognises what some people may consider to be a
contradiction in terms; that is, supporting, by Australian standards, a small university with a
projected student enrolment of 2 000 by the year 2001, at the same time that we are
proposing to amalgamate two universities. However, it is important to differentiate between
publicly funded and privately funded universities and the strengths and weaknesses of each.
It has been clearly demonstrated in other countries that small, privately funded universities
with a strong funding base, which are therefore independent, should and do prosper, and they
provide extremely high standards of education. This refers particularly to those institutions
which specialise. The establishment of a university of the undoubted stature of Notre Dame
University. given its very close association with its namesake in Indiana, and the
commitments made by the proponents of this move to an interchange of staff and students
between the two universities, is important for the future of tertiary education in this State.
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This new university will be enriched by the old, established and famous Notre Dame
University in Indiana. That can only benefit Western Australia.
The proposed university will have five colleges: Arts and science, business and management,
education, law, medical and health services. All those subjects are currently covered by the
curriculums of the existing universities, but again the choice and the competition this will
provide for intended students will be beneficial to the State. particularly because additional
State or Commonwealth funding will not be required to achieve that excellence and
competition. It will not cost the taxpayers any money and we must applaud that.
The comments by the Leader of the Opposition about the benefit of the university to the City
of Frenmantle are strongly endorsed by the National Party. I share the Leader of the
Opposition's love of Fremantle and its unique character. If this university will enable
Fremantle to retain and improve its historic buildings, that alone would be sufficient reason to
support the establishment of the university, regardless of the other benefits I have enunciated.
That is an ancillary benefit to the major one of enhancing the stature of tertiary education in
Western Australia. It is a welcome side benefit and I am sure everyone will agree that it will
be good for the whole State.
The National Party has no difficulty with the content or intent of this Bill, but it has some
problems with the introduction of this Bill at such short notice. We have not had tune to
discuss and consider this matter outside the Parliament. Fortunately, the National Parry is
able to support this Bill, but I indicate that it is unsatisfactory for legislation to be introdv~ced
at such short notice and it is hoped that this practice will not be adopted with other
legislation. On that basis, I have pleasure in supporting this Bill on behalf of the National
Party. I wish the Notre Dame University in Fremantle all the best for its future and for the
benefit of higher education in this State.

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [11.55 am]: I congratulate the founders of the Notre Dame
University for taking the initiative to establish a private university in Western Australia. It is
a major challenge which should not be taken lightly in the community. Their vision will be
of great educational benefit to tertiary education in this State. Because the funding will be
from fee paying students the Notre Dame University will complement the existing institutions
and provide a significant number of university places for the future. The original plans for
the university have slowly been diluted to a position whereby it will obviously be very
practical and of great assistance to this State in the future.
However, it is ironic that this institution will be established in Mr Dawkins' electorate of
Fremantle. Of course, Mr Dawkins has been the proponent of forcing the merger of smaller
universities such as Murdoch University with the University of Western Australia. It will be
a great blight on the history of this State that on the day this Parliament debates the
establishment of a private university, which will provide diversity and choice for students, it
will also debate the loss of another university which has provided choice and diversity for
students. The Nonre Dame University is adopting a sympathetic approach to the retention of
historical buildings in Fremantle, which will be aesthetically complementary to Fremantle's
historic character. The people involved should be comnmended for that because they have
taken a lot of time and trouble in this regard and it will take a great deal of money to retain
those buildings. Many of the buildings which will be taken over by the university would
have gone to rack and muin in time if some person or group, such as the university, had not
been prepared to retain and restore them.
The Opposition wishes the board of the Notre Dame University every success in its future.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [11.57 am]: I endorse the many remarks that have been made. I
would like to correct a comnment made by the member for Roe that it was a Government
initiative. In fact, I think the Government has merely endorsed a private initiative.
Mr Ainsworth: I said it was a Government initiative to introduce the Bill in this House, not
to start the university.

Mr LEWIS: The Opposition regards this as a very important private initiative and one can
only reflect on the dichotomy of thought within the Government whereby on the one hand it
endorses and enables the establishmnent of a private university - albeit a small but obviously
excellent institution bearing in mind its credentials - and, on the other hand, it has on the
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Notice Paper a Bill whereby it will send into oblivion a university that has perhaps struggled
for acceptance for 15 years with its own ethos. It is an absolute contradiction of intent and I
wonder how the Government can introduce legislation for the creation of one university, and
at the same time be hell bent on presiding over the demise of another university, which has
the foundations of a very proud and exciting future if only people would give it the chance to
do the job it was established to do. Of course, I am referring to Murdoch University. Unlike
a lot of people in this Chamber, I am a Fremantle boy; and to be honest about it, I am very
proud to have come from a Fremantle family, and to have been born, and worked for quite a
lot of my younger life, in Fremantle.

The University of Notre Dame Australia is to be established in various buildings around the
streets of Fremantle, streets like Henry Street, Packenham Street, Cliff Street, Mouat Street,
Market Street, and High Street, all of which go back to the early days of Western Australia.
A great amount of history and heritage is associated with Fremantle. The University of Notre
Dame Australia is to be an extension of the University of Notre Dame, and as such will come
with the prestige and credentials of that famous university. The establishment of that
umiversity in Fremantle will fit uniquely into an environment that seems to have been made
for it.

Fremantle was established principally as a town to cater for transportation and shipping.
Over the last 30 years we have witnessed the demise of Fremantle as a town which survived
on, and had as its reason for existence, transportation and shipping, and have witnessed its
diversification and, in more recent times, the foundation of its commercial structure on
tourism. The establishment of the University of Notre Dame Australia will play a large part
in the future of Fremantle. It will forever establish Fremantle on the world map, and bring
great benefits to that town, not only from a commercial point of view but also by enhancing
its social and cultural future.
I commend the Catholic Education Commission of WA for having taken the initiative to
establish in Fremantle the firs Catholic university in Australia. Great credit must go to
Dr Peter Tannock, who to my mind is an outstanding administrator of education. He has
done a great amount of work for, and has been one of the main persons behind, the
establishment of this university at Fremantle. The university will bring to our tertiary
education system a spirit of competitiveness. Currently we have three major universities,
which are all Government or public universities. I believe that in some way, tertiary
education has been established around the needs of the academics or educators, rather than
looking more particularly at the needs of the students. I regard the proposal to amalgamate
the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University as being founded on the prestige
and status of various academ-ics within those two institutions rather than looking to the
educational needs of the present day and future students. The academics, professors and
deans of the various schools within our universities should be reflecting inwardly as to what
is their purpose. Is their purpose to enhance their own positions, and the status of their own
schools, or is it to educate and inculcate in their students their wisdom and learning? I
believe it is the latter. The University of Notre Dame Australia will fulfil a very important
need in Western Australia because it will be established as a unique and prestigious
institution of higher learning, and it will endeavour to inspire the other universities in
Western Australia to lift their game. In that regard alone, I believe it will serve Western
Australia very well.

The advantages that the University of Notre Dame Australia will bring to Fremantle in a
commercial sense, and in respect of its evolvement in a cultural and social sense, will put
heart back into Fremantle. It will endeavour - I would like to think in concert with the
Fremantle City Council - to change in some small ways the way Fremantle functions. The
benefactor of the university has purchased various buildings in the western part of Fremantle,
which are currently quite diverse in their location to each other. Over time more buildings
will be purchased, and the town planning constraints that exist at present will need to be
eased to facilitate the coming together of those facilities so that the university will be able to
operate and do its job. I am sure the Fremantle City Council is more than happy to see the
university come to Fremantle. I know it is keen to work with the University of Notre Dame
Australia to see it operate effectively and to establish Fremantle on the map of the world as
being not only very famous as a tourist destination but also very well known for its fine
institute of higher learning.
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I pay particular tribute to a man who, to my mind, -will go down in history as having great
vision and a great philanthropic attitude in the way he has gone about endeavouring, quite
single mindedly, to establish this university. That person is Mr Denis Horgan, and his great
foresight, wisdom, and desire to do something for education and learning - and, indeed, for
Western Australia - shows great statesmanship in many respects.

It behoves members of this Parliament to give credit to what Mr Denis Horgan has done and
to what he is endeavouring to do, bearing in mind that it is through his own personal
resources that many buildings have been purchased and placed in a trust that he has funded,
in the main. Of course, on the establishment of the University of Notre Dame Australia that
trust and those buildings will pass to the benefit of the university, and Mr Horgan should be
recognised for that contribution.

I wish the University of Notre Dame Australia the best of success in the future. I am sure that
in time this Parliament, and indeed Western Australia, will reflect on the wisdom and wise
counsel that led to its being established.

M'VR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.11 pm]: [ fully support the
proposal for the establishment of the University of Notre Dame Australia, a new private
university for the State. I have been a keen supporter of the establishment of private
universities in Australia. That probably stems from the time I spent in the United States in
the late 1960s, when I had the opportunity to visit a number of universities, both public and
private. I was most impressed with the diversity of universities available and the different
ways in which they were funded in that country. Here, of course, we have a university
system which is very much controlled centrally and I believe the interference of the
bureaucracy in the running and funding of our universities is resulting in the debacle we are
presently witnessing whereby the State Government, with the support of the Federal
Government, is trying to force the amalgamation of the University of Western Australia and
Murdoch University.

I can recall attending some meetings in Sydney three or four years ago when the concept of
Bond University was first discussed publicly, and a number of academics and academic
associations were opposed quite publicly to a private university's being established. I found
it rather strange that people in the academic community would be critical of someone like
Mr Bond trying to establish that university. It is a credit to that gentleman that he showed the
foresight to go ahead with that proposal in Queensland, and my only criticism of that project
is that it happened in Queensland rather than in Western Australia. We are all aware that it is
not easy to establish a university. The people who are doing the planning work on the
University of Notre Dame Australia know only coo well the pitfalls they could run into, and I
expect they have been watching closely what is happening in Queensland with Bond
University.

While discussing private universities I must say that I would have liked to see more support.
particularly from the business community in Australia, for the Bond University at the time in
its infant stages when it was having difficulties. Whether one likes or dislikes Mr Bond, one
must admit that the foresight he showed in establishing a private university of excellence
should be encouraged, and instead of the private sector sitting back and perhaps allowing
overseas interests to take control of that university, I would have liked to see businesses
getting together and saying, 'Look, Mr Bond, you have a good concept. We do need strong
private universities to provide competition in our system." I would have liked to see them get
behind that university to ensure that it was successful and that the principle of private
universities was established in this country.

For that reason I keenly support the proposals put forward by Mr Denis Horgan and his team,
who have had the vision to put this university together. In the few meetings I have had with
the various parties concerned, including people from the University of Notre Dame in the
United States, it has been refreshing to see the keenness and the way in which they believe
they can make such a uniiversity viable. It will not be an easy exercise. It is not cheap to
establish a university with htigh standards and no doubt the University of Notre Dame
Australia will need a great deal of support, encouragement and assistance of different types in
the future; but it is a worthy cause and one that we should support. The Catholic education
system in this State has provided a tremendous service to this State. It has been able to get a
great deal of education out of its dollar and I am sure that when it comes to
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running this university it will also make sure it gets the maximum amount of tertiary
education from the dollars it spends. I say good luck to them for supporting this concept and
choosing to get it off the ground.
As to the location of the new university in Fremantle, I know concern has been expressed by
some of the local people in the Fremantle area - which the Deputy Premnier, as the member for
Fremantle, would know only too well. No-one would like to see the basic character of
Fremantle change because it is a fantastic city and a unique place. It is a credit to the
Fremantle City Council and the local people of Fremantle that they were able to withstand the
enormous amount of hype associated with the America's Cup. We underestimate the
tremendous amount of work that the council did in planning and coping with the influx of
people into the city at that time. Those people are now witnessing another challenge; that is,
to see if they can incorporate a university in their city without changing its wonderful
character, which is very much a waterfront character. I hope that not only now but also in
years to come, when the university is established there, it realises it is a part of the Fremantle
community and it should not tr to dictate change to that community but should blend in with
what has been established over the years. From the discussions I have had with people
involved in establishing the university I am sure they intend to do just that - to blend in and to
add a further, very important dimension to that community.

I enjoy seeing Bills like this come before the Parliament, where a truly innovative,
entrepreneurial spirit and a huge challenge are involved. It would have been easy for
Mr Horgan and those involved in Catholic education to do nothing - to sit back and say, "We
already have universities in this State" - but instead they have decided to take on the
challenge of establishing a university of this type and I wish them every success in meeting
that challenge.

MRt COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [12.19 pm]: While the member for
Roe has clearly indicated the National Party's support for this Bill I want to reinforce the
remarks he made about the manner in which this legislation found its way into the
Parliament. It is inevitable that every year at the close of the session legislation comes up
which members of Parliament regard quite rightly as being of extreme importance to the
future of this State. This university proposal happens to be one of those examples and yet the
legislation - which no doubt has been debated in draft form between the Government and the
university people for quite some time - only finds its way into this Parliament in the last
weeks of the session.

Mr Macinnon: Probably the last day.

Mr COWAN: Yes. This Government is not the only Government which has been guilty of
that offence and this is not the first time the Government has been guilty. If members of
Parliament do not protest about this very clearly Governments will continue with the practice,
and it is a practice which has to stop. Having said that, it is not the National Party's intention
to make an example of this legislation by opposing it, but I think the Government has to take
some note of the National Party's feelings in this regard - that is, introducing legislation at the
last minute and expecting the Parliament to consider it. It invariably happens when
legislation will have a significant impact upon the State. in this case the legislation will have
a significant impact on both education and the lifestyle of the City of Fremantle. However,
we are being asked to give blanket endorsement to something like that in the period of a day.
I know the debate has been in the public arena for some time and so it has not been sprung
upon us but I think we needed more time to examine the provisions of this legislation than we
were granted. In the past legislation like the North West Gas Development (Woodside)
Agreement Act and the Mineral Sands (Cooljarloo) Agreement Act were passed by
Parliament in such a manner, and now this legislation is being passed in the same way. It is
time that someone in the Government examnined the Government's legislative program and
was appointed to manage it in a better way in the future.

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [12.22 pm]: From the outset I indicate my very strong support for
this legislation. The Leader of the National Party made some comments I intended to make;
that is, it is a tragedy that legislation which is very important for this State is often introduced
in the dying hours of the parliamentary session.
This legislation will ultimately be of major educational importance to all Western
Australians. It is a great opportunity that the University of Notre Dame, Indiana - for the
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first time in its history - has decided to establish in another country a university based on that
university's sound traditions. It is significant for Australia that this country was chosen; it is
very significant that the University of Notre Dame, Indiana, chose to come to Western
Australia. I want to ensure that the record carefully acknowledges that.

The NDA will be a private university and therefore will give students the opportunity to
choose whether they go to a Government university or to the NDA. It is not without
significance That Parliament has also discussed the Universities Amalgamation Bill for
Murdoch University and the University of Western Australia. As they say, one door may
close and yet another door will open. I think that opportunity to choose is very important. I
wish to acknowledge Mr Denis Horgan's enthusiasm, energy, drive and initiative; no doubt
he would have been one of the principal motivators in encouraging Notre Dame, to come to
Australia. I would also like to acknowledge similarly the work by Dr Peter Tannock, who I
believe is Chairman of the Catholic Education Commission. For them to get as far as they
have - with the proposal for legislative agreement now before the State Parliament - is a great
credit to them. No doubt many other people have worked on the project as well but I want to
acknowledge those two people.

The people involved with the establishment of NDA were also looking at Margaret River as a
site for the establishment of an agricultural faculty and the old Margaret River Hospital was
one of the sites looked at. As far as I know that proposition will not be proceeded with. It is
important the Government acknowledges the significance of NDA to Western Australia and
the importance of an NDA agricultural faculty to the people of Margaret River. I hope NDA
is still looking towards the Margaret River area and I suggest that the Goverrnent offer
Crown land to NDA in order to encourage it to continue its deliberations in respect of the
establishment of that agricultural faculty.

This university could be criticised as being a private university for private purposes.
However the strong case I intend to put to the electorate of Vasse - and it is my strong plea to
the Government - is that it would be appropriate for some Crown land to be used for this
purpose because Governments do provide Crown land for industry and various projects. I
ask the Minister to take heed of my request, and I hope the Government will express to the
community the wider importance of a university faculty to any country town, but more
importantly to a country town that I represent.

This is an historic day. I again congratulate the NDA, Denis Horgan and Dr Peter Tannock
and I offer my strong support for the legislation now before the House.

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Minister for Education) [12.27 pm]: I thank members
opposite for their support of this legislation. I will deal in a moment with the criticism put to
the Government about the lateness of the legislation's introduction. However I welcome the
support of members generally for the proposal.

The NDA will have a capacity - I agree with the member for Nediands that it will be some
time in the realisation - to provide additional and different higher education in Western
Australia. Obviously if it were simply to provide places on the same basis as our other
universities, there would be little point in it. It might as well be a campus of an existing
institution. However I know that the proponents of NDA have a very clear philosophy which
is linked to their religious beliefs but goes beyond those; they also have a very clear link to
the university in Indiana of excellence in academic pursuit and research. However I might
remind members - because it is pertinent to the debates we might have at other times - that
universities are more than the sum total of the students and teachers who compose them.
Universities are not simply about teaching. That is an important element in any university
and in the first few years of NDA's operations it will be its major occupation. However if a
university is to truly earn that name - rather than have it conferred upon it, as this Bill does
for the NDA - it needs to have a strong record of research and scholarship, Otherwise we
could simply call it a high school or a university college. We are saying to the NDA, "This is
a challenge to you. You have impeccable links to the University of Notre Dame, Indiana;
you have in the tradition of Catholic education in Australia every reason to expect you will
achieve an excellent outcome, but that achievement depends upon a very high standard of
research over time, a breadth of study - one or two faculties do not a university make - and a
capacity to attract from around the world staff who are capable of excellence in teaching and
research."
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The university is to be congratulated on its initiative. We wvill all await with interest its
development. At this stage dhe university is not much more than a gleam in the eye of the
proponents, but we certainly will be keen to ensure that it lives up to the standards it expects
of itself, and the comrmunity expects of it. I congratulate the proponents, Dr Peter Tannock,
who has worked long and hard, the Archbishop, who has supported it throughout, and Dennis
H-organ for financial and other support, and others who have worked to enable this legislation
to come before the Parliament.
I hear the criticism that is made of the Government for being late in bringing this matter to
the Parliament, but I remind members that this is the first rime that a Bill of this type has been
brought before any Parliament in this country. We could have delayed the introduction Bill
until next year. but the proponents of the university did not want further delay for fund
raising reasons. In Australia we have Simon University and Bond University, but these have
commercial arms which makes them different from this university - this one is a non profit
institution which does nor intend to ever have commnercial operations as pan of a company
structure. We needed to ensure that on one hand the State gave the necessary and desired
support for the establishment of the institution, and on the other hand we did not want to
create a model that was impossible for other States, and for this State, to follow in the future.

This venture has been a long dine in gestation but I do not apologise for that because there
were a variety of views involved - including among the proponents - about what was best for
the university to enable its operation. I am pleased that the legislation has engendered
support from the Opposition, The university has the capacity nor only to benefit the students
of this State - although initially most students will come from elsewhere - but it will also
benefit the industries and communities of Fremantle. [ welcome the university for this reason
as well as for the educational benefits.

The member for Vasse asked a specific question about the benefits it might involve for the
Margaret River region, but that is a matter for the proponents to decide in considering that
scheme. I am not sure whether they are considering agriculture in the faculty of science, but
if they were, the Government would look at any such proposal. This is a private university
and we would have to consider any proposal of that kind with care. That does not mean I
would discourage it, but I cannot speak on behalf of the proponents of this university. We are
saying to them that it is their university and they must account in the same ways as other
companies and organisations do to this Parliament; they must account to their students, staff
and trustees. The Governm-ent is not trying to control this university in any of its forms or
features. The university will have to convince its academic peers through the Australian Vice
Chancellors Committee as to whether it warrants the title of a university. However, I have no
doubt that it will do so in timne.

I thank members opposite for their support and I wish the University of Notre Dame
Australia the best for the future in its operation and the Government will support it in any
way that is possible.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Minister for Education), and transmitted to
the Council.

LAW REFORM (DECRIM[NALISATION OF SODOMY) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 November.
MVR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [12.34 pm]: I oppose the Bill.
This is a very serious matter as the eml represents a cynical attempt by the Government to
divert attention from the important issues of the day which have brought this Government
into total disrepute as the polls in the last couple of days have indicated. It is an attempt that
has backfired completely on the Government with more than one of its members being most
concerned about voting for the Bill. The Minister for Agriculture has been publicly reported
as saying he would not support the Bill. I know a couple of other Government members
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have similar concerns, including the member right up the back looking at the fan. I know the
member for Pilbara is not happy to support the Bill. I ask the member whether he will
support the Bill.

Mr Graiham: I will vote for it.

Mr MacKLNNON: The member will vote for it, but he is not too happy about it.

The SPEAKER: Order! It will be far more appropriate, particularly during this piece of
legislation, but hopefully during every piece of legislation, that remarks be addressed to the
Chair and that we debate what is right rather than who is right.

Mr MacKINNON: It is clear that the member for Pilbara is not happy to vote for this Bill; I
know that he is not alone in that regard.

Mr-s Buchanan: You do not want to believe all the rumours that float around this place.

Mr MacKINNON: It is not a rumour.

This Bill is a very cynical attempt in the light of several other facts: Firstly, the Goverrnent
made no attempt prior to the State election, publicly or otherwise, to indicate that it would be
moving this legislation. A few months ago, when we went to the polls, this Bil was not
announced and the Governiment promoted a range of issues including, of course, support for
the family. The family policy did not state that the Government had a comnmitment regarding
the law on homosexuality. This is cynical in the extreme because the Government, and the
Premier in particular, has not had the guts to come into this place to sponsor the Bill. Why is
the Minister for Health sitting over there with a blank look on his face when he is the
Minister responsible and should be introducing the Bill into the House? He did not have the
guts, just like everyone else on the front bench.

Mrs Beggs interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: Neither did the Minister for Housing.

The Government hand balled it off to the poor, unsuspecting member for Ashburton because
it could not take the heat in the kitchen. The Government knows as well as I do that all this
gumming about the existence of public support for the matter is not true. The Premier has
run a hundred million miles away from the issue - he will not be seen supporting the Bill. So
much for a Government that is committed to the issue! It cannot even find a Minister to
support the legislation by introducing it, and it has a Minister who is violently opposed it it.

This is an attempt to divert attention and it has backfired completely. The hypocrisy of the
issue is shown when no Minister is prepared to step forward to sponsor the Bill. It is cynical
and hypocritical to deny that this measure is part of ALP policy, yet the Premier has publicly
attempted to deny the fact that it is part and parcel of Labor Party policy. When asked
recently an a radio talk back program about the issue he stated the following -

-. the Labor Party platformn as far as I'm aware and certainly the Labor
Government's view is that nowhere do we promote homosexual behaviour as a
desirable role model.

One has only to look at Labor Party policy in 1986 and 1989. It is quite clearly printed in
that policy what the party intends to do in that regard. It states -

Ensure that in sex education programmes, homosexuality is presented as a capacity
fundamental in some human beings, the expression of which is baskc and natural.

I ask the member for Ashburton. because there is no Minister with the gumption to talk on
this issue or prepared to defend it, if she will ensure that, in sex education programs.
'homosexuality is presented as a capacity fundamental in some human beings, the expression
of which is basic and natural"? Where do we have sex education programs int Western
Australia?

Mrs Edwardes: In schools.

Mr MacKINNON: That is right. However, the Premnier who has not got the gumption to
come into this place during this debate or to sponsor the Bill said on radio -

... the Labor Party platform as far as I'm aware and certainly the Labor
Government's view is that nowhere do we promote homosexual behaviour as a
desirable role model.
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That is cynical and hypocritical and indicative of a person who does nor tell the truth.

I turn now to the speech given by the member for Ashburton. She devoted the first few
paragraphs of her speech to criticising the Bill which she introduced into this Parliament. She
asked us to support a Bill which she spent the first couple of paragraphs decrying, running
down, and saying that it is wrong in many aspects. She said that she could not support
something that she thinks will not work. What a cynical, shallow and hypocritical exercise
that was. She brought the Bill into the Parliament because the Government could not find a
Minister to do it. She was told to take on the job or she would be thrown out of the job of
Government Whip and would receive no more promotions in the Labor Party. She then has
the temerity to ask the Parliament to support a Bill that she does not support. She spent the
first page of her speech running the Bill1 down. Does she deny that? Her remarks were
critical in the extreme when she said in that speech -

A discussion of this phenomenon may be found in the report of the Fitzgerald Royal
Commission which in fact recommended that Queensland review its homosexuality
and prostitution offences with a view to decrimninalisation.

Does she support decrimninalisation of prostitution?

Mr Gordon Kill: This is your speech. Make it and the member wil make hers.

Mr MacKINNON: Does the Minister support the decriminalisarion of prostitution? It is
interesting that the member introduced a Bill supporting the decriminalisation of
homosexuality but the Government will not introduce a Bill supporting the de crimninal is ation
of prostitution. It is all right for Fitzgerald to talk about both, but the Government acts only
on the decriminialisation of homosexuality. Why is that? Perhaps the member for Ashburton
will tell us whether the Government supports the decrimninalisation of prostitution and why
her Government is not acting on that matter if it believes so sincerely in the recommendat ions
of the Fitzgerald Royal Commnission, which was the type of inquiry the Government is not
prepared to have in Western Australia because it knows what the outcome of it would be.

For all of those reasons - no cornmitment to this legislation prior to the election, not one
Minister prepared to support the Bill, attempts to deny ALP policy in the promotion of
homosexuality, the member not supporting the detail of the Bill, and the Government being
so hypocritical about the Fitzgerald inquiry - the Government's attitude can be sumimed up as
a cynical attempt in the extreme to divert attention from the real issues of the day, an attempt
that has backfired and blown up in its face.

My position has never changed on this issue and it will not. My reasons for opposing the Bill
are simple and straightforward. I have not been given one example - [ challenge any member
opposite to provide one - of where the legislation has been abused. The member, in her
second reading speech, said -

About half a dozen public indecency cases are prosecuted each year, but it is many
years since a conviction was secured under the private bedroom offences in sections
181 and 184.

She has admitted that there is no abuse of the legislation. Therefore, the first reason that I
oppose the Bill is that a law is bad if it is being abused. In this instance, there is no abuse of
the existing legislation. Secondly, the member referred to blackmail. Again, I have not been
supplied with one concrete example, or an imagined example, to indicate that that is a fact of
life under current legislation in Western Australia. Thirdly, and probably most importantly,
legislation from this Parliament is an indication from the Legislature as to what it feels about
one activity or another. The legislation might not be perfect and I do not claim that this
legislation which we are attempting to amend in its present form is perfect. It is not being
abused, as I have indicated and as the member admits. However, with this legislation, we are
attempting to send a message to the community from this Legislature that we believe that
changing the law endorses and condones homosexual behaviour and its promotion within our
community.

AIDS is one of the biggest public health issues in Western Australia, Australia arid the world.
We should not be sending a message from this House to the community that homosexuality is
acceptable. In fact, the introduction of this legislation ahead of legislation suggested by my
colleague, the member for Cottesloe, to tackle the very vexed and important issue of
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pursuing those people who knowingly transmit AIDS in the community indicates where the
Governiment's priorities lie. Proposed offences by people, who by that action condemn
others to death because of their irresponsibility, have been shoved off to be considered by a
parliamentary committee. This eml transmits a message to the community of Western
Australia from this Legislature chat we condone and endorse homosexual behaviour and see
nothing wrong with it at a time when we are spending millions of dollars fighting the AIDS
virus. It is crazy. It lacks conmmonsense and I will not be a part of any legislation that sends
that sort of message to the community.

I oppose the legislation also because, despite the denials by the Government and despite the
clauses in the Bill relating to the promotion of homosexual behaviour, I do not believe the
Government. The Government wil religiously follow its policy and will begin the education
programs that I have talked about in line with the commitment that is binding on each
member opposite that will "Ensure that in sex education programs, homosexuality is
presented as a capacity fundamental in some human beings, the expression of which is basic
and natural". I do not endorse that and will not be part of it.
Mr Speaker, if you doubt that this Government would be part and parcel of such an action I
draw to your attention a card which an individual in the community who was concerned
about this legislation drew to my attention. It is a small card which has on it, "Gayline
Counselling Service WA - Information on counselling on gay, bisexual, lesbian and other
related issues - telephone 328 9044".
Dr Alexander: A very good service.

Mr MacKINNON:- The member says it is an excellent service. I ask the member for Perth
and any other member whether they support what is on the back of the card; that is, "The WA
AIDS Council has details of venues for gay and bisexual men - call them today - 227 8355".
The council is promoting gay and bisexual men to participate in that type of activity and this
Government is funding the AIDS Council to promote that activity. Does the member for
Perth support the AIDS Council promoting the gay counselling service in WA?

Dr Alexander interjected.

Mr MacKJ±'JNON: I find that astounding. That is the sort of thing that this Government
participates in and it is something to which I will not be a party.
Many people have approached me seeking my support to ensure that every one of my
colleagues votes against this legislation. They feel so strongly about this issue that they want
the Liberal Party members not to have a conscience vote on it - they want members to vote
along party lines. I have written to each of those people and I will now repeat what I said to
them publicly: Ever since the Liberal Party has been established it has had some very
important principles and one of those principles is that on matters of morality - abortion,
prostitution, homosexuality, the death penalty and the like - members are allowed to make up
their own minds, free of caucusing pressure from the party. Those issues are so important
that each member should be able to determ-ine his or her attitude thereto. It is an important
principle which has always been enshrined in the Liberal Party's principles and while I am a
member of the party I hope that will continue to be the case.

From time to time issues like this cause anguish and concern among our supporters, but the
most important principle is that Liberal Party members retain the right to have an independent
opinion on those issues. However, the fault lies with the Liberal Party's opponent because it
forces its members to toe the party line on these issues- It is not possible for every member
opposite to support this legislation. On an issue like this members' opinions would be
divisive. The Minister for Agriculture has already publicly indicated his point of view and I
know that there are other members on the opposite side of the House who share that view.

The member for Ashburton said in her second reading speech -

I realise that some members hold strong religious or moral views which engender
such distaste for certain sexual acts - not necessarily homosexual - but they believe
the Criminal Code should continue to prohibit them.

In the next breath she said that those members whb sit ont the other side of the House are not
allowed, and will not be able, to express their opinion or point of view in this Parliament.
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Two wrongs do not make a right. We are not about to change our party attitude in relation to
these matters. We do not want to caucus On these issues. For as long as there is a Liberal
Parry I hope it will continue to vigorously endorse the principle I have outlined; that is, on
every issue its members have the right to exercise an independent point of view and to cross
the floor without being turfed out of the parry or disciplined for doing so. That is what our
opponent does. On matters of morality Liberal members have an independent right to
express their point of view free of the party dictating how members should vote on the issue.

I have indicated clearly today that I oppose the legislation, either in the form in which it was
introduced into the Legislative Council or in its amended form. However, I must admit that
the amended form is an improvement to the original Bill. I do not agree with the member for
Ashbunton in that respect. It is clear that she does niot like the Bill in its present form. I do
not either, but it is better than the original Bill. I opposed the Bill in its original form and I
oppose the Bill in its present form. Therefore, I oppose what my colleagues, in another place,
did when they crossed the floor on this issue. I will fight publicly and vigorously to protect
the independence and right of members of the Liberal Party to do that under the principles
which are enshrined and ensconced within the Liberal Party. I hope they will be enshrined
and ensconced for ever more.

There is no doubt where I stand on this issue; that is, in opposition to what has been
proposed. The predominant issue for me is that at a time when we are faced with an AIDS
crisis and Governments are spending millions of dollars in an attempt to control that crisis -
we know that the highest AIDS risk area is among homosexuals - we should not be sending a
message to the Legislature condoning, ina essence, that behaviour. No evidence has been
presented by the Government about the abuse of the legislation as it currently exists. 1, for
one, will do my best to signify that I want the legislation to remain unaltered.

Debate adjourned to a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the
House).

Sitting suspended from 12.S7 to 2.30 pm

OMBUDSMAN - COMMISSIONER AND DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF

POLICE INQUIRY
Inquiry Completion - Report Tabling

THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): Earlier today I received the following letter from the
Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations -

Dear Mr Barnen

Further to my letter to you dated 27 November 1989, 1 write to confirm that I have
now completed my investigation and enclose a copy of my report to you.
Signed: E.G. Freeman.

I now table the report of the Parliamentary Comm-issioner for Administrative Investigations
and advise members that I have arranged for individual copies to be provided at the earliest
opportunity.

[See paper No 705.]
Mr MacKinnon: When is it likely that we shall receive those copies?

The SPEAKER: Hopefully within five minutes.

LAW REFORM (DECRIMIINALIZATION OF SODOMY) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR BRIDGE (Kimberley - Minister for Agriculture) 12.34 pm]: There has been a great
deal of media speculation in recent days regarding my personal views on this legislation. In
view of that, and because I have not spoken to the media other than to indicate that my
personal views would be made public in Parliament, I feel it is appropriate to outline my
position to the Parliament. I am not prepared to pretend that I discuss this issue today with a
great deal of comfort, and I am probably right in saying that nobody in this House takes any
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joy in discussing the subject. There has been a great deal of public debate on this issue and
the opinions held by individuals are wide-ranging, as they should be. Obviously, people are
entitled to their personal opinions. I would very much prefer not to have become so
extensively involved in this issue in the last week, which involvement has been the result of
my caring for an orderly process. I would much prefer to have spent my time considering the
needs of country people, the provision of water supplies in remote communities - to which I
am committed - the interests of people in the Kimberley, north west and the general rural
areas in this State, and the economic and social needs of fanning families. That is pant of my
role as a politician.

Mr Cowan: You do a good job, too.

Mr BRIDGE: However, because of recent developments it is fair to my colleagues and to the
community at large that I speak in this debate today. As a politician, I represent the bush; I
was born in the bush, I have lived in the bush and I have been brought up to understand what
life is about in the bush. That has come about in several ways: My interest in watching the
activities of my late father, and the association of my family with relatives in two cultures. I
have listened to them, copied them and ultimately learned from them. It must always be
remembered by the community that when I speak on issues that are very dear to my heart
there is a strong and forever binding relationship with my background. Nothing in this wide
world will diminish that link, affinity and strength of commitment I have. It is part of me and
always will be. I hope that society will accept that is a special feature to which I am entitled.
I do not reflect that view or impose it on others in our society and, similarly, I do not think
other members of the community would want me to abandon those strong principles I have
developed as a result of my upbringing and my relationship with my family.

I would like to think that by speaking on this issue today before you, Mr Speaker, and
members of the Assembly, I will offer members in this House an opportunity to discuss this
matter in a very rational way and to adopt a respectable approach to the subject. We should
approach the debate in that manner today rather than display an arrogant attitude. I have my
own views on this issue and those views are not necessarily shared by my colleagues. At no
stage in my career have I ever sought to impose my views on my colleagues or anybody else
in this House to the extent that I argued very vigorously that I was right and they were wrong.
I can confidently say that until today no-one has heard me express views along the lines of
those I am now expressing, I have chosen rather to contain my views until an appropriate
time presented itself, such as now, to express them, but not to impose them on my friends,
colleagues and members of this Parliament.

The Australian Labor Party has developed its view over a tong period. As a result of this
lengthy debate it has reachedthe conclusion that the measures contained in this legislation are
appropriate and proper, and they should be put forward and accepted to create a balance
between liberty and the protection of the comunituy at large. In that respect, my colleagues.
who make up and support the Australian Labor Party, are entitled to that view. It just so
happens I do not share that view, despite the fact that it is a majority view. Nonetheless, we
must recognise the responsibility of the elected Government, when it concludes that certain
measures should be presented to this Parliament, to proceed with those reforms; that is
precisely what it is doing today. It is true to say that at the end of the day, the majority
opinion will prevail within the Labor Party. I am not sure whether anyone else shares my
views, so I find myself in a minority position.

During the last few days I have made myself available to members of the homosexual
commuunity, and have offered to them the opportunity to talk to me freely and openly about
the issue. Those discussions have taken place in a cordial way, to the point where we have
freely, and I think happily, agreed to disagree. In the many hundreds of letters that I received
in support of my stand, there were exceptions to the - what I would call - disciplinary type
letters that I received, in which implications were made about the explicit nature of certain
conduct. I am not a party to that, and I do not accept that. Therefore, I was disappointed and
saddened when such letters came to my attention.

I am not standing here in order to espouse moral ideals. The role of members of Parliament
is not to champion the cause of morality. There may be people in society who feel
themselves capable and confident of expressing a moral viewpoint, but in respect of the
responsibilities and tasks assigned to us as politicians, there is no way we can genuinely and
honestly put forward a view that we are perfect and are able to talk strongly about moral
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issues. I amn certainly rnot putting forward that view today; nonetheless, 1 do have a strong
personal feeling about this issue, and for that reason it is appropriate that I speak to it. I hope
members on both sides of the House will respect the individual approach which I am
prepared to stand by today.

There comes a time in the life of every politician, as a representative of society, when the
interests of the community must prevail against the other issues that confront us. It is
important to respect our political responsibility to our respective parties, and to this
Parliament, but we must above all respect the oath of allegiance that we have taken to serve
our community without fear or favour. That binding commitment is placed an the shoulders
of each of us as politicians. In this case, compelled by the recognition of the strong oath of
allegiance that I have taken, my individuality must prevail.

I ask members to dwell upon the situation 1 have put to them, and to take account of my
personal position as I have stated it today. My decision was not made without a lot of
thought, nor was it made easily, because I am aware of the consequences of what I am doing.
It is a major departure from the normnal functioning of parliamentary procedure for a member,
and particularly a Minister, to say to the House that he is not prepared to support his own
Government's legislation. I hope that the respect of members for me will nonetheless be
maintained and preserved. In conclusion, because of the strong position I hold about this
matter, in a humble, sincere and positive way, I ask all members to respect me as I advise this
House that I shall not be supporting this legislation.

[Applause.]

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [2.45 pm]: I ant somewhat
encouraged by the remarks of the Minister for Agriculture. Members opposite constantly
claim they have a free vote, or can vote according to their conscience, yet we rarely see them
exercise it, so it is always interesting when someone from that side of the House indicates he
is prepared to break the rules of Caucus and his party by exercising a vote according to
conscience. I congratulate the Minister for being prepared to act according to his conscience
in this instance.
No other member of the National Party will speak to this legislation. The debate on this
matter has raged in the other place for a long time. I have no doubt that other members of
this House will speak in favour of supporting this legislation, and others will speak very
strongly in favouir of opposing this legislation. Members of the National Party have reached
the conclusion, through discussion, that we will oppose this legislation, for the simple reason
that we give support to the arguments against the proposals contained in this legislation.

Since the beginning of the session we have seen introduced into this Parliament a range of
legislative measures which can be described only as matters to do with social engineering.
Their introduction was designed clearly for two purposes: First, to catch the headlines;
second, to divert the attention of the public from the real issues to which this State and this
Parliament should be turning their attention - and I refer particularly to the economic matters
in this State and nation, and to the financial mismanagement of this Government. The
Government believed that by introducing these social engineering measures, it could clearly
divide the two conservative parties. I do not hesitate to acknowledge that the Government
succeeded in that regard. Nevertheless, we do not back away from the fact of life that we are
not identical with the Liberal Party; we thank God for that. We will continue to put our case
as members of the National Party, and if members opposite think this Parliament is designed
to introduce matters of social engineering, which may expose some divisive elements, we
will have to deal with that as it happens. The legislation before us has been debated for a
long time. We are all capable of reading H-ansard, and I can assure the House that those of us
in the National Party have read Mansard. We have read the arguments in favour of and
against this legislation; our conclusion is that we oppose it.
All we can say to this Government is: If it wants to dabble in that social engineering and
make it a mainframe of its legislative package for this session, as it has done, then let us. get
on with it. Let us have the vote, let us bring on the next piece of social engineering and deal'
with that, so that eventually we can get back to those issues which we should really be
discussing; that is, the economy of this State and the way in which the Government has-
mismanaged it.

Oposition members: Hear, hear!
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MR DONOVAN (Morley) [2.50 pm]: I support the Bill unequivocally and in opening!I
want to refer briefly to the comments of my colleague and very great friend, the Minister for
Agriculture. I understand the issues that have confronted him and the reasons that have
brought him to his decision and, as he said, he will deal with that and whatever the
implications are of that, in his own way and in his own time.

I want to point the House to two important issues to which the Minister referred. One was
that it was his background and his sense of right and wrong that he does not seek to impose
on others but that guide him in any event to the decisions that he must make. I respect that.
The second important issue in the Minister's speech was that he said categorically that the
question of morality ought not be the question with which members of this House should
preoccupy themselves; and I respect that too. One of the things that has disturbed me about
the debate on homosexual law reform is the way in which morality and all of those different
versions of morality have imposed themselves politically, socially and organisationaLly onto a
debate which is really about the humanity of at least 10 per cent of the population.

I want to put to the House a proposition that I know not everybody will accept but which for
me is a very real proposition. And I might say to the Leader of the National Party that
whereas I often respect his views I do not see this legislation as being about social
engineering. On the contrary, it is the opposite of that. The importance of this legislation is
that it seeks to bring to an end a long and sad history of social engineering techniques used by
law, by pressure and by politics to deny to 10 per cent of the population the reality of their
own sexual existence. That is not said lightly, it is said very seriously with a conscious
realisation of what it is to be different. The Minister alluded to difference. All of us in this
House have had experiences during our lives of being different, and of how sometimes that
has caused us to be looked upon perhaps heroically and at other times with ridicule and
rejection. The problem with the existing state of the Criminal Code in Western Australia is
that it goes beyond ridicule and intolerance and says to 10 per cent of the population who are
sexually homosexual that they shall not be. That is an unacceptable proposition for a society
as educated and mature as ours to uphold. I repeat, so that nobody is under any illusions as to
what I am saying, that the question before this House is not one of morality but one of human
sexual difference.

At this point I want to refer the House to a very useful summary of questions and answers
provided by the Gay Law Reformn Group of Western Australia, which I will seek leave to
table at the conclusion of my remarks,

The SPEAKER: Order! Before you proceed, I point out that the document cannot
technically be tabled but can lie on the Table of the House for the balance of the day's sitting,
and if you so wish that is what will happen. The document will not attract the same
privileges as a tabled paper.

Mr DONOVAN: Thank you for your advice, Mr Speaker; that is what I will seek to do.

Members may say, "Of course the Gay Law Reformn Group of Western Australia has these
questions and answers; because, after all, isn't it in their interests that this Bill is before the
House?" However, if the views of that group. expressed in these questions and answers, were
dismissed in that way it seems to me that an even more grave injustice would befall them
than that which has befallen them since 1553, I think, when the offence of sodomy was first
created.
The Gay Law Reform Group of Western Australia makes some important points which
should be considered very seriously in this House during this debate. The question that has
most been responded to is the question of fear: Pear of public health, fear about public order,
fear about the safety of children and others, fear about molestation; fear, indeed, of gay mardi
gras and celebrations in the streets. If the proposition is that we are talking about a question
of sexual difference, what on earth are we all so scared of? If I am confident of my sexuality,
why do I need to be scared of my homosexual neighbour's sexuality? The question of fear
has been directed at the educational system and at what 'the opponents of this Bill have said
will be opened up, and what the Labor Party will do in schools and with education once this
Bill - if this Bill - goes through.

In that context the Gay Law Reform Group raised two very serious questions. The first was,
what causes homosexuality? The group's answer is -
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The generally accepted view amongst scientists is that the factors that determine a
person's sexual preference are exceedingly complex and not fully understood. It is
clear, however, that sexual preference is determined very early in life.

Can we not just scotch some of the interpretations that in my view have been wrongly used in
accusing both the Labor Party's platform and other advocates of adopting a preference
definition that suggests homosexuality therefore is a chosen behaviour? The word
prfrne is used in this context, as I understand it, in the same way as "orientation" or
predisposition" is used, and in the same way that other words available to us in English are

used to describe sexuality, no more or less than that.

The second important question the group raised was, can a person be taught to be a
homosexual? Seriously, I ask all members of this House again: If they know what their
sexuality is, will they be susceptible to being taught to change it?

One way in which that susceptibility occurs is far more dangerous and difficult through a
mistaken use of the idea of "Preference" in the sense that it is being used in this debate. It is
true that the young person developing through his or her pubescence and post-pubescent
years has to come to terms with his or her sexuality. It is also true that the home, the
community, the schools and the work place - and I can verify the army - impose a substantial
pressure in a formal and informal way upon people to adhere to sets of rules and beliefs about
sexuality that are held by the majority uinder pain of rejection, ridicule and public sanction of
the minority view. Of course, the pressure is on 13, 14, 15 and 16 year old girls and boys to
adopt that view which satisfies the majority from which the pressure comes. That does not
mean, and should never be taken to mean, that a young person's sexuality has been happily
resolved in such a case. EIdeed, people who have worked in areas in which homosexual
people have presented themselves for counselling, therapy and health care help would know
that the contrary is the case. The highest known causes of emotional disturbances, depression
and suicide in young homosexuals is through a failure to come to terms with their sexuality,
or, more accurately, the failure of the surrounding community to accept their sexuality. It is
not simply a matter of learning to be a homosexual any more than it is a matter of learning to
be a heterosexual. The fear of educating people into homosexuality is a redundant fear that
should not be introduced into this debate. It has no place because it is totally groundless.

The other fear expressed was the public health issue, and specifically - we are all concerned
about this - the incidence and spread of the HIV virus in our community. Any of us would be
naive or indifferent not to be concerned about that. Again, this must be put into the context
of reality.

Much of the argument from the Opposition benches in the upper House, and indeed from the
Government benches, has correctly been concerned with the status of the Criminal Code and
the effect that has on the distribution and frequency of homosexual behaviour and
homosexuality in the community. If the section under question was to be removed from the
code it would not change the incidence of homosexual behaviour in the community.
Presupposing the argument that homosexuality is the main cause of the spread of AIDS - it is
highly flawed as we now know that that is not the case - the fact is that its status of
criminality in the Criminal Code is known not to affect the incidence of homnosexuality in the
community. If members have doubts about that, consider where we are today: Thbis is the
fifth attempt to introduce this legislation, and considering the protracted, emotional and
heated debate from both sides of the argument about homosexuality, I am sure members will
satisfy themselves that criminal law does not govern homosexuality. It is a fact that
10 per cent of the population are, and have been for a long tiLme, homosexual. The IV
AIDS virus will not be increased or decreased, prevented or eradicated by retaining
homosexual acts as criminal. That argument is irrelevant and has been used unhelpfully in
this debate.

I now trm to the other question and fear I have mentioned; that is, will our children be
molested, and will homosexuals be running rampant in our schools, streets and parks and
generally causing havoc, mayhem and misery to young people.

Mir Bradshaw: Give them time.

Mr DONOVAN: That is precisely the kind of response to this issue that represents what has
been so unhelpful and destructive to this debate.
A12911-16

6347



The question I raise regarding homosexual child molesters has also been raised by the Gay
Law Reform Group. I will quote from its reply to this question-, in doing so I urge members
to absorb these facts and to use them when considering this B ill. The reply states -

No. Statistics recently issued by the Advisory and Co-ordinating Committee on Child
Abuse in W.A. show that of 1 199 cases of sexual abuse of children reported to them,
in 1987-1988, 8 1% concerned girls. 18% concerned boys and 1% was not stated.

The statistics do not reveal whether the abuse was of a heterosexual or homosexual
nature, but those working in the area report that assaults on children usually have
nothing to do with the sexual preference of the perpetrators.
Neither heterosexual or homosexual abuse of children should be seen as a sexual
activity, but rather as being the abuse of children.

Another point I wish to quote from the document states -

Other statistics issued by the Committee show that 89% of the persons believed
responsible for the sexual abuse of those children were known to the child. 5% of
acts of abuse were committed by strangers, and 6% were unknown.

I can tell the House that from my involvement in this area of work, the majority of those
perpetrators, as expressed in this document, are known to the children. Sadly, many of them
involve parents. r do not know whether those people known to the children were
homosexuals, but it is high time that we approached this debate from the point of view of
reality and not from the point of view of morality. We will never agree on morality, but we
can agree that 10 per cent of the population - at least - are homosexual. The behaviour they
exhibit as homosexuals displays no more nor less the reality of their homosexuality than does
our heterosexual behaviour express our heterosexuality. I urge members to consider this Bill
in the kind light of reason rather than in the harsh light of morality and emotional fire.
Homosexuality is a reality - the behaviour that goes with it expresses that reality. This Bill
seeks to give recognition to the rights and needs of those people, and it works to reassure the
rest of the population that it will in no way be harmed by this progressive move.
IMR MENSAROS (Floreat) [3.10 pm]: [ wish to participate briefly in the debate and record
my views, which are perhaps different from many views expressed by members who have
spoken before me. It is a very sad day when strongly embedded social judgments of certain
human behaviour - developed and made by both secular and religious bodies since we have
known about human behaviour and what a human's role in society is - are to be reversed in
the State of Western Australia.
I challenge everyone to say whether there is or has ever been a lasting religious or secular
view that would have condoned or accepted the practice of sodomy as being right, legal or
socially acceptable. The word "decriminalisation" in law is equal to legalisation; there is no
difference between decriminalisation and legalisation. Despite the monumental hypocrisy
which is evident in the preamble to the Bill, there is no 'degree" of acceptance in law. Once
an action is legal, as opposed to illegal, there is no codicil attached to any human behaviour,
whether it is tolerated, accepted or condoned. Hence to decriminalise something is indeed
equivalent to legalising it.

Let me dispense with the hypocritical notion expressed in the preamble to the Bill that the
fact that the behaviour is legal does not encourage so-inclined people to indulge in such
behaviour. If members do not accept that true statement and observation from me -

Mr Marlborough: Where is the evidence to support that statement?

Mr MENSAROS: I am coming to that. If members do niot accept the evidence from me -
being a conservative - [ will cite remarks by a person who by no means could be accused of
being conservative or reactionary, In an article in The Bulletin, a lady called Quentin Bryce,
the Sex Discrimination Commnissioner - whatever that is - has been interviewed. She said to
the interviewer, among other things, that -

..the Sex Discrimination Act has had an enormous educative effect.

She also said that -

M. Aother very interesting facet is the symbolic effect of the legislation, that it
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stands there and offers to many Australian women a source of courage and support
when they are being discriminated against.

She also said that the Sex Discrimination Act had been very effective for women. She said
that -

... They know that behind them is this commnunity statement, this piece of legislation
that's saying: it's against the law of this country to sexually harass a woman or to
discriminate against her because..

Those are expressions by someone who could not be accused of being a conservative
regarding the role of the law and how it influences human behaviour. We should look at the
laws whether they be in the form of custom, Stature, regulations and bylaws of the
community. This is where I do not agree with the Minister for Agriculture. The law is in
place and the history books express the majority view of the community on what is right and
what is wrong. We cannot divorce law from morality. Further, it mirrors the environment of
prevailing behaviour in that community. It is not only the secular rules but also the religious
rules which influence the law. Why is it that in the known large religions this particular
human action - sodomy - has been condemned and considered as a sin?

Mr Peter Dowding: So is coitus interruptus considered a sin in the Bible; but it is not illegal
uinder our laws. That is hardly of substance; it is ludicrous.

Mr MENSAROS: I will come to that. I have said fairly often that because something is
declared to be legal, that does not mean that society should condone it.

Various announcements regarding religious rules reflect and mirror the needs of the society
of the day and perhaps later days - but that is not necessarily what we call moral behaviour.
Let us consider the fasting rules in most Christian religions; that has to do with health and has
been accepted because it was in the interests of society, but it also expressed probably the
indulgence of the society of the day towards certain behaviour - although we do not call it
immnoral. Muslim law cuts off the right hand of thieves. This was a religious law and
indicates that perhaps there was a proliferation of theft at the time. Muslim law did not
condone theft; it made it ilegal. What I am trying to say is that the law expresses and mirrors
the view of society. I repeat that it is a sad thing for me that Western Australians are being
asked to condone something which the majority of the community - whether secular or
religious - not only does not condone but also considers wrong. From that point of view it is
incorrect for us to legislate in this way.

I will spend a moment on some statements which in my view are false even if they do come
from religious leaders. For instance, because Christianity's main principle is to love one's
neighbour, should we legalise certain actions which otherwise Christians think are wrong? It
is obvious that the logical and extreme conclusion to this view would be that we should
abolish punishment for murder and the punishment for assault, because we should love our
neighbour. That is what the Catholic Archbishop said, "You should love your neighbour and
should not punish him, for something even the Archbishop considers is wrong." Tids is a
very bad way to argue.
I would also like to contradict some of the false arguments put forward on this matter. It has
been said that a law should be repealed if it is not enforced. [ have spoken about this in the
past in connection with various other matters. Because the law mirrors the view of society it
should not necessarily be abolished, just because it is not enforced. In some central and east
European countries, up to just after the Second World War, adultery was a criminal. offence
but, as with homosexual behaviour or sodomy, that offence was not prosecuted.

There was never criminal action against people who indulged in adultery, despite the fact that
the derails came out publicly in civil divorce proceedings. When it has been suggested that
that criminal offence should be removed from the Statute books because it is not being
implemented, the argument, very properly, was that it should not be removed because this is a
Christian country arnd our legislation should mirror the views of the Christian majority.

The argument expressed by the member for Morley - and I respect his views in the same way
as I respect the views of other members - that the law would not influence people is
contradicted by the homosexual community. In its newsletter dated 16 October 1988 the Gay
Law Reform Group declared -
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1.our ultimate objective is equity under the law .. this current campaign may weUl
turn out to be only Phase I of full decriininalisation. Certainly anti-discrimination
legislation will be a subsequent phase".

These people say that this is only the first step and will be followed by actions which even
those people who condone the present Bill would possibly find unacceptable.

I refer to the Australian Labor Parry's State Platformn. Point 21 of the platform stares that the
Government intends to introduce "positive" sex education into schools, encouraging children
to believe that homosexual practices are an acceptable sexual option, 'preference". Point 22
reveals that the Government intends to establish parity between homosexual and heterosexual
couples for the purpose of welfare and taxation benefits.

We must consider the argument that the law should not intrude into the privacy of people's
bedrooms. If that argument should prevail, why does the Government not propose to abolish
the penalty for incest? After all, incest occurs in the privacy of people's bedrooms. Is it
acceptable? It is a sexual behaviour of certain people.

Mr Donovan: En that case you have a power relationship in which there is a victim of abuse.

Mir MENSAROS: I would not accept that because the analogy is absolutely clear: If we
condone the act of sodomy between adult people, why do we not accept sexual action -
incest - which occurs in the bedrooms of private citizens? Ir is a criminal offence and the
police are. in a position to lay charges. In the case of incest there have been prosecutions and
verdicts in the court, as opposed to the criminal offence of sodomy.

There is also an argument that we should not follow religious rutes because a religious rite
does not appeal to everyone and some people do not accept it. I do not think the objective of
this Bill has anything to do with religion. Religion cart be brought into it as a judgment of a
social body, if one wishes, and is equally important, or nor important, depending on the
judgment by people of the commuunity at large.

I have had more vexed experience in various social systems than most members in this
House. I witnessed the introduction of the Communist system in my native land and in
eastern Europe. I have never believed that if something is introduced and is wrong, it could
last forever. I am hopeful That this Bi-conceived Bill of this Parliament, even if it is enacted,
will not last for very long. Fortunately I was allowed to live to be able to witness the
abolition of the system which was introduced 40 years ago in eastern Europe. All I can do is
express my hope and trust that this wrong action of the Parliament of Western Australia will
be judged wrong in time to come and will be repealed. I vehemently oppose the Bill.

MR. PETER DOWDING (Maylands - Premier) 13.26 pm]: It is my intention to indicate
not only my support of this Bill, but also the support of the Government.
MrT Clarko interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Gallop): Order! If the standard of debate is to be lowered to
the levels to which the member for Marmyion appears to be taking it -

Mr Clarko: I quoted from a newspaper.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! If the standard of debate is to be lowered to that level we
will not have a constructive debate on an important piece of legislation. I warn the member
for Marmion that if he continues with that type of interjection I may have to take action.

Point of Order
.Mr I{ASSELL: Ir is understood that all interjections are disorderly in a technical sense, but
on most occasions interjections are permitted as they contribute to the debate in the House.
However, I have never known of a ruling based on a type of interjection, where the Chair
apparently has indicated that he will accept an expression of one particular point of view but
not another.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is a reflection on the Chair.

Several members interjected.

The ACTIENG SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL; Mr Acting Speaker I amn raising this matter with you because you appeared
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to be distinguishing between the content of interjections to determ-ine whether they are
eligible.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Of course, when the Chair makes a ruling about the
appropriateness of particular interjections, he or she is always reflecting upon the content of
the interjection. There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr PETER DOWDING: I must say that I think that is typical of the gutter in which the
member who interjected dwells and it is nor surprising that the member for Cottesloe got
down there also.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDILNG: [ indicate the support of Caucus and of Cabinet for this legislation.

At the outset I comment on the action taken by my good friend and colleague, Ernie Bridge.
who continues to be my good friend and colleague. I believe he has taken that action because
of his misconception of the nature of this legislation. It is an important piece of social
legislation. As has occurred so often over the years the conservative forces at play in the
Parliament of Western Australia have repeatedly opposed social change. Their opposition to
social change has, in many cases, come years after society has accepted the need for chat
change. One has to think only of the attitude of members opposite on the issue of women and
their right to vote; one has to chink only of their attitude towards the introduction of universal
franchise in this State.

Mr Clarko:. Brought in by John Forrest.

Mr PETER DOWDING: If only the member would bother to read the debates of the
Legislative Council of 1963, he would see how wrong his comment is.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: In 1963 the conservative parties in the Legislative Council used
their numbers to prevent the introduction of universal franchise. That is a history lesson for
the member for Marmion.

Mr Clarko: It was not Labor who brought in the vote for women.

Mr PETER DOWDING: What did the interjecting member have for breakfast that has made
him so il-tempered on a beautiful afternoon like this? Pure bile. Let us talk about the Bill, if
we might.

Mr Clarko: You are telling untruths.

Several members interjected.

T'he ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Gallop): Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: Perhaps it is my appearance that is offending the member in some
way. Opposition members have shown over the years consistent opposition to social reforms
even when the community have accepted that such reforms are appropriate. It is a tragedy
that they choose to have misconceptions about the intentions of the mover of this Bill and
about its purpose and impact. To listen to the member for Floreat argue that there are
grounds for opposing this Bill because the principle is such that if one accepts it one must be
automatically accepting murder, rape, pillage, theft and all those other things is just absolute
and utter nonsense.

We do not seek to regulate a whole range of community attitudes as expressed in the privacy
of one's home. We do not seek to interfere in what goes on in the bedrooms of the
community. We certainly do not ask the police to interfere in those matters. As the member
for Morley has properly said, in cases where there are victims or where there are offences
under the Criminal Code involving violence, or offences in which there is a victim, that is
another matter. However, the morality of the issue, the opportunity for free speech and
discussion about these matters and the opportunity for the sort of activity we are now
discussing which takes place in the bedrooms of Western Australian households is not a
matter for the police.

This is where the Labor Party believes the legislation should be amended, as these are not
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matters for judgment by the Parliament or the State. They may well be moral matters and
matters which ought to be the subject of church discussions and of discussion by people
whose discussions on moral issues are important, but they should not be the subject of the
Criminal Code. The Opposition talks as though there are no decent people in our community
who are homosexuals. That is simply an untenable proposition. We all know of people in
our community who are homosexuals. We all know of decent, caring, hard working
contributors to our society who are homosexuals and who engage in the very practices, one
assumes, that are illegal under the Crimidnal Code. Surely it is a matter of absolute two-
facedness to accept that that is the case; to accept that those people are entitled to make their
contributions to society and yet have on the Statute books a law which makes what they do an
offence. The truth is that on the last occasion we sought to amend this law members of the
gay community, the homosexual community, lobbied against it. They did so because we
would not move from a principle that we should remove this from the Statute books in
respect of consenting adults. Their argument was that there should be no difference between
the age of consent for heterosexual activity and the age of consent for homosexual activity.
That is a compelling argument, but it was not accepted by the Caucus and as a result of that
we now, regrettably, have ani amendment proposed which is a long way from a fair and
equitable reform of the law. The amendment is couched in the most strange arid obscure
view of what we are doing. It is an amendment which in itself raises the issue of legal
interpretation. I make clear that from my point of view and the Government's point of view
we have absolutely no intention for this amendment to mean anything which might detract
from the opportunity for free and fair discussion of such issues at a public level and we do
not intend that this amendment should in any way interfere with the opportunity for groups
such as the AIDS Council and churches, and anyone interested in this issue, having a free and
frank discussion about people's sexuality and sexual preferences. This is unfortunately the
best we can do at this time.

At the end of the day it comes down to a regrettable conservatism on the part of members
opposite. It is extraordinary that two of their members had the strength to cross the floor in
the other place. It is a real commendation of the integrity of both of those people, given the
level of slander to which they were subjected during that period. However, it is not a credit
to the Liberal Party or the National Party that they have been unable to recognise that in the
community homosexual conduct is acknowledged; it is not encouraged but it is
acknowledged. I do not understand why so many members opposite feel so uncomfortable in
their discussions. This is an extraordinary thing. I can only say that in my practice of the law
there were many occasions when people who were otherwise outwardly conservative,
respectable members of the community were caught for offences in public toilets and the like
because at the end of the day they could not allow any expression of their real sexuality in
their peer group. As a result of that they were driven to abnormal and strange - franly
indecent - and unsatisfactory conduct.

If we have a society where people can freely be acknowledged as caring, law abiding, honest
citizens no matter what their sexual preferences so long as they are not preying on people and
there are no victims in their relationships, there is undoubtedly a case for us to acknowledge
their right to be; at the end of the day, that is where we are at. This Government does not
wish to encourage people to become homosexuals. This Government does not encourage
people to take up homosexuality as an expression of their sexual preferences. We simply say
that we acknowledge that a percentage of our community have homosexual preferences and it
is inappropriate in the absence of other offences for that to be the subject of the Criminal
Code of Western Australia.

MR KIERATH (Riverton) [3.38 pmJ: In essence this Bill is to decriminalise
homosexuality and I make clear my total opposition to its contents. I will read part of a letter
written to the Attorney General, a copy of which was sent to me by one of my constituents-

Laws act as a deterrent as well as a punishment for those people who offend against
what the general public considers to be dangerous or unacceptable behaviour.

That is an important part of this Bill. The essence of this is to try to give some degree of
respectability to the practice of homosexuality. The lette 'r continues -

With AIDS, medical opinion tells us that promiscuous and in particular anal sex must
be discouraged.. .
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We have no guarantees that changing the law will cause Homosexuals to come
forward for resting ...
In U.K. Homosexual behaviour was decrinminalised - the law then had to amended
because books were written for schools that showed Lesbian and Homosexual
behaviour as an alternative lifestyle.

Which shows that if you decriminalize or legalize behaviour that offends and is
dangerous, the public must be prepared to deal with results. It could be your daughter
or son that chooses this lifestyle, or is led into it at a vulnerable age.

I am opposed to this legislation on several grounds. Firstly, on moral grounds. The practice
of homosexuality is disgusting and abhorrent, and it is perverted. That is my own personal
and moral point of view. I am opposed to this Bill from a religious point of view. My
studies of the Bible have taught me that homosexuality is wrong. I am opposed to it on
health grounds, particularly in view of diseases like AIDS. This is an extract from The Thorn
in the Starfish. It was discussing a group of scientists who have been trying to investigate the
gay community and the gay scene, and it makes some important points. It says -

What struck the scientists-observers of the gay scene was that it included a subgroup
of highly promiscuous individuals, and that it was these promiscuous gays who were
most often being struck down with AIDS... The sheer number of their partners stuns
the monogamous mind: one hundred different partners each month is normal; ten
different partners each day is not unusual... No amount of permnissiveness about
other people's sexual preferences can transform the rectum into a biologically
designed sexual tract. It just doesn't have the elasticity and the strength of the vagina.
No eight-pound baby could enter the world through the anus. Normal heterosexual
intercourse does not damage the vagina, but anal intercourse causes small ulcerative
abrasions of the rectum. ..
Theory A has it that the promiscuous gay's immune system is chronically depressed
because they're so often infected with chronic, sex-related infections such as oral and
rectal gonorrhea and syphilis, the intestinal protozoan parasites Entamoeba histolytica
(amoebic dysentery) and Giardia lamblia (giardiasis), and the hepatitis B viru...
Theory B also takes as its starting premise the great frequency of microbial infection
in promiscuous gays. Approximately 70 percent of all homosexual men engage in
mouth-to-anus foreplay. For the promiscuous gay the variety and frequency of this
tongue-in-anus contact infects them with a greater diversity of microbial pathogens
than anybody else in the world. As a group, the promiscuous gays have more kinds of
pathogenic, or potentially pathogenic, bacteria in their intestine than a Bangladeshi
peasant.

That book establishes what we are beginnting to understand today - the immense health
problems associated with anal intercourse. I quote another letter written to me by a
constituent who has been campaigning or trying to get some sort of sanity into the AIDS
issue. Mrs Barbara Campbell writes -

We also have the Homosexual Lobby, backed by the AIDS Council, Federal Minister
for Health and Dr Charles Watson, among others, pressing for the decriminalization
of Homosexuals behaviour in order that they will come forward for AIDS testing.

That is a very important point, because we seem to have a group of people who are very keen
on decriminalising homosexual behaviour. The letter goes on -

This does seem to be at odds with the W.A. Health Minister's draft legislation, and
there can be no guarantee that people will come forward for testing as there are many
reasons why people do not want their worst fears confirmed.

That is a very valid point. The letter continues -

According to the American Disease Control Atlanta, the typical Homosexual/Bisexual
interviewed admitted to having 1,100, and some as many as 20,000 partners in a life
time.
A book on the Immune System by Robert Deswitz "The Thorn in the Starfish", tells
us that a normal number of different partners for a promiscuous "Gay" can be one
hundred in a month, and ten different partners in a day is not unusual.
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Add to this that Health Authorities have only advised them to use Condoms in spite of
the fact that Anal sex is medically and statistically considered to be the easiest means
of transmitting AIDS from an infected partner; and anyone who is aware of the
falability of condoms when used for birth control, will doubtless understand why this
dangerous infectious disease has been able to spread.

That is a very important point.

Dr Alexander: What is the age in South Australia?

Mr KIERATH: I shall come to that later, but let us go through this information on AIDS first
of all. It is part of an objection I have from a health point of view, and it is very important. If
this legislation were to contribute one further case of AIDS, that case would be on the hands
of those who support the legislation.

I am opposed to this legislation on intellectual grounds.

Several members interjected.

Mr KIERATH: I shall read some extracts in a minute, but I believe a group of gays has a
hidden agenda. The first step in that strategy is the decriminalisation of homosexuality. I
have strong objection to this legislation on social grounds - in particular my belief in the
family. Some aspects of this legislation are anti-family. I quote from a letter written to me
by the Australian Family Association which I have no doubt other members have received. It
sets out some arguments very succinctly. There is a list of very prominent people at the
bottom of the letter, one of them a former Federal ALP Minister in the Federal Cabinet by the
name of Kim Beazley. This letter reads -

Personal assurances such as the one that there will be no holding of Gay Mardi-Gras'
etc. are simply rhetoric once this Bill is passed. There can be no built-in guarantees.
Provisions in the Equal Opportunity Act covering sexual preference as a ground for
discrimination will prohibit any restriction. There will be no lawful objection to
homosexual marriages; de facto relationships; public displays of affection; or
homosexuality being presented as a basic and natural behaviour. In time the age of
consent will drop leaving children with no legal protection from those willing to
exploit childhood innocence and vulnerablitfiy.
From a public health perspective it is illogical to promote a high risk behaviour which
results in so many falling victim to the deadly HIV virus.

Fear of a diminished social life, if it is known that one has the HIV virus, provides
powerful motivation 'not to tell'. As one Perth homosexual, at a public meeting,
stated . .Im category B and I enjoy an active social life with many partners but if I
tell my contacts that I have the virus they lose interest so I do not tell them. ..

That came from a seminar on 20 November 1986. 1 have two short paragraphs to quote from
this letter. They are -

Despite a very costly so-called education campaign, AIDS cases continue to nise.
This is largely due to:-.
* a deceptive and wasteful campaign based on a fallacy of 'safe sex' and the
promotion of condoms as a means of protection.
* the reluctance of homosexuals to abandon high risk behaviours along with bi-
sexuals and intravenous drug users (often one and the same).

The strategy of the gay community is to decriminalise homosexuality at any cost. We have
heard of previous attempts to decriminalise homosexuality, but this time this group is
prepared to accept virtually any amendment, even preambles and other associated aspects.
The strategy is that the most important thing is to obtain decriminalisation. Once the first
stage is reached, other aspects which may be objectionable to that group can be changed at a
later stage. It is the theory of gradualism which we discujssed the other night. We have part
of one stage, and others come later. Once decriminalisation is removed the practice is given a
degree of respectability.

Then we go down the path of looking at educating people in this behaviour as an alternative
lifestyle. We go on from there, as a result of that program, to an acceptance of this type of
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behaviour as normal. The next logical extension of that is that we could consider some
preference for homosexual activity. I have some very important comments that I want to
read. I hope members will listen to them. This is one of the most shocking and disgraceful
things I have ever had the maisfortune to read. It is not something I discovered for myself, it
was provided to me by one of the churches in my electorate. The comments are quite long
and I will not read them all, but I will read some very important parts. The article is by a
Michael Swift, a gay revolutionary, and is reprinted from The Congressional Record of 15-2 1
February 1987. It was first printed in Gay Community News. I quote -

We shall sodomnize your sons, emblems of your feeble masculinity, of your shallow
dreams and vulgar lies We shall seduce them to your schools, in your dormitories, in
your gymnasiums, in your locker rooms, in your spants arenas, in your seminaries, in
your youth groups, in your movie theater bathrooms, in your army bunkhouses, in
your truck stops, in your all-male clubs, in your houses of Congress, wherever men
are with men together. Your sons shall become our minions and do our bidding.
They will be recast in our image. They will come to crave and adore us.

The family unit - spawning ground of lies, betrayals, mediocrity, hypocrisy and
violence - will be abolished.

..We, connoisseurs of the masculine face, the masculine physique, shall take your
men from you then. We will amuse them; we will instruct them; we will embrace
them when they weep.

Further on the article says - and this is the most important point because it highlights a
strategy -

All laws banning homosexual activity will be revoked. Instead, legislation shall be
passed which engenders love between men.

All homosexuals must stand together as brothers; we must be united artistically,
philosophically, socially, politically and financially. We will triumph only when we
present a common face to the vicious heterosexual enemy.

If you dare to cry faggot, fairy, queer, at us, we will stab you in your cowardly hearts
and defile your dead, puny bodies.

We shall write poems of the love between men; we shall stage plays in which man
openly carresses man; we shall make films about the love between heroic men which
will replace the cheap, superficial, sentimental, insipid, juvenile, heterosexual
infatuations presently dominating your cinema screens. We shall sculpt statues of
beautiful young men, of bold atletes which will be placed in your parks, your
squares, your plazas...

The article continues -

Our writers and artists will make love between men fashionable and de rigeur, and we
will succeed because we are adept at selling styles. We will eliminate heterosexual
liaisons through usage of the devices of wit and ridicule, devices which we are skilled
in employing.

Are members Listening to this? The article continues -

We will unmask the powerful homosexuals who masquerade as heterosexuals. You
will be shocked and frightened when you find that your presidents and their sons,
your industrialists, your senators, your mayors, your generals, your athletes, your film
stars, your television personalities, your civic leaders, your priests are not the safe,
familiar, bourgeois, heterosexual figures you assumed them to he...

There will be no compromises. We are not middle-class wealings. Highly
intelligent, we ar the natural aristocrats of the human race, and steely-minded
aristocrats never settle for less. Those who oppose us will be exiled.

I will quote only three more comments, as follows -

The family unit - spawning ground of lies, betrayals, mediocrity, hypocrisy and
violence - will be abolished. The family unit, which only dampens imagination and
curbs free will, must be eliminated. Perfect boys will be conceived and grown in the
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genetic laboratory. They will be bonded together in communal setting, under the
control and instruction of homosexual savants.
All churches who condemn us will be closed. Our only gods are handsome young
men. We adhere to a cult of beauty, moral and esthetic. All that is ugly and vulgar
and banal will be annihilated. Since we are alienated from middle-class heterosexual
conventions, we are free to live our lives according to the dictates of the pure
imagination. For us too much is not enough.
The exquisite society to emerge will be governed by an elite comprised of gay poets.
One of the major requirements for a position of power in the new society of
homoeroticism will be indulgence in the Greek passion.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Gallop): Order! Does the member intend to continue quoting?
There are limits to the number of quotes a member can use in a parliamentary speech.
Mr KIERATH: I realise that, Mr Acting Speaker, but there is not an opportunity for me as a
member to table this document. I would have liked it to be incorporated in Hansard.
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is not possible under the Standing Orders. I urge the
member to come to the end of his quotes and get back to his speech.
Mr KIERATH: I have only two more short paragraphs to quote, Mr& Acting Speaker, as
follows -

Any man contaminated with heterosexual lust will be automatically barred from a
position of influence. All males who insist on remaining stupidly heterosexual will be
tried in homosexual courts of justice and will become invisible men.
We shall rewrite history, history filled and debased with your heterosexual lies and
distortions. We shall portray the homosexuality of the great leaders and thinkers who
have shaped the world. We will demonstrate that homosexuality and intelligence and
imagination are inextricably linked, and that homosexuality is a requirement for true
nobility, true beauty in a man.

When I read that I was absolutely disgusted, but it did explain one thing to me; that is, the
total commitment to the decriminalisation of homosexuality. There have not been many
prosecutions for homosexuality and one wonders why these people are so engrossed in trying
to decriminalise the act. I believe it is the first step. The fact that they are prepared to accept
almost any amendment to get that decriminalisation through the Parliament shows their true
position. Once they achieve that first step they will obtain a degree of legitimacy. The
debate then will not be about whether we should decriminalise homosexuality but whether
the age of consent should be 18 or 21 years, or whether we should promote homosexual
activities, or whether we should allow Mardi gras or some other sort of function. It is this
first but crucial step that is the key to unlocking all of the other things these people want to
achieve; while homosexuality remains a criminal offence this legitimacy will not be achieved.
Earlier, a member likened homosexuality to prostitution. Is it this Government's intention to
legalise prostitution? I think not. I say that homosexuality should be a criminal offence. The
arguments for decriminalisation of homosexuality have been, firstly, that any activity in the
privacy of a bedroom should be allowed, and secondly, and especially, if that activity is
between consenting adults. The member for Floreat mentioned a matter that I raised in a
discussion with some people about incest. Incest between a father and daughter, if that
daughter is over the age of 18 years, also could occur in the privacy of one's home and could
even occur by consent; yet do we consider legalising or decriminalising incest? No, and
neither should we in the case of homosexuality.
From a moral point of view I believe homosexuality is wrong, as I believe incest is wrong. I
believe homosexuality is sexual gratification of the worst kind. That is my own point of view
and I do not intend to impose it on other people, but I want to record that as one of the
reasons I am opposed to this Bill. Obviously I could take that even further than just opposing
the Bill.
Dr Alexander interjected.
Mr KIBRATH: No, but I believe that there is definitely a relationship between the number
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of AIDS cases and the States in Australia which have decriminalised homosexuality. If when
this legislation is passed more deaths from AIDS occur, that will be in the hands of the people
who introduced such legislation.
Earlier on the member for Morley - this comment got to me - said that if we know our
sexuality, what are we scared of? I know my sexuality, and I am not concerned with that.
My concern is for my children. The children of my day were brought up knowing that
homosexuality was wrong, and that was taught as pant of our learning experience. My
concern is that our children may be brought up with the view that homosexuality is an
acceptable lifestyle. That is a legitimate concern. The other comment I expressed was that it
was stated that young people were experimenting with homosexuality. I disagree. The
intriguing thing about this debate is that when this Bill comes into the House members
opposite vote along party lines - probably to make sure everybody does the right thing.
However, our party permits a free vote and allows members to vote with their conscience.

Dr Alexander interjected.

Mr KIERAT-!: People voted the other way in the other House.

Mr Read: Don't you just love them for it?

Mr KIERATH: Why do members opposite not adopt a free vote and have the courage of
their convictions?

The public will see a legitimiising of literature which promotes homosexuality anid which will
contribute to the setting up role models. The link between homosexuality and the spread of
AIDS cannot be denied. I cannot support any legislation that contributes to the spread of
AIDS, which causes a tragic and painful death to its sufferers. That is the first step of this
legitimising legislation. I oppose this legislation on political, moral, intellectual and social
grounds and because of the AIDS issue. I ask members opposite, and members of the House
generally, in the name of the Lord to oppose this Bill. For my sake, for my children's sake,
for my electorate's sake and for the sake of all Western Australians I ask that members reject
this Bill.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [4.01 pmj: I strongly support this Bill and I will take up some
of the arguments presented by the member for Riverton. Unlike the Minister for Agriculture,
who presented a strong and impassioned point of view - although I disagree with it -
unfortunately the member for Riverton's contribution was in many senses ill informed,
narrow and totally intolerant.

Mr Kierath: It was very sincere.

Dr ALEXANDER: Fine.

I support the Bill not just because it is pant of ALP policy. Members on the other side of the
House should understand that we do not vote for legislation in an unthinking matter. I do not
support the Bill simply because it is pant of the party platform, although I am proud to belong
to a party that has had this decriminalisation on its book for some years. This matter was
debated in Parliament as pant of the Labor Party platform on occasions in the past, and if it
had been implemented earlier this State would have been a better place in which to live. This
law is outdated and unjust. For Parliament to outlaw homosexual acts - regarded by some
members as perverse practices - and to sanction that law, is authoritarianism at its worst.

I am interested in the question of where perversity comes from. The member for Riverton
asked us to vote against this legislation in the name of God. I find that impossible to accept.

Mr Kierath: I said in the name of the Lord.

Dr ALEXANDER: [ do not see much difference.

Mr Read interjected.

Dr ALEXANDER: I - like. the member for Murray - would like to see the member
transferred to the House of Lords.

Mr Kierath: Do you believe in God?

Dr ALEXANDER: We are not debating whether I believe in God; however, I like to think
that I live my life following some Christian precepts. It is interesting to see that some people
base their opposition to homosexual practices on their so-called belief in God or from

6357



references to The Bible. I received a number of letters in the post - as would a number of
members - one of which was charmingly worded as follows -

For buggery and sodomy God mained destruction on Sodom and Gomorrah. Do not
cast your vote for the devil. Protect society and your soul. Deuteronomy 28 spells
out the road to chaos.

Therefore, I will be casting my vote for the devil when I vote to change this Act.

Mr House: When you went to the chapel you were not listening, were you?

Dr ALEXANDER: That is one of the member's biggest problems.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Gallop): Order! This is not a Guildford Grammar reunion.

Dr ALEXANDER: I hope not. I have been avoiding them all my life, Mr Acting Speaker.

I rushed home to my bedside Bible to seek mention of homosexual Acts in Deuteronomy 28.
Many other misdemeanours such as incest and assault were mentioned with great fervour, but
sodomy was not mentioned. I gather that some of the so-called Christians were using
Leviticus as an argument against this Hill. Therefore, I did learn something in the classes,
member for Stirling. [ quote from chapter 20:13 of Leviticus, and this is what the Christian
opposition to this Bill is based upon.

If a man also lie with mankind, as he lieth with a woman, both of them have
committed an abomination: They shall surely be put to death; their blood shall be
upon them.

It seems to me that people following that argument tend to take The Bible too literally. Do
members who oppose this Bill really base their opposition on some sont of misguided idea
about Christian teachings? Do these members believe that homosexuals should not just be
dealt with by law and be put in prison, but do they believe that they should be put to death? I
know that some members of the Liberal Party favour the reintroduction of the death penalty,
but I assume they do not intend to extend that to homosexual behaviour. If one listens to the
utterances of some members, one could be forgiven for thinking so. Nobody should take The
Bible too literally no matter how much of a Christian or a Jew that person may be.

Over the last couple of months the Christian churches have expressed support for this Bill.
We have had the Catholic Archbishop of Perth writing to all members of Parliament to say
that he believes that there is no good purpose in keeping repressive legislation on the Statute
book.

Mr Omodei: Read the whole letter!

Dr ALEXANDER: I have. The letter states that the Archbishop does not approve of
homosexual behaviour, but he does not approve of the Act as it stands. The same point of
view is taken by the Anglican Church, and the Uniting Church.

Mr Want: They do not speak for all their members.

Dr ALEXANDER: That is not for the member to say. The leadership of the mainstream
churches supports this legislation - that is an important point, particularly when some
members are attempting to oppose this legislation on grounds of so-called Christian morality.

Sister Veronica Brady is a well respected member of the community.

Mr Donovan: Brilliant!

Dr ALEXANDER: Exactly; she is well thought of as a brilliant academic and as a student of
humanity. She stated in a letter to The West Australian on 18 December that -

Most of the opposition came from Christians. To someone who calls herself a
Christian this was disturbing, especially as hysteria often seemed to outweigh reason.

She went on to say -

According to its founder at least, Christianity is not about judgment but about
compassion and mercy.

I do not see much compassion, mercy or tolerance in the contributions to this debate by
members of the Opposition. To me, Christianity is about tolerance and about kindness. It is
not about repressive behaviour.
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Mrs Beggs: Christianity is not about our judging each other.
Dr ALEXANDER: Absolutely correct. I thank the member for Whitford.
Many opponents of the reform Bill seem to fear homosexuality. Some of them are repulsed
by it and have said so. I confess that I neither fear homosexuality nor loathe it, and nor am I
repulsed by it. That does not mean I am a practising homosexual. I try to understand those
who want to practise it in their daily lives. I cannot understand that sort of fear in people.
Personally, I see homosexuality as a perfectly valid alternative lifestyle.
Mr Clarko: That would not surprise any of us.
Dr ALEXANDER: I know. The member cannot stand these so-called extreme views. If he
moved around the electorate of Perth and spoke to many of the people who live there, many
of whom are homosexuals and many of whom are wonderful people -

Mr Clarko: Are they your friends?
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, many of them are, and I am happy and proud to admit it.
Mr Clarko: Do you take your son to visit them?
Dr ALEXANDER: If I had a son I probably would.
Mr Donovan: That is what is wrong with this debate.
Dr ALEXANDER: It is all about fear tactics. The member seems to be threatened by
homosexuals.
The ACTING SPEAKER (INr Ripper): Order! Let us have an end to cross-Chamber
interjections. The member for Perth has the floor.
Dr ALEXANDER: I wonder whether those who oppose homosexuality so vehemently and
who call for the maintenance of the Criminal Code in this respect are suppressing their own
sexuality. That is just a thought. It is better to be tolerant than repressive.
Some people claim that the present law is not being enforced. They claim that, because there
are no convictions, the law does not need to be changed. The fact is, as the member for
Ashburton pointed out, even though enforcement may be rare, it still occurs and there is no
doubt that the homosexual community is very severely disadvantaged by occasional and even
frequent police attempts to enforce the law. I know from observation and from complaints
that come to my electorate office that, on occasions, as I guess they should do if it is in the
criminal law, police still pursue homosexuals for alleged soliciting or indecent behaviour.
Recently in the newspaper there was the report of a case showing the absurd lengths to which
police will go when they spied through a public toilet door on some unfortunate victim.
Fortunately, the case was thrown out of court. The law, as it stands, outlaws this activity and
therefore the police are encouraged, even in the course of their duty, to pursue homosexuals.
I think that is totally inappropriate for the 1990s.
Mr Wart: Do you condone homosexuals soliciting?
Dr ALEXANDER: We are not talking about that here.

Mr Want: I am. Do you? You raised the point.
Dr ALEXANDER: I would not approve of soliciting for minors if that is what the member is
talking about.
Mr Macinnon: You would, for adults?
Dr ALEXANDER: I do not see anything wrong with that.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! There is far too much debate across the Chamber. The
member for Perth has the call.
Dr ALEXANDER: An interesting point has been raised and I do not see any problem with it
at an adult level.
Some claim the AIDS epidemic as extra justification for keeping the criminal law as it is.
The member for Riverton made an impassioned plea which he claimed was based on the
claims by the Gay Revolutionary Front. It reminded me of a film The Life of Brian in which
there was a Judean Liberation Front, and a Front for the Liberation of Judea.
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Mr Macinnon: It was a great film.

Dr ALEXANDER: It was. It was their job to bring dawn the wrath of society upon the
assembled masses. If one takes the utterances of the Cay Revolutionary Front seriously - I
thought some of it was quite good - one has a few problems.

The one aspect that the member for Riverton tried to make something of was the question of
AIDS. He claimed that liberalising homosexual laws would encourage the spread of AIDS.
A number of people have claimed the same thing. What they have failed to point out is that
in South Australia, where homosexuality has been decriminalised, the incidence of AIDS is
lower than it is in Western Australia. On 28 September 1989 in The West Australian, Dr
Fiona Stanley, who heads an AIDS task force which is fighting to stem the spread of AIDS, is
quoted as being in support of the legislation before the House. Another professional.
Rosemary Coates, an AIDS task force spokesperson, said that liberalisation of the law in
South Australia had not increased the incidence of sexually-transmnitted diseases. She said
that in South Australia, where homosexuality was decriminalised as long ago as 1976 - that
tells members how far we are behind the times - long before AIDS became evident in
Australia, the number of AJIDS cases was about half that of Western Australia which has
roughly the same population.

Mr Minson: How did they get those figures?

Dr ALEXANDER: These people are on the AIDS task force and they know what they are
talking about. If these people who are responsible for trying to prevent the spread of AIDS
are convinced that the incidence of AIDS will not increase - in fact it may decrease - with
decriminalisation, it is not fair for any member to spread fear that AIDS will increase as a
result of a change to the law.

Despite the fact that the member for Marmion is disgusted with my even talking to
homosexual people -

Mr Clarko: I asked you a question and you took my question as a statement. That is not very
academic, doctor.

Dr ALEXANDER: Academic! I do not get the member's point.

Mr Clarko: You made an unintelligent response when I asked you a question; you said it was
an attitude. It may or may not be.

Dr ALEXANDER: I would be interested to hear what the member's attitude is. I am judging
him from his inane responses to date.

Mr Clarko: I asked you whether you would take your son to visit a homosexual.

Dr ALEXANDER: I do not have a son, but if I did have one I would. I would be happy to
take my daughter to meet lesbians, too. I do not think they are a threat. The homosexual
people I have met are not a threat to the family or to society; they are perfectly ordinary,
reasonable people. In fact, many of them are quite extraordinary in their contribution to our
society.

No homosexual wants to spread AIDS. They are as aware as the rest of us that AIDS can be
a fatal disease. To suggest that homosexuals, because of this law, will go around knowingly
spreading AIDS, because of the activities of one or two misguided individuals, is absolute
nonsense. The answer to the AIDS epidemic, as all of the experts agree, and as the
community now accepts, lies in education about safe sexual practices. Education is the key
to controlling the epidemic, not repressive legislation.
Finally, I want to comment briefly on the amendments which have been incorporated in the
Bill. As has been pointed out in the Press, the Government is accepting these amendments.
It is regrettable that these amendments have been incorporated in the legislation. However,
we recognise that this is the only way of getting the legislation accepted by both Houses of
Parliament. I do not see any logic at all in changing the age of consent from 18 years of age
to 21 years of age when 18 is the adult age for everything else, including conscription and
dying for one's country. It does not make any sense to put the age up to 21. Neither do I
believe that the amendment which talks about proselytising makes any sense. It will lead to
all sorts of confusing litigation which will not advance society at all.

It is accepted by many people in the gay community that while they do not approve of the
amendments it is better to have some progress in the direction of decriminalisation than none
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at all. Most members on the other side of this Chamber seem to be saying that we should not
have any changes at all and that is a very disappointing response to an extremely important
social question.

MR CLARKO (Marmnion) [4.23 pm]: Until 10 or 20 years ago homosexuality was
overwhelmingly rejected in the commtunity, in law and in attitude. The media and other
groups and certain individuals have brought the issue to the fore and previous condemnation
of 10 or 20 years ago has changed to support, or at least acceptance, of homosexuality. [ am
strongly opposed to homosexuality on ethical and practical grounds. Included in those
practical grounds are health reasons which have come to the fore in the western world since
1977. Someone said that homosexuality is insanitary insanity and I think that is a pretty
accurate description. The truth of that is bome out by the health statistics in recent years.

Only this week this House passed legislation relating to the advertising of tobacco products.
The Govemment's alleged reasons for that legislation were concern for community health
and reducing diseases. During the debate the Government expressed a great concern for our
youth and the health of our youth, but I argue that this legislation will lower our community
health standards. Every major study of AIDS in the world has concluded that active
homosexuality either directly or indirectly is responsible for more than 90 per cent of cases in
the AIDS epidemic which is now sweeping our world. There are some people who will bring
up the argument about central Africa. I believe that AIDS cases in Australia are very closely
associated with the United States of America and western Europe not central Africa. If one
goes to the countries of central Africa one will find there is licentious sex where
homosexuality is freely accepted. The prostitutes of central Africa have been infected by
bisexual men who brought this disease into central Africa and heterosexuals there suffer from
AIDS just as much as homosexuals. AIDS and homosexual practices are overwhelmingly
linked. If there were no homosexuality one wonders whether there would be any AIDS -
certainly there would be a lot fewer cases of AIDS. I have not found anyone who can
produce statistics to disprove that link.

There are probably 10 million people carrying some form of the AIDS virus in the world
today. On I December last the world president of the AIDS Council reported 185 000 cases
of AIDS, although he said there are probably 600 000 unreported cases - that is prune cases.
In Australia we have had 1 562 full blown cases of AIDS of which there have been 800
deaths. In this century about 100 million people have died from war and war caused
problems. One must exclude China because it is not possible to get figures from China. It is
estimated that in 10 to 20 years we could have 100 million deaths from AIDS: The same
number will die from AIDS in 10 or 20 years as have died from war in this century. In the
Western world the prime cause of AIDS is homosexuality. I have read quite widely on the
situation in central Africa and have given the House my views. It cannot be argued by
anybody that heterosexuality and AIDS are linked one to one or that heterosexuality is a base
for AIDS. That is one fact about this dreadful plague.

It is illogical for anyone to support this Bill. It begins by making it quite clear that
Parliament disapproves of sexual relations between persons of the same sex; that Parliament
disapproves of the promotion or encouragement of homosexual behaviour;, that Parliament
disapproves of persons with care, supervision or authority over young persons urging them to
adopt homosexuality as a lifestyle, and further that Parliament disapproves of
instrumentalities of the State taking such actions. I support all of those statements but I
cannot understand how anyone who supports the decriminalisation of homosexuality or its
legalisation could possibly support those principles. Anyone who does that is an absolute dill
and cannot be relied upon to be a sound legislator in our community. If Government
members are prepared to support that, they are intellectual dills. If it was any other item the
Government would take out this section by amendment as it is completely contradictory to
what the Labor Party advocates. Government members are forced to vote for these
amendments - wit the exception of the Minister for Agriculture.

Anyone who was in this Parliament a few years ago will remember the disgraceful way the
Labor Parry treated its former colleague, Ron Thompson.

The SPEAKER: I will point out as [ did earlier in the sitting that I think we should talk about
what is right rather than who is right. Also, remember to address your remarks to the Chair.

Mr CLARKO: [ take your advice, Sir, but the Ron Thompson issue is a fundamental part of
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this whole issue. I am trying to make the point that Government members who favour the
decriminalisation of sodomy have not made any attempt to delete these amendments. They
did not even make one attempt to send it to the upper House with these items deleted, and if it
is rejected and comes back to accept it as much less than the best. That would have been the
logical thing to do. That the Government would swallow these amendments highlights its
complete hypocrisy in this matter. I have to be very careful about using that expression in a
debate of this nature. There are people who, like me, believe that sodomy is aberrant sexual
behaviour and we cannot support this legislation; the Government should not support it;
nobody should support it. If one does support this legislation there is something fluffy in his
thinking as it removes the penalties for sodomy in this State. These penalties are rarely
applied and one would have to do a great deal of research to find a prosecution. The
percentage of people who commit sodomy and are charged would be minuscule in the
extreme. Nevertheless there are many people in the commnunity who believe that while this
legal sanction against sodomy is retained it has an inhibiting effect and possibly a deterrent
effect. I cannot prove it but that is the reason why people like me object to these changes.
The decriminalisation of homosexuality is written into the Labor Parry platform but it did not
have the gumption to introduce the legislation in this House; it used a Labor Parry device to
have a person introduce it in the upper House.
I put it to members that neither pro homosexuals nor anti homosexuals should support this
legislation, for the reasons I have given. Supporters of the decriminalisation of sodomy often
put forward the view that homosexuals essentially consist of two middle aged men - the odd
couple as we have seen them on television - who live together in a long-term, stable sexual
relationship and who harm nobody. That argument rests on the premise that these people are
born different and cannot help being homosexuals. That view is vehemently rejected by all
gay activists. They are incensed if one suggests they were born different.
Several members interjected.
Mr CLARKO: I am surprised that members opposite do not know this because I bet it has
not been easy for them to reach this decision. All these people argue that they are not
homosexual because of some biological defect but because of their right to choose how they
have sex, therefore, it is useless for members opposite to put forward that argument about the
odd couple in, say, Mt Lawley who are not doing harm to anybody. The member for Morley
has done some reading and knows that Denis Altman and people of that sort argue most
vehemently in the way I have just outlined. Elton John says, "I shall have sex with either
male or female. That is my way of life." Unfortunately, in the United States that is the way
of life of a large number of people. I repeat that there is much anger amongst homosexuals if
one tries to suggest that their homosexuality is due to some biological weakness.
Bisexuality is a serious problem in the United States and no doubt in other parts of the so
called modem Western world. It has played a major part in the wide spread of AIDS.
However, it is homosexuals who are overwhelmingly the cause of AIDS although bisexuality
plays an important pant in the issue as do intravenous drug users and prostitutes - many of
whom mix with bisexuals, so it is not surprising that they catch this dreaded plague. There is
an enormous moral cost from this bisexual behaviour and a huge financial cost as well. I
understand that a doctor in Australia has worked out the average cost of an AIDS victim for
hospital and medical care after he is identified and becomes an AIDS patient. It is between
$30 000 and $40 000 for each person. In the United States it is argued the cost is about
$US 150 000. It is expected in the United States that by the end of 1990, 64 million people
will be infected with AIDS. It is argued that the cost of their medical treatment will be
$1.5 trillion.
I now come to why I asked my question of the member for Perth. He said that he liked and
enjoyed mixing with homosexuals. I asked if he would be prepared to take his son there. He
jumped at the question and did not allow me to put it in a theoretical way, despite the fact he
has no son. I have an article which says that about two years ago about one third of all male
homosexuals in the United States were infected with AIDS; in San Francisco and New York
it is probably about 75 per cent of them. This is terribly sad. The people I have concern for
with regard to AIDS are the haemnophiliacs who became infected from blood transfusions
using blood which was often deliberately given by homosexuals with AIDS. This has been
proven overseas and is also the case in Australia. I. mentioned this previously in the House
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and my comments drew a good deal of media attention. I was referring at that time to
innocent victims of AIDS.
Three babies died in Queensland after being infected through blood given by a homosexual
donor. I saw the interview of that man on television where they had his face blanked out and
his back to the camera. That person showed no remorse about giving the infected blood that
caused the death of those three babies. Probably 90 per cent of homosexuals in the United
States are now infected with AIDS, so I say to members opposite that it would not be wise to
take their children along to meet people when nine out of 10 of them are infected with AIDS.
I turn now to the safe sex argument in Australia and the NACAIDS campaign. That is almost
as disgraceful as its acronym. They have pushed the argument about condoms. As
everybody knows, condoms are not 100 percent safe. It is argued they fail as a contraceptive
device in between five per cent and 15 per cent of cases. Higher figures are given, but that
failure rate is the accepted one. Therefore, in 100 couples over a year, between five and 15 of
the women will become pregnant. One should contrast that with using condoms for AIDS
prevention. There, of course, a woman is only fertile for three or four days a month, so if one
multiplies that by 12 the total is about 40 days a year. However, sexual activity can occur
daily, so there is a vast difference in relation to homosexuals if condoms break down at that
rate because those people will be much less protected against AIDS transmission than women
are against conception.

One of the most disgraceful things ever witnessed on television is the NACALDS
advertisement which shows scores of young people in bed together. I cannot identify one
homosexual couple amongst them.

Mrs Beggs: How can you tell.

Mr CLARKO: The Minister may think that this is funny, but this advertisement shows a
male and female together in each of the beds. If they are involved in homosexual practices. I
would be surprised. I put to members that this has been a deliberate approach as part of a
deception of the Australian public - apart from misleading information regarding condoms
and safe sex - because this advertisement shows people who are 100 per cent heterosexual
couples, yet they say this is the fight against AIDS. That is the most dishonest and inaccurate
advertisement ever shown on television.

Professor Penington. the original Chairman of the AIDS Council of Australia who left that
council because of the influence exerted on it by homosexuals, says that only 20 out of
17 500 AIDS infected Australians were heterosexual people. I do not think Professor
Penington could be advanced as some sort of mad architect of the right or something of that
sort. It would be interesting to check those 20 people to ascertain whether some of them were
haemnophiliacs who received contaminated blood, or something of that sort.

There is no question that homosexuals are the prime and overwhelming - one could almost
say the total - cause of AIDS in Australia, certainly of the order of 90 per cent. They are
causing tremendous punishment and pain to people, including those who are in some way or
another innocent victims and who got the disease from infected blood, or in other ways. Lies
and dishonesty have been the hallmark of the world AIDS campaign. For instance, for
several years the view was put forward that there were no cases of health care workers
becoming infected when that was wrong.

Of course that is wrong! Many have been affected, one a surgeon, merely as a result of blood
splashing in his eye. A woman of 76 contracted AIDS from her impotent, aged haemophiliac
husband through kissing. We have been reading for many months, or even years, of claims
that it cannot happen; that it is impossible. That was false. The uniforms used by American
health workers make them look as though they are on their way to Mars. A number of
American health workers have contracted AIDS simply as a result of contact. I do not need
to give these figures; anyone can read them. Licentious homosexuals live not only in the
United States, but also, no doubt, in Sydney. The key towns of the world which are the most
liberalised towards homosexuals are suffering the most; places like San Francisco and New
York, and Sydney in Australia. The greatest number of homosexuals in Australia dwell in
Sydney. Dr Stanley was quoted as giving a silly statistic that the level in South Australia is
lower than Western Australia. That does not prove anything. We should have the figures for
Australia as a whole, or even for the Western world. We will see that
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where there is more homosexuality practised there is more AIDS. It could not be any other
way.
I have previously mentioned the practices indulged in by these homosexuals, such as water
spouting and fisting. This is extremely serious. If there are homosexuals in this building we
are all at risk of getting AIDS. I have this information here.

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO: Fisting consists of placing one's fist in the anus of one's sexual partner. In
the United Stared some people put a whale arm in. The effect of that is to destroy the
sphincter, which is the device which cuts on and off when one expels faeces, If one indulges
in such fisting, one damages the sphincter, and from that rime on one's anus dribbles faeces.
When going to the toilet it is left all over the seat. Studies have shown that AIDS can live at
room temperature for between 10 and 15 days. That would put every person in this building
at risk.

A huge proportion of haemophiliacs in the United States, through no fault of their own - no
filthy sex practises on their pant - are probably infected as a result of the actions of licentious
homosexuals. In San Francisco homosexuals learnt the lesson very quickly. Their
homosexual activities in bath houses would make a best selling novel. The disease probably
existed in San Francisco in 1977, and from then until 1981 it insidiously took control until by
1985 the numbers began to show. These people had become carriers of the AIDS virus.
Since 1985 communities have been spending hundreds of millions of dollars trying to solve
this problem, and I strongly support that action. As a community we must do what we can to
overcome the problems. We must do everything for we can for these people, even the
homosexual people who ame AIDS carriers.
The way to solve the problem is to reduce homosexuality, or at least try to prevent it from
expanding. This Hill will encourage homosexuality to expand. One reason for the spread of
AIDS is the fact that this community has not bothered to apply strictures against
homosexuals. One member had the cheek to talk about how restrictive the Bill is, and about
homosexuals not being able to practise so that other will know their preferences, and he
talked about those youngsters between the ages of 18 and 21. This Government will take no
action against those people; it does not intend to. Previous Governments did not either, but
none of them was as strongly indoctrinated in support of the gay people as this Governiment
is.

Even the use of the word "gay" Is disgraceful. Originally AIDS was called "grid', but
because of their friends in our community, the title was changed so that it would not cause
offence to homosexuals.
Last week an interesting article appeared in The West Australian. It was in the inner section
which used to be called the literary pages, and it referred to what was happening to the gay
people in the art world of Australia. A number of prominent people in the art world in
Australia have died in the last year or two, and it is expected that in the next five years the
level will rise dramatically. Those in the arts have long been excessively involved in this sort
of thing. People Like Helpmann have flaunted their homosexuality, even when there were
strong community strictures against it.

Mrs Beggs: He did not flaunt it, he just did not suppress it.

Mr CLARKO: Of course he flaunted it! As he has now admitted, he was happy as he grew
older to choose younger partners. That is what has happened in the United States and in
Hollywood. Those film stars who might have been used in the Marlborough ads mentioned
by the member for Morley apparently did nor only have multiple wives; they were doing a bit
of an Elton John too. Regrettably they are now suffering for it. For years they have been
living a Sodom and Gornorrah type of existence and they have been very wealthy. As they
reach their tonties and fifties they buy in young men with long, blond hair who become their
partners for the next few years. They give them money, European sports cars and all the rest
of it.

This legislation before us today is without doubt seriously wanted by homosexuals because
they want to remove this legal stricture. Everybody knows that the gay activists in the
Western world are closely associated with the socialist Governments of the world. These
people have had a provision written into the ALP policy, and into the policy of the Teachers
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Union, that people should be allowed to go about freely, and they are entitled to their sexual
preferences. The suggestion is that no notice should be taken of what has happened to
communities which have rampantly engaged in homosexual practices in the past. History
shows that those societies which have embraced this form of preference have invariably
crumbled as civilisations.
In the last 25 years or so, in Australia and in the United State, it has become fashionable for
people to practise extensive heterosexual licentious sex. People laugh at those who say they
are having sex all over the place. The Australian solution is to use a condom, which is rather
like playing Russian roulette. In Russian roulette the chance is one in six, and that is about
one's chances with a condom. It is not surprising that for those who think is probably okay to
engage in licentious heterosexual activity, there is only a small step to try something
different. That is what has happened in the United States, where millions of people are doing
it.

Which part of our society is suffering the most? Generally it is the wives of those males who
are engaging in bisexual activity. They come back to have sex with their wives and transmit
the disease. That is why in the foreseeable future we could see a hundred million deaths from
AIDS.

We have recently been talking about deaths from smoking and we have been talking about
random breath testing. Int Western Australia several hundred people are killed on our roads
each year and we are talking about a disease which is likely to kill 1OO million people mainly
in the Western world beaeuse this is where these particular sexual habits are practised. Their
so called freedom, or licence, is destroying these individuals. The introduction of the pill 25
years or so ago was one of the main causes for this increase of sexual licentiousness and
sexual behaviour has gone on to becomne more and more abhorrent. I gave one example, a
disgusting example, when I talked about fisting. The other practices engaged in by millions
of homosexuals are just as filthy. The so-called odd couple which can be found on a
particular TV program is another example of this society's degeneration.

This is one of the most serious pieces of legislation ever to come before the Parliament. It
affects the way our society will think and act in the future and will encourage young people
to think there is nothing wrong with sodomy. On the other hand this Bill is faulty because it
has two contradictory principles contained in it anid therefore should be voted against by
everyone.

MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo) [4.52 pm]: I wonder if we should move for a minute's
silence following the contribution from the member for Marrnion. This piece of legislation is
all about equality and social justice. The member for Marmion asked the member for Perth
whether he would allow his son to associate with homosexual men. I am a very proud
mother of two sons, two daughters, two stepsons and one stepdaughter. The four children
who were born to me have for the last four to five years been cared for by a male homosexual
baby-sitter. My 17 year old son who was just over 12 years old when the baby-sitter first
took on this role is a heterosexual.

Mr Clarko: How are you able to determine that?
Mrs WATKINS: The member for Marmion is an extremely ignorant person. Many furphies
have been spread with this Bill but the issue is to do with equality and social justice. People
have talked about some of the supposed harns that may result from decrimninalisation of
homosexuality in our State. One of the most common uninformed criticisms of the Bill is
that decrirninalisation will lead to degeneration of family life. That is certainly not the case.
Nothing could be further from the truth. The opposite must be true, for no other reason than
homosexuals are the product of families. Every homosexual has a mother and a father. The
current sanctions against homosexuals make life very difficult for families. Many
homosexual people find it very hard to be honest with their parents because, among other
things, they are criminals in the eyes of the law. It is high time we changed that. They are
not criminals. Homosexual people bide their relationships from their families from fear of
rejection which is based upon prejudice reinforced by the law and by people like the member
for Marmnion.

Mr Clarko: I am happy to do so.

Mrs WATKINS: I am sure the member is.
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Mr Clarko: [ am happy to ight when it comes to homosexuals.
Mrs WATKINS: The member for Marrnion has daughters. He is very lucky; I am very
pleased he does not have sons because [ would hate one of his sons to say to him, "Dad I
have something to tell you."

Mr Clarko: You wouldn't mind, would you?

Mrs WATKINS: A homosexual son would not even dreamn of com-ing near the member for
fear of how he would respond.

Mr Clarke: Would you mind?

Mrs WATKINS: No, I would not. When 1 make friends I do not ask my male or female
friends if they will tell me their sexual preferences.
Mr Clarko: Would you ask a person whether they had an infectious disease if you thought
they might have?
Mrs WATKINS: This is a fallacious argument. My friends are my friends, are my friends,
are my friends. Many parents who become aware of their children's sexual orientation come
to terms with it. Many have recently publicly expressed their opposition to laws which still
make their children criminals in the eyes of the authorities. Anything which strengthens a
homosexual's bond with his family must surely be a good thing. Frequently, homosexual
men marry to keep up appearances, but such marriages often do not last; often they result in
great heartbreak for all concerned. The present law encourages the prejudices that force
homosexuals into such destructive situations out of a need to conform.

For the sake of the family, I support this Bill because the law can do nothing to prevent
people from being homosexual. However, it is presently doing much towards inhibiting the
development of mature family relationships between homosexual men and their immediate
and extended families. A commonly expressed fear is that decriinalisarion of
homosexuality will increase the number of people who are homosexuals. This is based on
the belief that homosexuality is a matter of choice. Research clearly demonstrates that a
person's sexual orientation is not a matter of choice; it is determnined very early in his
development and is outside his control. No single factor has been identified as being
responsible for whether a person will become heterosexual or homosexual. No evidence has
been found which can satisfy the scientific community that a person's sexual orientation can
ever be changed. A person who is a homosexual cannot be taught to be a heterosexual, nor
can a heterosexual be taught to be a homosexual.

Some people would argue that the measures before this House will lead to an increase in the
molestation of children. This argument is based on another gross misconception which links
homosexuals to paedophilia. In fact the great majority of sexual offences against children are
committed by heterosexuals. Clearly, it is a heterosexual problem in the same way that rape
and many vicious assaults are. Statistics issued recently by the Advisory and Coordinating
Committee on Child Abuse in Western Australia show that of 1 999 cases of sexual abuse of
children reported to that body in 1987-88, 81 per cent concerned girls. It has also been found
that the majority of men who sexually abuse boys also abuse girls. Let us not be misled; gay
lobby groups have made it very clear that they strongly support the laws dealing with sexual
offences involving children. Another fallacious argument suggests that decriminalisation of
homosexuality will increase the spread of AIDS. This is quite contrary to informed medical
opinion, even the most conservative of which does not make this claim.

Mr Clarko interjected.

Mrs WATKINS: Does the member for Marmriion wear blinkers on his ears as well as on his
eyes?

Mr Clarke: That was very clever. Since homosexuality in San Francisco was licensed there
is more AIDS in San Francisco.

Mrs WATKINS: The member for Marmion has spoken for half an hour. If he wishes to
speak again I suggest he wait until the Bill is in the Committee stage.

Mr Clarke: Why are you addressing your remarks to me then?

Mrs WATKINS: Unfortunately the member happens to sit opposite me. It is a fluke of the
seating arrangements.
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Indeed, the Federal Government's national HIV/AIDS strategy, the result of widespread
consultation with those knowledgeable in the area and with the general community, identifies
laws which regulate or penalise homosexual activity as impeding programs aimed at reducing
the spread of the disease. It seems contradictory that we are encouraging heterosexuals to
form long-term monogamous relationships while our Criminal Code forces homosexuals to
seek casual encounters. Many homosexual men fear that living in a long term relationship
will expose their homosexuality. I draw honourable members' attention to the fact that South
Australia, the first State to decriminalise homosexuality in 1972, has the lowest per capita
incidence of AIDS in Australia.
Mr Clarko: Sydney has the most homosexuals and the highest number of AIDS cases.
Mrs WATKINS: Finally, I address the argument which says the law is not enforced and
should he left intact as a means of indicating society's disapproval. The Bulletin poll,
showing 75 per cent of Western Australians support decriminalisation of homosexuality, and
statements from the major churches, leaves us in no doubt that the majority of those in our
society support the Law Reform (Decriminalisation of Sodomy) Bill. By maintaining this
law on the Statute book but advocating that it is not enforced we, as parliamentarians, are
abrogating our responsibility in deciding what is the appropriate law for this State in leaving
the judgment of the matter in the hands of the Police Force. I quote Hon Nick Greiner as
follows -

The concept of keeping laws that are both unenforceable and unenforced on the
Statute books simpoly because it makes some part of society feel better about the
reality of a situation is as unacceptable in areas of personal behaviour as in other areas
of the law.

It is with the greatest of pleasure that I support this very necessary piece of legislation.
MRS BUCHANAN (Ashburton) [5.00 pm]: To say that we have seen extremes in this
debate is an understatement; it has served to highlight the great differences in approach to this
sensitive issue between members opposite and members on this side of the House. I found
members on this side to be scholarly, sensible and rational and very compassionate in their
approach.
Mr Macinnon: You could have not have listened to the last speech.
Mrs BUCHANAN: I thought that speech was extremely rational - much more so than the
ones we heard from-the other side of the House. In putting their case against this Bill
members opposite resorted to fear-mongering. Their fear of homosexuality amounted to a
"homophobia" and their fear of AIDS seemed to be even greater. Members opposite have
given us no solutions as to how we should deal with the question of AIDS and have simply
expressed hysterical fears.
I thought the speech made by the member for Marmion was the worst of all. I point out to
him that this hatred of people who are homosexual highlights the fact that he is not serving
the interests of all people. The member for Marmion should know that at least 10 per cent of
our population is homosexual and his hatred of those people leads us to believe that the
member is in Parliament under false pretences because he does not represent the interests of
all the people in his electorate.
The arguments for and against this Bill have been fairly well canvassed. I do not intend to
deal with every point because members on this side have answered most of the fears
expressed on the other side. However, I will comment briefly on some things said by the
Leader of the Opposition this aftemnoon. Considering that this is such a sensitive issue, the
Leader of the Opposition made his speech in a very undignified way - this is not unusual and
perhaps we should be used to it by now. I thought it was particularly inappropriate that he
made a great play about issues such as the ALP party platform and what the party does and
does not do. The Liberal Party's approach to the question is to allow a conscience vote, of
which he is very proud, just as we on this side of the House are proud to belong to a party
which allows its members to represent the interests of a much wider range of people. The
Leader of the Opposition did not explain why he was opposed to the decriminalisation of
sodomy except for his reference to the incidence of AIDS - which is true of many members
on that side. Also, he made a remark that the law was not being enforced.
The AIDS issue has been well and truly canvassed and argued by members on this side of the
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House. Therefore, I will not go further on that point. On the question of law, as long as the
act of sodomy remains on our Statutes we are enforcing negative attitudes in our community
directed to one group of people within our community. This Bill is about equality before the
law. I point out to the member for Marmion that female homosexuals, referred to as lesbians,
are not covered by the law and this has not led to the horrific things the member predicts will
happen with this law. The Bill is about human rights, and no Opposition member dealt with
the question of human rights - one member after the other ranted and raved without
mentioning the issue of human rights.

The Leader of the Opposition referred to how we had caucused ont this issue to reach one
opinion - he was almost paranoid about that fact. I thought he sounded jealous. There is an
utter lack of unity opposite, not only among members of the Liberal Parry but also between
the Leader of the Opposition and his friends in the National Party. The Leader of the
Opposition never misses an opportunity to knock caucus because he is extremely jealous of
the way in which we are able to stick together and support each other.
The issue of the family has been well covered. This Bill has no intention to interfere with
family life and, as the member for Wanneroo said, homosexual people are pant of families
and anything which bonds families together has to be good. In the current situation cornflicts
are often caused within a family unit and this Bill aims at encouraging better family
relationships. I was disappointed to note that the Bill had no supporters on the other side of
the House although we may see somebody support it during the vote or during the Committee
stage as members may then realise what the Bill sets out to do and decide to vote with the
Government on it. This is a divisive issue, but sometimes it is a question of biting the bullet
and tackling the issue in a most sensible and rational way and, to use the words of the
member for Morley, the issue should be approached in the "light of reason".

Many other Opposition speakers made remarks which I found rather unusual. The member
for Floreat referred to the law not being enforced and saw that as meaning that it does not
mirror what society wants. Obviously, he feels that the majority of people feel that the law
should be enforced. I argue that the majority of people do not think the law should be
enforced, or that the law should be in place. That is part of the reason for my colleague in the
other House, Hon John Halden, introducing this Bill. The member for Floreat made some
reference to European countries and said that he had a lot of experience in those countries. If
so, he should also know that homosexuality has been decrimninalised in many European
countries for many years now, without ill-effect.

The member for Riverton said that he was opposed to the Bill on religious grounds. In
responding to his concerns, I will quote an article written by Bishop John Shelby Spong
which looks at the foundation for hostility towards homosexuals. His article states -

The number of Biblical references to homosexuality by the Biblical authors is
minuscule.

There is riot one reference to homosexuality in any of the four Gospels. Those who
consider this 'the most heinous' must be terribly distubed that Jesus appears either to
have ignored it completely or to have said so little on the subject that no pant of what
he said was remembered or recorded.

This puts a different point of view. Although the member for Riverton is not in the House at
the moment he should take note of that. I would be very happy to provide him with a copy of
the full article which goes into a number of matters which cover the issue in The Bible.
The member for Perth referred to the Book of Leviticus as one of the books of The Bible
quoted by opponents of the Bill, which does deal with homosexual acts. If one quotes from
The Bible one is always likely to quote out of context. One would have to read the whole
Book of Leviticus to see what it was about. One would have to realise that it comes from
olden times and that it actually condones incest, with which I am sure most members would
not agree. It is quite wrong to take that particular part of The Bible as something we should
all follow.

I regret that the Opposition has adopted such an approach to this Bill. All arguments have
been well canvassed and it is probably appropriate at this stage that we put the second
reading.4
Government members: Hear, hear!
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Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mrs Buchan
Mr Carr
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding

Mr Ainsworth
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Claito
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
MrGrill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy

Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Macinnon

Ayes (29)
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.J Smith
Mr Taylor

Noes (24)

Mr Mensaros
Mr Minsort
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Tumbuli
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Question thus passed.

eml read a second timne.
Point of Order

Mr H-ASSELL: Standing Order No 203 says -

Every Member present in the House when the question is then put, shall be required
to remain and vote.

it goes on to say in a footnote -

Members within view of Speaker are counted.

What is the position of the member for Kimoberley, who is in the view of the Speaker?

The SPEAKER: The position of the member for Kimberley is that he did not vote and the
vote still stands.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (29)

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mrs Buchna
Mr Carr
Mr Catania
Mr Cunninghama
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding

Mr Ainsworth
MlrBradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Dr Gallop
Mr Graham
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy

Mrt Grayden
WrHassel
Mr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr MacKinnon

Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr P.1. Smith
Mr Taylor

Noes (24)

Mr Mensaros
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Ontodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins
(Teller)

Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Tumbul
Mr Wan
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.
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UNIVERSITIES AMALGAMATION BILL
Cognate Debate

On motion by Dr Lawrence (Minister for Education), resolved -

That leave be granted for the Bill to be debated concurrently with the University of
Western Australia Amendment Bill.

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 23 November.

MIR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [5.21 pm]: This legislation is
predominantly about the future of the Murdoch University and this debate should centre on
its future; a future which, in this instance, has seen the Minister, on behalf of the
Government, sell out the interests of the future of Western Australia in the interests of a
Federal Government which has not listened to reason on this issue. It wishes to impose its
will on the people of Western Australia, come what may. The forefathers of both this
Government and this Opposition who fought so hard for many years to establish Murdoch
University must be turning in their graves - members from this side of the House who began
the debate and members from the other side of the House who were, in fact, responsible for
the promotion of the legislation. It is interesting to look back through history to 22 May 1973
when Hon J. Dolan, in his second reading speech, moved for the establishment of Murdoch
University. He said -

The growth of the State in population and its increasing social, cultural, and industrial
development have meant an increasing demand for tertiary education, with mounting
pressures on the established institutions.

This was recognised by the commnittee appointed in 1966 by the then Premider to
report on the future needs of Western Australia in tertiary education, which
recommended that a college of the University of Western Australia should be
established in the metropolitan area, south of the Swan River, in 1975.

That Bill was supported by both panties. As I said today when we were debating the
University of Notre Dame Australia Bill my memory is that in the past most of these matters
have received support from both sides of the House. Certainly, with the legislation
establishing Murdoch University that was the case. The same thing applied to the Notre
Dame University legislation which was debated this afternoon.

It is a tragedy that we have reached a situation in which the Liberal Party will not support this
Bill which is selling out Western Australia's interests in the interests of some politicians out
of Canberra who do not have this State's interests, but their own political ambitions at heart.
Instead of looking to the future they are looking to their political ambitions and the interest of
furthering their own party's political endeavour.

Mr Hassell: It is shameful that this Government dances to its tune like a puppet on a string.

IN& MacKThNON: Exactly. There is no doubt that the proposed amalgamation of the
universities has been forced on the universities, particularly Murdoch University. Any
question of that not being the case is quickly dispelled when one reads Murdoch University's
annual report. I will quote from the commencement of that report to give members a clear
indication of the facts in respect to this matter and to put to rest, once and for all, any claim
that either the Minister in this State, the Federal Minister or any other Minister might be
saying that it is up to the universities - "they have made their decision and we are responding
to it". Murdoch University's annual report was headed, "The Year in Review", and in its
words this is how the decision was made -

After several months of discussions with opposite numbers at the University of
Western Australia, the Murdoch Senate of June 10 authorised exploratory assessments
of possible amalgamation between the two institutions. At their meetings on August
19, after regular discussions by working panties from both the universities, the two
Senates decided against a full amalgamation.

I repeat that the senates of both universities decided against a full amalgamation. Their
decisions were made after they had sat down and discussed the matter rationally. After
allowing sufficient time to debate issues the two senates decided against the amalgamation.
The report continues -
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They nevertheless resolved to pursue a plan for a joint organisation of research and
post graduate activities.

That is a sensible decision. The report continues -

They also decided to strengthen links in the areas of administrative services and
undergraduate activities.

Again, that is commuonsense. The report continues -

Although the Senates heard positive reports of the postgraduate talks in September, it
was soon evident that this would not be enough to satisfy officials in Canberra.
After increasing pressure from the Federal Government -

From reading that, one can assume that referred to John Dawkins. The report continues -

- discussions on a full amalgamation opened again and Heads of Agreement on
amalgamation were settled.

These came into effect on October 31 -

It is crystal clear from that statement that the senates of both the universities, when they made
a decision free of intimidation, said they did not want to pursue an amalgamation. They were
happy to go down the path of a joint org anisation for research and postgraduate activities and
they wanted to strengthen the links in administrative services and undergraduate activities.
They did not want a total amalgamation. However, that was not good enough for Mr
Dawkins and his Political apparatchiki out of Canberra. They told the universities to
amalgamate, or else. The Minister knows that that was the decision facing the universities.
Mr Dawkins gave them no choice. It was not a question of their deciding not to amalgamate
and then continuing to operate - he said if they did not amalgamate funding cuts would be
imposed on them. He did not make any secret of the fact and I challenge the Minister to say
that that was not the case. She spoke to the university senates, particularly the Murdoch
University senate; she asked it whether it had been threatened. Of course it was. To claim
that the senates made up their minds in the best interests of the institutions after a serious
study of the academic benefits is absolute poppycock and nonsense. They made the decisions
with the gun fully loaded, with not one empty chamber, pointed fairly and squarely at the
temple of the universities. The Minister was about to puUl the trigger if they had not made the
decision they did. It is a disgraceful situation which the Opposition will not abide by and it is
a decision at which the public of this State should be outraged. I am absolutely ashamed - as
should the Minister be - that it is a Western Australian who wants to snuff out the once proud
ambition we, in this Parliament, had for the future of Murdoch University.

Members should remember that Murdoch University was established on land which was set
aside in 1920 by our forefathers. They had the vision for the future and they said that that
was where the second university in Western Australia should go. The people who followed
them in the l960s and 1970s were able to realise that ambition and vision. We are now
trying to snuff out what was once a proud ambition supported by both sides of Parliament,
one we want to see brought to fruition through total support of the Murdoch University
concept.

[Leave granted for speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.]

Debate thus adjourned.

[Continued on p 6388.]

[Questions without notice taken.]
Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.30 pm

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION - OMBUDSMAN

Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of Police, Inquiry
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [7.30 prnj: I move -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motion -
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That the Report of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations on the current inv "estigation by the Commissioner of Police
involving Deputy Commissioner Peters, be noted.

There has been a behind the Chair agreement and we will deal with this along the lines that
relate to matters of public importance - 30 minutes to the Government, 30 minutes to the
Liberal Party and 15 to the National Party. That has been agreed to by all panties.

MR COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.32 pm]: I support the move
being made by the Leader of the House to enable this matter to be discussed.

The SPEAKER: Order! A motion to suspend Standing Orders without notice requires an
absolute majority, If when putting the motion I hear a dissenting voice I shall have to divide
the House.

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

MOTION - OMBUD)SMAN
Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of Police, Inquiry - Noted Report

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the H-ouse) [7.33 pm]: I move -

That the Report be noted.

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) (7.34 pm]: The report from the
Ombudsman which is being tabled today is a ringing endorsement of the Opposition's call
made about three weeks ago for a Royal Commission into the whole question of the
Bull/Peters affair and of the Police Force. It is the Opposition's view that the Governent
has no alternative but to appoint a Royal Commnission along the lines of the Fitzgerald inquiry
in Queensland. If members read the report of previous debate on this question they will see
the Opposition moved for a Royal Commission along the lines of the Fitzgerald inquiry. The
Ombudsman said in his report -

It might also prejudice certain current investigations unless the Commission were
granted extended powers as was done in the Fitzgerald Inquiry.

It is not true to say, as the Minister for Police and Emergency Services said tonight on
television, that this report indicates that there is no need for a Royal Commission. The report
quite clearly indicates that this is a matter for the Legislative Assembly to consider. The
Ombudsman was pointing very clearly to the real need for such an inquiry.

I will outline what I believe are compelling and powerful arguments to support the contention
that there is a need for a Royal Commission. Firstly, the Ombudsman said - and given the
three weeks he took to complete his report he has done a very good job - that the
investigation was being done as a matter of urgency in less than three weeks so that the
Legislative Assembly may consider the matter before the end of session. We are at the end of
the session and I put it to the House that such a serious and important matter requires much
more than tee weeks of inquiries - and urgently completed at that - if we are going to allay
many of the fears which this report raises. This report, which highlights some major
concerns which should be the concern of every Western Australian, has not been given
sufficient time to be completed or addressed properly. Secondly, the Ombudsman himself
makes a very telling comment that demands much greater action than the Minister proposed
when he said tonight, "The commissioner has informed me that this particular unit is going to
get a few more extra officers, and I will have a took into the other matters and we will
consider them in due course." It sounds like the response the Minister for Agriculture gives
to every question he is asked - "I will look into it; we are examining it."

What did the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations say? He said -

I have done so -

That is, he completed the report early -

- because I believe that there is currently a pibor public perception of the Police
Service in Western Australia.

He then went on to say that that is notwithstanding the fact he believes that the majority of
the rank and file members are dedicated officers who want to do their job without internal
management conflicts.
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The Ombudsman himself says the whole affair has convinced the public of Western Australia
that there is indeed a lack of confidence in the Police Force and for the Minister to sit by and
give such a wishy washy response is an abrogation of the Goverfnent's responsibility in this
affair. This is very similar to the whole question of the Rochwells business. If the
Government is not prepared to bite the bullet and take tough action the problem gets bigger
and bigger, and harder and harder to resolve. The time for tough action was three weeks ago.
The Government now finds itself in a more difficult position with this report and wants to
take the easy option from its point of view. The tough decision would be to appoint a Royal
Commissioner now. The Ombudsman rightly pointed out his concerns in that respect. He
said that it might further damage the morale of the Police service and the public perception of
it. My argument is that that would be very temporary indeed because the public would see,
given that the Royal Commissioner was a person of repute and given that the terms of
reference were broadly based, that something was being done. An article in this morning's
The Australian refers to what happened in Queensland and it said that the thing which Wayne
Goss, as Labor Leader, feared most was that the Government would say, "We are sorry we
did it." This Government should do exactly the same. It should admit that it made a mistake
on this issue and that it has niot fulfilled its responsibilities in this regard. I believe the public
confidence would start to be restored, not just in the Police Force, but also in the
Government; a Government whose stocks have fallen to the lowest level of those of any
Government in Australia today.

The third reason for a Royal Commission is that there is no explanation in this report of why
Deputy Commissioner Peters was appointed in the f-irst place. That, in itself, cries out for
comment. The report states -

The position was subsequently advertised and applicants considered. The officer
recommended by the Commissioner to the Minister for Police was not Mr Peters since
the Commissioner considered that he did not possess the attributes or skills necessary.
On 3 August 1987 Cabinet approved Mr Peters' appointment as Deputy
Cotnmissioner. The Commissioner stated that he was not infotmed why his
recommendation had not been accepted.

That recommendation goes to the core of the Liberal Party's concern with respect to the
Ombudsman's inquiry. The inquiry was not broad enough. Why was that recommendation
overruled? Why is there not some comment about it? Above all, why was the
commissioner - a con-tissioner in whom this Government supposedly had so much faith
not informed of the decision, especially as he had to work with the individual as his second in
charge? Ft cries out for explanation, but there is nothing about it in this report.
Fourthly, in terms of the general reasons for a Royal Commnission, no evidence is contained
in this report about why the commuissioner launched the inquiry in the first place. There is no
evidence whatsoever that Mr Peters has breached the law. There was some concern and a
feeling that he may have, and that led to the inquiry, but there was no evidence in the
Ombudsman's report that any law had been breached.

I was asked by members opposite by way of interjection whether I had faith in the
commissioner and I was asked the same question on radio this afternoon. I repeat what I
have said on previous occasions; that is, that I have full faith in both the Comm-issioner of
Police and Deputy Commuissioner Peters until such time as it is proved otherwise. Deputy
Commissioner Peters has nor been proved guilty of. anything in this report. It again
underlines the need for a Royal Commission to ascertain the full nature and details of the
problem which led to the report.

Several others matters relating to the Police Force justify the need for a Royal Commission.
The Ombudsman said in paragraph 59 of his report that the internal affairs unit was suffering
from a lack of resources. The report reads -

I was concerned to note that on several occasions when I questioned the delay in
follow ing certain matters up, the response was that the Unit lacked sufficient staff and
resources to adequately perform its functions.

There was no comment on why that was so; there was no comment about what the
Government knew about it; there was no comment about why something had not been done
to resolve the problem, yet it was such an important unit. There was only a statement of fact
and that does need serious attention. ,
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Another matter which the Ombudsman noted was causing concern is as follows -

I also noted that in some cases, including that of Mr Peters, there was no monitoring
file in existence at the time of monitoring, as distinct from surveillance.

Again, it is a fundamental question that does need answering. If we are to have such an
important unit chat involves itself in surveillance and monitoring of individuals, why are no
records kept? If it was because of a lack of resources, why was not something done about
resolving it in the first place?

Mr Peter Dowding: Who is responsible for char - the Minister or the commissioner?

Mr MacKINNON: I advise the Premier that the Government is clearly responsible for
providing sufficient resources to the Police Force to enable it to carry out its duties. The
Ombudsman has pointed out in his report that there were insufficient resources to enable the
Police Force to carry out that duty. A Royal Commission would be able to ascertain the
reasons for that and determine who was responsible.

The comments in the report about the corruption commission need examination. The
Ombudsman recommended that we broaden the powers of the corruption commission.
Mr Speaker, again I put to you that if we were to act on that without a proper inquiry or
without any input from the corruption commnission we would be operating very irresponsibly
indeed.

Probably the most serious suggestion in this report is contained in paragraph 73. If all the
previous reasons I have mentioned could be argued against there is absolutely no argument
against the statement in this paragraph which reads -

The information before me supports the view that there may be pockets of organised
corruption in Western Australia involving past and present police officers.

This statement absolutely ensures that a Royal Commission should be appointed, and now.
What do the public of Western Australia see in a statement like that? They see allegations of
serious misconduct against at Least 35 past and present police officers. I would not say that
the Government could pass that off lightly. The Opposition demands that there be a full scale
investigation into these matters. If there is not the Government should think about the
parallels - in Queensland the same debate was carried out five or six years ago by a Labor
Oposition and it was saying that the Government must take some action. The Government
at that time said it did not believe there was any need for an inquiry arnd that it would look
into the matter. We all know the end result. A Fitzgerald-type Royal Commission as
suggested by the Ombudsman in this report is absolutely essential.

Mr Peter Dow ding: Let me ask you -

Mr MacKIINNON: I have limited time and I do not intend to answer the inane interjections
from a man who has no credibility.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MacKINON: I am of the opinion that if the Government went down the line of
appointing a board it would represent a massive vote of no confidence in the current
commissioner.

Mr Peter Dowding: What?

Mr MacKINNON: If the Government has faith in the commissioner, why is there a need to
appoint a board?

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not what the report says.

Mr MacKINNON: The report does not say that; I am saying it. The report says that the
Government should consider the appointment of a board; I am saying if the Government did
appoint a board it would demonstrate a vote of no confidence by it in the commissioner. The
Premier knows what I said about the commissioner and he can twist and trm the truth, as is
his wont, as much as he likes, but my comments are on the record.

I conclude my comments with four points which will demand that an inquiry be held in the
form of a Fitzgerald-type Royal Commuission. When did the Minister for Police and
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Emergency Services know about this affair? In answer to questions he has said, "I was told a
couple of months ago." However, in this report we find that the monitoring of Mr Peters'
activities began in November 1988. The Minister has sat in this Parliament, glibly saying
that he was informed "a couple of months ago". That is not good enough; this report makes
some very serious allegations about the question of corruption in the Police Farce in regard to
this affair. When did the Minister know, and what did he know? Secondly, why do we have
conflicting reports about the beginning of the inquiry, reports that have varied from a couple
of months ago to five months ago in a report which appeared in The West Australian on 17
November as follows -

And on the ABC's "7.30 Report" on Wednesday night, Mr Bull told presenter
Geraldine Mellet, that the investigation into Mr Peters had begun five months ago.

This report indicates that the investigation began in November 1988.

Mr Hassell: An amazing discrepancy.

Mr MacKINNON: Yes, a discrepancy which may have an easy explanation. A Royal
Commission totally independent of Government must be the answer to get to the bottom of
this story. What is the future role of this unit? T'he commissioner is reported as saying on
17 November that the unit would not be looking into these sorts of matters. T'he report
highlights the commuissioner's concerns about the reporting procedures of that unit and how it
operates. I have outlined myriad reasons, 10 in all, that should lead to the establishmnent of a
Royal Commission into this matter.

Amendment to Motion
For that reason I move to add the following words to the motion -

and that the Government act urgently on the recommendation that there be established
a Royal Commission to investigate the question of corruption and serious misconduct
in the Western Australian Police Service.

That is the only option available to the Government if it is to act responsibly in response to
this report. We have been right consistently from the outset in indicating that that is the only
way to get to the bottom of ts mailer and to allay public concern - and the one way the
Government can start to restore its failing and floundering political stocks which are at the
bottom of the political mire at the moment.

MVR HASSELL (Cortesloe) [7.52 pm]: [ warned the Government a few weeks ago when
this matter came before the House that shuffling it off to the Ombudsman to try to keep
everything under wraps and secret would not solve the problem.

Mr Peter Dowding: You supported it.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier cannot tell the truth no matter where we are, or when. The
Premier knows as well as I that the Liberal Party and the National Party supported the
reference to the Ombudsman as our second chokce and we laid that down very clearly. We
supported it only because the Government would nut establish a Royal Commuission. That
position was made absolutely clear, so the Premier should not be untruthful yet again. Being
unable to tell the truth is a problem he has.

Mr Wiese: It was a second chokce option.
Mr H-ASSELL: Absolutely. The Ombudsman's report states -

73. The information before me supports the view that there may be pockets of
organised corruption in Western Australia involving past and present police
officers.

74. A strong argument maight be advanced for a Royal Commnission to investigate
the question of corruption and serious misconduct in the Western Australia
police service.

Mr Peter Dowding: You have shifted your position dramatically. You sought this on the
basis of the commnissioner's conduct and the commuissioner has been vindicated by the report.
It is a pity you cannot be gracious enough to acknowledge that.

Mr HASSELL: There is nothing I wish more than that we have a Police Force in this State
that is not under the kinds of pressure ours is under right now. But with the release of this
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Ombudsman's report today die commissioner, who is sitting in the Speaker's Gallery, knows
that none of the pressures on the Police Force have been relieved. The first sentence of
paragraph 63 of the Ombudsman's report states -

Both Mr Peters and some officers, who were supportive of die Commissioner,
expressed to me some reservations about the current administration of the Police
Service.

The commissioner is responsible for the administration of the police service whether we like
it or not. There is no attack on the commissioner by us and there never has been. We wish to
support the commissioner, but the issue raised -
Mr Peter Dowding: This report vindicates him, doesn't it?
Mr HASSELL: This report does not vindicate the comissioner.

Mr Peter Dowding: Of course it does. It is a pity your leader tould not confirm that, because
it does.
Mr HASSELL: The Premier will do anything at all to avoid having someone independent
investigate the facts relating to this Government. He has refused to have a Royal
Commission into the Government's business dealings when it is absolutely clear that the
Government has been involved in the most disgraceful conduct, the most scandalous and
nefarious dealings -

The SPEAKER: Order! That subject has nothing to do with the matter before the House.
Mr HASSELL: He has refused to have an independent inquiry in relation to the Tan case
when it is absolutely clear -
The SPEAKER: Order! I suppose that technically I should have stood and said off icially
that that line is not what we should be debating. It has nothing to do with the matter we are
debating, so now I have said it.
Mr HASSELL: I am not trying to canvass your ruling, Mr Speaker, but I am trying to
develop an argument and I would have thought one could use a continuity of action to argue a
point.
Mr Peter Dowding: Get on with it! Have you confidence in the commissioner or not?
Mr HASSELL: The Premier tried in the debate three weeks ago, as he is trying now, to get
me to say things about the commissioner that I do not think and will not say. What I said
three or four weeks ago, and I repeat now in as close to the same terms as I can remember, is
that until this issue is properly investigated and properly resolved there is necessarily a
question in relation to the comnissioner. That is not to say that we do not have confidence in
the commurissioner; it is to say that there is an issue that is not satisfied. When a report from
the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations which was commissioned
at the behest of the Government says that there are reservations -

Mr Peter Dowding: At the request of the Parliament, which you voted for.
Mr HASSELL: At the request of the Parliament and the behest of the Government - and this
Premier can try his bully and standover tactics on the Press or anyone else but he will not
silence me. Why does the Premier not dry up? He can make his speech later on. I know he
is a standover merchant, but he should not try it here, because this is a place where members
are entitled to have their say. He can push his Minister for Agriculture into the gallery so that
he is unable to stand up for himself or to say anything he likes, but he should not try to
silence me because it will not work. He is a standover merchant and he should dry up.
While the official report from the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations shows reservations about the current administration of the Police Force, it
shows that there is information to support the view that there may be organised corruption in
Western Australia involving past and present police officers, and there are issues which can
be resolved only by an independent inquiry. Those issues cannot be resolved by the
Government's saying, "We will appoint a police board next year." Does that mean this year.
next year, some time, never? This Government is once again trying to avoid the issue, which
is that there are unresolved mailers which require a proper investigation.
This report reeks of that evidence. It talks about the need for a Royal Commission, a police
board, and an expansion of the role of the Corruption Corrmission. How can the

6376 (ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 7 December 1.989J)37

Goverrnent respond to those enormously important issues simply by saying, "We note the
report', when the report is made to Parliament?
Mr Trenorden: Why sweep it wider the carpet?

Mr HASSELL: Of course, as with everything else, the Government chinks that if it can hang
out long enough the problem will go away.

Mr Peter Dowding: Thai is disgraceful when we are talking about the Police Force.

Mr HASSELL: We heard this Minister a few weeks ago ceiling us that everything would be
resolved by referring the matter to the Ombudsman, or a private inquiry by the Ombudsman.

Mr Peter Dowding: He has exonerated the commnissioner.

Mr HASSELL: The problem has not been resolved. If I were the commissioner and I faced a
report which suggested a police board was needed, I would be wondering why.

Mr Peter Dowding: You know perfectly well this report exonerates the commissioner.

Mr H-ASSELL: Pant of the unfortunate commissioner's problems relate to the actions of this
Government wit its political appointments to the Police Force. As this report spells out, the
commissioner sent a recommendation to the Government on who should be appointed to the
new post which had been created, but that was rejected in favour of the Government's choice.
And chat action is consistent with everything that has been going on under this Government
for nearly seven years. Every single position and every single post in Western Australia has
been politicised. It has been made on the basis of a political test.

Mr Gordon Hill: Do you say the Commnissioner of Police is a political appointment?

Mr Taylor: You say every single position, including the Ombudsman.

Several members interjected.

Mr H-ASS ELL: We left office in 1983. Within a few years not a single head of department
was left.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not true. Who is the head of the Department of Mines? That is
an example.

Mr HASSELL: They all left.

Mr Peter Dowding: Withdraw your statement. There are plenty of others.
Mr HASSELL: I have gone too far. I said all; there are one or two left. The amazing
situation is chat all of those people who left, one after the ocher, appear to have been on the
point of retirement when we left office. Of course they were not. The Government could not
get rid of the head of the Premier's Department quickly enough. I remember speaking to
Mr Davies about a painting in the department, and I said it was a painting I would lie to see
in a particular place one day. He said, "It won 't be leaving this office until I leave this office
in seven years.' That was his retirement date. How long did he last? I do not think it was
12 months.

The SPEAKER: I do not know, but where is the painting?

Mr HASSELL: It has no doubt been purloined by those who have purloined so much. The
Parliament asked the Ombudsman to do the impossible. We asked him, through this
Parliament, to resolve an issue of the utmost seriousness relating to the most senior ranks of
the Police Force - the conduct of the commissioner, and the third most senior police officer in
Western Australia - and his response has been to say that there is evidence before himn not just
of corruption but of organised corruption.

Mr Peter Dowding: Shown to him by the commissioner; a very important issue.

Mr Court: I think you have another scandal on your hands.

Mr HASSELL: The Ombudsman has said there are reservations about the administration of
the Police Force. He has said that we need a police board. Why do we need a police board?
Is it because of the conduct of the commissioner or because of the conduct of the
Government? Is it because this Governmient has been interfering in the Police Force to such
an extent that the Ombudsman thinks that a police board may act as a buffer against the
political interference of this Government?
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N& Peter Dowding: What is your evidence?
Mr H-ASSELL: The evidence is reeking in this report of the Ombudsman that the
Government of this State has failed the Police Force. Major outstanding questions relate to
the Police Force, and the only possible way to resolve them is through a Royal Commnission.
If this Government wants to follow the pattern of the Queensland Government and march
from crisis to crisis, from exposure to exposure and from corruption to corruption, it can do
so, but if it wants to resolve the issues it had better start now with a Royal Commission.

MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [8.09 pm]:
Mr Speaker, there is no doubt -

Mr Blaikie: The Minister we cannot believe.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr PETER DOWDING: That is the sort of interjection which the Opposition will no doubt
use throughout the night, but in my view it should not be used, and I ask the member to
withdraw it.

The SPEAKER: Was that the statement of the member for Vasse?

Mr Blaikie: What?

The SPEAKER: The member said, "The Minister we cannot believe".

Mr BLALKJE: I withdraw the statement.

Debate Resumed
Mr Clarko: How do you drum corruption out of the Police Force?

The SPEAKER: Order! I think it is reasonable for a member to be allowed at least a minute
to commuence his argument before we start that sort of interjection.

Mr TAYLOR: There is no doubt that anyone who reads the Ombudsman's report on the
police investigation of Deputy Commissioner Peters would believe that the report vindicates
the actions of the Commissioner of Police; that the Commissioner of Police in Western
Australia has had the courage and the fortitude to face up to matters of corruption within the
Police Force in Western Australia. That was not done during the time when the member for
Cortesloe was Minister for Police. Never before has any Police Force or any Commissioner
of Police in this State actually said that they are prepared to face up to the issues in relation to
police corruption. The member for Cortesloe. sat back on those issues; he never took any
action on corruption within the Police Force. Tonight, the member for Contesloe alleged that
the Commissioner of Police's appointment was a political appointment. He said that every
appointment made by this Government, without exception, has been a political appointment,
and he wraps up the Commnissioner of Police into that category. This Commissioner of
Police has faced up to corruption issues. Not once, in relation to corruption in the Police
Force in this State, has either the Commissioner of Police or I said that it does not exist. One
would have to be blind and a fool to suggest that those things do not exist.

Mr Court: That is a David Parker line.

Mr TAYLOR: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition may well suggest that that is the case,
but when the Commissioner of Police in this State set up the internal affairs unit of the Police
Force, he said that there was a need for that sort of unit here and I agreed with him At that
rime there were police officers in this State who, as a result of those actions, said that the
Commissioner of Police should stand down. I made it very clear then that the Commissioner
of Police's position in this State would not be based on a popularity poll. The position of
Commissioner of Police requires someone with integrity and roughness to face up to these
sorts of issues, and they are exactly the qualities demonstrated by Mr Bull. The Ombudsman
would never have been able to report to this Legislative Assembly today if this matter had not
been faced up to. When the member for Corresloe was the Minister for Police the
opportunity did not exist to address these sorts of issues: For the first time in the history of
this State we have an internal affairs unit in Western Australia.

What happened in Queensland? An internal affairs unit did not exist. Police matters were
swept under the carpet. The Police Force in Queensland pretended corruption did not even
exist; yet.at the very highest levels of the Police Force it did exist. For the first time in this
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State's history these problems are being tackled. I am proud and pleased to be Minister for
Police and Emergency Services in this situation. What we need to see in this State, and what
I have said today, is chat whether it is one police officer, 20 police officers or 45 existing or
former police officers, only one of them is one too many if that person is corrupt. I will stick
by that. This report indicates that the Ombudsman 'in Western Australia has recognised that
these things need to be done and are being done and it reveals quite clearly - let us not
pretend otherwise - that the Ombudsman is saying to this Legislative Assembly that there is
no need for a Royal Commission.

Several members interjected.

Mr Court: He said there is a need but that there is not enough time to do it.

Mr TAYLOR: I ask members opposite to read item No 77 in the Ombudsman's report. H-e
said, "In my view an alternative to a Royal Commission would be.. ." by which he meant
that we should expand the internal affairs unit. I have already pointed out to the Leader of
the National Party tonight at question time that the Commuissioner of Police has expanded the
internal affairs unit of the Police Farce. The unit started off with eight officers, others have
been seconded as necessary and four additional positions have been advertised and are in the
process of being filled. I am very pleased that many officers have applied for those positions.
On top of that a further four appointments will. be made to the internal affairs unit. It will be
a strong unit with a goad history. It is a unit that was developed as a result of a seminar on
corruption in the Police Force of Australia. The most important recommendation of that
seminar which took place in 1988, if I remember correctly, is that Police Forces in this nation
should set up internal affairs units as this Commissioner of Police sought to do and has done.
I am very pleased that, in setting up that unit, the Commissioner of Police in Western
Australia actually discussed the matter with and was guided by the Australian Federal Police.
He also invited the head of the internal affairs section in the New South Wales Police Force
to this State in 1988, and took his advice as to how such a unit should be set up. He also met
with the former chairman of the National Crime Authority, Mr Justice Stewart, and discussed
with him how these sorts of things should be tackled.

Mr Hassell: It was the National Crime Authority that closed down in Perth.

Mr TAYLOR: That is not true. They met with Mr Justice Stewart and he complimented the
Commissioner of Police on having the courage to set up this unit. We realised when it was
being set up chat there would be difficulties; that undoubtedly police officers would be
charged with corruption and that people associated with those police officers would be
charged with corruption. At this stage we have five police officers who have been charged.
We also have 18 civilians who have been charged because of their association with those five
police officers. These are very important issues that the Commissioner of Police has been
prepared to tackle. It is possible to sweep corruption under the carpet and pretend it does not
exist. This Commnissioner of Police and I have been prepared to say that that is not
happening here. I wonder whether the member for Contesloe would like to look back on what
he sees as his historic period as Minister for Police - he is the longest-serving Police Minister
in the history of this State - and say that over that period there was no corruption in the Police
Force.

Mr Hassell: I never said that when I was Minister.
Mr TAYLOR: Of course the member for Coctesloe could not say it and nor will I say it; but
we are prepared to tackle that issue and there is no doubt that what the Ombudsman has had
to say vindicates the operation.

Mr Hassell: When some officers were suspended under suspicion of misconduct the then
Opposition tried to protect them. [ can well remember the trouble you gave me in this House.

Mr TAYLOR: In this report the Ombudsman makes it absolutely clear that in relation to the
Bull-Peters matter, the Comm-issioner of Police is in the clear. The Ombudsman also, quite
rightly, says that we can do things better. Nothing is perfect in this world. Of course things
can be done better. The Ombudsman would not even be able to report to this Parliament on
these sorts of matters if it was not for the fact that this unit was set up in 1988.
Let us not forget that it was not swept under the carpet, nor will 'it be. The only result of a
Royal Comimission in relation to this issue is that the Opposition will say, "You are looking
A7?91- 1
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at them, now go ahead and get stuck into them." The Commissioner of Police and people
involved in the internal affairs unit are prepared to lay charges where it is appropriate. In that
case it will be up to the courts to decide whether that is appropriate. To suggest otherwise
can only harm the way the unit is working, and harm the Police Force. Led by the
commissioner. the Police Force is prepared to tackle these matters and get things done.

Mr Wiese: Ic will not harm the Police Force if there is nothing wrong in there.

Mr TAYLOR: We have never said that there is nothing wrong in there. To pretend that there
is nothing wrong is to close one's eyes. Neither the Comi-nissioner of Police nor I have ever
said that in this State there is a corruption-free Police Force, and we will riot. What we will
do is to work so that that will be the case in Western Australia. and in making sure that it will
come to pass we need the support of all political parties. We need the support of parties to
say that the Commissioner of Police is doing the right thing;, we need the support of parties to
say undoubtedly, in relation to these issues, that the Ombudsman has made it very clear as to
what his preferences are.
Mr Hassell: Number one was a Royal Comnmissiont.

Mr TAYLOR: That was not number one; why does the member seek to mislead the House?
lHe stated that an alternative to a Royal Comnmission in his view would be to make funds
available to the internal affairs unit, which is what the Commissioner of Police has said he is
prepared to do.

Mlr House: I don't believe that you really believe what you are saying.

Mr TAYLOR: [ believe what I am saying, and the member need not worry about that.
The commuissioner also said that we should give consideration to the establishment of a police
board in Western Australia.
Mr MacKim-non: How are the brown paper bags doing in your office?

Mr TAYLOR: What is that supposed to mean?

Mr M'acKinnon: You can make of it what you feel like.

Mr TAYLOR: Come on, what does that mean?

Withdrawal of Remark

'The SPEAKER: Order! I will make something of that remark. Standing Order No 132
clearly does not allow members to make that sort of reflection unless it is by some sort of
substantive motion. I ask that it be withdrawn.

Mr MacKIN*NON: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed

Mr TAYLOR: So it bloody well should be withdrawn, Mr Speaker; it is an absolute
disgrace! The Leader of the Opposition is a squealer of the first order.

Point of Order

Mr MacKIhJNON: Mr Speaker, I thought that it was unparliamentary to swear in the
Parliament.
The SPEAKER: To swear in the Parliament is probably not the best thing to do, but whether
it is unparliamentary would probably depend on the choice of the swearword used. The one
used may get away with being parliamentary. Certainly, it has been recorded in speeches
from both sides of the House on a number of occasions. While I do not condone the use of
such words, it is not unparliamentary.

Debate Resumed
Mr TAYLOR: I cannot believe that a member can make those allegations, as everybody in
this House who follows politics would know what that sort of comnment implied regarding the
former leader in Queensland.

Mr Hassell: We know a bit about you lot too.

Mr TAYLOR: To make those comaments, and then to wimp out and say "I did not say it" -

Mr Macainon: I didn't; I withdrew it.
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Mr TAYLOR: - and then to withdraw the remarks because the member had to was pathetic.
Does the member for Cottesloe support his leader?
Mr Hassell: I am not repeating the remarks because the Speaker will not let me, but I have
my own views about you lot - don't you worry.

Mr TAYLOR: The Opposition must make up its mind as to whether it supports the police in
this State. Does it support the Comm-issioner of Police in Western Australia in what he is
doing to achieve his aims with the Police Force? Does the Opposition support the
Ombudsman's recommendations to the House? The fact is that it has shown clearly tonight
that it does hot. The Opposition is not prepared to support the Police Force in this State, and,
more importantly, it is not prepared to support the Commissioner of Police in this State. T7hat
is a sad reflection on the Opposition. The undoubted situation regarding the Ombudsman's
report is that the Opposition is upset because the Ombudsman has not followed its
suggestions in relation to this motion. The Opposition has no care or concern about how
corruption issues are tackled.

Mr Court: All that we have talked about in the last five years is corruption.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: The only care and concern the Opposition has is in relation to the political
future of the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr Court: You will not do anything about corruption.

The SPEAKER: Order! Unless the interjections are made in a more satisfactory manner, I
will ask members to stop. I do not want to do that, but if interjections are made in a manner
in which they are shouted over the people making the speech, I wiUl do so.
Mr TAYLOR: The Opposition's care and concern relates to the future of the Leader of the
Opposition and the pathetic bunch in Opposition in this State. The member for Coutesloe will
see all the work that this Commnissioner of Police has been prepared to do in relation to this
issue go dawn the drain.

Mr Hassell interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Cottesloc has no care and concern. regarding how these
issues are conducted or tackled.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cottesloe will cease interjecting.
Mr TAYLOR: I say to the House that for the first time in the history of the Police Force we
have a Comimissioner of Police who is prepared to set up this sort of unit and is prepared to
tackle this sort of issue. What is disgraceful about the attack from the Leader of the
Opposition and the member for Cottesloc is that they are not prepared to put their weight
behind this move so that these matters will come to a satisfactory conclusion. As long as
these members are prepared to move down that sort of path the commnissioner will not receive
the kind of support he needs from all political parties in agreeing that the way he is handling
these issues is the right way to go.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [8.30 pm]: Firstly, I will deal with
the investigation and the report by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations, the Ombudsman. Most of us would have had time to read the report by now.
It becomes very clear as one reads the report that the Ombudsman formns the conclusion that
there were grounds for monitoring the activities of Deputy Commidssioner Peters. The
Ombudsman said that it was justified because there was evidence to support the
Commissioner of Police's concern that Deputy Commissioner Peters should be monitored
because there was a possibility that there may have been a breach of the Criminal Code.

Mr Watt: A suggestion.

Mr COWAN: I said "suggestion'. I said there was a suggestion there may have been a
breach of the Criminal Code. On that basis, the Ombudsman found that there were sufficient
grounds for the Commissioner of Police to authorise the monitoring of Mr Peters in the
manner described in the report and that there were also grounds for him to authorise the
internal affairs unit to conduct the investigation.
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Where are we going when two senior officers of the Police Force who have that degree of
animosity towards each other allow this typ of situation to develop? What can we say when
the Ombudsman presents Parliament with a report which says that such an investigation is
deserved or warranted? In my view, that was generated out of the animosity between those
two people. It indicates that there is something very wrong in the Police Force. I anm
disappointed that the Ombudsman could find that there was some justification for the
authority he gave to investigate one of his deputies. I find it remarkable -

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you accept it?

Mr COWAN: No, I do not.

Mr Peter Dowding: The Ombudsman has found that; why not accept his findings?

Mir COWAN:. It is unacceptable that a situation should exist in the Western Australia Police
Force which has caused the most senior officer, the commissioner, to investigate his third
most senior officer. I find that remarkable.

Mr Peter Dowding: The Ombudsman has found and advised the House that, in his view,
what the Commissioner did was justified. I agree with you that it is an unfortunate thing,
but -

Mr COWAN: To say it is unfortunate is a very conservative way of putting it.
Mr Peter Dowding: Tragic, then. Use your word. Do you not agree that the Ombudsman
has said that -

Mr COWAN: I am telling the Premier what my response is. It is that a serious situation
exists in the WA Police Force when that occurs. The Ombudsman has confirmed that that
occurred and, in addition, the commissioner was justified in conducting an investigation.
However, he has provided no proof whatsoever for any of the reasons for which authority
was given. There is no proof.

Mr Peter Dowding: But he says it was justified.

Mr COWAN: The Premier can say chat the Ombudsman said it was justified and therefore
that is okay. I am trying to point out that it is not okay.

I turn now to the other part of the Ombudsman's investigation relating to the conclusion that
the Ombudsman draws. Perhaps the most important statement in this report is contained in
that paragraph which states clearly -

At my request, the Commissioner showed me a list of 58 matters which were under
monitoring or investigation, involving allegations of serious misconduct against at
least 45 past and present officers.

We have a situation in Westemn Australia which has gone from the sublime to the ridiculous.
An internal investigation unit has uncovered enough evidence to conduct investigations into
58 matters dealing with 45 past or present officers.

Mr Taylor: Not necessarily investigations. Investigations and monitoring.

Mr COWAN: ALl right. The revelation has been made in the report. At the same time we
are talking about whether there was some justification for the commissioner giving authority
for an investigation of his third most senior officer because of the possibility there was some
leaking of confidential information or there was a breach of section 81 of the Criminal Code.
That is the most ridiculous part about it. Why should the internal affairs unit be asked to
undertake an investigation into Mr Peters when others matters should have been considered
far more important?

Mr Peter Dowding: Hang on!

Mr COWAN: The Premier should hang on. I have only a short time left. He can respond to
what I say because I have only seven minutes to go. By the time he gets out his interjection I
will have lost another minute and I will lose another minute answering him.

There must be some question about what the Ombudsman recommended or did not
recommend. There is no question that, in many respects, he has given the Parliament a
chokce because paragraphs 74 and 75 refer to a need for a Royal Commission. As someone
has already said, paragraph 74 states -
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A strong argument might be advanced for a Royal Commission to investigate the
question of corruption and serious misconduct in the Western Australia Police
Service.

Clearly, he is not talking about the issue which sparked off this incident, the commissioner's
investigation of Mr Peters. The Ombudsman is referring to information he received that 45
past or present police officers were being investigated or monitored. Very clearly, the
Ombudsman stated that there is a case for a Royal Commission.

Mr Peter Dowding: But he does not say that.

Mr COWAN: He says -

A strong argument might be advanced for a Royal Commission -

Mr Peter Dowding: But -

Mr COWAN: There is no 'but".
Mr Peter Dowding: There is.

Mr COWAN: There is not. He went on to say -

Such a Commurission would, however, take some tine to complete its inquiry -

Mr Peter Dowding:, And -

Mr COWAN: He continues -

- and this might further damage the morale of the Police Service..

Paragraph 76 states -

I refer the question to the Legislative Assembly.

Quite rightly, the Legislative Assembly, in accordance with the Leader of the Opposition's
amendment, would deal with the question that the Ombudsman has referred to it. The Leader
of the Opposition has very clearly stated that members on this side of the House prefer the
statements made by the Ombudsman in paragraph 74 and 75 that an argument can be
mounted for a Royal Commission and, therefore, because of the seriousness of this matter we
consider that the argument is sustainable. The Ombudsman has also put forward an
alternative to a Royal Commission. He has not said it is the best option or commented other
than to say it is an altemnative. In other words, the Parliament will decide whether there
should or should not be a Royal Commission. In this case the Ombudsman has not made that
decision but has referred it to the Parliament. His alternative recommendation is to make
funds immediately available to the internal affairs unit. What will be the consequence of
that? Will those funds be made available?

Mr Taylor: I said that it has been established for 12 months and that it had doubled in size.

Mr COWAN: And it has 45 cases to be investigated. The report contains a recommendation
that a police board be established. In relation to that recommendation, it is interesting to note
that the Ombudsman again comes back to the question of a Royal Commission. Even if the
options are taken - funding to the intrnal affairs unit is increased, it is given more staff and
more resources to go about its work, and a police board is established - the Ombudsman still
returns to a Royal Commission. The report states -

If such a Board were created it could, after a few months in operation ... evaluate
what progress had been made with investigations towards reducing corruption from
the Police Service. The need for a Royal Commission could then be addressed.

Mr Taylor: That is dead right.

Mr COWAN: This is perhaps more important than anything else. The Ombudsman further
states that there is an option of conducting a Royal Commission of inquiry, and that
Parliament must consider that option. H~e stated that the alternative to a Royal Commission
would be to make funds immediately available to expand or reconstitute the internal affairs
unit and to give consideration to the establishment of a police board. When all that has been
done, one goes back to the first option of conducting a Royal Commission.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not right. He is saying that a Royal Comrnission has a number of
downsides and there are better options.
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Mr COWAN: The report finally states there is a need -

to give consideration to expanding the role of the Official Corruption Commission.

Very clearly in the early part of the report he indicates that the Corruption Commission has
no investigatory powers;, that is contrary to the claims made by the Premier or the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services. The Premrier said that anyone could report a matter to
the Corruption Commission for it to investigate.

Mr Peter Dowding: I said they could report to the Ombudsman.

Mr COWAN: The Ombudsman has said that these matters cannot be investigated by the
Corruption Comm-ission. Very clearly the first option put forward ) y the Ombudsman is the
best option. I recommend that this House supports the recommendation for the setting up of
a Royal Commission.

MR PETER DOWDINGI (Maylands - Premier) f8.45 pm]: AUl Western Australians can be
saddened at the approach of the Opposition to this issue. I want to put publicly to both the
Opposition and the community that this was an opportunity for members opposite to express
their confidence in the Commissioner of Police and the actions he has taken. On
15 November of this year an issue was raised in thi House in which the Opposition,
increasingly strident as it moved from the Leader of the Opposition to the member for
Coutesloe, criticised the Commnissioner of Police, and expressed lack of confidence in him. It
was not prepared to support that view when it came to the vote but that view was quite clearly
expressed in this House. On page 4528 of Hansard the Leader of the Opposition is reported
as saying that he had confidence in the Commnissioner of Police, but that view~was not shared
by the member for Cottesloe. The member for Coutesloe and the Opposition attacked the
Comm-issioner of Police.

Mr Macainon: That is not true.

Several members interjected.

Mr Grill: You little worm.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Opposition was unable to take interjections because it could
not cope with them, but it keeps up a cacophony to prevent me from speaking. I believe that
the Opposition very clearly denigrated the Commissioner of Police.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr CLARKO: The Minister for Economic Development and Trade just used the expression
"You little worm". In the light of your earlier comments, Mr Speaker, [ thought you might
find that objectionable and ask him to withdraw.

Mr GRILL: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr PETER DOW'DING: The Leader of the Opposition carried out his denigration in a series
of qnestinns reported on page 4528 of Hansard, for example -

How can he have confidence in this Police Force when he knows that the
commissioner, with his approval, is spying on senior officers?

On page 4529 he asks -
Why was it necessary for the commissioner to go to those extraordinary lengths?

On the same page he said -

He . .. says to the Parliament and to the public that we should trust this man who has
spread mistrust throughout this State.

On page 4530Ohe asks -

Has he requested such information, and has he used section 5 of the Listening Devices
Act?

On page 4533 he states -

I do not think it is an appropriate way for the force to be conducted in the absence of
some explanation - an explanation which to date has not been forthcoming from
anybody...
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All of them, including the commissioner and the deputy commissioner, deserve to
have their names cleared.

I move to the member for Cottesloe who took it a step further and is reported on page 4534 as
saying -

The events of the last couple of days have undoubtedly put a cloud over Mr Bull, as
they have put a cloud over Mr Peters. The conduct of Mr Bull in this matter must be
explained, but it has not been explained.

On page 4535 he asked -

What investigation could possibly justify the actions taken by the commissioner other
than an investigation for corruption?

On page 4536 he stated -

Clearly it is because what Mr Bull has done cannot be justified unless it was to
investigate the most serious conduct by Mr Peters.

The member for Cottesloe said that the actions of the commissioner were simpiy
extraordinary. The comments go on and on. On page 4565 the member for Cottesloe is
reported as saying that -

I will not support any motion which says we have confidence in the Commissioner of
Police.

Mr Macinnon: Keep going. What is reported on the next page?

Mir PETER DOWDING: The Leader of the Opposition can read Hansard. The Opposition
then, in the Press, turned its attack from the Commissioner of Police to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. Let us see what the report says about the conduct of the
Commissioner of Police; and I refer to paragraphs 36, 40 and 41. Paragraph 36 says -

On the information before me I believe that taken together, the concerns expressed
were sufficient for the Commissioner to authorise the monitoring of Mr Peters in the
sense described above. This does not necessarily imply that the allegations had
substance to them.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDIING: I am surprised the Opposition treats the matter with such levity.
This report exonerates the Commissioner of Police. Paragraph 40 says -

*... In my view, it would have been sufficient for the Commnissioner to have
commenced an investigation solely on the grounds of a suspected breach of section 81
of the Criminal Code..

Section 41 says -

Itt my view, the evidence given and the exhibits produced by Mr Miller, which
included rapes and narratives of discussions he had with Mr Peters, supports the
Commissioner's concern..

Those paragraphs also exonerate the Commissioner of Police in his actions. We are dealing
with an important issue. It is important that the Opposition supports the view that this
investigation exonerates the commissioner, and that the public can have confidence in the
commissioner; irrespective of the desire of members opposite to attack the Government. The
view of members opposite of what comprises a loyal Opposition differs dramatically from
that of even the defeated former Leader of the National Party in Queensland. I appeal to the
Opposition - in its present disarray, and in its disappointment at the failure of its strategy to
mobilise a force to destroy the Government - nevertheless not to forget that it plays an
important part in the political processes of the State, and not to forget that confidence in the
Commissioner of Police is an important issue, as the Ombudsman observed.

Mr Lewis: When are you going to have a Royal Commission?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Do not make me shout all the time.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: [ have six minutes left. Mr Speaker, I ask for the courtesies that the
Leader of the National Party and the member for Cottesloe asked for.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I have said that when provocative statements are made, interjections
will be made following them. So when a member of this House asks me for some protection
from the Chair, he or she will certainly get it, provided their comments are directed to me. If
provocative remarks are then made, and some interjections ensue, that is the way of the
parliamentary system. Having said that, a fair amount of interjections have been made
already, and the Premier ought to be allowed to make his comments without this continuous
high level of interjections.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Itris important to ask why the Ombudsman turned his mind to the
question of a Royal Commission in paragraph 74 of his report. The answer - which I direct
particularly to the National Party - is that it was because the Opposition, in debate on
15 November, called for a Royal Commission. The Government's response to that call was a
reference to the Ombudsman; so he, of course, considered the question of a Royal
Commission, but warned the Parliament, this House, and the community of the problems
inherent in such action. He has suggested an alternative course of action, which does not rule
out a Royal Commission if in the end -

Mr Macinnon interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Mr Speaker, I ask for your protection. The Leader of the
Opposition has kept up a cacophony of interjections.

The SPEAKER: Order! The level of interjections is unacceptable. I do not believe that
Government members interjected at the same rate as are Opposition members. I believe that
on an unacceptable number of occasions the interjections have been shouted over the top of
the member on his or her feet. If members want to interject, they should do so at an
appropriate time; they should not shout over the person on his or her feet. I will give the
same protection to anyone in this House. The level of performance that has been going on in
this place during the last 10 minutes is absolutely unacceptable. I wish there were no-one in
the Gailety to watch it.

Mr PETER DOWDING: The Ombudsman has said that notwithstanding the desire for a
Royal Commission, there are concerns, and that the issue can be addressed in another way
without ruling out the capacity for a Royal Commission if in the end the Commnissioner of
Police and the internal affairs unit are unable to deal with this matter. A Royal Commission
can still be available as art option - it is not all or nothing - but the matter can be dealt with in
another way.

The Ombudsman then describes in detail how the matter can be dealt with: Firstly, it can be
dealt with by increasing the funds available to the internal affairs unit; which, as the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services has said, has been done. That is not a political issue but a
matter for the commissioner in the allocation of his resources.
Secondly, it can be dealt with by giving consideration to the establishment of a police board.
This would increase police accountability and credibility, and the Police Force would be held
in much higher esteem by the public. The Ombudsman expressed the view that many of the
problems that have arisen in the case may have been minimised, or even avoided, had such a
board existed. The Ombudsman recommends the Government consider the establishment of
a police board; we will do so.

The final point made by the Ombudsman was that the Government ought to give
consideration to expanding the role of the Official Corruption Commission; the Government
will do that. However, the Ombudsman warnis that there is a real downside in responding to
the Opposition's demand for a Royal Corruission. First, it might take some time to complete
its inquiries, which might further damage the morale of the Police Force and the public
perception of it. Second, the Ombudsman points out that without the massive resources of
the Fitzgerald inquiry being available, the investigations may be interfered with and
prejudiced. So at the end of the day, the commnissioner is saying that the issue can be
addressed in another way.

The Ombudsman concludes by saying -

..I believe the majority of rank and file members are dedicated officers who simply
want to do their job without internal management conflicts and allegations of
corruption and cover-ups. The public need reassurance, and to this end I urge
consideration of the proposals outlined in this report.

6386 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 7 December 1989] 68

Those proposals are not for a Royal Commission, but for the alternatives. That is what the
Ombudsman has indicated clearly we should consider. Accordingly, it is my intention to
move an amendment to the motion.

Amendment to Notion

Mr PETER DOWDING: I move -

That the following words be added -

and the House further notes that the report has found that -

(1) The actions of the Police Commissioner were justified;

(2) problems in the Police Force are capable of being dealt with through
the internal process of investigation established by the Police
Commissioner, and notes the suggestion for changes made by the
Ombudsman, and calls upon the Minister for Police to consider the
Ombudsman's recommendations.

That is the motion that should be before this House, and we certainly should not allow the
Opposition to oppose the police for purely vindictive, political reasons, because that is
exactly what it is doing.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will try to facilitate the desires of the House. We have an
amendment before the House at the moment and it is therefore improper for me to accept the
amendment moved by the Premier unless those words are to be added to the amendment
currently before the Chair. I propose that we deal with the first amendment, moved by the
Leader of the Opposition, and if it is successful the Premier's amendment will not be needed.
If it is unsuccessful, we will deal with the amendment moved by the Premier.

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (2 1)
Mr Ainsworthi
Mr Bradsbaw
Mr Ctarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

Dr Alexander
Mr Bridge
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Dr Gallop

Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
tvt House
Mr Lewis
Mr Maclinnon
Mr Mensaros

MrGrahiam
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
M~rLeahy

Mr Minson
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland
Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Tumbutl

Noes (27)
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor

Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Mr Thomas
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Pairs

Mr P.1. Smith
Mrs Beggs
My Carr

Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr McNee

Amendment thus negatived.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier has moved to amend the motion by adding certain
words.

Amendment put and passed.
Motion, as Amended

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (27)
Dr Alexander Mr Grabam Mr Mfarlborough Mr Thomas
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mlr Parker Mrt Troy
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Dr Watson
Mlr Donovan Mlr Kobelke Mr Ripper Mr Wilson
Mr Peter Dowding Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smith Mrs Buchaman (Teller)
Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Taylor

Noes (2 1)
Mr Ainswvorth Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Watt
Mr Bradshaw Mr H-assell Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr Clarco Mr House Mr Strickland Mr Blailcie (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Trenorden
Mr Cowan Mr Mac nnmon Mr Fred Tubby
Mrs Edwardes Mr Mensaros DrTurnbul

Pairs

Mr P.1. Smith Mr Nicholls
Mrs Beggs Mr Omodei
Mr Canr Mr McNee

Question thus passed.
UNIVERSITIES AMALGAMATION BILL

Second Reading

Cognate Debate
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

MR, MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) 19.08 pm]: I said before the
dinner suspension that there is no doubt the amalgamation of the University of Western
Australia and Murdoch University is being forced upon each of those institutions against thei-r
wishes. I had also indicated that Murdoch University's annual report outlines quite clearly
that when the two institutions were asked to make a comment on the amalgamation process
they initially decided there would be no amalgamation, but that they would pursue plans for
joint organisation of research and postgraduate activities and would work jointly to
strengthen links in the areas of administrative services and undergraduate activities.

However, that was not good enough for Destroyer Dawkins at the Federal level. He insisted
on the amalgamation, threatened Murdoch University with a withdrawal of funds, and forced
the amalgamation to proceed. There is no doubt about that; when we examine his approach
to higher education it is as clear as the nose on your face, Mlr Speaker. The universities must,
under the Dawkins plan, meet the criteria set down by the Commonwealth Government for
membership of the Commonwealth's new unified national system of higher education.
Mr Dawkins envisages fewer and larger institutions with a wider range of educational
offerings and better facilities, but that comment has not been justified. There has been no
basis to give credibility to that claim, and no basis in the Minister's speech in the Parliament
to justify that claim in educational terms.

Minister Dawkins is of the view that unless an institution reaches a certain student load or
benchmark funding will be withheld. He wants all tertiary institutions to be the same right
across Australia; pumping out the same sort of graduate; individuality goes out the door;
difference go out the door; and creativity - which I think Murdoch University represents more
than any other university in this State - goes out the door. The Commonwealth Government
is using its financial might and threat to ensure that its will prevails over all other
considerations. I remind members that when these institutions were allowed to consider this
issue free of threat, free of intimidation imposed on them by Minister Dawkins, they decided
not to proceed with unification. When the threat of funding cutbacks was made they were
forced to follow a different line. The Opposition wil continue to fight this misguided policy.
The Opposition does not believe it is the right way to go or that it is in the best interests of
education or, in this case, in the interests of Western Australians.
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One person who stands out in this debate as having let the side down is the Minister for
Education. She has let Murdoch University down and the University of Western Australia
down - bearing in mind that institution did not want to proceed with amalgamation when
there was no threat. The Minister has, most importantly, let the future students of Western
Australia down. The Minister prejudged the situation; she wanted the amalgamation to
proceed. The Minister claimed that she did not want amalgamation to proceed, that she
would have an independent inquiry and review. But who did the Minister appoint to head up
that independent assessment? None other than herself - so much for an independent
assessment. The Minister did not stand up to the intimidation presided over by Minister
Dawkins. The Minister sat back and said she was not going to do anything, the senates could
make their own decision. Irrespective of the threats and the intimidation she would not get
behind tern and help these institutions until they made their decisions. Once these decisions
were made by the people with the purse strings the Minister would do something. That was a
complete and utter cop-out by the Minister for Education.
On page 2 of the Minister's second reading speech she says -

As both universities worked through the lengthy progress just described, I deliberately
avoided imposing any pressure on them to make any particular decision.

Minister Dawkins did not take the same cue. Minister Dawkins did not 'deliberately avoid
imposing any pressure".
Dr Lawrence: From day one the Opposition said to the universities that it would oppose
amalgamation. The Opposition's argument has always been paradoxical, it said that Dawkins
shouldn't pressure them ~but the Opposition can.
Mr MacKUNNON: We are not putting any pressure on the universities.
Dr Lawrence: The National Party at least had the good grace to listen to the argument; the
Opposition came out on day one and said it would force the universities to do what it wanted.
Mr MacKINNON: How can we force them? We are in opposition if the Minister had not
noticed.
Dr Lawrence: Yes; I know - opposition for its own sake.
Mr MacKINNON: How can we force the universities to do anything from the Opposition
benches?
Dr Lawrence: It is quite easy as you have the numbers in the upper House.
Mr MacKINNON: For the Minister for Education's benefit [ will explain - and I am sure the
member for Kingsley will explain - that we have talked to the people at Murdoch, the
University of Western Australia and Curtin University on countless occasions and our
position has always been the same. When the member for Kingsley became the shadow
Minister for education she was not totally convinced of our point of view until talking to all
the people involved. From 1966 to 1989 the Opposition has encouraged the establishment
and development of Murdoch University as an outstanding university in its own right - a
university of difference, a university that provides the challenge of change, a university that
will give the University of Western Australia and Curtin University some competition.
Murdoch University will go through some teething troubles just as the University of Western
Australia did many years ago, but at the end of the day, given support from Government, it
would achieve the desired result.
Dr Lawrence: One must look at Murdoch University's success in recruiting students if one
wanted to have a look at the evidence of success. One would have to have a rather optimistic
view.
Mr MacKINNON: You are rubbishing Murdoch University.
Dr Lawrence: That is not what I have said.

Mr MacKINNON: It is clearly on the record from the Minister's interjection that she has no
time for Murdoch University. The Minister said by her interjection that Murdoch University
is a failure.
Dr Lawrence: Your argument is a failure.
Mr MacKINNON: The Minister said that Murdoch University was a failure. The only
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person who is a failure in this Parliament is the Milnister for Education. Why else has the
Minister taken until the last day that this House sits to bring the Bill here?

Dr Lawrence: The Bill has been in the Parliament for a month.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister brought the Bil to this place on 23 November. The
Minister is catching the leader's disease, as they call it over there, where one cannot tell the
truth.

Dr Lawrence: I would rather have that than the Leader of the Opposition's disease, which is
terminal.

Mr MacKINNON: I find it difficult to do anything but resort to telling the truth, unlike the
Minister for Education. The Bill was brought to this House on 23 November, not four weeks
ago. Why is this Bill before the House on the very last night when it should have been
debated in July?

Dr Lawrence: The institutions did not make a decision about this until May. The universities
came to the Cabinet in May/June.
Mr MacKJNNON: Some seven months later we have the Bill. So much for the competence
of the brilliant Minister for Education who finds Parliament a bit of a bore. The Minister for
Education should shoot through from Parliament and go and draft the Bill if she finds
Parliament such a waste of time. The Minister has sat idly by and treated these two
universities with contempt. The universities have approached the Opposition and pleaded
with us to debate the Bill. The universities do not mind what attitude is taken - yes or no - all
they want is a decision so they know where they are going. The institutions would have been
asking the Minister the same questions but she has sat idly by and done nothing. Now both
institutions are sitting on the edge of their seats wondering what they will do next year. The
Government should have brought the Bill in months ago and determ-ined what the
Opposition's attitude was. The Opposition has the numbers in the other place so the
Minister should get the Bill up there and find out what will happen to it. Then the
universities arid the Minister can plan the next year. No, the Government thought it would be
smart and rip it in at the end of this session and try to ramn it through just as it does at the end
of every session. The Goverrnent is playing politics with the tertiary institutions of this
State instead of planning for the future. It is not a record to be proud of. In years to come
when the Minister looks back at her ministerial career she will see that she was the only
Minister in Western Australian history to have destroyed a university. Legislation has been
brought into Parliament to take that university out of existence. That will be the Minister's
record and she will not be proud of it.
I spoke earlier about the failure of the Minister for Education and of the Government to
provide any comnment about any educational benefits flowing from the proposed
amalgamation. An article appeared in The Bulletin on 14 November titled "A path to
mediocrity'; that was a week or so before the Minister introduced these Bills into Parliament.

Dr Lawrence: That is the path you tread every day.

Mr MacKINNON: I thought the Minister was complaining about personal abuse a moment
ago. Shock, honror - she could not do such a thing in this place.
An Opposition member: The Premier interjects on the Leader of the National Party so much
that he calls on him to stop; a short while later he reverses the argument and protests about
interjections.

Mr MacKINNON: He needs all the protection he can get.
"The path to mediocrity" sums up the Dawkcins' plan for Australia. Jill Ker Conway is an
Australian novelist who published The Road to Coorain last month. She teaches history in
the United States at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. The article reads -

Having lived outside Australia for close to 30 years, I have read the reports of
Australia's rising per capita foreign debt, seen the downgrading of Australian
government securities as credit risks in world financial markets and watched the
country's rising rate of youth unemployment - always the indicator of a hopeless
mismatch between education and economnic life. Yet it wasn't until I visited Australia
recently and read the full details of the plans to merge universities, colleges of
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advanced education and centres of tertiary and further education that I understood the
depths of Australia's educational problems.
The mergers will create the mega-instirutions which rightly were rejected as
educational models in North America in the great campus rebellions of the 70s;
rebellions spawned because of their impersonality and factory-like atmosphere.
Moreover, forcing the mergers -

Note those words, Minister. This woman carn see it as clear as the nose on her face. The
article continues -

- in a period of declining resources for higher education offers one certain outcome.
More resources will go to routine teaching of less well-prepared students and fewer
will go to support quality education for the talented.

Hence, Band University and Notre Dame. The marketplace can see what is happening under
the Dawkins' plan. Jill Ker Conway continues -

Even fewer will go to support the research activities which could be a path to a more
productive knowledge-based service economy for the Australia of the future.

That Australian lady, who has lived in America for 30 years and seen the change, is saying
that America has been down that path and found it to be the wrong path. She believes that
we are heading down the path to mediocrity. She is right.

The Government's plan is not in the best interests of Western Australia's future. That is why
the Opposition totally opposes it. Any so-called benefits to be gained from the merger can be
reaped without amalgamation. The agricultural school which has been talked about so much
and about which Professor Lindsay wrote to the newspaper today was supported by the
Opposition in its policy announcement last year prior to the election. It was supported by the
Select Comm-ittee headed by Hon Colin Bell.
Dr Lawrence: How would the Leader of the Opposition achieve that outcome without
amalgamation?

Mr MacKINNON: That was spelt out in the Select Committee's report. Did the Minister not
read the report? The recommendations were in the report and all that was needed was some
financial support by the Government, and some comm-itment.

Murdoch University intended to establish a law school. Will it now have an independent law
school or just a branch office of the University of Western Australia law school? I am sure
that the member for Kingsley will have some comments about that.

Duplication is another aspect; the annual report of Murdoch University states that it was
moving towards a joint organisation of research and postgraduate activities, etc. In her
second reading speech the Minister quoted from a report in the 17 May 1989 edition of
The Times "Higher Education Supplement", where at page 15 Mr Kenneth Baker, the British
Secretary of State for Education, made the point that -

..he saw advantages in not having Universities too large, stressing that small ones
could be very effective. 'I think identity of association is a very important thing in
life. .. [ think people tend to associate with small things rather than bigger things. We
find that Universities of around 7 000 or 8 000, perhaps going up to 10 000 or 12 000
are places where people can have a sense of belonging.'

Is that not what we should be aspiring to achieve over the next 10 or 20 years or so? We
should aspire to two universities of outstanding reputation. Why would we in Western
Australia, with a population of 1.2 million, go down the same path as New South Wales,
which has a population of five to six million? Why would we want the same sort of tertiary
education structure as New South Wales? Perhaps it is appropriate for Sydney to have a huge
university which could compete with the large universities around the world. Why should
not Western Australia aspire to a couple of institutions of excellence which are uniquely
Western Australian? Those institutions should not aspire to being the same as others around
Australia; they should aspire to be the best in the world in their fields of excellence and
discipline.

Alternatives were spelt out in the Opposition's education policy at the last election. The
Government should examine the sorts of things which, had the Opposition been in
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Government, would be under way now. We would not be debating the merging of two
universities. The Opposition will have no part of that. We support the establishment of a law
school at Murdoch University in its own right. Were the Opposition the Government, it
would give serious consideration to the implementation of the recommendations of
Hon Colin Bell's Select Committee; that is, to transfer all tertiary courses in agricultural
education to Murdoch. We stated that we would also probably establish a centre of
excellence at Murdoch for teaching and research in special child development. That would
provide high level training and quality research for the education of handicapped children -
an area about which I know.

These are all commnitments the Opposition made at the time of the last election, commitments
representing visions for the future, matters that should be addressed by Government in this
debate. The House should not be debating the closure of one university, the merger of one
huge institution with a similar but smaller one.

Mr Lewis: It is not a merger at all.

Mr MacKINNON: I was coming to that. Most people would see that this is not a merger; it
is a takeover, considering the make-up of the new institution and its governing body.
I have made the Opposition's stance clear. I am proud to say our position has remained the
same from the beginning. The Opposition wants to see Murdoch University developed as an
institution of excellence. It should be an institution developing in its own right and
expanding over the next 20 years. Within the next 20 years we should be hoping to see not
only an expanded Murdoch University but also plans for a new university and perhaps
another after that. These are the matters which we should be debating tonight - how we can
improve Murdoch and where we should be planning our third university. We should be
considering where the next university should be established and planning for it should begin
now. We should not be putting to death one of the established institutions with which I am
proud to be associated, both as a member of Parliament and a private citizen.

I will quote a person that the Leader of the House has lauded in this place. He is a person
respected by members opposite and I refer to Professor Roy Lourens, the acting Vice
Chancellor. In a circular dated 19 April 1989, he said -

"As we go into this crucial period we are enrolling good quality students, we have
good quality stafft our performance is strong in research and we are attracting external
funds. This is a proud record which should not be lightly tossed aside by distant
bureaucrats in the rush for imagined restructuring benefits."

I could not have said it better than Professor Lourens. The same comment could easily be
made about Murdoch University. It happens to be the truth and the Minister should be
ashamed that she is sponsoring this Bill. She has let down education in Western Australia
and she has let down future generations of Western Australians who could have benefited had
Murdoch retained its independence. I only hope that by the action of the conservative parties
in this State we will not see that happen. If the Opposition has its way it will continue to be
an outstanding institution that will service the people of this State for many years to come. It
would be something of which members of the Opposition would be proud and when we retire
we would be in a position to say that we were responsible for the retention of the
independence of that outstanding institution; an institution producing world class graduates.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [9.32 pm]: I will comment briefly
to outline the National Party's position regarding this legislation and my colleague, the
member for Roe, will make further comments provided he is given an opportunity.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! All the member has to do is to get the call.

Mr COWAN: There was some contention about whether he would have the opportunity to
speak. I do not want to be critical about it and I have said that if he is given the opportunity
he will speak. Let us not make something out of it.
Since the commencement of 1988 the merger of Murdoch University and the University of
Western Australia has been a very topical issue. When we were first acquainted with the fact
that the Federal Government was to r ationalise the higher education system by abolishing the
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binary system and adopting a unified national system, and with that a centralised advisory
council which would be responsible for the disbursement of funds for research for higher
education in Australia, we considered the question of the merger. In conjunction with the
announcement that the higher education system was to be directed towards a unified system
and that research would come from a central funding organisation it was said that universities
in Australia would have to merge in order that the funds could be more easily distributed to
those larger universities particularly for research and other matters that are relevant to the
provision of top class facilities in higher education.
When we first heard that, we said we were not prepared to allow a political decision that
became the focus of attention for amalgamation to be imposed upon the universities in
Western Australia. We said that on the grounds that in 1972 a political decision was made
that took the responsibility for the higher education system in Western Australia away from
the State Government and placed it with the Commonwealth Government. There has been
some regret about that decision. Having had that political decision imposed on us in 1972 we
felt it was not necessary for further decisions to be imposed on universities in relation to a
proposed merger. We clearly said that the universities would have to make their decision. I
am sure that the universities did not take the action they did because of what we said, but they
did it for reasons of their own. They began the process of deciding through their senates
whether they would amalgamate. We made it clear, as that debate progressed, that it was not
merely satisfactory for the senates to say that the universities should amalgamate, but they
would have to demonstrate the educational benefit associated with the proposed merger. To
give them their due, the university senates have said on a number of occasions that they
support the merger.
I recall meeting the Murdoch University senate and discussing its decision to merge. That
meeting made the decision taken by the Murdoch University senate a somewhat hollow
decision. As we spoke to members of the senate we were surprised to hear a number of them
say, "Well, do not think we made this decision because we wanted to. We made it because
we were forced to." They made the decision because it was pointed out to them by the
Commonwealth Government - the body which holds the purse strings - that Murdoch
University would be reduced to nothing more than a teaching institution and that it would not
have a research facility or the capacity to offer positions to postgraduates to conduct top
quality research. That, in itself, was a very interesting meeting but it was quite enlightening
in as much as it showed how much the Murdoch University had its heart in the proposed
amalgamation.
As I said earlier we said to the universities, "We want you to give us some indication of the
educational benefit that would be derived from the amalgamation.' The universities camne
back to us and said, "What would you see as being something that would be an educational
benefit?" We gave three examples: The transfer of the School of Agriculture from UWA to
the Murdoch campus to be amalgamated with the School of Horticulture and the School of
Animal Sciences at that campus. We also said that it would be appropriate for the proposed
Law School to be guaranteed and, in addition, that the distance education centre at Murdoch
should be maintained. Once again, there were a series of meetings and I must confess that
one of those meetings was attended by the Federal Minister for Education. He asked me to
indicate what we saw as being an education benefit and I gave him the same response as we
gave to the universities. We received a reply from his department saying that those matters
would be considered. When we examined the content of the letters from the head of his
department it became very clear that the problem was that his proposals were for some time
in the future. For example, the transfer of the School of Agricultur from the University of
Western Australia to the Murdoch campus was not to take place until 1992 because funds
would not be provided. From the experience of members of Parliament and Ministers
making promises or giving undertakings to finance certain programs, what chance do we
have of seeing that money, in the knowledge that it is not just this Minister making a promidse,
but there will be an election between now and 1992 and a whole new Government will be
required to meet that obligation?
In addition, we have heard on a number of occasions, members of the academic staff of both
universities saying that no educational benefits will come out of this proposed merger. The
only educational benefits will be because the combined university would be large enough to
compete under the unified system for funds for expansion of the university and for research
when it will attract top quality staff.
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The final reason the National Party reached its conclusion that the amalgamation was not
appropriate for Western Australia, and that the merger should not proceed, was that there was
too much division on the university campuses. The most important feature of any
amalgamation is that it would have to be motivated by the people at each university, and no
evidence has been presented to mne that shows that enough people who are involved with
universities will generate the energy to ensure that the amalgamation would be accepted and
would work. Given that conclusion, we see no option but to say to this Government that it
must preserve the status quo. Until we see the universities both at Murdoch and at Crawley
indicate to us that they really do want amalgamation we are not prepared to begin the process
of amalgamation or give support for statutory force. A great number of steps can be taken
immediately towards unification without using statutory force. If the universities are keen on
amalgamation and if in their assessment the amalgamation will provide this large elite
university that can attract funds from the Commonwealth and make it an even better
institution for Western Australians, they will begin the process. The universities do not
necessarily have to wait for legislation. They can make a start and at the moment they have
not made that start. For that reason we see no need to force them into an amalgamation
which quite obviously they do not want.

M R AINS WO RTH (Roe) [9.44 pm]: One of the reasons we are looking at this B ill tonight
is that this State has lost control of funding for its tertiary institutions. That loss of control
took place some rime ago and it was because a succession of Parliaments abrogated the
funding responsibility for tertiary institutions in this State and let the Commonwealth take
over that responsibility. Because the Federal Government now holds the purse strings it is
trying to dictate to us what decision we should make on this proposed merger. We have
given that power to the 'Federal Government so we can only look back and rue the day it
happened. Perhaps it is a lesson to future Governments that we should not give any more
power to Canberra. The National Party certainly opposes that sort of centralised control from
a place as distant as Canberra which knows very little, and cares even less about conditions in
this State for higher education. That same bureaucracy in Canberra introduced the unified
national system in July last year. That change to a unified national system - a change from
the binary system - brought with it a changed formula of funding for tertiary institutions. I
will quote the formula which was introduced under the unified national system.

Dr Lawrence: Do you realise that it is being changed at this very moment?

Mr AINSWORTH-: It can be changed all the Minister likes; this is an extract from the higher
education in Western Australia report of the comm-ittee of review.
Dr Lawrence: Right at the moment they are actually changing the formula.

Ms AINSWORTH: Let us hope it is a change for the better. The information was current
when I made these speech notes and I quote -

A load of 5 000 EFTSU - effective full-time student units - at minimum, is required to
justify a broad reaching profile and some speciaLised research activity.

That sort of minimum puts a lot of pressure on small universities. It goes on to say -

A load of at least 8 000 EFTSU is required to justify comprehensive range of teaching
activities and the resources to undertake research within a significant proportion of its
profile.

That sort of minimum creates difficulties for some of the smaller universities. However,
these decisions, which Mr Dawkins is trying to impose on us, which include the
amalgamation proposals to bring the size of the combined university to something well above
that m-inimum, have been resisted by those institutions, as has already been mentioned by the
Leader of the National Party. It has been resisted for very good reasons.

The National Party has taken some time to come to its decision. It has not been without some
agonising on the part of some members; we did not reach a decision lightly I can assure
members; it has caused a lot of heartache. However, members of the National Party are not
prepared to make a decision under duress from Mr Dawkins. That is what we have been
asked to do. The threat of imposing funding reductions to Western Australian tertiary
institutions is totally unacceptable to us. We have been asked to make a decision under the
threat of reduced funding and not on the educational merit of the proposed change. We have
been trying to make a decision with the sword of Damocles hanging over our head. The
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National Party is not prepared to make a decision on that basis. We said quite early on that
we would make a decision to support the amalgamation if a certain set of criteria was met.
One criterion was that demonstration of a clear commitment to amalgamate must be shown
by both institutions. That point has been adequately covered by the Leader of the National
Party. The other equally important criterion was that the amalgamation must bring about
greater educational benefits. I had some personal feelings of support for the amalgamation -
it is a very personal thing - based on the fact that if these threats by the Federal Government
actually eventuated the institutions may be disadvantaged if they did not amalgamate. I have
yet to see any clearly demonstrated benefits arising out of the proposed amalgamation. One
need only look again at the report of the committee of review to see its comments on
amalgamation and whether a larger institution is necessarily beneficial. willquote again -

The unified national system has exerted, and continues to exert, pressures for the
amalgamation of institutions.

While, up to a certain point, economic and educational advantages could be expected
to accrue to larger institutions, we should emphasise that we have seen no evidence to
support the case for merging institutions on the scale favoured by the Commonwealth.
Indeed, we have doubts, on efficiency and educational grounds .. .

That sentence is particularly important. After all, what are universities for if not for
education? The quote continues -

.. about the benefits to be derived from amalgamation beyond a certain size,
especially when Lhe institutions are widely separated geographically and have
significantly different academic structures and programs. In many cases, the benefits
could be enjoyed by collaborative arrangements between institutions without the cost
and tension of amalgamation.

That statement is extremely important in this case because clearly collaborative arrangements
between the two institutions we are discussing can, and should, take place; we do not
necessarily need amalgamation to achieve that.

The size of the institutions should not be a criterion that is taken into consideration. The
Minister's second reading speech in support of the legislation to provide for the University of
Notre Dame Australia indicates that size has not been used as a criterion, and I quote from
page 2, where the Minister says that the establishment of the Notre Dame University will
"add to Western Australia's national and international reputation for excellence and
uniqueness in higher education".
I agree with that, yet the proposed University of Notre Dame would, by the year 2001, have a
student population of only 2 000; half the current student population of Murdoch University.
It is clear that size alone is no indication of excellence in the quality of teaching that can
come from those institutions. The only difference is that because the University of Notre
Dame will be a private university, it will have a different funding base, and will not be
starved of funds by a bureaucratic machine in Canberra, which is dictating to Western
Australia. If the fireedom and adequate level of funding that will be available to the
University of Notre Dame, so that it can have this international reputation for excellence and
uniqueness, were to be made available to other universities, they would not need to
amalgamate, and would still be able to maintain their reputation for excellence and
uniqueness in higher education. So clearly size is not a criterion. The only reason size is
being looked at in this case is because of an arbitrary fonmula; be it the one I have quoted, or
be it the changed one the Minister referred to, is not really important. The fact is that it is an
arbitrarily based figure for student numbers below which institutions will not receive funding.

A wide range of inducements were put before the National Party to make a decision in favour
of amalgamation. I do not think I need outline those in great detail, except to say that
agriculture came to the fore. It would have been very tempting and very simple for us to
have said that we cannot see any benefits, but neither can we see any disadvantage from
amalgamation, so on balance we should accept this extra funding that has been promised in
1992 for the move of the Faculty of Agriculture from the University of Western Australia to
Murdoch University; and go home believing we have achieved something for agriculture, and
that is it. We probably would then have been able to go out and trumpet to our
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constituents that we had made a major gain far agriculture, and we may have got some kudos
in our electorates for doing that.
However, the National Party is not prepared to make those sorts of politically expedient
decisions at the expense of the rest of higher education; which is what we believe we would
have been doing. A lot of political pressure has been placed on us to make that decision, I
might add, but we have not come out with that decision.
Mr Shave: A lot of people in the country do not go just into the agricultural area.
Mr AINSWORTH: Exactly. We believe that if the move of the Faculty of Agriculture from
the University of Western Australia to Murdoch University will be so beneficial - and I think
it will be, and there are quite good reasons why it could be; and it would bring together the
disciplines of forestry, veterinary science, horticulture, environmental science and agriculture
on the one campus, which would obviously have benefits, because they are complementary to
one another - and so important for agriculture, and for higher education in this State, we can
do it anyway. We must bear in mind, as I have said often in this House, that agriculture
comprises 40 per cent of the value of this State's exports, so it is a major industry which
ought to have a high degree of quality education associated with it in the higher education
sphere. If we have the political will to make that move, we can accomplish that without the
necessity for the amalgamation of the two universities. The Leader of the Opposition has
already outlined that his party's policy is for that to happen. I do not think the National Party
would have the slightest disagreement with that.
The unified national system allows the other tertiary institutions to have access to funding to
which they would not normally have access. For example, Western Australian College of
Advanced Education currently has an effective full time student population of 8 892 and
shares in research funding. The funding that can be spread Mround all the institutions of
higher learning is somewhat diluted, and the established universities can, and do, suffer from
that change of formula. I will quote again from the document "Higher Education in Western
Australia: Report of the Committee of Review", which says -

Under the UNS, universities must fight vigorously to maintain current funding levels
and diversity of research activities. CALs such as WACAF and former CAEs such as
Cutrtin, on the other hand, because of the equalisation of base funding levels, are
offered opportunities for increased funding and because of funding diverted to them
via the Australian Research Council (ARC) for developing research strengths. To
quote from Research for Australia: Higher Education's Contribution:

Former advanced education institutions will receive some $342 million in
additional operating grants over the 1989-91 triennium. These funds are
supporting growth at a rate per equivalent full-time student unit generally
exceeding the full average teaching costs of these institutions. This provides a
funding margin which is available, on the decision of the institutions
themselves, for research or other purposes. In addition, former CAEs receive
a 35 per cent infrastructure loading on any grant they receive through the
ARC. Universities will not and so must build the infrastructure costs of
projects into their budgets.

I believe that changed position makes it more difficult for established universities to receive
adequate funding. That is perhaps part of the rationale behind the move by Mr Dawkins to
try to amalgamate universities to cut costs and engage in penny pinching because that is
really what is happening. If Australia and Western Australia in particular, are to go ahead in
the 1990s and beyond, to provide the type of tertiary education that will be required if we are
to compete adequately in the world scene, we cannot afford to be cutting funds to our existing
tertiary institutions, nor to any proposed institutions that will be established, because of the
change of status of institutions like WACAE. They should all be funded adequately. That is
vitally important for the future of this nation.
To look at the econom-ies achieved by the amalgamation of universities is certainly not a
criterion we should be using. In any case, no cost savings have been demonstrated in the
short or medium term by the proposed amalgamation, so we will not, in the near future, have
a major saving. The position has been put to us that if the two universities do not
amalgamate, Murdoch University will be starved of research funds. I have said already that
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we do not believe there should be an arbitrary base figure for student numbers in order to
attract research funding. If a specialist institution has looked into a particular direction of
research and teaching, and is excelling in that area, it should not be constrained in funding
because of its size. Research funding should be provided on the basis of quality of projects,
not on the size of the institution. If additional funding is required for smaller institutions, it
should be provided.

A subject which has not been mentioned tonight is that of distance education centres. We
have been told that if the amalgamation were to go ahead, a distance education :entre would
be established on the Murdoch University campus. We strongly support the establishment in
this State of a distance education centre, because distance education is of vital imp,-ortance not
only to our constituents but also to others. However, if the State needs a disxanc-t education
centre - and the National Party believes it does - we should establish one. We should not
have to wait until someone in Canberra tells us to amalgamate two universities, and that is the
appropriate time to establish an integrated distance education centre in this State. If we need
it, we should provide it.

I have already mentioned the cooperation that can ui!,-e place between the two organisations.
They can share those resources and do those sorts o: things which we think they should be
doing without the need for amalgamation. The decisban to change their structure should be
based on educational grounds only and not on ariiil funding constraints imposed upon us
by political threats from outside the State in Canberra.

A commitment to funding of higher education institutions is required, and we will be seeking
this commitment from the next Federal Government. We do not seem to be getting very
much commitment from the current Government but we expect there will be a change in
federal Government very shortly and we will be seeking from that new Government a
commitment for increased and continued funding for higher education not only in this State
but also in others.

If the universities decide they want to merge for reasons other than those of proposed or
implied funding cuts, and if they could demonstrate a need or a benefit outside those
constraints we would certainly support that in the future. However, that move to merge must
be made well outside any political threats, because politics is not a good base on which to
make a decision to amalgamate or not amalgamate two higher education institutions.
On that basis we have come to a decision to oppose the Bill for the reasons outlined. We
firmly believe that if a positive commnitment is made to supporting those two universities in
their current state, and to continue funding at the required level to take them into the 1990s
and beyond as higher education institutions of quality, we will not see a deterioration of
higher education quality in this State but will see the availability of chokce and the
development, as has happened already, of a completely separate ethos on each campus;, and in
conjunction with another university I have already talked about - the University of Notre
Dame Australia, which will be a small, specialist university of excellent quality as well - we
will have a rich diversity of higher education opportunities in this State, and this State and its
tertiary students will be the beneficiaries.

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) 1 10.02 pml: I also oppose the Bill, because it is designed to
destroy an institution; it is designed to destroy institutional choice - choice in curriculum,
choice in admission requirements and choice in assessment procedures. It is typical of the
short-sightedness of this Government that it has used numbers and statistics to state what a
university is. This Government lacks vision, and its support for Dawkins clearly
demonstrates that there is no leadership in this Government or by this Mfinister. When the
Minister talks about the National Party's having the good grace to investigate, listen and
consult, she obviously was not aware that I also had the good grace to go and find out exactly
what information was available. Obviously also the Minister did not have the good grace to
consult me or any other Liberal Party member or give me any facts that she might have given
to the National Party, because she did not need to. The National Party has the balance of
power, so when Mr Dawkins came to Perth it was not necessary for him to meet with the
shadow Minister for Education at all

Dr Lawrence: Of course it wasn't.

Mrs EDWARDES: Of course not - I did not have the balance of power.
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Dr Lawrence: No, you said you were opposed to it.

Mrs EDWARDES: So when we are talking about good grace and courtesy I do not think the
Minister has anything much to say.

On taking over the portfolio of education I had the very clear opportunity to go and
investigate and find out for myself exactly what the merger was all about - what the
educational benefits would be, what would be the cost benefits to result from either merging
or not merging - and what did I find? I went to Murdoch University in almost the first couple
of weeks after being given the shadow portfolio and I asked some very simple questions, or
so I thought. One such question was: What are the educational benefits of the merger? I
heard about agriculture and about research; I heard about the fact that if there were not
sufficient moneys for research no decent academics would be at Murdoch to teach
undergraduate studies. I thought that showed a lack of confidence in the academics there. I
then talked about economics - cost benefits and simple things that one talks about if one is
considering a takeover, which is really what it is. If the Minister wishes to call it a merger or
an amalgamation we can talk about the cost benefits of the amalgamation. I asked what the
cost benefit analysis of the amalgamation showed, but they had not done one. I asked what
would be the cost, and how much money Murdoch needed to survive over the next few years.
but that figure is not available either.
Given the fact that the Minister is talking about the loss of one of our universities - about the
biggest thing to happen in higher education in Western Australia - I find it quite amazing that
simple little things that are done in private enterprise have not been undertaken. All the
university senates have been discussing for the last 18 months or two years is whether or not
they would merge. It was the carrot-and-stick approach by Dawkins - and what support did
the universities receive from their State Minister, if they decided they would not merge?
T7hey certainly found out last year. The universities decided they would just merge
postgraduate studies; and what support did the Minister give them when Dawkins decided he
would not accept that? What support was the Government going to offer them? Nothing -
absolutely nothing! So the senates made the decision - they had to make the decision under
the carrot-and-stick scenario. That is all they were doing, they had no alternative. Members
can imagine the predicament of Murdoch University if it decided it did not want to merge
with the University of Western Australia. It was scared that if it decided not to merge with
UWA Dawkins would come in even harder.

It is absolutely disgusting to see the State Minister for Education bowing down to the Federal
Minister and I am really pleased to know there is to be a Federal election soon. I believe the
way Dawkins has approached this whole issue is certainly not the way a Federal Minister
should behave. [ take the view that universities should not be whipped into line just because
of the Government of the day. I find it even more amazing because I think Dawkins is an
absolute joke. He issued a media release in October in which he talked about academic
freedom to be enshrined in law. The Press release said that the Federal Government would
legislate to give Australian academics a charter which will guarantee institutional autonomy
and academic freedom. That is an absolute joke, when he has done more than any other
Minister to interfere in and take away autonomy and freedom. It is like the arsonist
announcing the arrival of the fire truck after he has lit the fire - it is absolutely disgusting.

Let us talk about Murdoch University. We have heard many speeches on this subject tonight
and I will not go over that ground, but I do want to talk about the facts relating to Murdoch
University. That university, in 1989, has 6 400 students enrolled - full-time, part-time and
external. Murdoch's growth rate has averaged 11 per cent over the past five years, making it
one of the fastest growing universities in Australia. The enrolments have consistently
exceeded forecasts made by Government appointed committees. A forecast which was made
less than 10 years ago suggested that Murdoch would have an equivalent full-timne student
enrolment of about 4 600 by the year 2001; the latest predictions suggests that the university
will reach that figure a decade ahead of schedule.

What is magical about the figure 5 000? What makes 5 000 enrolments a university?
Absolutely nothing. What educational benefits are to be gained from the merger? If we are
talking about educational benefits, as the member for Roe quite rightly pointed out, we
should ask what educational reasons for the merger have been advanced in the Minister's
second reading speech. The answer is, absolutely none. In fact, the tenor of the second
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reading speech is almost apologetic and suggests the Minister is introducing this legislation
only because it has been agreed to by the majority of the two senates; but let us talk about
those agreements, and about who has actually agreed to the merger.

Who is opposing this? The academics at both institutions oppose it; the students at both
institutions oppose it as the Minister received a petition with in excess of 7 500 signatures
from students at both institutions stating that fact. The Convocation of the University of
Western Australia is totally opposed to it and I have spoken to some of the senate members
outside of their official capacity who had to make the decision, and I can sum up in a few
words what one of them had to say: He said, 'Go for it girlie, you are on the right track. We
were forced to do it and had to agree to it under duress." In that circumstance I did not mind
being called "girlie" at all.
Mr Court: It is quite flattering.
Mrs EDWARDES: It is quite flattering; I do not mind being called "girlie".

Referring to the statistics for next year, Murdoch is the only institution showing an increase
in applications for 1990 despite the fact that total applications are down. Students are
choosing Murdoch for the different ethos, the different assessment, entry requirements and
curriculum it offers. It is very short sighted to cut out that diversity of choice. The move is
totally incongruous in view of the Higher Education in Western Australia report of the
commuittee of review because item 2.2 under the heading of "Amnalgamation" states -

While, up to a certain point, economic and educational advantages could be expected
to accrue to larger institutions, we should emphasise that we have seen no evidence to
support the case for merging institutions on the scale favoured by (he Commonwealth.
Indeed, we have doubts on efficiency and educational grounds, about the benefits to
be derived from amalgamation beyond a certain size, especially when the institutions
are widely separated geographically and have significantly different academic
structures and programs. In many cases, benefits could be enjoyed by collaborative
arrangements between institutions without the cost and the tension of amalgamation.

Over the page a further comment states -

The impact on the state of Murdoch remaining a separate institution would be
considerable. It would mean a reduction in funds for teaching and in educational
opportunities for the State as a whole, since Murdoch's funding would be reduced and
the range of its activities curtailed.

Yet on page 15 of the report under item 2.2.2 the committee refers to providing funding in the
following terms -

The pattern emerging in the rest of the country is one of institutions already large,
growing larger by amalgamation in a funding climate which places emphasis on sheer
size and critical mass as a precondition for research funding; IJWA felt
understandably uneasy.

It was aware that its research funding had been declining. The next page states -

It is clear to us that there will be substantial costs, in money as well as in time and
effort, in restructuring the amalgamated institution. Much will depend on a
sympathetic attitude of the Commonwealth towards supplying additional funds to
support the amalgamation.

On one hand the committee is saying that we will be losing money and on the other it is
saying we will need money to support it as an independent institution. Why support the
funding expected to come from the Commonwealth to support the amalgamation? It is such a
backward idea and totally incongruous. Murdoch is different and needs support; it needs to
be kept in its current state. There are no educational benefits or any education based reasons
or justifications for the proposal in the second reading speech. While research funding is
referred to in the second reading speech, every reason, justification or excuse given for the
proposal relates to the money demands from Canberra; that is, the Dawkins policy for the
unified national system. There is no guarantee that the resources will be better used, and
certainly nothing could be done with resources that cannot be done now. Murdoch is
currently using the payroll system at the University of Western Australia for a fee and is also
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collaborating in various other areas where it can reduce costs. Those are examples of the
indusry driven mergers that the Leader of the National Party adverted to. We do not want a
merger driven by carrots and sticks.

It is interesting to hear what some of the departmental officers said in private conversation
never to be put in print in that discussions took place at one stage on cutting off Austudy until
telephone calls made to Canberra halted the plan. It is absolutely atrocious that they should
be capable of doing so! That was not reported by only one person, it was reported by several
people.
Not one educational reason was given for the Dawkins proposal. In some instances people
may support the merger of certain institutions, but each institution must be looked at
separately. In respect of higher education in Western Australia, and in terms of being able to
provide the choice, the plan is short sighted. This Bill - as the member for Roe said - is not
about an amalgamation, it really is about a takeover. Looking at the changes to the
constitution for senate members, and looking at the cutback in student ratio, Dawkins is
totally short sighted. What are universities about if not students, and these students have no
right of veto on the decision. I am totally opposed to this Bill and I oppose the whole idea of
amalgamnation.
I took the time to talk not just to senate members, the vice chancellors and the academics in
the various faculties, but I also talked to the students as well. These people were not united.
How on earth can an amalgamation be considered when the academics, the students and the
vice chancellors are not unified in making it work? It will not work unless these people make
it work. Discussions have not taken place about which faculties will be transferred and which
ones will be cut back;, questions were not asked about what will happen to the new Murdoch
law school, or what will happen to the different entry requirements. However, it has been
stated that if the merger does not take place, we will lose the research funding.
I disagree that in the short term Murdoch will lose out with that funding. It may be that it
will not get the research funding for infrastructure, but all universities around the world now
go to private enterprise and other organisations for assistance in the work carried out at the
universities. That is the way in which Murdoch University is heading with its latest joint
venture developments in the idea of having a hospital in conjunction with Markalinga.
Funding will come from such sources and not just from the Commonwealth Government. If
research is to be accepted by peers, universities will receive fuinding. Murdoch will not suffer
in the short term, and in the long term it will increase its student numbers. Western Australia
is growing fast and that is the reason why Murdoch was placed where it is.
The Leader of the Opposition stated that we should be planning where the next university
will be placed rather than talking about cutting back one institution on nebulous grounds
because it does not meet a certain benchmark. That cutback is for a unified national system
which has nothing to do with benefits for higher education in Western Australia. I would like
to ensure that in the fture Canberra understands that Western Australia will not put up with
being told what to do or how to run this State. I hope that the Minister for Education and
other State Ministers will stand up to Canberra and tell the Federal Government that we will
not listen to it. We should tell it that it cannot interfere in the operations of our universities
and that our tertiary education system will not be a part of a unified national system. If
Canberra threatens to cut back on funding, the Minister for Education should support
Murdoch University and not sit back and say that the senates will agree to the amalgamation.
She should show leadership. For that reason I am opposed to the merger and to this Bill.

[Quorum formed.]
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! I note that the quorum was called from my
left and that members from my left remained seated behind the screen. I do not know
whether that is a correct way to caLl for a quorum. Firstly, comments from behind the screen
are not orderly. Secondly, to the extent that the comments were made, it is a responsibility
for all members of the House to maintain a quorum.
Mr Clarko: Mr Acting Speaker, I was speaking to Mr Thomas -

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member will speak to nobody from that position.
Mr Clarko: I have spoken.
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MR LEWIS (Applecross) [10.22 pm]: This will be my fourth contribution to a debate on
the Murdoch University and the University of Western Australia amalgamation in this
Parliament. I first raised ths matter in a debate in this place 18 months ago. At that time I
was ridiculed by the Leader of the House. I assured him that it would not be the last time I
spoke on what I considered to be the wanton destruction or forced demise of Murdoch
University.
I feel very strongly about the need for the continuation of Murdoch University. It is quite
patently wrong to send the university into oblivion because of financial threats or imperatives
from Canberra.
Mr Gordon Hill: You a-re not getting much support from your colleagues.
Mr LEWIS: I am glad the Minister is listening, that is the main thing.
As I said this morning in another debate, it is incredibly ironic that, on the day the
Government introduced a Bill to create a new university in Western Australia, the same
Government decided to debate legislation to send Murdoch University into oblivion. I cannot
understand how anyone with any comprehension of these matters could introduce and debate
these Bills on the same day. The whole matter is a nonsense and indicates how this
Government is heeding instructions from the Federal Minister for Education, Mr Dawkins,
and the Federal bureaucracy.
The senates of both universities are good men and women true. They have either been forced
into this situation or they have decided to "Yes, Minister' the Federal Minister. The forces
that have been pushing for the takeover of Murdoch University have included members of the
senate of both universities who, for their own reasons and positions, have written reports and
put their recommendations to the senates supporting the amalgamation or the demise of
Murdoch University. I suggest that the senates have been rather closeted in their views and
do not associate the existence of universities with the community. It is unfortunate that the
senates believe they own the universities. However, the universities are owned by the
citizens of Western Australia. If anything comes out of this debate - it seems that the demise
of Murdoch University will not occur - I hope the message gets through to the senates that
they should have shown a bit of mettle when the Federal Government waved the stick over
their heads and threatened them with the restriction of research funds if they did not fall into
line. The senates at that time should have told the Federal Minister and the Federal
Government that they are autonomous institutions and cannot be threatened into
amalgamation when that amalgamation is patently wrong.
Murdoch University's history began in 1966 when the then David Brand established a
committee known as the Jackson committee which was chaired by a former Chief Justice,
Sir Laurance Jackson. The committee recommended to the Government that a college of the
University of Western Australia be established on the south side of the river. It is important
to understand that the senate of the UWA at that time recommended to the Government that it
would be better for tertiary education in Western Australia if a new university with its own
ethos, administration, and identity was established to complement the University of Western
Australia. That indicates the wisdom of those people at that time. Is it not ironic that nothing
has changed and, perhaps, more than ever, there is a need for a separate institution? I refer to
institutions with different ethos and different modes of operation, and which cater for
different sectors and different disciplines within the tertiary education field. Is it not an irony
that nothing has changed and that there is even more reason for Murdoch to exist in its own
right? I believe the senates of the two universities probably received some external pressure
to make a decision to amalgamate. In no way were those decisions unanimous on the campus
of either institution.
To emphasise the atmosphere in which Murdoch University was established, I will quote
briefly from a speech made by Hon T.D. Evans, who was the Minister in charge of the Bill
introduced in this Parliament in 1973 to enable the formation of Murdoch University. It was
a bipartisan decision which had the support of Charles Court, as he then was, who had
succeeded Sir David Brand. Hon T.D. Evans said -

The then Premier was informed that the Senate had been impressed by the
significantly new approach to planning and development which had emerged where a
university had been autonomous from the beginning and that its recommendations

6401



were based very much on the university's concern that full opportunity should be
taken for a fresh approach to the role of the university today and how this role should
be performed.

That was the fundamental tenet when Murdoch University came into existence. Nothing has
been proffered during the debate on the amalgamation, or takeover of Murdoch, that puts that
fundamental tenet into question. Not one sound reason, based on educational grounds, has
been put forward for sending Murdoch into oblivion. Nothing has changed since 1966 or
1973 when Murdoch was first agreed to by this Parliament. The same criteria remain; in fact
there is even more reason today why Murdoch should continue to do the job it was put in
place to do. The objective of Murdoch was the advancement of learning and knowledge and
the provision of a university education. No doubt the same objectives exist at the University
of Western Australia. There is no reason today why Murdoch University should go out of
existence, other than the demands from Canberra and the constraints of the economy.
I refer to Edgar Lewis' comments when discussing the formation of Murdoch University in
the debate in this Parliament in 1973. He said that the Jackson committee has suggested that
the University of Western Australia should not grow on its existing campus beyond 8 000 full
time students and 2 000 pant time students. That prediction was made in 1966. The
University of Western Australia now has 10 000 students and is facing the question of where
to go. One of the reasons that UWA is so keen to take over Murdoch is that it feels
threatened by a young, growing, vibrant institution. Perhaps the establishment at UWA can
see itself taking second place a decade or so down the line; perhaps that is the reason the
IJWA senate and some of its academnics are so keen to swallow up Murdoch. That does not
reflect very well on the good intentions of UTWA because it has reached a situation in which
its expansion and progress are limited.
It has been recommended that the agricultural faculty at the Murdoch campus should be
expanded, and that means that the school of agriculture would be moved from UWA. That
has also been advanced as one of the reasons for the amalgamation; if that is valid, the school
of agriculture at UWA could be moved to the Murdoch campus and it would still not be
necessary for the universities to amalgamate.

Dr Lawrence: By what mechanism?
Mr LEWIS: By the mechanism of Federal funds of $17 million promised by Mr Dawkins in
1992. Only the prestige, ego, and status of certain academics at UWA would be involved in
the decision not to transfer that school to Murdoch. According to the Federal bureaucrats, a
university must have 8 000 students before it can be viable. I do not believe that big is
necessarily beautiful; I think small, tidy and well managed are far more desirable
characteristics and create more viability than large, floundering, bureaucratic institutions that
do not know where they are going. If the school of agriculture transferred to Murdoch, that
university would be viable and would expand. That is one of the big fears of UWA, it is
afraid of becoming the second-tier university in Western Australia. It may be a case of the
child becoming bigger than the mother who spawned him.
It is interesting to note the comments of Mr Arthur Tonkin in 1973 when the Murdoch
legislation was debated.

I suggest that universities are not serving society in the way society needs to be served
at the present time.

Mr Tonkin was one of the senior Labor Ministers at the time and he said -

Universities are failing in this regard because they do not hire their staff according to
teaching ability and members of the staff are not greatly concemned about their lack of
teaching skill. They fail in their duty because they are obsessed with research and the
end result is that the universities are turning out increasing numbers of highly trained
people, very often with PhD degrees, who are not employable.

He was fight on the mark. Although I accept that one of the fundamental functions of a
university is to carry out research, it is not an all-embracing function and other things must
also be done. A balance must be found across the spectrum; it is not only a matter of learning
and research, but also of a culture that generates and permeates into the wider society from
institutions such as Murdoch, Curtin and UWA and, I hope Notre Dame. The Federal
Government wants to put them into one pot and to lay down one strict criterion of
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how the university will operate and the end product. Members on this side of the House
believe in liberalism and that people should be able to choose their own way of doing things.
I cannot accept, and none of us on this side of the House will accept for one moment, that we
need to have universities of 16 000 or 20 000 people, which will be dictated to from
Canberra. Universities must have their own ethos and identity. They should be allowed to
develop in the way they want to develop, within the boundaries of their financial constraints
and according to the will of the communities which they serve.
I would like to correct a nonsense which the Minister expressed earlier. She is here
promoting the demise and the sending to the grave of Murdoch University; in the next breath
she is talking up the proposed formation of the University of Penth from WACAE. She has
also introduced legislation to establish in Eremantle the University of Notre Dame Australia.
She stated in the South Western Times of Thursday, 3 November 1988, that -

As a branch of the WA College of Advanced Education, the Bunbury Institute can
look forward with confidence to achieving university status in the not too distant
future. I can anticipate that before long I will be extending my congratulations to the
first university graduates from the South-West.

What a contradiction! What hypocrisy! The Minister is sending one university to its grave,
while talking up another one.
Dr Lawrence: Do you think the students and staff of Murdoch University will just disappear
in a puff of smoke? You are being absurd.

Mr LEWIS: We are talking about identity; the Minister wants to take away the identity of
that institution. We must consider why amalgamation has been proposed. It has a lot to do
with the ego, status and prestige, and what I would call the prima donna syndrome, of certain
academics and the various people who mun the schools in these institutions, who see their
position and status as being under threat. They believe that through amalgamation, and
becoming a very large macro institution, their status, ego and prestige will be uplifted. That
is a false premise uinder which to send Murdoch University to its demise.

Dr Lawrence: Your time is up.

Mr LEWIS: It is not up at all. It is 10 minutes. Mr Acting Speaker, how much time do I
have?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! You have 10 minutes. The clock is again
on the blink, so to speak.

Mr LEWIS: I would also suggest that some of these academics - who to my mind are
looking after their own positions - have been seduced by the Federal Minister for Education.
The arguments he has proffered are very thin on the ground. Very few valid arguments have
been proffered for the need to amalgamate, other than the economic imperative. The State
Minister for Education has admitted that initially she was not in favour of amalgamation, and
right until the eleventh hour she was not convinced about the necessity for arnalgantation. I
suggest the Minister is still not convinced; she has succumbed to the pressure from Canberra,
the Premier, and her Cabinet, but knows in her heart it is not the right and proper thing to
happen at this time.

The Federal Minister for Education has held out many carrots to entice art agreement to
amalgamation, such as the promise of research funding to the tune of $27 million over the
next two or three years. However, they are not promises which Mr Dawkins is able to make,
because he may not be the Minister for Education at that time; in fact, he may not even be
there. We are very confident that next year the Federal Labor Goverrnent will be removed,
and the Federal Liberal spokesman on education will be the Minister for Education. He has
already indicated he has an entirely different attitude to the amalgamation of Murdoch
University. He has said that funds will be made available for Murdoch University to continue
in its own right; Murdoch University will obtain the necessary funding for research and
capital works; and the Faculty of Agriculture. will be moved from the University of Western
Australia to Murdoch University.

Universities are institutions of longevity. They exist for generations and centuries. Just
because there may be economic constraints now which limit the amount of funding available
to satisfy the demands of the universities, that is no reason to force upon them amalgamation,
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because three or four years down the track sufficient funds may be available. There are good
and bad times in business, and it may be that we are now having a bad time in an economic
sense - and there are plenty of reasons for that when we consider that the Federal
Government has made a mess of our economy - but we would like to think that things will be
freer and easier in a few years' time, and that funding will be available for research and the
extension of those educational institutions, If this amalgamation did happen to go ahead -
and I do not believe it now will - it will be only a matter of timne before the academics will be
asking for institutions to be separated again.

The Federal Minister held out three carrots to the Senates of the two universities. First, he
said that Murdoch University and the University of Western Australia will be able to continue
their external studies program. I suggest that the University of Western Australia has never
been terribly keen on external studies; that has been one of the biggest criticisms levelled at
the University of Western Australia over the years. Murdoch University was founded as an
open university, which specialised in external studies. I know what will happen if the two
universities are amalgamated: Murdoch University will go into oblivion, and the University
of Western Australia will return to the bad habits it has run into over the last four or five
decades.

Mr Thomas: That is rubbish!

Mr LEWIS: The University of Western Australia does not have a very good record on
external studies, and the member knows it.

Second, the Federal Minister said he would support the establishmnent of a Faculty of Law at
Murdoch University. However, Murdoch University should have that anyway. That is no
reason why the two universities have to amalgamate. Surely to goodness, if there is a need
for it they should do it now. The third carrot which was dangled in front of the universities
was the provision of capital funds to allow the Faculty of Agriculture to move from the
University of Western Australia to Murdoch University, and to put in place the various
buildings that are needed.

The Federal Government's arrogance is being manifested at this very time. The Government
has already written out cheques to the University of Western Australia. It has already taken it
for granted that the universities will be amalgamated. The money that is coming from
Canberra at present for the University of Western Australia has been provided on the basis of
the two universities being amalgamated. However, this Parliament will show the Federal
Government that it will not be dictated to by Canberra, and that Canberra can just go and
redo its sums, because the universities will in the future exist in their own right.

Let us look at the reasons why the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University
should not be amalgamated. The agricultural funding should continue and the School of
Agriculture at the University of Western Australia should go to Murdoch University. The
supposition that there will not be any research is no reason to amalgamate the universities.
The research funding should be forthcoming notwithstanding; and if any Minister of the
Crown gives that as an excuse it is a disgraceful reason to proffer - that is, that the
universities will not get research funding if they do not fall into line. It is nothing but straight
out, rotten blackmail. To suggest it will be a more viable institution because it may have
16 000 or IS 000 students is also fallacious, because big is not necessarily beautiful and I
think a smaller university, properly and more efficiently u, would be far better than one
great monolith of a university going in all different directions for its own selfish ends.

Neither are status and prestige reasons to amalgamate the universities. Universities should be
institutions of excellence and the size of the institution should not necessarily give credentials
to the various people in the senior academnic positions. Notwithstandinig what the Minister
said today, Murdoch has done exceptionally well against the odds of an unsupportive
Government and of the University of Western Australia, which has not helped it in any way
at all. One of the problems with Murdoch University is that it has never had arn endowment,
which would provide it with the funds to continue, to grow, to develop its own ethos and to
serve the community south of the river which it was put ini place to do.

This problem requires some lateral thinking and a vision for the future, because if we put
Murdoch University in its grave today we will do a great disservice to many hundreds of
thousands of people who live south of the river and who will need that institution in the
future.
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MR HOUSE (Stirling) [10.52 pm]: Fiirstly, I thank the Minister for Education for
allowing this issue to be debated properly and in full tonight, as I think it should be. I know
that time is short and I will make only a few brief remarks.

The position of the National Pasty has been put very clearly by the Leader of the National
Parry and by our spokesman on education, the member for Roe. Not many decisions we
make in this Parliament are easy ones, but this is probably one of the most difficult I have had
to make since I have been here; because this decision, rightly or wrongly, whether one is for
or against amalgamation, will affect the tertiary institutions of this State for the next decade
or more. It is not a decision that anybody could or should make lightly. One must try to sort
the facts from the fiction, weigh up the facts, and then decide on the direction tertiary
education should take.

Those members, like me, who have decided to vote against amalgamation may one day have
the finger pointed at them and be told, "We told you so." I for one am prepared to take that
risk because I believe that I have researched the facts and that the right decision is not to
amalgamate the universities. While the Green and White Papers on the university
amalgamation indicate that big is the way to go - that big will produce the best academic and
funding results - I have a different view because I cannot agree that that will produce the best
turnout for the students or the best research for the people who do that research in this State.
I say that because I think a form of competition exists in Western Australia between the two
universities. While they have faculties with many similarities there is a healthy degree of
competition, which should be encouraged. Personally [ think that is the correct way to go. It
is very interesting that we do not accept the "big is beautiful" approach for our high school or
primary school classes, nor indeed for any other learning institution or formn of learning. We
have a vety well established concept now that small is beautiful in the case of education.

Mr Mensaros interjected.

Nfr HOUSE: It is not something I would agree with and I do not think many educators would
agree that having larger nunbers in a classroom leads to academic excellence; in fact, the
contrary seem to be true.
Dr Lawrence: It is always a case of how big is too big and how small is too small.

Mr HOUSE: I accept that is the case and I will come to that in a moment. In that context,
Canberra has told us that we must have a certain number in each student body in order to
achieve academic excellence or to attract funding. If we are to use that argument as the
reason for this amalgamation, the proposed joining of these universities may, in five or six
years' time when Sydney and Melbourne grow, prove still to be very small biclcies. What
should we do then? Should we propose that the Western Australian College of Advanced
Education or the proposed new University of Notre Dame Australia amalgamate with the
universities too? Should we propose to amalgamate all our tertiary institutions? There is no
limit when we start to float that sort of argument. We may find that smaller institutions have
more to offer; indeed, they have a great deal more to offer in being able to provide a yery.
diverse range of courses that cater for things they might not be able to cater for under one
umbrella.
To emphasise that point, I support very strongly the mature age courses held at Murdoch
University. Many country people have benefited from attending Murdoch University and
doing mature age courses which they would not have been able to do at the University of
Western Australia. Many country people went home from school to their farms at a very
early age when tertiary education was not as accessible as it is now, or perhaps they could not
afford it. They did not go on to higher education, not because they did not have the
intelligence but because they were not accepted into University of Western Australia; but.
now they are being accepted into Murdoch University. Some of these people, such as the late
Ken Newby, have made a significant contribution to this State since graduating from
Muirdoch. Ken Newby made a tremendous contribution to land and soil conservation in the'
Fitzgerald National Park in the south west of Western Australia. I believe that if the
University of Western Australia merged with Murdoch University - and my belief is that it
would be more of a takeover than a merger - those matue age courses would not be given the.
same priority that Murdoch now affords them; therefore I strongly support Murdoch's
remaining a separate entity.
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The population growth figures for the area in which Murdoch University is situated indicate
very clearly that Murdoch's student intake will outstrip that of the University of Western
Australia in the next five or six years.

Dr Lawrence: Have you had a look at the distribution of students at the institutions? The
distribution is not regionally influenced as people choose the institution for the course;
therefore, the distribution depends upon how good the courses are.

Mr HOUSE: The Minister makes a good point which I accept, but in addition to what she
says the situation exists in which Perth is growing rapidly. The Minister today has supported
a Bill to establish another university in Western Australia, and I presume that as a thinking
person who has worked in educational institutions she would not have accepted or supported
that Bill if that university were not to have enough students in the future.

Dr Lawrence: One day.

Mr HOUSE: Be that as it may, the Minister accepts the principle.

I am saying that Murdoch University will grow as the University of Western Australia has
grown and we will see two strong, healthy institutions competing against each other to put
into the field of business some very well educated people. Having spoken to a number of
people, it seems that the argument supporting amalgamation is based on one thing; that is, the
fact that the Federal Minister has made a determination that larger numbers at universities
will attract more funding. We have a political process which has directed universities into
making decisions; the senates of the universities have had to make a decision in favour of
amalgamation. John Dawkins laid down the ground rules and the universities must play the
game by his ground rules. Why should tertiary institutions be funded on the number of
students they have? I have asked university professors that question, and they cannot answer
it; I have not heard John Dawkins enlighten the situation in that regard either.

Mr Thomas: How else could you do it sensibly?
Mr HOUSE: It could be done in a large number of ways; the funding could be on academic
excellence because people will fund research in a project of proven academidc excellence.

Mr Thomas: That happens, but it has to operate on a per capita basis.

Mr HOUSE: I am pleased to hear that it is happening.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Donovan): Order! Leniency has been shown to the member
for Cockburn, but he should not be interjecting. If he is to interject, he must do so from his
own seat.

Mr HOUSE: There are two faculties at the universities that interest me greatly: One is the
agricultur faculty, because as a farmer I am deeply interested in the future of agricultural
education and research in this State. The people of my electorate depend very much on
agricultural research and the people graduating to help produce a better income and make a
better agricultural Australia. However, agriculture in this State has had the sword held over
its head by the Federal Minister. He has said to them that if they do not agree to this
amalgamation, they may not get the funding they should. Anybody who has been to the
agricultural faculty at UWA will have seen the conditions under which it operates. Other
members would be horrified at the buildings, which are quite antiquated; and the system is
totally outdated compared to today's modem standards.

Mr Court: You don't grow good crops in Nedlands, and the sheep are looking a bit mangey
too.
Mr HOUSE: The last three days have been a little long, and perhaps our patience is running
a little thin so I will not reply to that interjection.

It is time that the agricultural faculty was funded properly, and it should not be funded with a
threat hanging over its head. I strongly favour the agricultural faculty moving to Muirdoch to
work in conjunction with the environmental science faculty and the veterinary school. This
would form a first class agricultural facility at Murdoch University. This has an added
advantage in that it will free up places at UWA which other faculties require. The argument
put forward by some people, particularly the Dean of Agriculture at LYWA, is that we should
support the amalgamation, but the benefits that would flow to agriculture should not
influence the overall decision. We must make sure that agriculture gets its true and proper
funding and takes its proper place at the tertiary institutions of this State.
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The second faculty which interests me is that of law. We have had a rather limnited number of
law graduates from UTWA over the past 20 years or so. The practice of law in WA has
reflected that in that we have a shortage of practising solicitors. It is interesting to note that
as soon as Murdoch discussed opening a law school, UTWA upped its admission number by
50 per cent. Murdoch has proposed to open a law school with 150 places, yet it has received
500 applications. How many places does UWA offer?

Dr Lawrence: Law is one of the subjects people seem to want to do, although I would like to
know their reasons.

Mr HOUSE: I do not know how many applications UWA has received, but why not increase
the intake? What holds them back?
Dr Lawrence: The professional associations do so as they do with medicine, accounting and
agriculture. Places must be found for those people once they graduate as they require a
professional apprenticeship. Professional limitations are applied on that basis.

Mr HOUSE: I accept that there needs to be more acceptance between the Law Society, the
practising solicitor and the law school. Healthy competition will be engendered when
Murdoch starts a law school. For example, before the veterinary school started at Murdoch,
the cost of having a vet visit a fanner was absolutely prohibitive, yet once the Murdoch
veterinary school started and more veterinary scientists graduated the situation has changed
and we have access to vets at a reasonable price. In my area we had one vet far years and he
charged what he liked. Now we have access to five vets on one side of the town in which I
live, and two who travel in from the other side of town. We have produced the solution to a
very difficult problem and vets now produce a service at an affordable price to the benefit of
the State. The same thing will happen with law if we allow the Murdoch law school to
proceed. I hope no threat on funding to the proposed law school will be based on the
question of amalgamation.

The merger has guaranteed nothing. There was no specific announcement from the Federal
Minister for Education about what funding would be provided for the merged universities.
He has been very evasive in answering questions put to him about the benefits to the State in
terms of funding. He has made some very nonspecific statements about our getting
$26 million in 1991 for agriculture. However, he did not say that it might come off other
funding that would have been available anyway. Frankly, until all those things are spelt out I
do not see any benefits from the merger.
In conclusion, if there is a need for a merger, if the professors at the university believe that
there is a need for a merger, and if other learning institutions and their recipients - the
students - believe it, it will come about voluntarily between the faculties. There will be
enonmous pressures on members of Parliament and other people to allow a merger to take
place rather than pressure being applied on us to stop its taking place. Let us have some
demonstration from some of the faculties such as agriculture that they are prepared to stand
up and be counted by putting the interests of this State and their students first by shifting to
Murdoch University.

M1R COURT (Nedlands - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11. 14 prnj: For many years I
have followed with interest the developments and the operations of the University of Western
Australia and Murdoch University. The University of Western Australia is in the Nedlands
electorate. Over many years it has established a very fine reputation. That is not to say that it
cannot strive for better things. It should be aiming for quality and excellence.

Murdoch University is a relatively young university. It has gone tough a difficult period.
In particular, the last couple of years have been extremely hard for Murdoch University as
there has been uncertainty about its future. Talk has focused attention on amalgamnation and
the conditions and terms under which the amalgamation will take place.

Murdoch University is seen to be the poor relation in the exercise. I have been annoyed
because the Government has had a wonderful opportunity to accept a challenge to make
Murdoch University even greater than it is instead of merging it with the University of
Western Australia. The Government has been bogged down with bureaucratic solutions from
Canberra instead of working out ways of assisting with funding and attracting more funds
and support from the community for that university just as over the years the UWA has built
up support.
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The Government has made a major mistake in itroducing this legislation. I have sat in this
House for the last year and watched the Minister for Education sit on the fence on this issue.
She has not been prepared to commit herself one way or the other. She would have found
that difficult because she has been under pressure from her Federal colleagues who have
come up with the latest plan on what to do with these institutions. She has probably been tied
on what she can say publicly.

[ have sensed a lack of commitment to proceed with the amalgamation. Only six months ago
we debated this subject in the House and the Minister made sure that she sat on the fence.
The academics, the convocation, and the students are against the amalgamation. In fact, very
few people that I have spoken to at U WA support it.

Mr Thomas: Except the Senate.

Mr Shave: Under duress.

Mr Kierath: Under threats and intirnidation.

Mr COURT: I have spoken to many people on the senates. The Opposition has made it its
business to visit both universities regularly. We have corresponded with some of the people
involved and expressed our concern at the way they have allowed themselves to be put under
pressure from the Federal Government. It is unbelievable that in correspondence and in
talking with us, they refer to the unified national system. That term sounds like something
from a communist country.

Mr Thomas: "Unified national system" - it is a term.
Mr COURT: I think of universities as being independent and free thinking.

Dr Lawrence: When it comes to the crunch, you tell them that they cannot think about
anything.

Mr COURT: They did not think about amalgamation until they were told about it.

Dr Lawrence: You don't give them credit for having an independent view.

Mr COURT: I said we have spoken with people. They were pushed into amalgamation. It
all boils down to funding. They tell us they were told that they will not get research funding
unless they accept the proposal to anmalgamiate.
Dr Lawrence: Don't get so angry.

Mr COURT: I am angry. The State Government has shown no leadership on this issue. It
has allowed Murdoch to wallow around in uncertainty without attempting to assist it. It does
not have the endowment funds that the UWA has.

Dr Lawrence: Did you make that available in your time in office to Murdoch University?

Mr COURT: The Liberal Government has always bent over backwards to make sure that
Murdoch University survives. In the university's early years, it was not favourably disposed
towards our political philosophy, and the Liberal Government bent over backwards to ensure
that it continued and it is proud of that. We are proud that, instead of trying to work
something out for amalgamating the universities, we are talking to the people and trying to
think up ways of getting the university on a good financial footing so that it can strive to be
better. Instead, it is wallowing in uncertainty.

Dr Lawrence: Why don't we redistribute the endowment lands?

Mr COURT: The university can start its own endowment lands,

Mr Thomas: It wants something that is bearing fruit now.

Mr COURT: It has to start somewhere. Over the years, the UWA has built up a reputation.
People have bequeathed property to it in their estates. That is the reason for the strong
financial position of UWA. However, not only money makes a university great; the people
running the university and the attitude of the Government also make a university great. If the
State Government got behind Murdoch University and made variations in funding, it would
be a better university. It would also be a better university if the State Government provided
leadership. If it is left to wallow in uncertainty it will die. I had the privilege of attending the
University of Western Australia and one of my nieces is currently a student at Murdoch
University. She is extremely proud of that university and when she qualifies she will be a
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good ambassador for it. I know many people who have graduated from Murdoch and in
years to come they will be able to assist the university.

Mr Thomas: That is not where the endowment lands came from. They are a gift from
Government.
Mr COURT: The Government can play a part.

Mr Thomas: You had the opportunity and you did not.

Mr COURT: If that is the problem and if the Government believes it needs more endowment
land for that university, why not do something about it? Itris not necessary to take the land
from one to give it to the other - there is plenty of Crown land. The Asset Management Task
Force, which is the new Western Australian Development Corporation, seems to be able to
find plenty of Government land to sell.

The argument put forward is that by combining these two universities there will be a better
end product. As the previous speaker said, big is not necessarily beautiful. Different
umiversities around the world vary in size and some of the great universities are very small. I
have been involved in businesses where one business has been operating well and a decision
was made to set up another. However, one and one do not always make two. and a new set of
problems arose when businesses expanded. Recently a member of my family went into a
small private hospital in Yokine. It was a very pleasant place and the sister was happy and
cheerful. If one had to be in hospital it was a nice friendly place to be in. The sister told me
that she had worked in a big teaching hospital previously but she found they were impersonal
and the people were not so happy. That is a good example of the point I am making.
Dr Lawrence: If your relative needed open heart surgery, chemotherapy or another expensive
form of treatment, that would not be available in that type of hospital.
Mr COURT: The Minister is wrong. A number of private hospitals specialise in those types
of high-tech medicine.
Dr Lawrence: They do not provide tertiary level medicine because it is too expensive, and
that is why there are big teaching hospitals.
Mr COURT: As the member for Melville said, it is quite remarkable that on the same day
legislation is debated for the establishment of a new private university -

M'r Thomas: We are not paying for that.

Mr COURT: No, but if the Federal Government did some lateral thinking it could work out
ways of making sure that Murdoch University had the level of funding it requires to develop.
During the debate on the Notre Dame University this moming, I commented on the initiative
that Bond had shown. Many people had been talking about the establishmnent of pnivate
universities in this country, but he had the vision and foresight to give it a go. Four years ago
many people in academric circles in the Eastern States were convinced that a private
university was a bad thing. They said the establishment of private universities would lower
the academic s~andards in this country.

Dr Lawrence: It could if you were not very careful.

Mr COURT: Of course it could, but it could also raise the academic standards in this
country. Some academ-ics are saying at the moment in their dinner party conversations that
they knew the Bond University would fail. Of course, that university has some financial
problems but it is still establishing high standards.

Dr Lawrence: We do not know what the standards of Bond University a-re. No students have
graduated from it and neither has research been carried our.

Mr COURT: I have great faith that Don Watts will stick to his word and make sure it has
extremely high standards. The feedback I have received and the quality of the academic staff
at that university indicate that it wil turn out fine students. It is not only the people in
Government funded universities who must do some lateral thinking. It is a pity that when
Bond got into financial problems corporate Australia did not get behind that university to
ensure there was more competition in that area. That is why the Opposition was pleased
when Denis Horgan and the Catholic church got behind the establishment of a private
university in this State. There are many ways for a new university such as Murdoch to attract
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funding firomn different sources and to strive for better standards; however, they have not been
adopted in this State.

The member for Stirling said he thought it would be good to combine the faculties of
agriculture in UTWA and Murdoch, I am told that is a logical step to take, but it could
certainly be sorted out without the two universities being merged. I am sure the Government
could work something out. [ commented earlier about the crops growing in Nedlands, and it
is strange to think that sheep are grazing and crops are growing in that part of town. In future
the faculties of agriculture may also need a facility in the country.

Many people have been hoodwinked over this issue. They have been told that if a university
attracts a magical number of students it becomes a good university and warrants research
funds. What absolute nonsense. Universities are not about numbers; they are about the
quality of education in those institutions. It is demeaning that academics and people who run
universities have accepted this nonsensical argument by the State Government that the
universities will not work unless they meet this formula.

Mr Thomas: Are you opposing the tax cuts?

Mir COURT: What does the member for Cockburn mean?

Mr Thomas: Somebody has to pay for the tax cuts the Federal Government is talking about.

Mr COURT: I have been asked what the Liberal Government did for Murdoch University.
One of the first speaking engagements I had as a member of Parliament was to go to that
university.

Mr Thomas: That was in the dying days of the Liberal Government. What about in the years
before that?

Mr COURT: This was when we were in Opposition. I went to speak to a University Liberal
Club function at Murdoch, which is a breakthrough in itself.

Mr Thomas: Is that when it started going downhill?

Mrs Edwardes: Are you saying Murdoch is going downhill? Is that why you are not
prepared to support it? Is that the confidence your Government has in Murdoch? I think you
have just stated it.

Mr Kierath: Do you think Murdoch has gone downhill?

Mr Thomas: I do not think that at all. It is in the centre of a great electorate.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr COURT: I think the member has just put his foot in it. One of the academic staff who
was at that function - out of interest, I might say, because it was pointed out to me that he was
not a Liberal voter - said that Murdoch University owed its existence today to the fact that the
State Liberal Government had stood by it in difficult times so that it was able to remain an
autonomous university. There had been pressure from a Federal Liberal Government to start
heading off along the route that members opposite are following. Instead of just accepting
that, the State Liberal Government stood up to the Federal Government and said it would
provide financial support for chat university if the Federal Government were not prepared to
play its role.

It is sheer stupidity for the Government to introduce this legislation. I know the Minister
does not have her heart in this legislation. The Government has shown a lack of leadership.
It has allowed the Federal Government to push it around, when I believe the Stare
Governiment should be setting the pace in this area. In the years ahead this State will see
tremendous development. It will need not only a strong Murdoch University but other
universities besides UWA. I would like to think the Government's energies will be directed
towards helping Murdoch University to improve, as an independent university, rather than
the Government's playing games and fiddling Mround and trying to merge the two
universities, which are just not made to be fitted together: Their ethos is completely different,
and it is an insult to those institutions to force them into amalgamation.

MR SHAVE (Melville) [11.32 pm]: I would like to speak briefly on this proposed
amalgamation because it affects a lot of people in my electorate. First, the amalgamation has
been initiated under threat; nothing has been more clearly exhibited tonight than that fact.

6410 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 7 December 1989] 61

Every speaker who has spoken on this issue has talked about that threat. The Minister for
Education, who is unfortunately now leaving, has sac opposite and not once denied that this
proposed amalgamation has been initiated under treat. My conclusion is that she also
realises it has been initiated under threat. That is a very sad situation for Western Australia.

The Leader of the National Party and the member for Roe alluded to their discussions with
the university senates when they said they got the impression that the reason people were
agreeing with the proposed amalgamation was that if they did not their funding would be
removed. Recently, I also had the privilege of meeting some of the people at Murdoch
University and I formed the same impression. The majority of the people attending the two
universities do not want amalgamation, but they are being told that if they do not go along
with what the Federal Government wants they will get nothing.

Mr Thomas: Do you oppose the Federal Governm-ent's having the responsibility for funding
for tertiary education?

Mr SHAVE: I am happy to comment on that; if the member gives me a moment, I will come
to it.
This is a clear example of Government and big Government. The Government that the
member for Cockburn is talking about wants to control everybody. This is a clear example of
a centralised Government having the misguided philosophy chat big Government knows best.
We see that occurring in every socialist country, yet they make the same mistakes over and
over again, and at the end have to reverse the situation. I am firmly of the belief that, as the
member for Applecross. said, big is not beautiful. That saying is very appropriate to this
discussion. if we are to develop excellence within the education system, we need
competition and a variety of viewpoints- It is ironic that the reason people are at university is
to think and to be productive in their views; yet the Federal Government is saying it does not
think that is a good idea for these universities and they will have to be amalgamated; and
inevitably the opportunity for people to have a variety of options will be reduced. It is
commonsense that if we have a faculty of law on one campus and a faculty of law on another,
if a new area of development occurs within the discipline of law, there is the possibility that
although one faculty will not initiate the new programs the other will.

Today we heard members talking about the proposal to establish in Fremantle the University
of Notre Dame; they all said it was going to be wonderful. Last night I attended a function at
Melville High School. The teachers there were very proud of their independence and the
variety of options they could offer to students- They were very proud that they were getting
students from other areas to undertake programs which were not provided in a number of
other high schools. 1n fact, the headmaster, who was speaking there, was very proud of the
fact that next year they would be introducing another course of excellence. Thbat is a very
good situation. It is most important to have options.

The Government believes that the cost factor is a valid reason for amalgamation. That belief
is totally unjustified. If we look at the major population growth in the areas south of the
river, we can see that Murdoch University is appropriately located. I can understand why the
Senate of the University of Western Australia would support amalgamation, because if one
does not have competition one will not get embarrassed about what another university is
producing. Murdoch University has a very good reputation, and it is producing. It is quite
obvious that if one eliminates competition one will not have a problem; it is a bit like one
company taking over another company to elimninate competition.

I am very pleased that the National Party will oppose thlis legislation, even though it has
looked at the agricultural aspect and the baits that were thrown out by the Government. We
should not be under any misapprehension that when this Government starts talking about
supporting agriculture it is looking also at prising loose the National Party vote. A lot of
people in the country do not just go into the area of agriculture; some of them are doctors,
and some of them are lawyers. The National Parry has made the wise decision to oppose this
merger. I hope that in the interests of the majority of the people who attend Murdoch
University this legislation will be thrown out in the other House.

MR MINSON (Greenough) [11.39 pmn]: When I first heard about the proposed merger of
the two universities in Western Australia I thought there must be some good reason for it and
I approached the situation with an open mind. I examined the Bill and felt that it should
A751 I -is
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achieve one or both of two things: Firstly, it should achieve an improved academidc
performance and give this State a higher degree of academic excellence; and secondly, it
should at least maintain the status quo with respect to expense, and preferably save some
money. However, after having looked at the Bill I find it wanting in both areas and in fact I
believe it is about three things. Firstly, it is about controlling tertiary education in this State;
secondly, it is about transferring power from here to Canberra, and particularly to Dawkcins;
thirdly, it is a recipe for academic mediocrity, which is of major concern to me.

Mr Thomas: Do you know who was the farst person responsible for transferring
responsibility to the Federal Governiment?

Mr MINSON: This is about control. I am not interested in who did what First in respect to
funding, but I am concerned that this legislation will lead to academic mediocrity and nothing
else.

Mr Thomas: It was Menzies.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MINSON: Mr Speaker, I do not want a history lesson, I want to debate this Bill.
There appeared to be no support for the merger proposal from either side of this House, nor
did there appear to be any real support for it from either of the university senates, until the
bully from Canberra began to make his financial threats, like the B grade Al Capone that he
is.

Mr Lewis: With a beard.

Mr MINSON: That is it. the bearded Al Capone! Suddenly all the resistance vanished and
some members of the senates - and I say "some" because I know for a fact that they certainly
are not unanimous - decided that amalgamation would be a good idea. So did some members
of the Government but, I must say, in a very halfhearted way. In conversations that I have
had with members of the Government, particularly those on the back bench, they have told
me they do not support this Bill either. I am greatly concerned that very little resistance has
been put up to the proposal because [ believe Dawkins does not have the guts to stop funding
to Murdoch.

Dr Lawrence: There is no suggestion he will stop funding Murdoch.

Mr MINSON: Yes there is. He has held a gun at their heads. The catalyst for the merger
appeared to be this document entitled "Higher Education - A Policy Statement", not written
or compiled by Hon I.S. Dawkins but circulated by him. After hearing some of the speeches
he has made I doubt that he has read the document, because it is full of contradictions. The
document is a collection of meaningless cliches. For some reason it seems to try to hide the
facts with statements that, when one adds them all together, do not really make up any sort of
case for amalgamating our two universities. I believe it is really a blueprint for undoing all
the good that has been done so far. I will quote tee examples from the document, which
appear fatrly early in the book. It includes statements such as this, which appears at the foot
of page 7 -

We are, and want to remain, a diverse society whose members respect the
individuality of others. Our higher education system needs to reflect this diversity.

It then makes four points and with your indulgence, Mr Speaker, I will read them -

Our institutions have differing strengths and characteristics, and should maintain the
positive aspects of these differences.

Individual students have a wide range of aspirations and needs, for which the system
must provide. Institutions should adapt their offerings to the needs of particular
student groups.

I think the diversity of our two universities will assist in that. The quote continues -

There are significant differences in educational requi Lrements across particular States
and regions. Institutions should be sensitive to local as well as to broader national
needs.

I think that for Perth to have two major universities is one of the ways to do that. It goes on
to make the statement -
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centralised control is at odds with the need for creativity, innovation and diversity.
I. would suggest that statements like that do not in any way support the result Dawkins has
come up with; char is, that we should merge our two universities. On page IIthe document
states that one of the aims should be -

encouragement of an' environment of productive competition between higher
education institutions,

How can we fostei productive competition when Mr Dawkins wants to amalgamate our only
two major universities? Finally, on page 21 the document says something which concerns
me very much; namely -

Consistent with the Government's concern for growth and equity, the provision of
higher education opportunities for people who live outside the major cities is a matter
of high priority.

It has always been my fond hopd that we will see a university established in one of our major
provincial cities. I know some people would lie to see that university established in Albany,
but I would lie to see it in Ceraldton.

Mr Kierathi Some of us would lie to see it stay where it is.
Mr NINSON: The two major universities should stay where they are, but if we get into the
"big is beautiful" syndrome arnd say we must amalgamate our two universities into one big
one, the establishment of a small university in the country will be that much further down the
track. The statement on page 21 of the document is probably a bit of a worry for anyone who
wants to see a university established in the country.

As for finance, it has been mentioned by interjection today that the economy of scale is
important and that is the aim of the proposed merger of the two universities. I could accept
that, except that I think the economy of scale has become a catchcry and I would remind
those who use that catchcty of another one, which is the law of diminishing returns, What is
more likely to happen with these campuses is that we will create a bureaucratic monster
which will in fact cost more than it costs to run two universities.

I would like to see several things. Firstly, I would like to see f ree universities - free in the
sense that they are independent and not subject to State or Federal meddling. Free
universities tend to exist across the world where there are true democracies - which exist only
where there are free universities! Secondly, I would like to see academic diversity. I do not
chink we should be turning out all graduates from the same mould. Thirdly, I would like to
see competition for students because that is what will increase standards and lead to better
courses. I know we are unlikely to see a second dental school established in this State for
many years, but I wish to point out once again - as I have done before in this place - that the
current poor state of dental education in Western Australia serves as a good example of what
happens when there is only one faculty in a State. We do not have a faculty which is
performing as it should, and it has not done so for many years. I believe the real cure is to
have another faculty of dental science and another university. I understand the associated
costs would be very high because of the need for another teaching dental hospital but my
suggestion would cure the problem. The universities would then have to compete for
students and ths will lead to an increase in the academic standards.

Mr Thomas: Do any of the other States have two dental schools?

Mr MENSON: I do not think so. America is probably the country which has the most dental
schools and their standards are very high.
Finally, Murdoch University should remain an independent university for all the reasons
outlined by me and previous speakers, and also because Perth is growing rapidly. If the
merger goes ahead I predict that within a decade or less we will be putting a case in this place
for the excision of Murdoch University from the merger or talking about where we will put
the next university south of Perth. Parliament should support Murdoch University. I do not
mind if it costs something in the meantime. In the long run this wil be an economic decision
and will be a baskc decision. We should send a clear message to Mr Dawkins that he should
keep his nose out of Western Australian affairs.
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Mr Thomas: Are you opposed to Federal funding for tertiary education?
Mr MIhJSON: No. The Federal Government can provide the funding but I do not think it
should get involved in policies. It is not that Government's place to do that. That position
was made clear. We need other funding but we do not invite the Commonwealth
Government to get involved in our policy making. I urge the House to reject the merger and
send that clear message to Canberra.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) [H1.52 pm]: I place on record my total and implacable
opposition to this attempt by the Government to force this legislation through Parliament. I
sincerely hope the legislation will be defeated in another place and that the Government will
have to explain that to its masters in Canberra. The Governiment's whole performance has
been absolutely disgraceful. The Government has assumed that the legislation for the
amalgamation would go through Parliament in Western Australia but no-one has bothered to
ask Parliament.

Dr Lawrence: That is absolute nonsense; it is before Parliament.

Mr HASSELL: For months the Government has proceeded on the basis that the legislation
would be rubber-stamped by Parliament, and the senates of the two universities have been
involved in the process of assuming that the Parliament which created those universities
would accept the tactics of Mr Dawkins and his henchmen in Canberra. The way the
Government has carried on is disgraceful. The Government has carried on as though it could
assume Parliament would rubber-stamp its demands because Mr Dawkins said that should be
done.

Mr Kierath: The Minister has said that this place is a waste of time.

Dr Lawrence: Members of the Opposition waste time and they demean Parliament.

Mr HASSELL: Of course the Minister wastes time. The Government does not want to hear
any dissent or a different point of view.

Dr Lawrence: The Opposition abuses this place at various times.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister does not want to hear what needs to be said: therefore she
silences the Opposition.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: The Government is the pits. It does not know anything about what is going
on, except that it comes to this place and treats Parliament like a rubber stamp. The
Government has had trouble with the Budget and with this legislation. I hope this is a
salutary lesson for the Government that the Parliament of Western Austr alia has the authority
and will exercise it.

Dr Lawrence: It always has done in the upper House. particularly with a Labor Government.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, can you imagine the incredible situation of two universities
appointing a new vice-chancellor to two universities on the assumption they would be
amalgamated when the Parliament had not approved the amalgamation? Advertisements
have been made for a new vice-chancellor and she is now actually lobbying to achieve
something which will affect her own position.

Mr Pearce: It would be terrible if the universities had a say in their futures.

Mr HASSELL: I do not mind their having a say if they approach Parliament in the right way.
They have not done that in the right way. As usual, the Government has told the universities
what is about to happen and they respond only to Government, not Parliament. The
universities, as well as the Government, can learn a lesson from this. The Government faces
the certain defeat of this legislation and that is a damned good thing.

Let us consider some of the actions taken in this matter. The first thing to be understood is
that this is not an amalgamation; it is a takeover by the University of Western Australia of
Murdoch University.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr H-ASSELL. That explains the enthusiasm by UWA for this legislation; it sees it as an
expansion of an empire. When I visited Murdoch University last year for lunch on an
occasion of business, the vice-chancellor Professor Peter Boyce, talked to mec about the
university and its future. During those discussions he did not suggest to me that Murdoch
University wanted to be amalgamated with UJWA. He did not suggest that that was pant of
the Murdoch University's thinking for the future. He did talk about the need for the
university to be endowed - as UWA had been - to give it a base and some independence and
strength. He talked about the need for land endowment on the university. I left him with the
clear understanding that I appreciated what he had said, I believed what he said was right. I
could not see any reason why a Government of our persuasion in future would not be looking
to make that sort of endowment to give Murdoch University a future in the same way as
endowments had been made in the past to UWVA.

Dr Lawrence: Was this before the election?

Mr HASSELL: I said it was last year. The important point of my discussions with the vice-
chancellor of Murdoch University was that it had not entered his mind to see the future of
Murdoch in terms of an amalgamation with UWA. HeI had been talking about their new law
school, the other things that he has in mind for the long term, and about endowment and
growth and a secure future. What gave the universities the idea of amalgamation? It was
Mr Dawkins when he started to crack the whip and tell Western Australia it was going to
amalgamate its universities. Where was the Minister's defence of this State's independence?

Dr Lawrence: You have to back up a position like that with two things - a recognition of
their autonomy and a -

Mr HASSELL: I will tell this Minister how much they recognised the autonomy of the
university. They want to put (live Brown from the Trades and Labour Council on the senate.
That is how much they recognise the autonomy of the universities. Are we going to have our
universities run by the trade unions, as we have the Government nan by the trade unions?
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! There is an awful long way to go and I ask members to be
cooperative. The Hansard reporter is a bit tired and must be having considerable difficulty
taking down all those interjections. Members should interject one at a time.
Mr HASS ELL. Is it not typical of this Governument that what it wants to do on the Senate of
the University of Western Australia - when it takes over Murdoch University and has control
of it - is increase Governiment representation by stacking it with its mates? We will have the
tripartite system running the university - a representative of the employers, a representative of
the trade unions and so on. That is not the way a university should be run. Why reduce the
convocation representation? Because convocation has an independent voice and does not
always agree with the Government.
Dr Lawrence: Not at all. The Government appointment on the proposed new senate is as a
proportion smaller than the existing situation.

Mr H-ASSELL: The Government will get it through the other way. Why does the
Government want to reduce the convocation representation?

Dr Lawrence: Because the University of Western Australia itself has sought that.

Msr HASSELL: I know it has and Governments successively have said to the university,
"You are not going to reduce it." Governments have refused to allow it.

Dr Lawrence: It does not represent any group except a small cohort of people who are active
in convocation. Community representation is what the university would prefer.
Ms HASSELL: That is very interesting. We have now had convocation wiped off because it
would not agree with the Governiment. This Government wants to decrease the influence of
the broad based community and increase the influence of interest groups such as the
employers and the trade unions. I do not agree with either of them. I do not think employers
should be represented any more than I think that Clive Brown should be orn the senate
representing the unions. I believe that a university should not be a sausage machine for
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vocational training. A university, as distinct from a technical college, should be a place of
learning and independence. It will not be a place of learning, research and independence if it
is dominated by Government representatives, trade unions and employers, who will all be
grinding their axes and pursuing their own particular interests.

This Government should hang its head in shame over this matter. From beginning to end we
have seen a Minister who was given the opportunity from the very outset to stand up for the
independence of the university, of this Parliament and of Western Australia. On every test
the Minister failed. When she was asked repeatedly whether she would oppose the
amnalgamnation and stand up to Dawkins by asserting the sovereign authority of this
Parliament to determrine the issue, she equivocated. The more she equivocated the more heart
she gave to Dawkins. How many of these amalgamations have taken place in the Eastern,
States? Not too many because a number of people have just told the Government that they
will not put up with the amnalgamnat ions. I believe the Parliament of Western Australia is
about to tell the Minister that this State will not put up with this amalgamation. This
Parliament will not be the cipher for the demands of Mr John Dawkins. I hope that
Mr Dawkins comes clean in his electorate in the months ahead and tells it how many millions
of dollars he will hold back from the students of Murdoch University because the State
Parliament would not do what he told it.

Dr Lawrence: Nothing.

Mir HASSELL: Well, let us look at the money which was promised. Let us look at this
$26 million bribe-,which is being paid over now. That money was promised, as a letter from
the chancellors of the two universities on I Novembet reveals as follows -

Initial costs of amalgamation are expected to be offset by improved academic
facilities and efficilencies. Th1e Department of Employmnent, Education and Training
has advised that financial assistance amounting to some $26 milion 4ollars will b~e
provided. The Hon I S Dawkins has confirmed this in the Second Reading of the
Higher Education Funding Amendment Bill- (No 2) 1989. in tht: Commonwealth
Parliament. .

Does the Minister tell us that all of that $26 million will still be provided?

Dr Lawrence: I have no idea. It is his decision.

Mr HASSELL: Indeed I hope that the people who elect Mr Dawkins to .the Commonwealth
Parliament are reminded forcibly when he wants their vote in a few months' time that this
man promised the money on condition that the sovereign Parliament of Western Australia
jumped to his demand. If one penny of that money is held back, I can tell the Minister I will
be campaigning to make sure that everyone in Mr Dawkins' electorate knows that his method
of operation is the standover method coupled with the bribe.

I think this matter has already been mentioned once or twice but I would refer to it briefly. In
the long and important letter we received from the chancellors of the universities -

coincidentally it arrived on the day the B ills were introduced -

Dr Lawrence: What is that supposed to mean? Of course they would attempt to influence
you. Why would they not?

Mr HASSELL: No doubt everything was nicely arranged with the Government - "We will
introduce the Bills; you dash off and tell the members how to vote; you send off a letter to
support us.1' It was all arranged, just Like the tobacco tax. The Government Lined up all the
sporting bodies and told them to come out publicly in support of the Government or they
would not get any money out of the Health Promotion Foundation. The Opposition knows
how the Government operates. It talks to people and it knows that the racing and the cricket
people will not come out publicly, even though they are opposed to the Government's
tobacco legislation, because they are fearful of what they will miss out from this Government.
The Opposition knows how the Governiment operates; the Government should not make any
mistake about that.

Is it not significant that this letter talks about the "unified national system'? Who laid down
the unified national system? Did this Parliament in relation to its uniiversities? No,
Mi- Dawkins and his boffins in Canberra laid down the unified national system. That will
become the yardstick to which we are all meant to immediately give obeisance. What does
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the unified national system tell us? It tells us that we must have a certain number of EFTSUs
or else we will not be eligible to join the TJNS. We have to have at least 2 000 EFTUs. How
many ACrUs do we have to have to get into the UNS? It is a joke, is it not? The EFTUs and
the UNSs! It is ludicrous. On the very day that this Government pushed through this
Parliament a Bill to establish another university, and while all these mathematical criteria are
being applied to convince us that we have to bend and bow to Mr Dawkins, the Government
is saying that we will have another university.

In the short time that remain'is to me I will answer an interjection by the member for Cockbumn
that was made to my colleague at the end of his speech. I do not agree with Commonwealth
funding of universities. I never have agreed with it and I never will1. I think the sooner we
get back to the States' funding universities, the better off we will be.

Mr Thomas: Will you go to the next election supporting a State income tax?

Mr HASSELL: No, I will not. However, I will continue to support the independence of this
Parliament and the independence of our universities. I have supported that independence for
our universities and especially for Murdoch University through all the years when we had no
greater political enemy than Murdoch University. I have always supported its independence
and its continuation even when not only did it not support us but also politically did
everything it could to knock us over, including, of course, Dr Liz Harman working fulfl time
on the Labor Party's energy policies before 1983 when she should have been doing university
work. Despite that, I still support Murdoch University.

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Minister for Education) [12.12 am): I will attempt to
address the arguments. Many accusations have been made about my character, the
Government's deviousness, Mr Dawkins' attempts to allegedly blackmail this Parliament, the
vice-chancellor's attempts to improperly influence us, and the involvement of individual staff
members of Murdoch University in the Labor Party. I could go on with the list of insults that
have been flung at various people, mainly on this side of the House and in some of the
institutions. The member for Melville suggested that the only reason that anybody from
UWA could possibly support this proposal was one of egomania, a desire for status, and
self-interest. The record of this debate will make very interesting reading for members of
both institutions. However,!I wil not attempt to address all of those accusations, not because
they have any credibility but because they do not deserve to be attended to. I will address the
arguments. It was said tonight that I have little appetite for this amalgamation and that [ have
sat on the fence. I will address those two things in the course of my argument.

When the Commonwealth Government announced its intention to change the system of
fuinding of universities in Australia, it did so in the context of evolution. Despite the things
that have been said tonight about John Dawkins, he is no revolutionary. What has been
happening in higher education in this country had its origin in the Menzies Government. A
steady revolution has been reflected in other countries. One can pick up a newspaper from
any part of the world and find the same pressures being exerted on higher education
institutions, regardless of the political philosophies of the Governiments. under which they
exist.

At this time, throughout the world, there are pressures on universities to do a number of
things. Firstly, they have to accept many more students through their doors. At the time I
and members opposite went to university, very few students attended universities. They were
extremely well funded. They were elitist institutions for the most part.
Mr Court: They couldn't have been, because I got into one.

Dr LAWRENCE: The member said that, I did not. I was not suggesting, incidentally, that
that elitism was necessarily reflected in the intellectual calibre of the people 'Who went to
them. lIn many cases - not so much in Western Australia - it was a function of the privilege
that attached to staying on at school. The people who stayed on at school principally came
from private schools. I am not making this up; it is a fact. Over time, the expectation in the
community has been that not only should there be greater participation in higher education,
but also there should be some equity in participation with people from formerly working
class backgrounds or backgrounds without high levels of income aspiring, and properly so, to
attend our tertiary institutions. All of our institutions have great pressures on them to
increase the numbers of students that they can take. Participation rates in higher education,
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until this decade, were scandalously low. Part of our poor economic performance can be
attributed to that.
Mr Hassell: The Whitlam Government got rid of fees to open up universities to everyone. It
did not work and your Government is now reintroducing fees.

Dr LAWRENCE: I can address that argument, even though it is a separate issue.

It is true that we now have greater pressures on our institutions to accept students. We have a
much greater pressure on them, also, to ensure that the students are taught in a way that they
will not fail. Dropout rates and failure rates in all our institutions have been very high. I can
name people in prominent positions in this town who went through university via
supplementary exams and repeats - something that is not now tolerated by the average
taxpayer, nor should it be. Universities have pressure put on them to perform in terms of
their undergraduate programs particularly. It is now not acceptable to have high failure rates
and it is not acceptable to have high dropout rates.

I will touch on the question of fees briefly because it is something that is a feature worldwide.
The Federal Liberal Party has a policy which will see a good proportion of students paying
their fees up front. Let us not kid ourselves about that. Two different mechanisms have been
suggested by the two parties, one of which would penalise those people with little money
available to them at the time of their entry and the other would enable them to pay in their
own time. However, that is part of an international phenomenon. I have an article that
appeared in the "Higher Education Supplement" to The Australian dated Wednesday,
6 December. The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development commissioned a
report by Professor Gareth Williams of London University's Institute of Education to look at
the funding of higher education institutions throughout Europe. The prediction that
Professor Wil-liamsq m-Ade from that examination was that Governments were decreasing, and
would continue to decrease, their funding for higher education; secondly, the universities, in
exchange for more autonomy, would have to look for alternative sources of finance,
including student fees and business; and thirdly, that the funding formulae would become
increasingly sophisticated with financial incentives being used by Governiments as a more
effective way of influencing what goes on in institutions rather than administrative or legal
interventions. That could be a description of what is happening in Australia. It was
happening before John Dawkins described in a systematic way the proposals that the
Commonwealth Governiment had for funding higher education institutions. There is a
pressure of numbers, a pressure of participation, and a pressure of funding.
While the proportion of gross domestic product being spent on education was dramatically
increased during the Whitlamn years, subsequently - I was reaching in a university at the time -
the Fraser Government cut universities' funding to the bone. While Mr Dawkins has not
increased per capita funding for institutions, he has at least enabled them to grow to take
more students. In many areas, particularly in equity programs, substantial additional funds
have been given to universities. In this triennium, the increase in capital funding is
substantial. So, far from Mr Dawkins being accused, as he was earlier, of starving
universities, there has been a turn around. However, institutions can no longer be complacent
about their use of funds. Institutions can no longer be complacent about their access to
research funding. Members opposite have talked about universities, by and large, as if they
were solely places where undergraduates were taught and all that was required in order to
achieve a high standard for those students was to have a sufficient number of teachers and
occasional access to research as a firill.

In my opinion what distinguishes universities is not that they teach undergraduates - they do
that very weUl - but that they undertake high level research and scholarships. To achieve that
they must have two things: First, a sufficient level of finance to enable them to undertake the
research and scholarships that define the university and, second, an ability to attract quality
staff. Those two things combined means we will be producing in this State - it applies to any
State which puts forward the correct formula - postgraduates and graduates who are being
taught by people who know what they are talking about. If we wanted to turn out graduates
only, we would not have a research capacity and we would not allow time for scholarships.
The way in which our institutions are funded does enable both rime for scholarships and
money to undertake research in order that we can turn out from our institutions a high quality
of graduate with a capacity to contribute in an original way to the economy and to society
generally.
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One of the things that has been seen in higher education not only in Australia but also
throughout the world is a reduction of differences between institutions in the higher education
sector. The Federal Liberal Party supports the abolition of the binary system. The member
for Cottesloe made some play of ETUs and so on - he was mocking the language that is used
in higher education. All of us can do that - if we considered the language used in this
Parliament it would be the source of some amusement. The reality is that the binary system
is being abolished and has been progressively abolished over the years. It means that all our
higher education institutions in this State - the University of Western Australia, Murdoch
University, the WA College of Advanced Education and Curtin University - will have to
compete on an equal footing for funds.
Mr Lewis: Do you support the takeover?

Dr LAWRENCE: I am introducing these Bills into the Parliament; I am supporting the
amalgamation of the two universities on equal terms.

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: I do not accept the word of the member for Cottesloc for anything.

The binary system is being demolished in this country and it has been demolished in other
countries. It means that the institutions will have to compete on a very tough open market.
The institutions realise that and they know that Mr Dawkins could disappear tomorrow and
the Federal Government could disappear tomorrow. I think that is what the National Party
hopes will be the case. It believes that if Mr Dawkins was to change portfolios and the
Federal Government was to change, the pressures on higher educational institutions that are
leading them to consider amalgamation would disappear. I advise members opposite that that
attitude is completely unfounded. If members of the Liberal Party read their party's policy,
such as it is, and considered the trends overseas, they would clearly determine that
institutions in the higher education sector cannot be complacent about the competition they
will face from one another, from research institutions in business and from organisations like
the CSIRO.

Governments of any colour will continue to fund research simply because the universities
request them to. They will fund research on the basis of bids in competitive markets and on
the basis of merit. They will also fund research on the basis of the benefit it confers, If there
were a university with two postgraduate students, one professor and a small number of
undergraduates which makes an equally meritorious bid with another university which has
five professors, 10 postgraduates and 200 undergraduates, members might ask themselves
where the funding body would place that money. Clearly it would place it in a position
where the greatest advantage would accrue.

Far from Mr Dawkins being the evil ogre which he has been painted this evening in relation
to research funiding, it is clear that over the past 10 years Western Australian has been
steadily losing research funds, particularly in those areas where universities have had to
compete on the open market with universities throughout the country. There is no way in
which that trend will or can be reversed. The Liberal Party's policy underlines it.

Mr Court: Are you saying that the trend will continue?

Dr LAWRENCE: No, I am saying that the pressure on those institutions to compete on the
open market will not change. My concern for Western Australia is that those funds will
increasingly go where the critical mass exists. There has been a lot of debate about size. I
have never been one to endorse the view that size per se - the other members of the
committee shared my view -

Several members interjected.

Mr Clarko: Haven't you changed your mind on this subject?

Dr LAWRENCE: It shows a degree of flexibility which I have not seen evident on the
Opposition benches, except for the member for Cottesloe who changes his mind quite often.
Changing one's mind in the face of evidence is a characteristic of an open mind rather than a
closed mind. When I was first approached with this proposition as a result of Mr Dawkins'
outlining the unified national system document, my first response was that I would oppose it.
I have never tried to hide that and I have said it in this Parliament in my second reading
speech. The universities came to mec within days of my having expressed reservation about
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the possibility of a merger and said, "Hang on, we think this needs to be considered. It
deserves a proper examination." Academics, being what they axe, did exactly that. Certainly,
there were pressures from Canberra.

I have tried to illustrate that the dernise of Mir Dawkins or te Federal Government would not
change the pressures which the universities are facing. The universities have came to their
conclusions after careful consideration of the matter. That consideration took place over
many months. One of the aspects of this argument that has offended me is not that the
Opposition disagrees - it is entitled to do that, not that it decided without examining the
arguments because I have come to expect that of the Opposition - but that, when others are
prepared to examine the arguments, it belittles them.

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: I can cop that. I do not mind the insults that are town at me, that
members opposite are suggesting that I am sitting on the fence and that I am kowtowing to
Mr Dawkins; the tmuth is that I approached that matter with great seriousness. No-one, least
of all someone who has been a student of and graduated from UWA, taught at Murdoch
University and at Curtin and WACAE, would lightly approach an argument about
amalgamation. What I take offence at is that members opposite should imagine that anyone
would do that. I particularly take offence on behalf of the universities. Not only have they
been maligned, but their goodwill has been undermined.
Mr MacKinnon: Why didn't you appoint someone who was independent to do that study
instead of yourself? Then you might have got some support from people.

Dr LAWRENCE: I was one member of a three person committee and I thought it was
important to inform myself.
The point I was making is that the universities went about the business of considering
whether an amalgamation would be in the best interests of the universities. With a great deal
of care they would never be able to achieve a result of a 100 per cent agreement on any
proposal put forward, regardless of whether it was to remain independent or merge. There
are people in the gallery tonight who members will find, if these Bills are defeated - I suspect
they will be because the National Party members are people of their word - will be as angry
as it is possible for people to be. They have carefully considered the matter. They have spent
a great deal of time considering the possibilities and, in the long term, they will be very
disappointed with the position members opposite have adopted. I say that to illustrate the
point which was made by the Leader of the National Party; that is, that unless the universities
could wholeheartedly support the amalgamation, or any change I presume, he was not
prepared to endorse the amalgamnation. It will never be possible to achieve 100 per cent
agreement on such matters. However, with regard to the critical bodies at the universities,
having examined the matter and discussed it intemnally, and employed facilitators to discuss it
with their staff, two important things emerged. Firstly, both senates on four separate
occasions voted by a large majority in favour of amalgamation. They did so knowing that the
Federal Government might not last forever, that Mr Dawkins might disappear, and that the
current Federal Government had a policy which would not necessarily persist for very long.
Mr Lewis: Which group?

Dr LAWRENCE: The senates of the two universities.
Mr Clarko: The stacked senates you have been pushing ex-communists, Daily News
journalists, and those sorts of people into?
Dr LAWRENCE: That is a most extraordinary proposition and I am sure both senates will be
impressed by the member for Marmion's description of them. Since I have been Minister for
Education people from these two universities, WACAE and Cuntin have come to me on a
number of occasions because a member of the senate or council was due to retire and a new
member was needed. I first ask what sort of person they want, and whether they want a
person, for example, from the business area, to provi&e a balance in academia, or someone
with a broad community base. The senates try to maintain cross-representation.

Mr Hassell: I bet they did not ask for a member from the Trades and Labor Council.
Dr LAWRENCE: They endorsed a proposition for representation from the union movement
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and industry. The institutions ask me for these new nominees and suggest members. I take
considerable offence at the suggestion that those senates are stacked. Furthermore, those
senates 'are autonomous arid independent, and are established in that fashion by this
Parliament. Members opposite clearly do not understand that in order to protect the
autonomy of universities Parliaments throughout the Westminster system, and indeed in other
countries, have provided universities with their own governing bodies. Those governing
bodies are in place to protect the interests of staff and students, and to represent the
community through those governing bodies. The university established today will have a
similar governing body to protect the university from undue pressure of the kind members
opposite have indicated they would attempt to apply in respect of agriculture. Those
universities have the autonomy to decide which courses they will run, who shall staff them,
how they will assess their students, who will be granted entry to the universities and so on.

The universities came to me with a proposition to amalgamate, and members opposite have
heard the reasons they want to go ahead with amalgamation.

Mr Hassell: You have more brains than that; Dawkins told them to amalgamate.

Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition's argument fails because it is based on the premise that
Governments last forever. It can be said about universities that they outlast Governm11ents,
and the senates clearly appreciated that point. However, they also understood - and many
members of those universities understood - that in the changed climate [ have described they
faced considerable pressure in the areas of research and money for scholarships. Murdoch
University could have retained its separate identity and perhaps still will because of the views
of the National Party - but I ask members to consider what will happen to Murdoch
University. Even if it were to be substantially endowed in the way suggested by members
opposite - the Opposition is good on promises and short on action, as was demonstrated when
Murdoch needed help a decade ago and was given none by the Liberal Government - it would
take a long time for the benefits of that endowment to be realised. In the short term.
regardless of Dawkins' proposals, Murdoch University will need a considerable injection of
funds for research and research infrastructure.

Mr Macinnon: An amount of $450 million could have gone into that area last year.

Dr LAWRENCE: Since members opposite have become so obsessed with those matters I
have heard so many possible causes to which that alleged money could be devoted that by
now none is left. According to members opposite, it could have provided extra schools,
roads and housing. An amount of $450 million does not go that far.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Shave: What about the SOIC money?

The SPEAKER: Order! I will not tolerate that behaviour. If the member for Melville cannot
keep quiet when Ilam on my feet and after I have called for order, it might be a good idea for
him to leave the Chamber for a while.

Mr Shave: I apologise.

The SPEAKER: I will not tolerate interjections of that nature any longer. I refer not to the
interjection by the member for Melville, but to those designed to shout over the Minister for
Education who is endeavouring to answer the points raised in the debate.
Dr LAWRENCE: I suggest that members opposite should ask themselves, disregarding the
very slanderous suggestions of self-interest and so forth, why the Senate of the University of
Western Australia would contemplate amalgamation. It is well endowed and has prospect for
growth. The member for Applecross suggested its motivation was fear that its mediocrity
would be exposed. He suggested that the academics, senate and senior administration had no
interest in the amalgamation with Murdoch but were afraid Murdoch would show them up.
That is extraordinary and I am sure the people referred to will think so too.
An Opposition member: Who said that?

Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Appecross said it; it is a very explicit description, which
members can read in Hansard, of self-interest and nepotism. I do not endorse that and I ask
hint to seriously consider, as I am sure the member does not believe it either -
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Mr Lewis: I do believe it.

Dr LAWRENCE: Then I ask other members to consider why the University of Western
Australia would contemplate it. Murdoch contemplated it not because it thought Mr Dawkins
would destroy it.

M4r Macinnon: Why did they initially decide not to amalgamate?

Dr LAWRENCE: Both universities went through a phase, and I will go through the detail of
these events.

Mr Macinnon: Why did they initially decide not to amalgamate?

Dr LAWRENCE: They did not; the first decision made was to explore and to go ahead.
Having explored it, at a time when the Green Paper was issued, and before it became a White
Paper, they drew back. I suggested that one solution to the Federal Government's problem in
relation to research funding would be to establish in Western Australia a Statewide research
and postgraduate school beginning with Murdoch University and the University of Western
Australia, and expanding as the institutions grew and improved their research status to Curtin
University and WACAF. The Commonwealth Government did not accept that proposition
and the universities subsequently on several occasions endorsed the proposal for
amalgamation. Murdoch will certainly get its funding for teaching. It may even under
Mr Dawkins get funding for research, but increasingly the amount of money the universities
can attract for research and postgraduate work is diminishing relative to larger institutions. I
am sure members opposite, who have espoused this principle on many occasions, want the
institutions to compete on the basis of merit and to be funded where the most good could be
done in terms of effects on students. Put those two principles together where there is a large
number of small institutions and their funding declines,

The reason small colleges in the Eastern States have grabbed the opportunity to amalgamate
with larger institutions is that they appreciate the benefits to their staff and students of greater
access to research funding. Murdoch would have great difficulty in that respect. If there are
adequate research and postgraduate programs, one of the immediate spin-offs is a high
standard of undergraduate programs. Members opposite do not understand that. The best
research staff arnd scholars are invariably the best teachers. There are some exceptions to
that, by and large.

Mr Lewis: Arthur Tonkin does not believe chat.

Dr LAWRENCE: I do not care what Arthur Tonkin believes. He is entitled to his beliefs. I
disagree with him, if that is the case. The best scholars and the best researchers are the best
teachers, by and large, because they are on the cutting edge of their Field;, they enjoy the
esteem of their peers and are part of an international group of scholars. One of the things that
offends me most about the arguments of members opposite is that universities are parochial
institutions. In its most extreme form, the member for Applecross often describes Murdoch
University as if it were like a large high school that drew solely from his side of the river. in
fact, universities draw, and should draw, from all over the metropolitan and country areas,
and from national and international sources. They are not in a position to do that if they
cannot offer to staff and postgraduate students the very best in research funding and
infrastructure.

Murdoch University is about to establish a law school. It will have considerable difficulty in
doing that. A decent law library costs in the vicinity of $3 mil-lion. Murdoch University will
simply not be in a position to provide that law library. An amalgamation with the University
of Western Australia would provide instant access to the necessary infrastructure for that law
school.

Mrs Edwardes: If it is available under amalgamation it should be available in any event.
That is what we are saying; the two law faculties will not remain independent and that is
critical for the law profession in this State. We need Murdoch!
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Kingsley has not read the heads of agreement between
the two institutions which say there will1 be a commnitment to the provision of appropriately
funded distance education. That point was raised earlier. At point 23 it says that the existing
commuitments related to the establishment of the law program at the Murdoch campus will be
honoured and the existing provisions were precisely that.
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Mrs Edwardes: You could have a law library without spending any extra money then,
Dr LAWRENCE: There would be funding available to begin a law library, but certainly not
sufficient to complete it.
Mrs Edwardes: The profession is already looking at supporting Murdoch with a law library.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: That differs in many important respects from the law course at the
Unversity of Western Australia. Murdoch stands to lose from this, as does the University of
Western Australia, but less so. What we will have in this State is one small1 and one middle-
sized university competing with Curtain and WACAE for research funds and in a position
nationally that leaves them very far down the league. The sort of event 1 heard described
today will become commonplace. Murdoch University has advertised for a very senior
academic position and has attracted an excellent individual for that place. That person's
appointment, in his view, is conditional upon the amalgamation. If that does not go through,
he will not take up the appointment. That will occur in many cases. Institutions that cannot
provide research funding and infrastructure and do not have a sufficient number of students
and postgraduate workers will inevitably find competition in what is a very vigorous research
and postgraduate atmosphere difficult indeed. That is principally why the institutions came
together.
In addition, Murdoch University has been protected for some time in relation to its student
intake. Members opposite probably have not followed very closely what has happened with
student recruitment. In the past the three other institutions, Curtin, the University of Western
Australia in particular, and WACAE were forced to place quotas and restrictions on the
students wanting to go to their institutions in order that they should go to Murdoch so that the
growth rates that were referred to - very selectively, I might say, by the shadow Minister -
could be achieved. It has been suggested that a large number of students who have enrolled
in a couple of courses, particularly environmental ones at Murdoch, for this coming year are
the beginning of a burgeoning Murdoch and if only the university was left alone the courses
could grow very rapidly. The reality is that Murdoch has found it difficult to grow in the
climate that exists now let alone the climate that will exist in the future. The reality is that a
number of those students, and I know some of them who have made Murdoch their first
choice, have done so on the understanding that it will be part of an amalgamated university.

One of the other arguments put forward by the Opposition about the alleged downsides of
amalgamation is that there would somehow be a reduction in variety and choice. There has
never been a suggestion that the number of courses available and the number and type of
academics available on the two campuses would somehow be diminished. One cannot create
academics who think alike; they are, by definition, independent thinkers. Within a given
department one can have people of widely differing views. There can be people with
different schools of thought and, as a result, students who are influenced by a wide range of
people. To suggest that all the mathematicians at the University of Western Australia are of
one type or one school of thought, or that all the political science people are of one type - and
perhaps I should not use that example because a couple of people there are very diverse - is
incorrect because the reality is that institutions contain within them a wide variety of people.
One of the things that would and could result, if the National Party were to change its mind,
from the amalgamation would be a great deal more excitement in faculties that came together.
If you take two psychology departments or two mathematics departments and put them
together the staff may exist on separate campuses but in terms of their influence on one
another one can expect a better result. One of the things that is not conducive to excellence
in academic performance is isolation. One of the things that is very important is to be part of
a community of scholars. In that sense we are not talking about a monster. The
amalgamation between these two universities would result in a moderate and modestly sized
institution well below the average size of institutions in the United Kingdom and far below
the size of institutions in the United States.
We are not talking about a mega-university that would be impersonal to students and staff;
we are talking about a community of scholars and independent thinkers who could spark off
one another and where variety for students far from being diminished would be increased.
One of the difficulties for postgraduate students on each campus is that a student may well
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find himself or herself to be the only student on a coarse, or one of only two or three students.
That, again, is not an atmosphere conducive to excellence in any learning environment. What
is important is contact, argument, debate and scholarship. None of those things will be
jeopardised by the amalgamation of the two institutions. In fact, it is my belief they would be
enhanced; so variety and choice would not be jeopardised by amalgamation. Research
funding and postgraduate programs would, in my view, be improved.

Attraction of staff and students would be available to the institution and Western Australia, I
believe, with a flagship such as the new amalgamated university, could compete on the
eastern seaboard. We are in danger here in Western Australia of ending up with institutions
which will be, and will be regarded by boffins and mandarins and people on the eastern
seaboard generally as, outposts of the empire. I know Western Australia is often in that
position, anyway. I resist and resent as much as members opposite unwarranted intrusion by
the Commonwealth Government, but I am also realistic. 1 have also looked and watched and
listened and have seen what will happen if this Bill does not pass. It is not an ideological
matter, there will be no loss to either party, neither the Government nor the Opposition.

Mr Hassell: It will be a loss of face.

Dr LAWRENCE: I do not regard it as a loss of face. That lack of vision and appreciation of
the world that the universities inhabit will inevitably mean, not in any dramatic way - there
will not be a sudden haemorrhaging from any of the institutions or a sudden turnaround in
their performance - that little by little those institutions will find themselves in a difficult
position. It is my view that before very long they will be searching for other means, perhaps
not amalgamation, by which to avoid the fate thrust upon them.

Many members opposite talk about fact there were noeducational -

Several members interjected..-

Dr LAWRENCE: I beg the member's pardon. I have had to reply to a vast raft of people
from the other side all of whom spoke for half an hour. The member may find what I am
saying boring, but in the interests of the institutions I believe I owe them the courtesy of
going through the arguments on their behalf since in the. view of members opposite the
institutions do not have the right to an opinion which differs from theirs. In a short rime these
institutions will be coming to the Parliament and to the Government looking for assistance -
perhaps financial or perhaps of another kind - in order to help them through those difficulties.
1, for one, will not deny that to them and have never said that I would. On the other hand,
many of the difficulties that will be faced as a result of their remaining small will not go away
simply by the injection of funds in the short term. Members opposite made a lot of the fact
that no educational benefits had been identified. I think that is because they do not
understand universities.

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: On the other hand, not one member pointed to any disadvantage, except
for the fact that the proposed amalgamation was dictated to by Canberra, the iron hand of
centralism, and all the purple prose one may like. There was no suggestion of disadvantage.
Believe it or not, the two institutions are now not very' different; they once were very
different. One of things that has infuriated me about this debate is this magical 'ethos which
exists on each campus. I have taught on both campuses: Iknow the academics. They often
come each from the other; perhaps that is a problem. The students go to each from the other.
They are close colleagues in the professional, isolated environment that Perth provides. 'The
member for Cottesloe referred to the fact that their politics was frequently found offensive by
the Liberal Party of the time. I think members would be hard pressed now to find any of
those people at Murdoch University. I amn not saying they have all become conservative; it is
simply that the academic community is an international community. The academics talk to
each other all the time; they go to conferences; they have meetings and discussions; and they
read the same journals. They are part of a big institution which exists beyond boundaries.
That is one of the reasons it is appropriate to have national policies and national funding
rather than local policies and local funding. To some extent, a separate ethos does exist, but
it is modest, and there is nothing in the proposed amalgamation to prevent the retention of the
ethos at Murdoch University.

The member for Applecross, and some other members opposite, suggested that Murdoch
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University would somehow be swallowed up and diminished, that the University of Western
Australian was rapacious and self-interested, that the University of Western Australia was
second rate, and that it was frightened of the energetic people at Murdoch University. These
arguments do not make sense because the two campuses, arnd the academic staff and students
on each campus, would still exist. They will still be there tomorrow, and next week, if this
legislation were passed. There would be no blood-letting. There would be great deal of
excitement on the part of not all, but many, staff, particularly at Murdoch University, that
they would have the opportunity of having access not only to a greater number of colleagues,
a greater number of past graduate students, to the No 2 account, the endowment lands of the
University of Western Australia -

Mrs Edwardes: They would farst have to change the computers.

Dr LAWRENCE: That is not a particularly difficult problem.

Mrs Edwardes: No, but it will cost.

Dr LAWRENCE:. We suggested earlier that one of the things that should happen is she
movement of the Faculty of Agriculture from the University of Western Australia so
Murdoch University. If that is a good idea, it will cost. I suspect that the universities will go
ahead anyway and link up their computer systems, independently of any amalgamation. I
know that will probably occur, and the universities will no doubt seek ways and means of
cooperating to a greater extent than they perhaps have in the past.

What is at issue here is a lack of vision by the Opposition. Members opposite have been
prepared to say, like most conservatives, that this is she way things are today, and this is she
way they should stay. They can mount all sorts of arguments about why they do not want so
see the situation changed. However, if they were to look at what might be the inevitable
consequences of the pressures being mounted on these institutions, they might come to a
different conclusion. If they simply look down at their feet, that is all they will see. They
will not see the next step that is to be taken.

T'he member for Cottesloc is now yawning, so perhaps I should indulge him - as I have not
been indulged by members opposite - and draw my remarks to a conclusion by referring to
some of the arguments about the proposed establishment of the University of Nosre Dame.
Members opposite have taken the view - and I knew that they would - that to introduce on she
same day a Bill so establish a university, and another Bill to merge together two universities,
was somehow inconsistent and silly. I probably will not be able to convince them otherwise;
but I would not expect so. On the other hand, if we look at that argument, it fails to
understand what the University of Notre Dame is all about. Is is not just another university.
If is were - as I said today in my response to the speeches made by members opposite - we
might as well simply create an extra 300, 400 or 500 places at the University of Western
Australia, Curtin University, Murdoch University or WACAE..
The fact is that the Catholic church in this State wishes to establish for its members, as it has
done with its schools, a university that will reflect -

Mr Court: Will they get a critical mass?

Dr LAWRENCE: They are on their own. The proponents of the University of Notre Dame
wish to establish for the Catholic members of this community, and for others of a similar
persuasion and philosophy, an institution which would differ from she secular, publicly
funded institutions that characterise she rest of Australia. It is nor pertinent to the question of
the other universities, and I have said to the proponents of the University of Notre Dame that
I believe that in the first few years they will have serious difficulties in attracting a sufficient
number of students to really justify calling is a university.
Mr Hassell: Will you not concede that the University of Notre Dame is in fact seeking
assistance from the Commonwealth and State Governments for its establishment?

Dr LAWRENCE: That may be, bus no specific proposal has come to me, and if she member
were to read the legislation he would see that it precludes funding from the Consolidated
Revenue Fund to that university. The legislation which members opposite supported today
says that precisely. So while I applaud the initiative of the people who have set up the
University of Notre Dame, it is not relevant to this debate, any more than the request, for
example, to establish a school in a neighbourhood would be relevant. If the Catholic church
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wished to establish a school in Fremantle, and the funding were available, it would do so,
regardless of whether there was already a Government funded school there. That is also the
case in respect of this institution. Incidentally, I do not believe that the proliferation of small
private universities will necessarily be to the advantage of students in Australia. One of the
weaknesses of the Australian system has been just that. Members will see that their own
political colleagues on the eastern seaboard, particularly in New South Wales, have
appreciated that fact and have already passed legislation to bring together a number of
separate campuses - mn some cases, as many as four - in order that they could benefit from the
scholarship, research infrastructure, and administrative savings that attach to being one
institution.

One of the final difficulties that Murdoch University will face in its administration is that in
the long term an amalgamated university would spend less on administration. At the moment
Murdoch is one of the most expensive universities in terms of the administration costs per
student; it will face that dilemma as long as its enrolment is small. I believe that in being
prepared to listen to the senates, the academic boards, the senior academics, and professors in
those institutions, and being prepared to listen both to the people who agree, as well as those
who disagree, and being prepared in the end to bring this legislation before the Parliament,
this Government has been responsible and reasonable in approaching this question. It may be
that this amalgamation legislation will fail, but I do not believe the reasons for its being
introduced will go away.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop I,& eahy MY Thom as
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mr Parker Mrs Watkins.
Mr Canf Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smith

Noes (2 1)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Grayden Mr Mensaros Mr Watt
Mr Bradshaw Mr Hassell Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mr Caxko Mr House Mr Shave Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Kierath Mr Strickland
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Thompson
Mrs Edwardes Mr Macinnon Mr Fred Tubby

Pains

Mr PJ. Smith Mr Nicholls
MrTaylor Mr McNee
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Omodei

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Minister for Education), and transmitted to
the Council.

UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Order of the Day read for the resumption of debate from 23 November.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (27)

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Can
Mr Catania
Mr Cunninghamn

Wr Donovan

Mit Ainsworth
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mrt Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes

DrGallop
Mr Grahamn
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kohelke
Dr Lawrence

Mr Grayden
My Hassell
Wr House
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Mac(Ciion

Mr Leahy
Mrt Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mlr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith

Noes (21)
Mr Mensaros
Mr Minson
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland
Mr Thompson
Mr Fred Tabby

Wf Thomas
MrTroy
Mrs Watins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Wr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie (Teller)

Pairs
Mr P.3. Smith
Mrt Taylor
Mrt Peter Dlowding

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

The Chairman of Committees (Dr
Education) in charge of the Bill.

Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr McNee

Committee
Alexander) in the Chair; Dr Lawrence (Minister for

Clauses I to 5 put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 3A inserted -

Mr AINSWORTH: I move -

Page 3, lines 5 to 15 - To delete the lines.

The purpose of this amendment is to remove any reference to amalgamation. Since this
amalgamation should not go ahead, it is irrelevant in this Bill, therefore we seek the deletion
of these words.

Dr LAWRENCE: The reason for this clause being included in the Bill. is to reflect the
amalgamation, so the Government clearly opposes the amendment.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 7 to 16i put and passed.
Clause 17: Section 28 amended -

Mr AINSWORTH: I move -

Page 10, line I1I to page 11, line 8 - To delete the lines with a view to substituting the
following -

(a) by repealing subsection (2) and substituting the following -

(2) All students may be members of the Guild.

(b) by repealing subsection (2a) and substituting the following -

(2a) It shall not be compulsory for any student to be a member of the Guild
and no academic benefit, right or privilege shall be denied to or withheld from
any student by reason of his or her not being a member of the Guild.

The existing subsection (2) refers to compulsory membership of the student guild. BBy



deletion of that subsection and substitution of the alternative wording, it reverts to a simnilar
situation to that which applied under the 1977 legislation, which made available voluntary
student guild membership.

The second amendment repeals subsection (2a). The current subsection (2a) refers to
conscientious objection to compulsory student guild membership, which of course becomes
superfluous when there is no compulsory student guild membership.

Mrs EDWARDES: I support the amendment, basically because voluntary student unionism
really ought not just be a preference for any conservative, but a conviction. It gives me a
great opportunity to say something about voluntary student unionism, especially because the
Federal Government is again trying to impose its will on Stares with compulsory student
unionism.

In 1987 H-on Norman Moore introduced into another place a Bill providing for voluntary
student unionism, and at the first possible opportunity I likewise would have done the same;
but the member for Roe has pre-empted that by moving this amendment, which I believe
does exactly what we would Like to do.

If we are talking about all that goes on at universities - the buildings and so on - the reason
voluntary student unionism has nor been supported in the past is the vested interests on
campuses. It is very important that we support this amendment. This principle has not
always been supported by Liberal Governments in the past, but now it is part of our platform
and our policy and that is a very important reason why I support the amendment.

Mr CLARKO: The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. I think about section 23, says -
and I am paraphrasing - that nobody should be compelled to belong to a union against his
will. I have always believed in that and I have been a strong advocate, for all of my
parliamentary career and before, for voluntary tertiary student unions.
A good union should persuade the students to join, not compel them to do so. In addition, in
the past tertiary student unions in this State frequently took a very peculiar course of action,
directed very strongly towards the political left, which was most offensive to people who
were part of that union because they were compelled to join. I remember at one stage some
Jewish students were very much opposed to certain actions of the Australian Students Union
in backing various Palestinian groups. Those students were, quite properly I think, very upset
that their moneys were being directed to that cause. Another example was the infamous
situation relating to a homosexual teacher in Queensland whose name was Weir - some said it
was "Weird", but it was not. I think his Christian name was Greg, but it happened a long
time ago. Many people who were very strongly opposed, for moral and practical reasons, to
homosexuality found their union funds were being put towards that cause.

If I were to go back to my files, which stand about five feet high, I would find all sorts of
things in there, including the student newspapers for many years from every tertiary
institution in Western Australia. It was incredible to see what student editors would put in
their newspapers. Much of it was garbage, much of it was very crude and sexually
orientated; more serious, of course, were the syndicated articles stating the various
philosophies of the left which were passed around the universities of the western world. If
one was unlucky enough to read three or four of these student newspapers in Perth, one
would rind that they all contained the same stories, some of which came from the United
States. I think Students for Democratic Action was one of the groups of the day. Its hard,
leftist line would be shoved down the throats of the 17 to 19 year old students in Western
Australia. These newspapers were free - if people had had to pay for them nobody would
have bought them, so they were paid for out of compulsory union fees,

This is quite a simple matter. Any person who is a small-l liberal, and of course those of us
who are Liberals in the large-L sense, have for a long time been very concerned about this
proposition. As the shadow Minister for Education said, in the past some Liberal
Governments in this State were pressured by the chancellors and vice-chancellors, especially
those at the University of Western Australia, who used all their devices and techniques to
prevent voluntary tertiary student unions.

I have belonged to a union - I was the President of the Claremont Teachers College Student
Council in the days when it took in all the students at the university as well as Claremont. It
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was a very big body at the time. So I am not opposed to student unionism per se, but I am
opposed to its being compulsory. I commend the member for putting forward this
amendment, and if we do not get it now we will get it one day.

Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Marmion certainly will not get it now. I am totally
opposed to the mischievous way in which this amendment has been introduced. It does not
bear on the question of the amalgamation, and is on opportunity being taken by the
conservative pantics -

Mr Clarko: What is wrong with that?

Dr LAWrRENCE: Nothing is wrong with that; I did not say there was. I just characterised it
as mischievous. If we are to have a debate about whether student unionism should be
compulsory, we should have all the Bills in front of us, and all the guilds should discuss it,
rather than singling out one of the institutions for particular attention. This Government has
always supported student unions and the members belonging to them, and if we look at the
services and facilities provided by student guilds, anything other than what we have - which
is membership plus a conscientious objection clause - is clearly not in the interests of the
students.

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Mr Ainswortha Mrs Edwardes Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Bradshaw Mr Gryden. Mr Macinnon Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Clarke Mr Hassell Mr Measures Mr Wait
Mr Court Mr House Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Mr Kierath Mr Shave Mr Blaild-e (Teller)

Noes (26)
Mrs Beggs Mr Giahamn Mr Marlborough Mr Troy
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mr Parer Mrs Watkins
Mr Cart Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mvr Kobetke Mr Ripper Mrs Buchmnan (Teller)
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Thomas

Pairs

Mr P.1. Smith Mr Nicholls
Mr Taylor Mr McNee
Mr Peter Dowding Mr~modei

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 18 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, without amendmient, and the report adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Minister for Education), and transmitted to
the Council.

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL (No 3)
Message No 51 - Motion Withdrawal

MR PARKER (Fremantle - Treasurer) [1.24 am]: I seek the leave of the House to
withdraw the motion standing in my name moved under Order of the Day No 1. 1 discussed
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this matter with the Leader of the Opposition and the representative of the National Party
handling this matter. I will move another resolution at a later stage of the proceedings.

Motion, by leave, withdrawn.

Council's Amendments
Amendments made by the Council now considered.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr Parker (Treasurer) in charge
of the Bill.

The Amendments by the Council were as follows -

No I

Clause 2, page 2, lines I to 10 - To delete subclauses (2) and (3) and substitute the
following subclauses -

(2) Sections 14, 16, 25 (a) and (b), 30 and 32 shall be deemed to have
come into operation on 1 November 1989.

(3) Sections 4, 10 (other than paragraph (d)), 12, 15, 17, 25 (c) and 33 (1)
shall -

(a) if this Act receives the Royal Assent on or before 1
December 1989, come into operation on 1 December
1989; or

(b) if it receives the Royal Assent after 1 December 1989,
be deemed to have come into operation on 1 December
1989.

No 2

Clause 10, page 5. lines 12 to 22 - To delete proposed paragraphs 31B(l)(e), (f) and

No 3

Clause 10, page 6, lines 5 to 16 - To delete paragraphs (e) and (f).
No 4I

Clause 11, page 6, line 17 to page 8. lineS8 - To delete the clause.

No 5

Clause 12, page 8, line 9 to page 11, line 31 - To delete the clause.

No 6
Clause [3, page 11, lines 32 and 33 - To delete the clause.

No 7
Clause 17, page 13, line I to page L4, line 23 - To delete the clause.

No It

Clause 24, page 19, lines 26 and 27 - To delete the clause.

No 9
Clause 25, page 20, line 20 - To delete 'or" after subparagraph (ii).

No 10
Clause 25, page 20, line 24 - To insert after "residence;' the following -

or

(iv) repaying moneys which have been used wholly in or towards the cost of -

(A) purchasing any property which includes a dwel~inghouse used
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by the mortgagor or obligor as his principal place of residence,
being property used solely or principally for residential
purposes associated with that dwellinghouse; or

(B) erecting, or effecting improvements or additions to, a
dwellinghouse used by the mortgagor or obligor as his principal
place of residence;

No I1I
Clause 25, page 21, line 7 - To delete "or (iii)" and substitute the following -

,(iii) or (iv)

No 12

Clause 28, page 24, lines 1 and 2 - To delete the clause.

No 13
Clause 30, page 24, line 18 to page 25, line 4 - To delete proposed sections 96 (2) and
(3) and substitute the following -

(2) The amount that is chargeable with duty under item 16(l)(a),(l)(c) or
(3)(a) of the Second Schedule shall be calculated by ascertaining the coral amount
paid to the person with whom the policy of insurance is effected in respect of the
issue or renewal of the policy.

(3) Where a policy of insurance or a renewal certificate in respect of a policy
of insurance shows an amount that represents the amount payable on account of duty
under this Act in respect of the issue or renewal of the policy that amount shall be
disregarded for the purposes of the calculation under subsection (2).

(4) In the case of a policy of insurance to which item 16(3)(a) of the Second
Schedule applies the reference in subsection (3) to a policy of insurance includes a
reference to a statement of account in respect of a policy of insurance.

No 14

Clause 33, page 26, line 9 -To delete paragraph ([)(a).

No 1S

Clause 33, page 26, line 10 to page 27, line 19 - To delete paragraph (1)(b) and
substitute the following -

(b) after subitem (10) by inserting the following subitem -

(1I) A transfer to a person of the whole or any part of, or an
interest in -

(a) a trade debt;

(b) cash or money in an account at call;

(c) money on deposit with any person; or

(d) a negotiable instrument.

No 16

Clause 33 - To insert in proposed new paragraph (1)(b) at the end of subitem (i ) a
new paragraph (e) as follows -

(e) choses in action with respect to work in progress;

No 17
Clause 33 - To insert in proposed new paragraph (l)(b) at the end of subitemn (11) a
new paragraph (f) as follows -

(f) goodwill to which section 31B(l)(d) applies, except to the extent that
actual consideration is given therefor.

No 18
To insert a new clause 34 as follows -
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Amendment of Stamp Amendment Act (No 4) 1989
34. Section 2 of the Stamp Amendment Act (No 4) 1989* is amended -

(a) in subsection (3) by deleting "22 (f)" and inserting the following -

118 (f) '%:and

(b) in subsection (4) by deleting '30" and substituting the following -

"24 "
[*Act No 16 of 1989.]

No 19
Title

To amend the title by inserting after "1921" the following -

and the Sramp Amendment Act (No 4) 1989
Mr PARKER: I move -

That amendments Nos 1ito 19 made by the Council be agreed to.
This B ill is again before the Chamber for consideration of a number of amendments proposed
in the other place. Before dealing with those amendments I have to say that the action of the
Opposition in the other place represents a serious blow to the community as the consequent
reduction in budgeted revenue will be directly reflected in reduced Government services and
initiatives and other benefits which would otherwise have been provided. The effect of these
amendments has been estimated to be a loss of budgeted revenue in the order of $10 million
in 1989-90 and $ 18 million in a full year.
In the main, the Government's proposals would also have brought this State into line with the
stamp duty situation which exists in the other States. If chattels are taken as one example,
Western Australia will be the only State which does not impose duty on the transfer of such a
property. As for franchises and other intellectual business property, the loss of proposals
dealing with their duty ability will create a privileged class of business property which will
not be subject to duty, while the liability on other business transfers involving goodwill will
be extended. Despite the adverse revenue implications, the Government in this place will not
contest the amendments, as to do so would further delay the passage of the Bill and cause
further uncertainty in the business community in particular. However, some of the
implications caused by the amendments made by the Opposition to this Bill may be further
examined by the committee which is to be formed to review the Stamp Act.
Before considering the proposed amendments, I will explain the effect they will have on
taxpayers. The amended Bill now provides for the concession measures to be effective from
1 November, while those revenue raising measures which survived will be effective from
1 December. The proposal to increase conveyance duty receipts by extending the duty base
to include the transfer of certain business property effected by means other than a dutiable
instrument will now only apply in the case of the sale of goodwill. The intention to clarify or
extend the duty base on transfers of business rights, franchises and statutory licences and
chattels will now not proceed.
The Bill in its original form provided that changes in entitlements of partners to partnership
property would be assessed for duty on the same basis as a transfer of a proportionate share
of each dutiable asset of the partnership. This was to prevent the use of partnerships to effect
changes in ownership of property without becoming liable for duty. Duty would have been
assessed on the same basis as is presently incurred by joint owners, syndicates, joint ventures
and the like on the transfer of pant interests in property. The amendments to the Bill remove
all reference to partnerships with obvious benefits exclusive to those fornis of property
ownership. Despite all these amendments, which adversely affect the revenue yield from the
sale of businesses, the Government has agreed to other amendments which extend the
exemptions for trade debts, work in progress and certain other property which is occasionally
transferred with a business. This is designed to encourage the use of instruments in
transferring businesses as there will be no future stamp duty benefit in the drawing of
Clayton's contracts or the use of some other artificial device to avoid duty. As to the
proposal to impose duty on chattels when transferred with other dutiable property, the
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amendments will ensure that they remain non-dutiable, thus preserving the exemption and
depriving the State of a revenue source available to every other State of Australia.
The other major amendment to the Bill which was introduced by the Opposition has
prevented the Government from inserting criteria into the Act to limit the exemption provided
for the purchase or lease of property or for securities for money borrowed for charitable or
similar public purposes. Consequently, when a university or other charitable institution
enters into a commercial arrangement not directly connected with its charitable objects it will
not be subject to duty. This amendment confirms a decision of the Supreme Court in respect
of charities, and changes the long established practice of the State Taxation Department of
taxing charitable institutions in comnmercial situations.
Other minor amendments introduced by the Government extend the concessional rate of
mortgage duty to securities given for refinancing a loan used to purchase, erect or improve an
owner/occupier residence and clarify the provisions which ensure that duty is not charged on
amounts received which represent the recoup of duty on a policy of insurance.
For reasons which I have given the Government is prepared to accept the amendments as
proposed.
Mr MacKINNON: Very few Bills come to this place which have had such a chequered
career as the one under consideration. Substantial changes have been made to the Stamp
Amendment Bill (No 3) as a result of the efforts of the Opposition in another place. The
changes have occurred as a result of the Opposition's disagreement about the Government's
proposals and because of the way in which the Government has attempted to deal with the
Bill. Members will recall vividly how debate on both Bills - one a rating Bill and the other
dealing with the items to be rated - was guillotined in this place. Members will also recall
how the Government claimed it had consulted the business community when in fact it had not
done so. The majority of the business community first heard about this legislation through
the Opposition.
Over a period of some five weeks numerous anomalies were found in the Bill. These arose
from the hasty way in which the Bill was presented in this Parliament without proper
consultation. Much time and effort was put in to remedy the situation but eventually it
became obvious that the Government should be told that its amendments were unacceptable.
The Treasurer has stated that a review of the Act is under way. If that review is to be
meaningful, major changes should not be made to the Act prior to the review. We are about
to see justice done.
The Legislative Council also deleted amendments which intended to impose stamp duty on
charities and on property for investment purposes. We believe that is a step in the right
direction.
Concern has been expressed about the way the amendments should be treated; that is,
whether they should be treated as requested amendments. The situation has been resolved by
the Government's agreeing to a change in the way this mailer will be handled.
Recommendations will be made for a sensible approach by the Presiding Officers of each
House to sort out any future problems with interpretations that might apply to amendments or
requests in respect of Bills of this nature. That very important issue should be resolved
because if it is not resolved we could end up in a difficult situation in future, bearing in mind
that Parliament has no dispute settling procedure. We could become bogged down and a
challenge could be made - constitutionally or otherwise. I think the line taken by the
Government is the most appropriate one. Alter behind-the-Chair discussions the Opposition
has indicated its support for the amendments which have emanated from the other place, for
the manner in which the message from the Council is to be considered, and for the
suggestions made to overcome the difficulties in the initial stages of debate.
Mr WIESE The Leader of the Opposition has summed up the situation very well. He is
correct when he says that justice will be done, in view of the way the Government handled
the Bill initially. The Government used disgraceful methods. Obviously very little
consultation with the business world has taken place. A lesson should be learnt here by this
Government and any future Government because when legislation with such widespread
ramifications affecting the business world is to be introduced consultation should take place
with the business community so that everyone is aware of the full implications. That did not
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happen in this case. As the Leader of the Opposition said, when the legislation reached the
upper House and the business world became aware of the ramifications involved, problems
came to the surface.

The stand taken by the National Party and the Liberal Party in relation to this Bill has been of
benefit to the business world. I am sure that the Government will take on board all the
matters raised when it undertakes the review of the Act. I hope that the review will take into
consideration all the implications of the Bill and that the results of the review will be widely
publicised so that everybody is aware of the Government's stance on the imposition of stamp
duty.
An area of special interest during debate on this legislation has been that of chattels. These
items are intangibles although they have a value which the Treasury was endeavouring to
apply duty on for the first time. In the Government's original legislation primary industry
was to be exempt from stamp duty. The Government proposed to extend that exemption to
cover the fishing industry in all its forms. As a result, a strong argument for exemption was
made by the mining industry, which is one of the major contributors to the wealth of this
State. The National Party believes that the case was a strong one and that exemptions should
be passed through to the mining industry. The Liberal Party agreed with that proposition.

The National Party believes that if the Government proposes an exemption for primary
industry, the fishing industry and the mining industry, it should propose the same exemption
for small business people. It was successful in persuading the Liberal Party eventually that
exemptions for the mining industry, the fishing industry and primary industry but not for
small business was an untenable situation. I am glad we achieved the resultant relief for
small businesses.

The Leader of the Opposition referred to the taxing of charities. The Treasurer said that, by
putting the amendment in, we have prevented the Government from imposing stamrp duty that
it has imposed in the past on charities. 1, and the Supreme Court, believe it was never
intended that stamp duty should be imposed on charitable institutions. By its amendment, the
Government was trying to impose a tax that should not exist and was never intended to exist.
I am glad that the acceptance of the amendments sent by the other House has ensured that we
will return to the original situation. I am pleased that the Government has agreed to accept
the amendnents recommended by the other place.

Question put and passed; the Council's amendments agreed to.
Report

Resolution reported, and the report adopted.

Motion

MR PARKER (Fremantle -Treasurer) [1.42 am]: I move -

The Legislative Assembly acquaints the Legislative Council that it has agreed to the
"amendments" made by the Legislative Council in the Stamp Amendment B ill (No 3)
1989.
The Assembly also recommends to the Legislative Council that in view of the
differing interpretations of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council
regarding the powers of the Council under Section 46 of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act 1899 to make these amendments, the Presiding Officers of the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council seek ways to have the general
issues discussed and possible solutions examined.

In the ruling which Mr Speaker gave when this message was received from the Legislative
Council, he made it clear - and I endorse absolutely the remarks he made - that he believed
there was severe doubt about whether, under section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act, the Legislative Council had the power to do what it purported to do in moving the
amendments.

Accepting the amendments will have the impact of the Assembly taking the Bill back and
being passed automatically to the Lieutenant Governor and Administrator for Assent,
assuming he is willing to give that. If there is any concern about the constitutionality of
doing that, section 49 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act provides that, by our passage
of the measure, it is constitutionally valid.
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Notwithstanding that, there is considerable concern as outlined by Mr Speaker - I share that
concern - about the nature of the powers of the Houses. I guess it is only at a time when
things are a bit fraught that people focus for the first time on the precise wording in the
Constitution, the precedents and values and things that have been taken for granted, one way
or another, for decades, in many cases. I understand, from commnents made earlier by the
Leader of the Opposition and my understanding of comments made by the member for
Wagin, that there is agreement on this issue that it is appropriate for there to be focus on these
matters by the two Presiding Officers.
I am aware also that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Dr Gallop), have also proposed to the House a
joint constitutional review comnmittee and I thoroughly endorse that as well. If it does its job
well, as I am sure it will, it will be a substantial process. I think it is important for this
process that we are talking about to be clarified. Resulting from the focusing that has
occurred on this matter in the last couple of days I have received advice which suggests that
maybe one of the ways around the issue would be the way in which the Government
designates the splitting up of the Bill, and the way we do it could be changed to cater for the
situation.

Those issues should be examined. All of us would benefit from a dispassionate examination
of these matters by the Presiding Officers, their advisers, and others they care to involve to
resolve this matter so that next year when we deal with similar matters the two Houses will at
least have a clear understanding of each other's position and hopefully will have come to an
agreement between them as to what is possible to be done in each House. This House's
position will be very strongly that the view expressed by Mr Speaker, not necessarily on the
specifics of the Stamp Duty Bill (No 3) but on the general issues of the rights of this House in
relation to financial initiates, would be maintained and enhanced and I hope that will be
achieved ultimately.

It is a complex issue. It is one on which quite legitimate but differing opinions can be held.
It is appropriate that the motion I have moved be passed and transmitted to the other place.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) 11.49 am]: I support the motion.
The Treasurer has outlined clearly the reasons for the motion. Unlike the Treasurer, 1 do not
necessarily endorse and do not want to be seen to endorse the opinion of the Speaker
expressed yesterday. Part of what he said may have been accurate, but not all of it was.
When that is read in association with the President's comments to the other place yesterday,
the need for a joint meeting and, as the Treasurer said, a dispassionate examination of these
matters with subsequent reporting back to the Houses of Parliament is an important initiative.

Like the Treasurer, I hope, and I say this with no disrespect to the members of the committee
proposed by you, Mr Acting Speaker (Dr Gallop), that we do have the report promptly and
before the beginning of the next session of Parliament in order that any problems of this
nature can be overcome- When the reports are available from the President and the Speaker I
suggest we have discussions behind the Chair, as we did this evening, to ensure that we come
up with a report for the future operations of the Parliament which is endorsed by all parties.
The Opposition supports the motion.

MR WIESE (Wagin) [1.51 am]: I support the motion moved by the Treasurer and I give
him credit for coping very well with what had the potential to become a tricky situation. I
thank himn for his initiative. [ have been ini this place for a short time only and it is obvious
from the study I have done about this situation that it has been an ongoing problem. No-one
has come up with a satisfactory solution to the problem. The commuittee that was set up this
morning to investigate this matter may come up with a satisfactory solution. I do hope that it
does, but I will not hold my breath because the situation has been an ongoing problem for
some time. Nevertheless, I wish the committee well and I hope that it provides a satisfactory
solution to the problem.
The reason I was not over confident about a solution being reached resulted from my study of
the impasse which arises from the difference in the interpretations of section 46 of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act by the upper House and this House. The case cited by the
Speaker in his reference to this matter a few days ago occurred in 1966. 1 read the whole
debate and one of the members who spoke on behalf of the Government of the day was
Mr Court. in his closing remarks he said that when the session had concluded the Treasurer
would make a request for the particular section - the same section which is causing a
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problem today - of the Constitution to be reviewed. He said that advice would be sought
because there should not be any uncertainty about that provision. That was in 1966 and the
situation still applies. I have a sneaking suspicion that it may apply in another 15 or 20 years.
I commend the Treasurer for his motion and am happy to support it.

Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (CREDIT) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 26 October.

MR FRED TUJBBY (Roleystone) [1.55 am]: This legislation concerns the operation of
credit unions in Western Australia. To operate in Western Australia credit unions must be
registered under and operate under the Credit Act. Interstate credit unions can gain
exemptions or register as foreign credit unions to gain exemption from the Credit Act. If a
credit union fails to gain exemption it may, as a result, lose interest charges and even the
actual loan. In some cases it will lose the right to the amount financed and could face
prosecution.

We have had a mass migration from the Eastern States, and many people have retained their
membership of Eastern States' credit unions and have applied for loans from these unions
without realising they were breaching the Credit Act. The Bill seeks to retrospectively
legitimise these transactions. The sunset clause in the Bill will allow the Minister at some
time in the future to say that any credit union from the Eastern States which wishes to extend
credit in Western Australia must apply for exemption from the Act.

MRS HENDERSON (Thomrlie - Minister for Consumer Affairs) [1.57 am]: I thank the
Oposition for its support of this measure. It is a small but important measure to overcome a
problem which has arisen as a result of the failure of some credit unions to either apply for
exemption or seek registration as a foreign credit union.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Dr Gallop) in the Chair; Mrs Henderson (Minister for
Consumer Affairs) in charge of the Bill.
Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Mrs HENDERSON: I move -

Page 2, line I - To delete "Pan 2" and substitute the following -

Section 3

Under the present drafting the whole of part 2 is to commence retrospectively. It is not
intended that the tribunal should be given retrospective powers under this clause and that is
the purpose of this amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 3: Section I8 amended -
Mrs HENDERSON: I move -

Page 2, line 11I - To insert after the word " 1984*" the following -

(in this part referred to as the "principal Act")

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
New clauses -

Mrs HENDERSON: I move -
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Page 2, after line 25 - To insert new clauses 4 and 5 as follows -

Section 85A inserted
4. After section 85 of the principal Act the following sect ion is inserted -

Application for declaration

85A. (1) Where a debtor is not liable to pay-

(a) the credit charge under a regulated contract by
virtue of section 42;

or

() a portion of the credit charge under a regulated
continuing credit contract b y virtue of section
67,

the debtor or the Commissioner may apply to the Tribunal for a
declaration to that effect in relation to the .contract in question
and the Tribunal may make such a declaration,
(2) Any declaration made under subsection (1.) is subject to
any determination made under section 85, 86 or 86A that
affects the regulated contract the subject of the declaration.

Section 86A inserted

5. (1) After section 86 of the principal Act the following section is inserted -

Order in respect of minor errors etc

86A. (t) If on application made by a credit provider the Tribunal is of
the opinion that -

(a) any failure to include in any regulated contract arty
matter;
or

(b) any error or misdescrip: ion in any regulated contract of
any matter,

required by this Act is of a minor nature and unlikely to mislead,
deceive, or materially prejudice or disadvantage any debtor, the
Tribunal may order that the contract shall be deemed to be a contract to
which this section applies.

(2) An application under subsection (1) shall specify the details and
extent of the breach or breaches in any contract the subject of the
application.

(3) A contract that is the subject of an order under subsection (1.)
shall, to the extent of the matters specified in the order, be deemed to
have complied wit this Act as from the date of such contract.

(4) The Tribunal may make an order under subsection (1) in relation
to one or more specified regulated contracts.

(5) Where an application is made under subsection (1) the applicant
shall publish in a newspaper circulating throughout the State notice of
the application as approved by the Tribunal.

(6) Nothing in this section -

(a) prevents a credit provider from making a subsequent
application under section 85 or 86 in relation to any
contract the subject of an application under this section;

(b) affects the liability of a person to be convicted of an
offence under this Act or the Credit (Administration)
Act 1984.
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(2) Nothing in section 86A of the principal Act as enacted by subsection

(a) applies to any failure, error or misdescriprion in any regulated
contract as defined in the principal Act that is the subject of an
application made under section 85 or 86 of the principal Act
before the day that this section comes into operation and that is
pending on that day;

(b) affects any final order made under section 85 or 86 of the
principal Act before the day that this section comes into
operation

The purpose of this amendment is to allow a debtor or the Commissioner for Consumer
Affairs to make an application to the Comnmercial Tribunal for a declaration by that tribunal
that the problem which has emerged is one in which the credit provider has breached the
Credit Act, and that a determination is necessary as to whether the debtor must continue to
make payments. Proposed new section 85A(2) clarifies the position of a credit provider
where a declaration has been obtained as to the ability of the credit provider to make
subsequent application for reinstatement of credit charges. The fact that the debtor has a
declaration as to the relevant law does not affect the capacity of the credit provider to use
sections 85 or 86 of the Credit Act to make subsequent applications.

New section 86A(l) allows the commnissioner or credit provider to make application to the
Commercial Tribunal to allow minor errors that arise from a failure to include a matter that
should have been included or a misdescription where it is unlikely to mislead, deceive, or
materially prejudice any debtor, to be deemed to conform to the Act. In other words, it gives
the tribunal the specific power to deal with minor problems. Such power does not currently
exist. Sections 85 and 86 currently do not achieve that result and there is no doubt that this
amendment will be of major benefit to both consumers and credit providers and will allow
them the capacity to go to the Commercial Tribunal to seek such a determination. New
section 86A(2) sets out the details that must be included in any application, including the full
details of the extent of the breaches that are the subject of the application. It will also allow
the tribunal to make a considered decision as to whether it will deem the contracts to be
contracts which conform to the Act.

New section 86A(3) clarifies and confuirms the powers of the tribunal to make orders to deem
contracts to be in compliance with the Act. New section 86A(4) clarifies the power of the
tribunal to make orders in respect of one or more contracts. New section 86A(5) requires the
applicant to publish a notice in a newspaper circulating throughout the State in a form to be
approved by the Commercial Tribunal. New section 86A(6) confirns the power of the
tribunal to subsequently hear matters where the tribunal has already held a hearing under
section 86A. An example is where the tribunal has decided that a matter is not of a minor
nature and where it can subsequently hear that mailer as a major error. Section 86A(6)(b)
clarifies that the provision does not apply in relation to any criminal liability of the credit
provider but only in relation to civil penalties. New section 86A(2)(a) clarifies that the new
section does not apply to the current sections 85 and 86 applications, If the current
application were already on foot far a minor error it would have to be withdrawn, and a new
section 86A application lodged. Section 86A(2)(b) puts beyond doubt that the determinations
already handed down by the tribunal will not be affected by this amendment.

Mr FRED TUBBY: At the outset I advise the Minister that the Opposition will support this
amendment. Members may be aware from the comments I have made on this legislation,
which has been before this Parliament since 26 October, that the amendments moved tonight
have nothing whatsoever to do with the matters included in the original amending Bill. This
deals with a completely new area. I discovered at 1.30 on Tuesday that the Minister intended
to deal with these amendments one hour later at 2.30. 1 said it would not be possible to
proceed because I needed to know the detail of the amendments to be debated. To the
Minister's credit, she provided me with the services of a lawyer from the Ministry of
Consumer Affairs, and, following that, I raised no objection to including these amendments
in the Bill. However, [ fail to see the urgency for the introduction of these amendments in the
last couple of days of this parliamentary session. The Credit Act has been in operation since
1984 anid I do not think the necessity for these amendments has arisen since Friday of
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last week. The amendments before the Commnittee axe not exactly those printed on the Notice
Paper, so further amendments must have been made this evening.

That is not a good way for the Ministry of Consumer Affairs to operate, although I am not
sure who is responsible for that. Some feedback must have been received from industry on
legislation that has been on the Statute books for five years. That feedback should have been
recorded and Parliamentary Counsel should have accumulated the required amendments until
there were a sufficient number to make it worthwhile amending the Act. It is ridiculous that
on 26 October the amending Bill, containing one amendment, was introduced in this
Chamber and two or three days before the end of the parliamentary session a completely new
set of amendments has been included in the Bill.

The Minister has not been in Opposition and, therefore, she probably is not aware of how the
Opposition operates. We do not have advisers to assist us and that is why I appreciated the
Minister's making an officer available. The Opposition contacts the people in the community
and the industry who will be affected by such legislation to ensure that they agree with the
need for the legislation and that it will not have unintended consequences. No time was
allowed for this process, so the Minister agreed to obtain a letter from the Credit Union
Association of Western Australia (Ic) expressing its support in writing for these
amendments. That is all very well, but the Opposition would also normally take such matters
to the party room before making a decision. That has not been possible in the short time
allowed and, therefore, the Opposition is acting on my word that there is nothing wrong with
the amendments. It is taken for granted that the party room will support these amendments.
That is not the correct way for the Government or the Opposition to operate in respect of
legislation passing through this Parliament. At the very least it demonstrates that somewhere
or other the administration has been poor and, at the very worst, that some incompetence is
involved to the extent that it is necessary to rush these amendments through in the dying
hours of the 1989 Parliament. The Opposition will not oppose these amendments, but in
future its cooperation may not be so willingly forthcoming. I do not think this sort of
situation should be allowed to continue.

Mr TRENORDEN:- I echo the words of the previous speaker, who had an advantage over us
because we were not given a briefing. This is a disgraceful way to run the legislation in this
place. If it were left to me I would have voted against the Bill but the Leader of the National
Party has more resilience than I do. Yesterday, because of certain circumstances, most
members of the National Party were not here. I was not here all day. At the end of a session
when there are 35 Bills on the Notice Paper and there is a blind panic to get legislation
through it does not help if the Govemnment starts throwing amendments forward at the
eleventh hour. If it then starts changing those amendments two or three times before the Bill.
is debated it makes matters even worse. The National Party agrees with the thrust of the Bill
and was prepared to take it on trust. However, I warn the Minister and other Government
members that we will not always be this generous, as they might find out in a few minutes
when we debate the State Employment and Skills Development Authority Bill. Therefore,
we support the Bill, but do so very much on trust.

Mrs HENDERSON: I thank Opposition parties for their support for the amendments. I
appreciate the concerns they have expressed about the late advice relating to these
amendments. The reason a major Bill amending the Credit Act has not been introduced is
that there has been a national working party working towards a new uniform national Credit
Act. Officers from my department and other consumer affairs departments around Australia
have been attending meetings seeking to amend the national Credit Act. Over the past two
years an enormous amount of work has gone into that legislation; I have attended conferences
to discuss details of that new legislation. The application of that legislation to all States has
been retarded by the emergence of a new Government in New South Wales which appears to
be inclined to go down its own path. However, I believe there is hope we will get a national
and uniform Credit Act from this process, so some matters have been put aside pending that
happening. It was hoped that Act would be agreed to in May during the meeting of all State
consumer affairs Ministers. However, that was not the case and New South Wales, in
particular, had the greatest difficulty with a national Credit Act.

In response to points made specifically in relation to this amendment, it emerged from a
practical problem brought to my attention only a week ago which could cause major
problems. This Act provides a sensible avenue for the tribunal to be given the capacity to
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determine whether a breach is minor or major. We are talking about a breach which could,
for example, affect up to 100 000 contracts and which relates to words such as "sickness and
unemployment insurance" as opposed to "accident insurance". An example of that is the
kinds of matters that can be referred to the tribunal under this amendment. This sort of
provision exists in the South Australian Credit Act and works very well. Therefore, although
Iapologise for the short notice given, the emergence of this problem was only brought to my
attention approximately a week and a half ago.

New clauses put and passed.

Clauses .4 to 7 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, with amendments, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mris Henderson (Minister for Consumer Affairs), and
transmitted to the Council.

STATE EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 2 November.

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [2.17 am): I find it absolutely disgraceful that this
legislation has come forward tonight, not because of that fact and that it is late in the session,
and not because we have not been given sufficient opportunity to look at the Bill, bui because
I had the courtesy, as did the National Party, to go to the Minister and put our concerns to
him. We advised him we would be opposing this legislation but were happy to support the
concept. We told him we had various concerns which were wide ranging and universal -
almost industry wide - relating to discontent and upset with various aspects of the legislation.
We said to the Minister that while at the same time we were prepared to support the concept
that he should go away and get consent from the industry. The Minister came back to me the
next day, and to the National Party the next afternoon when it raised the matter with him,
saying that the Government would not bring this legislation forward until next year after it
had had consultation, negotiation and agreement with the industry.
If a piece of legislation is supposed to be industry driven one must have industry agreement
with it. It was totally discourteous of the Minister that he did not come to me and state that
he was bringing this Bill forward tonight. [ heard that was happening from the member for
Riverton because the Leader of the House said to himn, "Well, you had belier be prepared for
it because we may bring it forward."

Mr Troy: Don't you speak to your colleagues, because I told them the night before last?
Mrs EDWARDES: What about talking to me? What about the amendment? If I had the
courtesy to see the Minister he knew that I had conduct of this Bill.
Mr Troy. Your side was advised the night before last, and the member was advised by the
Leader of the House late at night.

Mrs EDWARDES: I was in the House last night, as was the Minister, and today also. He
should have had the courtesy to give me the reasons why the Bill was being brought on. Has
he talked to me about possible amendments? Did he come to me and say, "Look, we have
started on negotiations with the industry and started to talk with the Chamber of Mines"?
The Minister did not have the courtesy to do that. That illustrates that he is a person whose
word cannot be trusted, because I find that behaviour to be totally irresponsible when I have
had the courtesy to go to the Minister, rather than waiting for the Bill to be debated, and
when I have put it on the line and told him exactly what is the position of our party. I was not
prepared to throw out the baby with the bath water, but if that is what the Minister wants, that
is what he will get, because we in the Liberal Opposition will not support this legislation.

This legislation is supposed to be industry driven, yet if we look at the Bill we see that it is
not industry driven; it is totally prescriptive; it is from the top down to the bottom, not from
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the IETCs up. That is what the industry is all about, and if the Government cannot get
industry consent for its legislation, there is no way in this world that it will work. Does riot
the Government want it to work? If the Minister were really interested ill and concerned
about the legislation, he would make sure that he had industry consent and agreement. If the
Minister is talking about the legislation being induscry driven, about 70 000-odd places for
which he wants to make provision for training, he will have to deal with it.

Mr Troy interjected.

MWs EDWARDES: I have read that, but that is not what this Bill is all about. The Minister
should go away and talk to the industry, as I did. I sent copies of all the Bills to various
industry bodies. It is interesting to consider the types of comnments I received back. The Real
Estate Institute of Western Australia Incorporated provides pretty good training. That group
had no idea that the legislation was coining into the House. It said -

The urgency of the matter is appreciated, but I hope you will understand that any
substantiated comment from REIWA would require time for a thorough analysis of
the proposals...

To that end, REIWA has set up a special subgroup,. a subgroup which the Minister can relate
to.

The electronic and electrical training council has consulted extensively with the electronic
and electrical industries, and is concerned about the make up of SESDA. It is concerned that
the authority w ill comprise only the Trades and Labor Council, the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry Inc, and the Government. It believes that the inclusion of the Western
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry Inc and the Chamber of Mines and Energy of
Western Australia Inc may have been more appropriate. It has expressed concern that there is
no right of appeal, and that in some industries, training is only the edge of competitiveness.

The Chamber of Mines and Energy responded to the initial discussion paper that was sent out
in April 1988, called "Proposals for the Establishmnent of a State Employment and Skills
Development Authority". It stated that while it agreed there should be a rational is ation of the
confusing array of Federal and State Government agencies, advisory boards, commuittees,
councils, and employer and union associations, it also urged that a fUll opportunity for input
and consultation be given to all parties concerned at each stage of any future development. It
went on to say -

Regrettably this consultation has not taken place with the mining industry.

This consultation did not take place until after the Bill was introduced into the House; then all
of a sudden there is a concern, about SESDA, and the Minister goes out to see them!

Mr Tray;. That is not true.

Mrs EDWARDES; I hope the Minister will tell rne about all the dates.

Mr Troy: I spoke with the mining industry, so you are absolutely wrong about that.

Mrs EDWARDES: I received -a letter frorn the Chamber of Mines and Energy, which
expressed its regret that this consultation had not taken place. It also raised concerns about -

", The hierarchical and structural nature of SESDA;
* The ability of the proposed body to effectively address the issues of skills

development, labour force productivity, and the employment consequences of
industrial organisation and technological changes;
The prescriptive involvement of such a body in issues which are enterprise

-* based and related;
The cost implications for an industry operating in a competitive international
market;

'MTe adoption of a Swedish model of tripartism. and the eagerness with which
this was being promoted by the unions and some sections of the Government;

* The function and operation of the Accreditation Board.

Mr Troy: Did they mention in the letter whether they had made a submission in 1977 in
responise to the report that camne from the tripartite commnission?
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Mrs EDWARDES: The Minister will get his opportunity. It said also -

In addition, a close analysis of the details outlined in the 1988 Discussion Paper -

This view has been repeated many times by various industry bodies which-have talked about
the discussion paper and compared it with the Bill that has been introduced. I continue -

- reveals that:

I . SESDA is to perform "an essentially advisory role to the Minister on policy
and resource allocation". The SESDA Bill details a far more prescriptive role
than this.

2. No mention is made of a decision making process that entails voting as is
outlined in the SESDA Bil.

3. The accreditation board would be essentially responsive to, and driven by,
industry and simply act as an approval authority.

The Minister has said on repeated occasions that it would be industry driven; that is not
reflected in the SESDA Bill. I continue -

4. Little detail is provided as to the source of funding for SESDA.
5. No mention is made of the CWAI or the TLC making representation on behalf

of the broader industry panics.

That concern has been repeated time and time again by the industry. I return to the point I
made earlier to the Minister: If he wants this legislation to be industry driven, and if he wants
the industry to get behind it, he will have to get industry consent. He does not have it. The
negotiations and the consultations which he expected have not taken place, and he has
admitted privately that he thought the Confederation of Western Australian Industry had done
more-, but it has not done so. It is the Minister's Bill so he will have to take it up from here.

Mr Troy: I will list the consultations when I respond. It is all there, and the member will be
very surprised.

Mrs EDWARDES: I hope the Minister will, becauseI asked officers in his department to
provide me with a list of the consultations that had taken place. The Minister did not come
back to me and tell me what had happened. The Minister told us yesterday he was going to
go through with SESDA.
Mr Troy: You were advised the evening before that the legislation was coming on.

Mrs EDWARDES: When were we again advised that the legislation would be coming on?

Mr Troy: Tuesday night.

Mrs EDWARDES: Sorry; 1:30 am last night. The Minister did not say to me -

Mr Troy: The Leader of the House advised you.

Mrs EDWARDES: No, he did not. He spoke to the member for Riverton. I -have the
conduct of this Bill. The Minister did not have the courtesy to sit down with me and tell me
what were his intentions, that he was proposing to move amendments, that he had already
commenced a negotiating process, that he was not prepared to wait for that to evolve -

Mr Tray: I wil explain those amendments, and what has happened in the last 24 hours, when
I respond.

Mrs EDWARDES: Good, because [ wil tell the Minister about the telephone calls I have
received.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ripper): I think it would be a better way to proceed if the
member were to address her remarks to the Chair; perhaps we midght then have fewer
interjections.

Mrs EDWARDES: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, but I was hoping to get some
information from the Minister about why he did not have the courtesy to speak with me about
the fact that he had changed his mind. The whole point of the matter is that the Minister had
changed his m-ind from the time of our discussion last week about bringing forward this
legislation, when 1, and members of the National Party, were giving to him the

6442 [ASSENMLY]



(Thursday, 7 December 1989] 64

courtesy of letting him know what was the position of our parties, to try to save his Bill. Itris
his Bill, not ours. We were trying to support him in it.

The Housing Industry Association is also concerned. The housing industry and the
construction industry were in fact consulted. They came up with an agreement in terms of
their fund, the building and construction industry training fund, for which legislation was
introduced into this House two days ago, but not about SESDA. They are concerned about
the process of decision making in SESDA, and about the make up of the authority and the
board.

Mr Troy: You say their position is different from the building and construction
representatives - that is, the MBA and the AFCC - with regard to the BC1TF and SESDA.

Mrs EDWARDES: What is different with regard to BCITF? I said nothing different.

Mr Troy: YOU say their view is different frm the MBA and the AFCC with regard to -

Mrs EDWARDES: This is what I am saying.

Mr Troy: You are being a little mischievous.

Mrs EDWARDES: Not at all. I shall repeat what I said so that [ an not misquoted or seen to
be mischievous because I have no intention of being mischievous at this time of the morning.
I have better things to do at this time of the morning than being mischievous - maybe.

As a result of negotiations and consultations the Housing Industry Association has reached an
agreement for its own IETC and a training fund. The housing industry's IETC is part of the
process of SESDA. We have the authority, the board and the IETCs, and one of those IETCs
willI deal with the building and construction industry. The Housing Industry Association has
agreed with the IETC and the training fund, but it is not happy about the rest of the decision
making process through the board. The association is unhappy about the make-up of the
board and with the authority.

That is what I said, and it is not being mischievous, because if the Minister had spoken to the
authority he would have known about it. I an- not going any further on that because another
member will elaborate.

Mr Troy: I will acknowledge, in terms of their representations, that you are right in what you
have just said.

Mrs EDWARDES: I thank the Minister.

The Western Australian Farrners Federation is concerned. I do not want to steal any of the
National Party's thunder, but the farmers are concerned about this legislation. They are
concerned about the lack of consultation with the relevant industry groups; they are
concerned with the concept that the Confederation of WA Industry can represent the needs of
the agricultural industry; they are concerned with the possibility of taxes at some stage in the
future; they are concerned that there is no clear relationship between SESDA and the
proposed Commonwealth training levy; they are concerned that the proposed system of
training is bureaucratic; they are concerned that there should be a clear need for flexible
training as the work force requires retraining.
We come back to three basic things: Lack of consultation, concern about the decision
making process, arnd representation. Those are the concerns of the WA Farmers Federation.
Rural traiing says the same thing. The Chamber of Commrerce and Industry, WA says
exactly the same thing.

Mr Troy: When did you talk to rural training?

Mrs EDWARDES: On 13 November 1989. Does the Minister want to know the time? It
was 10.33 am.

Mr Troy: I spoke to rural training last Thursday.

Mrs EDWARDES: Excellent. Has the Minister come up with an agreement? Has he
something in writing to show that rural training has changed its mind?

Mr Tray: Phone it and ask it what its views were.

Mrs ED WAR DES: If I had been given some idea of the Minister's proposals and knew that
he was proposing amendments and all the other processes he was taking in respect of
0~291;-19
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consultation I might have done that, but I had other things to do today. We have dealt with
Murdoch and Notre Dame Universities. Far from having nothing to do on this last day except
talk about SESDA and ring up people I have been speaking to over the last month, the
Minister brings this matter forward with less than 24 hours' notice, despite an agreement we
came to over a week ago. The Minister did not feel it necessary to speak to me. This is
probably the last time I shall ever give the Minister the courtesy of discussing anything
seriously with him I am sorry about that, because I would prefer to deal with these sorts of
things in a bipartisan way. I do not want to hold up the House and waste its time. The
Minister has gone about this in the wrong way and he has been discourteous.

Mr Troy: I am not proposing any changes from what was put to you some time ago.

Mrs EDWARDES: Through you, Mr Acting Speaker, did we or did we not have an
agreement? Did the Minister not say to me quite openly and emphatically that he would
defer the matter until next year and enter into further negotiations and consultations?

Mr Tray: When I respond I shall1 tell you why the changes were made, and you were advised
of that at 1.30, not even 24 hours ago.

Mrs EDWARDES: 1 was not given any reason;, I was advised to be prepared in case the Bill
camne up. May I ask the Leader of the House if he gave any reasons?
Several members interjected.

Mr Kierath: Wake up!
Mr Tray: I am sure he will be able to confirm that in writing when he has more time.

Mrs EDWARDES: I am sorry to waken the Leader of the House. If one speaks to the
hairdressers association, or people involved in technology, or people in the information
industry, they all complain of lack of consultation, the decision making process, and
representation. It is the same with the Australian Small Business Association.

Mr Troy: Who did you speak to there?

Mrs EDWARDES: The Minister will have his opportunity later.

Mr Tray: Is this the chap who comes in frequently?

Mrs EDWARDES: I do not need to speak to him; he has issued a Press release.

Several members interjected.

Mrs EDWARDES: I do not have Australian Small Business Association letterheads.

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!

Mrs EDWARDES: The Australian Small Business Association strongly opposes the basic
concept behind the State Employment and Skills Development Authority. itris against the
concept of centralised control and the administration of training skills enhancement in
Western Australia. We approached the Minister and said we were not opposed to the basic
concept; we were prepared to support the basic concept. We wanted agreement on the Bil
and how it would operate. That is all the Opposition was talking about. If the Minister had
obtained industry agreement, the position might have been different. I return to his words: It
is supposed to be industry driven and it cannot be industry driven unless there is industry
agreement and there clearly is not industry agreement.

The Chamber of Mines and Energy of WA has been approached - it was contacted again
today - and verbally told what amendments would be put forward. The chamber is not
willing to accept those amendments without seeing them in writing. The chamber is not sure
if the amendments go far enough because it realises the whole thing is only a band aid
approach.

Mr Pearce: It is not proposed to amend this Bill.

Mr Tray: The chamber was not able to speak to us today. Were you told that?

Mrs EDWARDES: Did the Minister speak to Peter Eggleston this morning?

Mr Troy: No, [ spoke with Peter Ellery after lunch. The Premier spoke with representatives
of the mnikng group this morning.

6444 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 7 December 19891 64

Mrs EDWARDES: We can split hairs and talk about when a guarantee is a guarantee.
Mr Troy: H-e was not speaking with representatives of the mining industry who deat with
this issue. They were not available and they will not be availabie until Monday morning.

Mrs EDWARDES: There will be a meeting with the Minister and with the Premier on
Monday morning; I have been advised of that. The chamber is still not happy about the Bill,
and the amendment and it regards the amendment given aver the telephone as ill-conceived
and a bandaid approach.

Mr Tray: The people you spoke to were not available.

Mrs EDWARDES: Somebody from the Minister's office proposed an amendment to the
chamber.

Mr Kierath: He does not know who his advisers are.

Mrs EDWARDES: Did they propose an amendment to the Chamber of Mines and Energy?

Mr Tray: No-one in the Chamber of Mines and Energy was available to speak on the matter
today.

Mrs EDWARDES: Well, who spoke to them about the amendments?

Mr Tray: Peter Ellery took some advice which he was transferring on to his committee.

Mrs EDWARDES: Who spoke to Peter?

Mr Tray: [ spoke to Peter after lunch.

Mrs EDWA.RDES: Did you mention the proposed amendments to him?

Mr Troy: There was a broad indication of possible amendmnents which I indicated we would
discuss with him on Monday.

Mrs EDWARDES: About the change of representatives?

Mr Tray: Yes.

Mrs EDWARD ES: That is fair enough. The chamber regards it as being ill-conceived and a
bandaid approach.

Mr Tray: Is Peter Ellery saying that? He said he did not have carriage of the matter with that
group.

Mrs EDWARDES: Obviously Peter Ellery has gone aver to Peter Eggleston, who has got
carriage of the matter, and advised him what the Minister for Employment arnd Training said.
We can go around in circles and split hairs, but his view is that the Minister's proposed
amendment, which he will discuss with the Minister on Monday -

Mr Tray: Of which he has not seen the full detail.

Mrs EDWARDES: That is right. The Chamber of Mines and Energy is waiting to see it in
writing but they regard the amendment as being ill-conceived and a bandaid approach. I
repeated that on several occasions to get the message through. If the Minister wishes to enter
into the verbal gymnastics that other Ministers have entered into in the past he can do so, but
the point is made clear. Somebody - and the Minister has now advised that it was he - related
the proposed amendments, although they have not been put in writing -

Mr Tray: Or in full detail, and to someone who is not representative of their training group.

Mrs EDWARDES: Who just happened to pass it on to the person who did represent that
group, who will meet with the Minister on Monday. We could go round in circles all night.

The other issue of concern, which is not in the Bill - and I have made that clear to all those
industry organisations with which I have spoken - is the levy. It is clear that no levy is being
raised under this Bill. However, a training levy has been proposed in the Dawkins plan. I
refer to the Australian Financial Review of Wednesday, 15 November 1989. in which an
article discussed the Government's levy for training. It states, and I quote -

Several other States remain uncommuitted and only Western Australia is firmly
comm-itted to collecting the levy, provided the money raised in WA remains in that
State.
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If the States ultimately refuse, Mr Dawkins has made it clear he will use the
Australian Taxation Ofi. ..

But, of course, this Minister has made it very clear in the past that he wanted to pre-empt
Mr Dawkins' collecting the levy - he would have liked to raise his own levy. Who is to say
that, under a different scenario, this levy by Dawkins will not come forward in terms of
shoring up the votes in the trade union movement prior to the next Federal election? Who is
to say that it will not reappear on the Minister's agenda at some stage? It must be made very
clear to the members of the industry exactly what is proposed; not just what is proposed for
this week, next week or the week after, but what is proposed for six months hence, and two or
three years down the track. Where do they see the State Employment and Skills
Development Authority going? Already we can see SESDA taking over many of the
functions which presently are being performed by the Department of Employment and
Training. I do not have any problem with that. If the Government wishes to transfer some
functions from a department to a statutory authority, that is fine - that is its business.
However, if the Minister is talking about involvement in the livelihoods of people and
industry and he wants them actually to be involved in the training process, which is
apparently so important to this Goverrunent - and I also regard it as extremely important
then he must have the industry's consent. If he does not, he certainly will not make this
legislation work. That is the crux of the matter.

I will say no more, other than that the Opposition is totally opposed to this legislation in its
present form and will oppose it. I am sorry the Minister took the approach he did because we
support the basic concept of the legislation; however, we do not support it because of the
wide-ranging concerns that have been expressed to us by industry and we do not support the
way it is being implemented. Unless the Government has the consent of industry, it will not
work.

Mr Troy: Will you support it if the Chamber of Commerce and Industry does not?

Mrs EDWARDES: The Minister has not heard a word I have said.

Mr Troy: Just answer the question.

Mrs EDWARDES: The Minister should get industry consent for it. The Chamber of
Commerce and Industry is just one body.

Mr Troy: What if one body consents and the other does not? What will you do then?

Mrs EDWARDES: The Minister is splitting hairs. At the moment there is wide ranging
concern about this legislation. If only one body was concerned about it, that would not be a
problem, but the Minister does not have any support for it at the moment. That is the whole
point.

Mr Troy: What do you mean? The confederation, as you know, was the peak council that
was involved in writing it, and you say we don't have any support for it ftom the employer
side. Come on!
Mrs EDWARDES: The Confederation of Western Australian Industry (Inc) does not
represent or reflect the views of the whole industry. We are talking in terms of all these
industry employment and training councils.
Mr Troy: Would you say there is a group that has a greater representation than the
Confederation of WA Industry? Would there be a body that is bigger or more representative
than that?
Mrs EDWARDES: If the Minister is talking about 25 IETCs, he is not talking about just two
or three bodies and be cannot talk about one group that represents more than any other,
because it is just as the Western Australian Fartners Federation said: Who represents them
the best? That is the sort of thing the Minister must come to grips with, and that will only be
achieved through consultation and negotiation. If the Minister wants this legislation to be
industry driven he will have to get industry consent.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.46 am]: I indicate immediately that the National Parry will
not be supporting this Bill either, but it will give due consideration to the Bill in another place
if the consultation process which has not occurred to this date continues to a level where it is
acceptable to key people within the industry.
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The tripartite agreement that the Government has tried to use in workers' compensation
legislation arnd now in the State Employment and Skills Development Authority Bill will not
be successful. Certainly key industry people have complained bitterly that they have
discovered only in recent days the functions of the legislation. No matter how much
shuffling is done, there will be employers who are not prepared to have the Confederation of
Western Australian Industry represent them. That is a fact. Also, I know it will be difficult
to draw a line as to where that representation will come from because some bodies will not
allow other bodies to represent them either, so there is something of a Mexican stand-off.

Mr Graham: Do you have an employer demarcation dispute?

Mir TRENORDEN: Yes, it would seem so. I will flat pursue this with the enthusiasm that the
member for Kingsley displayed, mainly because I am three pants asleep, but the National
Party agrees with the Bill in principle. In fact it would be a little upset if the Bill were not
passed in this sitting; but that is not its responsibility. We have a constituency which is
considerably concerned about this legislation. We have been given the benefit of a briefing
and I thank the Minister for that. He interjected during the course of an earlier debate about
the quality of that briefing. I agree it was a good briefing, but a number of key people have
not had such a briefing and that is the problem. The National Party is not prepared to pass
this legislation only to have industry groups upset by it and have it start off on its left foot and
perhaps never get into stride. The legislation is too important.

As the member for Kingsley has pointed out there are a number of concerns about this Bill
and about other noises coming from across the great divide between here and the Eastern
States. The same member pointed out that the Western Australian Farmners Federation and
the Chamber of Mines and Energy of WA have been in touch with the National Party and
they feel that there are areas which need to be addressed. The Minister knows what these
areas are. It is up to the Government to decide whether it will meet those concerns and to
convince these organisations of the merits of the Bill. The Opposition is not in the position of
having to sell the Government's legislation, whether the Opposition supports it or not. The
Opposition certainly will not go out and sell this legislation. The Opposition is prepared to
negotiate with its constituents, talk things out with them and argue points with them, but it is
not in the game of selling the basic concept of this legislation. There are several areas of
concern - for example, funding and the confusion which is coming from the east - which is
causing some kafuftie within the industry. The point needs to be carefully spelt out that these
organisations are concerned. Maybe that is the job of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry. If it is the job of the confederation, it has not responded to any degree to
allow the National Party to support this Bill.

There is also great argument about the union control of training. For some time all we have
been reading in the national Press is that the next push of the union movemnent will be to seek
control of training. In recent times a couple of articles have appeared, the content of which I
have no reason to disbelieve. One article says that the figures will change over the next five
years and there will be a decline in unionism. That decline will be substantial and will result
in a major change in emphasis by the union movement. The union movement is not foolish;
for some time it has seen what is coming. A few months ago I read a paper by a unionist
which said that support for unions is dropping. I think the drop mentioned for last year was
six per cent, and a similar situation has applied for a few years. Unionists are trying to point
out why union control and support is in decline. [ believe the unions have been too political
and have spent too much time arguing about matters that do not really interest their
membership. The unions have been too busy barmning the bomb and stopping mining and
industry, or becoming involved in activities other than those to the direct interest of their
membership.

The accord, which was the pinnacle of the Federal Labor Government's activities, has proved
to be ant absolute failure. Many unionists are now saying that the unions' involvement in the
accord has been a disaster, because it has reduced dramatically workers' standard of living
over the past few years. In the Press last week was a report of a paper by two members of the
New South Wales branch of the Australian Council of Trade Unions saying the union
movement had real problems in New South Wales because it agreed with what the coalition
Government was doing; that is making life very hard for the union movement. It cannot
argue a position when it is in agreement with the Government.
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Mr Kierath: That is what they are worried about.

Mr TRENQRDEI4: That is right. It was an interesting article which pointed out that industry
unions now have an entirely different outlook. Their future rests in accepting change. I
know change has always been a part of life but this change wil be dramatic for Australians
and will hit them in their hip pockets. That will apply to all Australians, including unionists.

The current union system in Australia has to change for the country's own good. This nation
has seven per cent unemployment. I heard on the radio the other day that Western Australia
has an unemployment rate of five per cent, the second best in the nation, If one follows the
argument of some people it is estimated that full employment is around four per cent and the
country will never get a much better figure than that. Australia is within three per cent of
having its total work force employed, but the country is going down the drain to the tune of
$2 billion a month. There is a substantial message in that fact: It is that this country must
change its ways; it must become involved with value adding in agriculture and mining. There
is no other way. When our forefathers drew up the Constitution of this nation, there was a
deliberate bias to tax country people to create industry on the seaboard. That was done at the
establishment of our nation and we have succeeded in close to nothing. The Federal
Government could pay $38 million to keep Kodak, an American company, but it could not
pay two-and-sixpence to keep Sarich.
The fact is that, in the main, industry has not developed in the way Governments hoped it
would. That is because all political parties have feather bedded our industries. Those
industries will not be the saviour of Australia in the future. There is no way, for example,
that the manufacturing industry will be the saviour of Westemn Australia. It is interesting that
the Confederation of Western Australian Industry - which arguably represents industry in
Western Australia -estimates that the manufacturing industry is the major employer of
people in this State. However, the manufact-uring industry is not driving the economy of
Western Australia. The economy of the State is being driven by mining and agriculture. The
argument may come back that this is not where the employment is. The employment level
for agriculture is only three per cent while in the mining industry it is around 16 per cent.
The biggest employees are the service industries and the manufacturing industries. That
argument is possibly true, but that is not where the dollars are coming from and those
industries will not be the salvation of this nation.

The salvation of this nation will come from value adding in the areas of agriculture and
mining. That is why we talk about the industry training and employment councils, because
they will be responsive to the real changes that occur in this State in the future. In addition,
we can pass laws for the State. If one looks at TAFE at the moment and at the whole
educational system, they do not want to respond to something different. They want to keep
responding to the old way. In many cases, they do not know how to respond to the new way.
If we want to become involved in the mining and agricultural industries we will need trained
people. Some industries do not exist at the moment because we do not make biscuits, cereals
or noodles. We make gold coins, but we do not do many things in the mining industry
because we do not have the skills. The councils need to be highly responsive to the demands
made by Western Australians in the future. That is why the National Party is prepared to
support the Bill in principle.

The Bill seeks to set up an authority to be the peak training body which will co-ordinate skills
formation policies and services throughout the State. The Skills Standards and Accreditation
Board will be the quality control body for the State's training programs. The board will
accredit skills formation programs, the skills of individuals and will register training
providers. Then we have the councils. I am referring to the information provided by the
Minister and I will not go thirough the complete document at this late hour. It contains a list
of items with which the authority will be involved. The third item on the list states that the
authority will promote industry participation in employment and training, to which I referred
earlier. In some industries that promotion is not necessary because those industries have been
heavily involved in training programs. The concern is that the training programs already set
up may become disrupted.

Another item on The list refers to the registration of training providers as skills formation
agencies. Here, the concern is whether the training providers will or will not receive
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accreditation or whether problems will arise with registration. One of the Skills Standards
and Accreditation Board's tasks will be to develop innovative models of skills accreditation
to recognise those skills acquired outside the paid work force, and to licence private training
organisations. Obviously many private organisations train people and supply skills to the
industry. Colleges in the city provide secretarial and other skls and these organisations will
want to know if they can enter the system easily without a great deal of cost. I am not talking
about fees to members; I arm talking about the possible reorgantisation of those bodies. These
aspects worry private enterprise because for decades people have had to deal with
Governments which have not understood the Financial pressures on small business.
The industry employment and training councils will make recommendations on industrial
training needs. That is fine where there is an existing industry, but I believe that in the next
decade in some instances new industries will make demands for training. The councils will
need to respond quickly to those demands. [ have said to the Minister's advisers that Iamn not
convinced that the system will respond quickly to new demands. The old system certainly
did not respond quickly. Perhaps a mechanism should be built into the State Employment
and Skills Development Authority to ensure that these responses are made quickly.
The councils will develop and manage industrial training. They will have independence and
autonomy to implement the operational plans approved by the authority, and we have no
problem with that. They will have the capacity to raise further funds from private industry
sources. This concept should be supported because SESDA will stand between secondary
and tertiary education. Fifty-two per cent of the people the National Parry represents left
school prior to year 10 so those people will have a great deal of interest in this organisation;
that is, as long as we can convince the Government and the people we represent to become
involved in agricultural and mining areas. We need the jobs to stimulate interest and we need
the necessary skills. Thbese things wil happen - not might - because they must. If we do not
support these developments, this nation is in a great deal of trouble.

Concern has been expressed by the union movement about the training aspects of awards. It
will be of benefit to the State to have SESDA counter some of those problems through a
number of unions. That is why we would like to see this Bill receive the understanding of all
parties involved, not only the unions. The Trades and Labor Council has done its work
because I have not heard any comments from the union movement. The TLC talks to all
sides of the union movement; that does niot occur on the employers' side of the picture. I am
not here to pick faults, but it is a fact that many of the people we represent are very concerned
about some aspects of the Bill.

The National Party will not support the Bill in this House. but that does not mean that the
Government will not have the opportunity to either convince the industrial groups and gain
their support or to amend the Bill and thereby receive the support of the National Party in
another place. This is not impossible but it will take a great deal of work over the next few
days.

MR KIERATH (Riverton) [3.09 am]: I echo the comments of the member for Wagin. It is
a terrible state of affairs that we are in this House at this hour of the morning debating this
Bill. We have indicated to the Minister that some industry groups have grave concerns about
the Bill. In discussions with industry groups we discovered that most of them were happy
with the concept of the State Employment and Skills Development Authority but they have
grave reservations about the detail of the legislation. When we referred to The public
discussion document they said it was a concept document, and they supported those concepts.
However, when they examined the legislation they became concerned about certain aspects
of it. The Minister's job is to consult with those organisations. I thought that would be
obvious to anybody who was serious about getting a concept such as this up and running with
wide industry agreement and support. In fact, I thought it would be absolutely fundamental
to have everybody puling in the one direction.

Mr Troy: Did you know that the Minister consulted with 63 different groups?

Mr KIERATH: What did he do? He sent out a bundle of B ills.

Mr Troy: No, he did not. Officers went out and spoke to 63 groups. However, that was not
the only part of the consultation process. I will give you the rest of it later.
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Mr KIERATH: We have spoken to quite a few groups and major groups have some
objections. The smaller groups such as the craft associations have never heard from the
Minister and there are many more than 63 of them. There are a couple of hundred of them if
the Minister had bothered to check.

Mr Tray: Each of those got a letter.

Mr KJERATH: If the Minister was really serious about getting this legislation passed, he
would have accommodated those concerned. The member for Kingsley and 1 have indicated
to the Minister our desire to support this concept. However, as there was some very strong
opposition in the public arena, we wanted the Minister to defer the legislation to give him
time io consult with those groups and allay their fears, We hoped that once they supported
the legislation we could come into this place and give the Minister support. Would that not
be a good thing? In that way we could have saved all of this time and effort, we would have
had something that everybody supported and we could have headed somewhere.
There are two areas of real concern with the State Employment and Skills Development
Authority. The first area of concern is the tripartite system and the second area is in the
establishment of the industry employment and training councils. We appreciate the briefing
we were given by the Minister. However, part of the rationale of this legislation is that it
replaces approximately 130 bodies with 20. One does not have to be very bright to realise
that many of those bodies will have their industry's position diluted. Obviously when there
will be only a maximum of 25. their voice will be much smaller than it was previously.

Mr Troy- Not necessarily.

Mr KIERATH: It has to be because of the sheer magnitude of it. Some of the organisations
say they will have representatives on two or three different bodies. However, when one looks
at the establishment of the IETCs and the categories, and then at some of the industry
groupings, one can see problems. An example is hairdressers. Where do they fit into? They
have strong representation on one of the consultative councils at the moment. However, that
is one of those 130 bodies. Where are they placed in the 20 new organisations? Ob~viously
their representation will be diluted. They have concerns about that.
Many of the groups I have spoken to have indicated that that is one of the fundamental parts
of this Bill. They want to know what IETC they fit into and they would like to see details of
the councils, including how many members will be involved, what sort of industries will be
represented, and what unions will be involved. We are getting those concerns presented to
us, and the Government must be too. The Government should have been addressing those
problems. Obviously if the Government went to them with a model and told them that that
was a model of what it proposed to do in their case, it would have allayed many of their fears.
Often ignorance causes fear and information helps to prevent it.

The first grroup the Minister said he would never get agreement from is the Chamber of
Commerce. That organisation had grave concerns, with some of them on a wide basis. It
was concerned that the SESDA Bil would be followed by a levy or a surcharge on payroll1
tax. The chamber has always supported improved training and it is in favour of parts of
SESDA, although it has some reservations about the centralised process and the tripartite
area. The chamber has five main areas of objection. The first objection is the cost to
business. It said that, when the Minister talks in terms of allocating some training resources.
he fais to adequately identify where they will be coming from. It believes also that,
ultimately, SESDA wil need to be funded by business. That was a common cause for
concern among the industry groups to which we spoke. The chamber feels that it will be
funded to the tune of a two per cent increase in payroll tax further down the track. I know the
Minister has given us assurances on that, but many of the groupings in industry feel that that
is the mechanism by which they will be able to introduce their training tax.

Mr Troy: They can't. We have to introduce two more Bills into this Parliament before that
can be done.
Mr KIERATI-: I know. However, one of the concerns is about the beginning of the
situation. I will read a ministerial Press comment a little later on. The chamber has some
concerns also about the Commonwealth trying to shift the responsibility for training over to
the States, particularly with TAFE. It was not that long ago that we saw a cut of 23 per cent
to TAFE and the many problems associated with that.

The second area about which it is concerned is the proposal to turn training into an industrial
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issue, especially when we look at the tripartite council in relation to SESDA which includes
the Trades and Labor Council, the Confederation of WA Industry and the State Government.
As such, training is immediately deemed to be an industrial issue and there are great concerns
that the agenda for the national wage case and assistance for multiskilling and award
restructuring will see training become part of the industrial agenda as a mechanism of
achieving wage increases. That is a grave concern of some of these groups. However, it will
be used as a tool for in-house training programs which may not get accreditation. Only those
different training groups will receive accreditation and their people will be forced to go off in
different directions.
Mr Graham: Run that past me again. Your concern is about training in the industry.

Mr KIERATH: Let us take rnultiskilling as a basis for getting a wage increase. My union
wants to get an increase. However, the firm has its own in-house training and may have been
doing it very successfully because the very existence of that firm often means that the
training program has been successful, particularly if it is an export orientated industry.
However, along comes a union and says that it wants multiskilling and with that rnultiskilling
it wants a four per cent pay rise. It also says that in its multiskilling it wants training in
another accredited body, not in the one to which it had been allocated. In that situation it
would be used as a bargaining tool.

Several members interjected.
Mr KIERATH: I will not be wound up. I did not introduce this Bill at this time in the
morning; the Government did that. There are grave concerns about this measure. SESDA
will try to introduce training to a substantial degree and there will be problems with that.
SESDA will have a narrow base through its tripartite membership. The question is whether
the TLC represents all wage earners in this State. We have seen various admissions of the
percentage of members of the work force who are members of the TLC and its affiliated
unions. Invariably, they range from around 30 to 35 per cent to around 45 per cent. One,
therefore, cannot say that the TLC is representative of the work force in total.
Mr Troy: What employer group does?
Mr KIERATH: I will come to that. I am trying to tell the Minister that the tripartite system
is not necessarily a wide-ranging body. It tends to be sectarian. When we were looking at
the employer groups, the Minister picked the Confederation of WA Industry. If he said to me
that he thought that was one of the largest groups, I might agree with him. However, I do not
think it is representative. I have been a member of that group and many times it took a
position publicly to which I was totally opposed and I know that my industry grouping was
opposed to it. The Minister might say that that is a problem of representation, but it is a
grave concern that these bodies do not always reflect the full view of their membership. To
say that because something has been given the stamp of approval that all employees and
employers agree with, is totally wrong.
Another area of concern was bias in training expenditure. Because of its narrowly based
structure it is likely that the State Employment and Skills Development Authority will be
biased in its policy recommendations and in its allocation of funds for training.
Mr Troy: What?
Mr KIERATH: Of course it will be. The Chamber of Mines and Energy, the Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and other groups have said that they were not consulted. Obviously
it is a narrowly based structure. More business regulations will be imposed on industry.
Another problem with this legislation is the potential for conflict of interest and the failure to
adequately recognise the value of on-the-job training. It is of concern to those industry
groups which have their own in-house training. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry has
gone to great lengths to explain the reasons for that. There is concern of accreditation and I
am sure the Minister could address the problems if he put his mind to it. My colleague, the
member for Kingsley, referred at length to the comments of the Chamber of Mines and
Energy. In a letter forwarded to me it said -

This industry recognises the importance of rationalising and co-ordinating training
and skills development within the State and supports the formulation of appropriate
mechanisms to achieve this end.
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However, as previously advised, we have serious concerns with the proposed SESDA
legislation and are unable to support it in its current form.

Further on it said -

Defenring the legislation will enable appropriate consultation to take place with the
mining industry and ensure that any developments are truly industry driven.

The Minister could have solved these problems by having proper consultation. When I asked
the Chamber of Mines and Energy whether it had made an input into the discussion paper, it
said that it had but the legislation, when finally printed, was different from the principles
espoused. It said that SESDA was intended to perform an essentially advisory role to the
Minister on policy and resource allocation. It also said that no mention was made of a
decision making process that entails voting as is outlined in the Bill.

Mr Troy: That is not true.
Mr KLERATH: Little detail was provided to the House about the handing arrangements and
that is an area of concern for the Liberal Party. If the Minister can reassure these organisation
in relation to their concerns, I ask him to do so.

The Western Australian Farmers Federation (Inc) met with members of the Liberal Party and
listed a number of concerns it had. It was concerned about the tripartite process. It said in a
letter to the member for Kingsley that -

The WA Confederation of Industry has never represented agricultural interests nor
has it consulted us as a major industry group.

It complained about the lack of consultation with relevant industry groups directly between
Government and those groups. It voiced concern at the relationship between SESDA and the
proposed Commonwealth training levy, and said -

Because of the lack of adequate consultation and the inability of us being represented
in its operations, we must ask you to reject this legislation to allow time for a
meaningful debate. ..

We met with the [lousing Industry Association and the TAFE teachers' association. The
latter was concerned with SESDA and its relationship with TAFE. It was also concerned
about the possible takeover, and this is something which the Minister should have addressed.
An article in the Financial Review on 15 November headed, "Govt levy for training is
attacked" stated -

Several other States remain uncommitted and only Western Australia is firmly
conmnitted to collecting the levy, provided the money raised in WA remains in that
State.

Many of the industry groups see the Minister's comment about the levy as the basis for
introducing this legislation. There are problems with the legislation and industry groups are
opposed to it. Their concerns need to be addressed and the Minister and his department are
the only people who can address those concerns. If they had done their homework properly
the Liberal Party would not have been approached by so many people. We approached the
Minister and asked him to defer the legislation until the next session of the Parliament to
allow industry groups to consider it. The Opposition would have liked to support the concept
of the Bill, but many industry groups are opposed to it. As a result of the lack of consultation
the Opposition must oppose this legislation.

MIR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.25 am]l: The way the Minister has handled this Bill should be
amplified. He has treated this Parliament with a certain degree of arrogance and he has
insulted it because he has foreshadowed amendments to the legislation. The Minister has not
yet got his act into gear to place amendments on the Notice Paper - and we are debating the
second reading stage. It is wrong of the Minister to bring the legislation to the Parliament
when he has not done his homework. These sentiments are echoed not only by members on
this side of the House, but also by industry groups apart from the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry.
I spoke to the Minister a few days ago and he was not sure about this legislation and he knew
he was not quite prepared to debate it. I know he has pressures from another direction and he
had to present this legislation to get it through this House so it could be debated by the
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Legislative Council. However, that is not good enough. Everyone accepts chat training is
most important and that this State has fallen behind in chat area. We must be careful that we
do flat end up with a huge bureaucracy. Perhaps there are other ways to look at improving
training and encouraging people to train. One of the things I have learnit during my lifetime
is that if a person is encouraged to do something he usually does it but, if he is driven to do it
he usually rejects it and does not want to do it.

I suggest industry reacts to the demands placed on it by training its young people and the
amount of training they undergo is relevant to the number of trained people required. One of
the reasons this legislation is before the House is because of what happened last year in the
budding industry when a huge unexpected increase in demand occurred and insufficient
trained people were available to fill that demand. The situation has since changed and there
is plenty of available skilled labour in the building industry and we are now confronted with
legislation which will create a huge bureaucracy.

I would lie to suggest another way to look at training. It could be tackled by offering
incentives to employers for training employees. It could be undertaken by way of the wage
structure. I would like to explain to the House a simple theory which has worked over time.
Approximately 100 years ago apprentices actually paid their masters to be trained in a
specific craft or industry. Of course, over time those conventions were broken down, a
minimum wage strucrure was implemented and the master undertook certain conditions to
train an apprentice. I was an apprentice to a master in my profession some 20 or 30 years
ago. In my younger days I took a reduced salary for four years. There is nothing new under
the sun and perhaps some systems which worked in the past could work again today. There
is a certain currency in reconsidering the whole system and giving incentive to employers to
employ and train people. The way to do that is to perhaps provide a wage structure,
particularly in the first, second and third years, where part of the person's salary is forgone to
the employer and pays for the cost and downtime in training that person. With the present
union structure and the way the arbitration system works, young people must be paid full
adult wages, they receive such add-ons. as site and travelling allowances, and employers
cannot afford to train them. That is one of the reasons for the shortage of skilled people. I
suggest that the Govemnment consider the graded system, which worked years ago, whereby a
first-year apprentice forgoes 30 per cent of the adult salary, a second-year apprentice forgoes
20 per cent and the scheme is phased in over three years. In that way the employer is not out
of pocket for giving skills to the person he has trained. Such a system would be driven by the
employer and would not involve a massive, Government-driven bureaucracy trying to make
industry do something it is not inclined to do because there is no profit in it. That is another
way of viewing the training issue. It could perhaps be done in concert with the SESDA
legislation. The dine has come to think laterally to find better ways to encourage employers
to train employees.
There are concerns in industry, particularly in the housing industry. As the Minister knows,
the Housing Industry Association set up a training foundation program two years ago.
Contributions were made to that foundation on a voluntary basis by most of its members and
it has been exceptionally successful in its two years of operation. The Housing Industry
Association virtually pioneered the peak council training in an industry, and it has not been
consuited by the Confederation of Western Australian Industry, one of the three groups asked
by the Minister to consult with industry. The -HA is very concerned about its representation
to SESDA. The housing construction industry in this State probably accounts for 10 per cent
of all industry. It is an absolute insult that no-one has approached those people and discussed
their representation in detail indicating how that representation will be achieved. I have a
three page letter from the HTA which states that it believes in This way the confederation will
gain a truly representative view of other industry bodies' views towards the SESDA
legislation and will allow them to have some input in formulating the other representatives
who will mate up the SESDA board from industry. The letter states that until this
consultative process occurs it believes the SESDA legislation should not proceed.

Mr Troy: What is the date of that letter?

Mr LEWIS: 28 November.

Mr Troy: I spoke to them about two days ago.

Mr LEWIS: The members of the HLA were still not happy after that meeting. I received a
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telephone call after the meeting and they expressed their concern about the SESDA
legislation and asked if it would be dealt with today. I said that I was not sure but it was a
possibility. The Housing Industry Association did not know what was happening to this
legislation on Wednesday. The industry has grave concerns about the structure of the
SESDA board. It is not happy that the industry's representation has been vested in the
Confederation of Western Australia Industry. Many people believe the confederation let
industry down with regard to the intentions and the passing of the occupational health, safety
and welfare legislation. Many people in industry, particularly the building industry, believe
they were sold down the river by the confederation. It is time that organtisation took a close
look at itself and its position with regard to all other industries in Western Australia. It does
not represent the main core of Western Australian industry. It is time the Minister and the
confederation realised that. It is time it adopted a more consultative approach to fellow
employers in industry.
I do not believe the Minister should proceed with this legislation this evening. If he had any
decency at all - and he has admitted the Bill is half-baked - he would adjourn the debate and
bring the legislation back to the Parliament when it is fit to be dealt with and when industry
has been fully consulted.

MR TROY (Swan Hills - Minister for Employment and Training) [3.39 anm]: It is important
to establish the key facts at this late hour of the sitting, and I will certainly do that with regard
to the changed position the Government has adopted on this Bill. There is general support for
the concepts of the SESDA Bill, and its merits are recognised. Under the provisions of the
Bill formal training can be offered in this State, particularly with regard to the value-added
and import substitution items mentioned by the member for Avon, and can play a much
bigger part in our economy as a result of enhanced production. I want to put clearly on the
record the reason the Government's position was changed. It boils down to two factors:
First, the continuing and very disappointing action by the Western Australian Chamber of
Comnmerce and Industry.

Mr Lewis: Come on, it was representing industry.
Mr TROY: I listened to the member for Applecross, so he should listen to me. This week
the chamber issued a completely false and misleading article saying that the Government's
training scheme was axed. That was great anticipation! Nothing was further from the truth.
One can go through that article and pick out item after item that is completely false. I will
return to them in a moment. That is one point that changed.
The second point arose in evidence to me that a number of unions were moving ahead with a
prescriptive detail they were prepared to put into their awards. Let us look at the time frame
in which that applies. Currently negotiations are proceeding.
Mr Kierath: So the union is driving you now; the truth is com-ing out.
Mr TROY: The member for Riverton should listen and learn. I will show him how the
Government had industries' vocational training at heart in raking that action. If there is a
prescription of training put into every award in the second stage - the second three per cent of
the current wage round - that will make the process as inflexible as it has been to date. The
option was to leave this legislation until the autumn session, which will commence some time
in March. These matters will go into the State and Federal commissions for 700 000
employees in this State to consider by the end of March. It is a very great risk and I can stand
here and say to every employer out there that it is in his interests to ensure that SESDA is put
in place as a control mechanism against that prescription in the award.
The member for Kingsley expected me to reveal the details of amendments that I have been
considering. I am sorry, I am not in a position to do that because, as I indicated earlier, the
Chamber of Mines and Energy of WA - which was one group we particularly wanted to have
discussions with - is not available until Monday, so we took the decision to proceed with the
Bill in an unarnended form through this House. If in the event we can reach satisfactory
conclusions with the industry groups about the changes, we will be putting amendments
forward in the upper House. Approaching it in that way recognises the current legislative
titmetable. They are the facts that have caused the change in my position over the past couple
of days. It has clearly been in the interests of vocational training and the economy of the
State, and of employers and employees in this State, that I took that action.
The member for Avon raised some significant points. There was not much with which I
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disagreed. The general thrust of vocational training being enhanced in ts State was covered
in his remarks.

1 will sumrnarise the key points that came from each of the speakers. First, representation is a
question which concerns many groups. Quite clearly each of the groups spoken to wants a
representative on the SESDA board. It is understandable that they all desire that, but some of
those groups represent only four per cent of the employed work force in this State. If we
allowed that we would finish up with a board of 300 people. Quite obviously, we cannot
have that; so there needs to be some rationatisation and that is why the peak councils were
asked to do a j .ob in coordinating industry or trade union representation. The Trades and
Labor Council has the same problem. There are groups not affiliated on the employees side
that it must take into account in determining the membership it nominates. That is an area of
representation I am prepared to cover.

The second key area causing confusion to a number of people is that of funding. 1 place
clearly on the record that this Bill has nothing to do with funding. Certainly there is an
expectation of a considerable increase in vocational training. That is what we are trying to
achieve, but I put on the record clearly that taxpayers in this State and in Australia are
currently in the proud position of being about third in the OECD figures in relation to their
contribution to vocational training. Unfortunately, the private sector is nowhere near that
position; it is about twenty-fourth. Therefore, by whatever means, Government in this
country wishes to give encouragement to those industry groups that pick up a level of
training. A prime example of this is the housing and construction industry; I compliment the
people in that industry for finding a system which will supplement available vocational
funding sources, and it is important to the economy of this country that we do that.

The Federal Government's initiative in terms of a training guarantee is one I have concern
about and it touches on those points. First, does the initiative provide adequate exemption to
companies providing a contribution to training in one form or another, because they need to
have that? Some companies are paying an equivalent of 11 per cent of payroll tax and there
is the question of administering the cost of that. Certainly, some centralised system in
Canberra looking at vocational training can probably have an expectation of a 14 per cent
administrative cost. Clearly, if we had a system in this State it would be much less than that.
In addition, the whole process of any training guarantee is really what needs to be recognised
as an encouragement to industry to make a greater contribution to that scene.

One other matter in relation to this so-called Federal Government proposal relates to
priorities. We want to establish Western Australia's priorities in training as we have a
different economy from the other States; we are resource based and need to address that in
the priority we put into training. We do not want to take something out of the Eastern States
with its manufacturing base and say that is the model we will apply in Western Australia. I
leave that thought with members in relation to funding for the moment. I will go through all
the points and then if members have any questions at the end I will cover them then. The
point is that the SESDA Bill does not include funding.

We have tried to anticipate a number of options that could occur; first, if it stays with
Consolidated Revenue as the only source of funding the SESDA Bill will handle that
adequately. If industry groups such as the building construction industry training fund get
their act together there is no need to change SESDA for that. In the event of a national
training fund being put in place there will be no need to change SESDA; we would have to
bring back two pieces of legislation to effect that latter condition. That needs to be clearly
understood. It is a complete falsehood put forward by a number of employer agencies to
suggest that this is linked to a training levy because there is nothing further from the truth.

The matter of this being industry driven has been completely misrepresented again. The
SESDA board has to be smaller. It cannot accommodate all industry groups, but the whole
foundation of the SESDA Bill is the Industry Education Training Council. That is the
cornerstone of its operations and in that area every industry will have representation on that
council. There is no restriction on that at all.
Mr Kierath: Did you say everybody?

Mr TROY: Everybody involved will have representation on the IETC. If the member for
Riverton cared to listen for a moment he would learn one or two things. The IETC role is
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absolutely fundamental to the SESDA Bill. The accreditation we have achieved with SESDA
is important to this State. We have been able to keep the core accreditation within the State.
We have been able to get agreement from the Federal Government that in the establishment
of its national training board it will have minimal functions.
Mr Lewis: Why do you have to get Federal permission?
Mr TROY: Because it was threatening to impose it, and had the powers to do so. We
opposed that, and kept it here in Western Australia. The national training board will have
two very simple functions: First, it will maintain an overall minimum standard across States.
Second, it will act as a registrar of those approved courses. The decisions about accreditation
will stay in this State, predominantly with the [ETC, not the SESDA board.
Another point raised by the member for Avon was the registration of delivery agencies. We
are trying in this legislation to put under the control of SESDA vocational training and
decisions about policy. The delivery mechanism will be predominantly TAFE, and I think
TAPE will hold its position in that regard, but it will be put into a more competitive
environment. Both independent colleges and private concerns will be involved, and if they
satisfy the detail of the accredited courses, they will be registered. That is the situation in
which we will operate. A number of organisations in this State are already perfortning very
effectively in this area.
The next point is the question of' training and its interrelationship with industrial issues. I
give members this scenario: Three years ago, when the question of superannuation came up,
people were asked whether it was an industrial matter. Some said yes, and some said no. A
decision was finally made by the High Court, and superannuation is now an industrial issue.
Three years ago the national wage case took into account restructuring and retraining.
Training became an industrial issue from that point on; it is included in the 1987, 1988 and
1989 national and State wage cases. If members think they can divorce this issue from
industrial issues, and go back to the dark ages when it was not an industrial issue, they are
fooling themselves. As well as that, while members are fooling themselves and fooling some
of their constituents, they will find that next year it will be included in awards, and they will
not have the control that they otherwise should have. That is the reality of it, and members
had better understand clearly those points.
I am extremely disappointed at the position taken by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry
Inc. It is most unfortunate that organtisation has taken that position, and I think if it were to
analyse what it is doing for its membership, it would see that has not been to its benefit; the
quicker it changes its position, the quicker will be the benefit for its members. I give an
assurance that during the next few days, we will be continuing, in a very vigorous way, our
endeavours to ensure that we address the issue of representation on SESDA. I give chat
undertaking to the House. I believe that in achieving that objective, we will substantially
satisfy the major concern. People will still continue to bring up the question they asked three
years ago when this whole debate started; that is, do we need training in this State? That is a
fundamental question, and it is unbelievable that it is still being advanced by some of the
people whom members opposite represent.
Let us get back to reality. We now have the opportunity to make the most significant change
to the area of vocational training chat this State has ever seen. Representatives ftom all the
other States are coming to us and asking us what we are doing, because they are impressed by
it. I can tell members that in 12 months' time, they will finid that most States will have
adopted this scheme.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (25)
Dr Alexander Mr Graham Mr Parker Mrs Watkins
Mrs Beggs Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Wilson
Mr Car Mr Kobelke Mr kipper Mrs Buchaman (Teller)
Mr Catania Dr Lawrence Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mr Donovan Mr Marlborough Mr Troy
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Noes (20)
Mr Ainswonh Mr Grayden Mr Mensaros Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Bradshaw Mr Hasseil Mr Minson Dr Tunbull
Mr Claito Mr Kierath Mdr Shave Mr Watt
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Stickland Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwandes Nit Macinnon M~r Trenorden MW Blaikie (Teller)

Pain
Mr P.J. Smith Mr Nicholls
Mr Taylor Mf Orodei
Mr Peter Dowding MrMcNe
Mr Grill MrCour

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Troy (Minister for Employment and Training), and
transmitted to the Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (DETENTION OF DRUNKEN PERSONS) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 5 December.

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [3.59 am]: The Opposition intends to support this Bill,
but does so with some reservation because it considers tie Bill really takes a theoretical
approach and perhaps falls down in a practical sense. What we are effectively doing by this
legislation is decriminalising drnknlenness. Only a few hours ago we heard it said that the
laws tend to reflect what society accepts as being the norm as far as behaviour is concerned.
I guess that is what is happening in this case, because there has been a shift of values. While
drunkenness still offends against public and private sensibility for many people, for many it
does not. As a result many would argue that the effect of this Bill is to reflect this change in
the community's attitude.

We have been told the Bill is the last in a series of measures which the Government has taken
to reduce the rate of imprisonment in Western Australia. The figures I have from 1987 show
that the incidence of drunkenness in Victoria was 47 per 100 000 people as opposed to 112
per 100 000 people in Western Australia. One of the difficulties about comparing these
figures is that it is like comparing apples with oranges, because the laws in each State are
different. What the Government has set out to do is to bring Western Australia more into line
with other pans of Australia.

I can see some positive results from the introduction of this Bill. These include a significant
reduction in court appearances. There will be a reduction in imprisonment and people failing
to pay finies who have to be either imprisoned or chased for payment. This will be a positive
outcome of the Bill, at least in the short term. We are concerned about the pressure on police
time. As members realise, the Bill introduces a special apprehension and detention option for
intoxicated persons who may be taken into custody without being charged with an offence,
without being photographed, measured or fingerprinted. The problem of drunkenness is to be
shifted from a judicial to a non-judicial arena.
During the second reading speech I was concerned that no quantitative backup of facts was
given to substantiate the quality of the claims. There may be figures to show how the
pressure on police will be reduced, but I hope someone has tried to analyse the problem. At
the moment drunks are arrested, taken into custody, charged, admitted to a lockup, and they
end up in the court. The new system is one of detainment. There are three choices following
detainment. Those people can be put in the care of a hospital, and I acknowledge that that
would occur in a rare situation to an injured person. The police would use common sense
and would not want to unload their problem into a hospital. Detainment in the care of a
person is the second option, and detainment in a centre is the third.
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At the moment it is a crime to be drunk. That in itself is a deterrent for many people; many
people would not want to be charged, have their fingerprints taken and their names included
in the criminal record. As a result, most people would not want to be seen as being drunk.
When the law is changed, I am worried that there will be a gradual shift of attitudes and
values. It will no longer be a criminal offence to be drunk, so it may be necessary to review
the Bill in two years' time in case the number of intoxicated persons increases.

I understand the words "may detain" are used in the legislation. The police would not be
running around looking for problems to solve; they would be using their discretion and
making use of the law to intervene in situations of disturbance or trespass. The incidence of
these situations will not change; in fact it may decrease. The Bill says that the police must
see that juveniles are taken home and presumably put in the care of their parents. During the
course of debate in another place, much concern was expressed that the police would become
a quasi blue light taxi service. This may not occur in the short term, but in the longer term
there is a real danger of this happening. Perhaps it is another argument for allowing the Bill
to operate for a couple of years and then reviewing it. It is difficult to review anything unless
we have some base information, and I hope there will be some by then.

Sobering up centres also gave rise to some concern, because we are looking at introducing
trial centres. The feeling is that these things may be very expensive if we have only a few of
them, and what opportunity is there for them to be used? It was pointed out that there are
existing workers in that field, including voluntary workers, and that perhaps they will be
involved, but perhaps the workload put onto them will be difficult to handle. The justices of
the peace may well be in for some additional work because the Bill provides that, should
people who have been detained so request, they shall be taken to a JP. All those sorts of
things add up to extra work for someone.

In conclusion, I feel it is quite reasonable to put this legislation into operation. It sounds
good but we are concerned about its practical operation because if there are not enough
resources and facilities there is a great danger that it will nor work.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.11 am]: This is one of a series
of Bills that have come from another place. The position of the National Parry has been well
articulated in that place and I will not repeat it. Drunkenness has been a problem for a very
long time. What prevailed in the Statutes up until now quite clearly has failed. We have
some reservations about some of the remedies that may be applied through this measure but
we are willing to give it a go because what has applied in the past has failed and it is time for
reform. We hope the legislation works.

MR DL. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [4.12 am]: I thank members opposite
for their support. I can assure the member for Scarborough that the operation of the Bill will
be reviewed on a regular basis - even more regular than in two years' time - and that includes
a review of the impact of the new system on the deterrent aspect. As to the provision of
facilities for juveniles, I assure the member that the Bill will not allow the police to become a
blue light taxi service for them, and that adequate sobering up centres will be put in place and
the police given adequate resources. This legislation represents a change which reflects
society's changes and it is up to society to ensure that any problems to do with those changes
are addressed by the Government by providing resources, in terms of both manpower and
places for detention or care. I assure members that that will be done.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 24 October.

MR NIENSAROS (Sloreat) [4.13 am]: The subject of this Bill is the taking of evidence in
some other place of jurisdiction and accepting it at the domestic jurisdiction of the criminal
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or civil proceedings. The principle was accepted by the Attorneys General meetings in 1986
and 1987, so far as I know, and primarily relates to the States of Australia and New Zealand.
Western Australia was the first State to recognise this principle and had enacted legislation
much earlier, back in 1974, which legislation, not having been followed by the other States,
had never been proclaimed and was ultimately repealed in 1987.
The implementation by all States commenced in 1987 when they enacted the First leg of this
agreement between the Attorneys General, the legislation for evidence taken outside their
own jurisdiction - that is, in other Australian States and New Zealand - to be used within their
States, in both civil and criminal cases. It is important to note that this did not include
evidence taken overseas. Therefore, and that is fairly important in the climate which this
other measure caused, it did not open up the situation for the Commonwealth's war crimes
legislation as, like in the present endeavour. reciprocity extended only to places with
similarly civilised conditions. This legislation is the second half of the agreement between
the Atorneys General in that it provides for our own legal machinery to take evidence -
examine witnesses - in Western Australia to be used not only in other States and New
Zealand but also overseas, although only in civil cases overseas.

The Bill was discussed in quite interesting legal detail in another place. Mention has been
made of the methods of obtaining overseas evidence - which actually is not the subject of this
Bill - either by commission or by a letter of request. A more important fact which is
worthwhile mentioning and which should be mentioned is that Australia has no overseas
treaty relating to taking evidence between different countries. To my mind this is quite
interesting, when we have treaties galore regarding the environment and similar things which
are used to prostitute the Federal Constitution and centralise the State's powers.

Apart from these few comments, the Bill and its aims are commendable. This is a necessary
measure in order to facilitate our ever-increasing international business contacts in a speedier
and more efficient way through legal agreements which are increasing all the timne with
increased business contacts. The Opposition supports the Bill.

MR WIESE (Wagin) [4.17 arm]: The National Party supports the Bill, the provisions of
which have been adequately dealt with by the member for Floreat.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) (4.18 am]: I thank members opposite
for their support of the Bill. The member for Rloreat has made his usual erudite contribution
in terms of a short explanation of what the Bill is about, and has confirmed that the
Op position has no objection to it. The member's reference to the absence of any overseas
treaties in relation to the taking of evidence is worth noting. As long as we continue to
amend our own legislation to ensure that there is a facility for cooperative work between the
legal systems such as the taking of evidence, those overseas treaties with the resulting
transfer of jurisdiction from the States to the Commonwealth will not be necessary. I
commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

JUSTICES AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 2 November.

MR H ASS EL L (Cottesloe) (4.20 am]: This B ill was debated in the other place and I do not
intend to rerun that debate. Amendments were made to the legislation in the other place but
unfortunately not to the full extent the Liberal Party sought. I want to put on the record a
continuation of the Liberal Parry's belief that this legislation should not allow for oral service
restraining orders. The Liberal Parry thinks that is fraught with danger and may well cause
injustice.
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The Liberal Party attempted to amend the legislation; the Government did not set the
amendments. The Liberal Party maintains its concern about that aspect of the legislation.
We have argued the case very strongly; from the time the Bill first came to me the Liberal
Party has dealt with it on the basis it was concerned about that aspect. Some of the things the
Liberal Party was concerned about were cleaned up, but not chat matter. Beyond that I have
no comment to make. The Liberal Party will not vote against it here. I have just put on the
record what the Liberal Party has said to the Government, and we think the Government will
be concerned about this in time to come.

MR DL. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [4.21 amJ: I thank members opposite
for their support of the legislation, subject to the reservations expressed by the member for
Cottesloe. I also thank the member for Cottesloc for his cooperative approach to dealing with
this Bill as promptly as possible. His concerns in relation to the possible problems which
may arise nut of oral service are noted. I assure him that the operation of the new legislation
will be monitored. If any problems occur, we can address those in any amending legislation
which may be required next year. I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed,

Bill read a second rime.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

SUPREME AND FAMILY COURTS (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 30 November.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc) (4.22 am]: The Opposition supports the Bill as amended in the
Legislative Council.

MR DL. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [4.23 am): I thank members opposite
for their support of the Bill, and the member for Cortesloe for his cooperative approach to
disposing of this legislation as quickly as possible.
I commnend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SUPERANNUATION AMEN DMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 November.

MR CLARKO (Marmion) [4.24 am]: The Opposition supports this Bill, which concerns
the employees of six State agencies - the Zoological Board, the Metropolitan Cemeteries
Board, the Keep Australia Beautiful Council of Western Australia, the Fremantle Cemeteries
Board, the Waterways Commission and the Kings Park Board. From the Department of
Conservation and Land Management some employees previously involved with the National
Parks and Wildlife Authority, which has now become defunct, are dealt with by this
legislation. The people in these agencies and the department currently are members of the
Local Government Superannuation Scheme. I understand that the employers, the employees,
and the unions associated with these agencies sought to join the Government Employees
Superannuation Scheme. The result is this legislation. GESS, according to the Minister,
offers a higher level of benefits than the local government superannuation scheme. If that is
die case, the employees should gain financially from this new arrangement when they retire

6460 [ASSEMBLY]



(Thursday, 7 December 19891 66

or when they do other things such as move from one agency to another. This transfer from
the local government superannuation scheme to GESS is entirely optional. Employees have
the choice; they may remain in LOSS, if they wish. Transferees will retain their existing
LOSS entitlements, which will continue to accrue interest at the same rate as those who
remain in the scheme. Future employees in the six agencies will only be able to join 0255.
Seeing these people have the option of either remaining in the existing scheme or moving to
the new scheme if they wish, and seeing it is argued that the new scheme is more
advantageous, they will not lose anything by their departure from the old LOSS. I am aware
of no losers there and as such the Opposition supports this legislation.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.26 amj: The National Party supports this legislation. Only a
few days ago we dealt with legislation dealing with the State Government superannuation
fund, in which legislation this arrangement was mentioned. I made some comments during
the second reading of that Bill. The important thing about it is that transferees will have their
benefits protected and reserved without penalty. It is also important that new members will
have access only to the new scheme, which means we will not have a proliferation of
superannuation schemes at a cost to the taxpayers. Any comments which needed to be made
were made some time ago. The National Party supports the Bill.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Community Services) [4.27 am]: I thank
members for their support of the legislation. I also congratulate them for the work they do in
getting on top of the issues covered in the legislation. As indicated, the intent of the Bill is
beneficial; it is up to workers whether they stay with the existing scheme or switch to GESS.
On that basis no-one can lose and the workers must gain. As the member for Avon indicated
there are also efficiencies in a reduction of the number of schemes, which is beneficial to all
of us.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Community Services), and
passed.

COMPANIES, AND SECURITIES AND FUTURES INDUSTRIES, LEGISLATION
(ACTS AMIENDMENT) DILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 19 October.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [4.30 am]: The Opposition does not oppose the Bill, as delt
with in the Legislative Council.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [4.31 anm]: I thank members opposite
for their support of the legislation. I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

WEST AUSTRALIAN TRUSTEES LIMITED (MERGER) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 6 December.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [4.32 am]: This Bill will facilitate the completion of the
process which was approved some years ago by the Parliament; that is, the merger of the
trustee companies. The Opposition supports the Bill.
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MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Justice) [4.33 am]: I thank members opposite
for their support of the Bill. I take the opportunity to express in a better way than previously
my personal appreciation of the cooperation by members opposite in getting these matters
through quickly at the end of the session. I pay tribute to the member for Cottesloe who has
been extremely cooperative.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr DL, Smith (Minister for Justice), and passed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until a date and time to be fixed by Mr Speaker.
House adjourned at 4.34cam (Fridayv)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

RAILWAYS - ELECTRIFICATION
Perth-A rmadale, Perth-F remantle, Perth-Midland - Completion Date

1907. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Transport:

(1) What is the expected completion date for the electrification of the rail system
from -

(a) Perth to Arinadale;

(b) Perth to Midland?
(2) What is the expected commencement date for the construction of the

electrification of the rail system from Perth to Fremantle and the expected
completion date?

Mi PEARCE replied:

(1) (a) The electrification project infrastructure will be completed in April
1990 and the electric railcar service will be introduced progressively
starting in July 1990 on the Perth-Armadale line.

(b) An electric railcar service will be introduced progressively starting in
February 1991 on the Midland line.

(2) Work on the electrification project infrastructure will commence on the Perth-
Fremantle line in January 1990 and be completed by January 1991. Electric
railcar services will be progressively introduced commencing February 1991.

STATE FINANCE - CRF ESTIATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
Education, Guidance and Education Support Teachers - Guidance Officer Appointments

1937. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:
With reference to the 402 teachers mentioned in the guidance and education
support item in the CRF Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure -

(a) how many are guidance officers;
(b) how many of the guidance officers are appointed to each district

office?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

There are 189.5 full time equivalent (FTE) guidance officers.

64 FrE positions are appointed directly to high schools.

116.3 FTE positions are appointed directly to district offices. In the
metropolitan area guidance officers appointed to district offices work
in primary schools. In country areas these officers also work in district
high schools.

9.2 FTE positions are appointed to other locations.
STATE FINANCE - CRF ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE

Education, Educational Services Teachers - Categories, Allocation
1938. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

With reference to the 276 teaching staff mentioned under educational services
in the CRF Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure -

(a) what is each of the service categories provided in this area;

(b) how many teaching staff are allocated to each of these service
categories;

(c) what are the objectives of each area of service;

(d) what are the functions of the teaching staff employed in each area of
service?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a) Service categories provided in this area -

Curriculum Directorate - Central Office
District Offices

(b) Education Act staff allocated to each of these service categories -

Curriculum Directorate - 144.0 ETE positions
District Offices - 142.5 FIT positions

(c) Objectives of each service.

Curriculum Directorate
Fonmulate curriculum policies within which schools operate. Support
the implementation of curriculum policies in schools by providing
consultancy services that develop and moderate programs. Provide
curriculum services beyond those provided by districts. These are

specific functions which do not duplicate the services provided by
district functions.

District Offices
Carry out a supportive service to schools. The profile of functions is
formulated by schools as a priority to address the specific needs of the
particular district. This includes a base for shared services, suck as
teacher professional development and student services.

(d)' Functions of the teaching staff employed in each area of service.

Curriculum Directorate
School Support Officers - provide a curriculum support service to
schools.

- Service Officers - Provide an information service to schools.
Curriculum Officers - Develop and implement curriculum for schools.
Consultants - Develop curriculum policy for schools.

District Officers
Education Officers - Supervise the day to day educational operations

- Cit Tiof the district office.
School Development Officers - are involved in such areas as -
School development planning.
Teacher professional development.
Student services.

STATE FINANCE - CRF ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
Education, Secondary Teacher Positions - District Offices and Head

Office
193410 I 11rg 'EDWAkDES "to the Minister for Education:

'With refrenc'e to the 6 345 Secondary teaching staff positions mentioned in
the CRF Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure, how many positions are -

~,r.;Ijj rs(a) .rlocated, in district offices;
EJ (I~s*'(b) operating in or out of head office?

-311,J.,? L4WIREN CE replied:
(a)-(b) - -

-tISAThEflIANCE - CRF ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
Education, Teacher Aides - Preprimary and Education Support

Centres, Primary Classes
1940. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

With reference to the 882 teacher aides mentioned in the CRF Estimates of
Revenue and Expenditure, how many of these positions are -

15t~~tik 4 'SII'
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(a) in preprimary centres;
(b) in education support centres, schools or units;

(c) in regular primary classes?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a) 28.1 full rime equivalent positions.

(b) 279.8 full time equivalent positions.

(c) 574.1 full rime equivalent positions.
STATE FINANCE - CRF ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE

Education, Primary School Staff - District Offices and Head Office

1941. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

With reference to the 8 397 primary school staff identified in the CRP
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure, how many of these positions -

(a) operate from or in head office;

(b) are located in district offices?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a)-(b)
Nil.

STATE FINANCE - CRE ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE
Education, Primary School Staff - Regular and Specialist Staff

Statistics

1942. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Education:

(t) With reference to the 8 397 primary school staff identified in the CRF
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure, how many are -

(a) regular primary school classroom teachers;

(b) specialists and primary school staff?

(2) Of these specialist primary school staff, how many positions are allocated to -

(a) art;

(b) craft;

(c) music;

(d) physical education;

(e) science;

(f) languages other than English, and any other specialist area catered for?
(3) Referr ing to (1), how many are appointments to preschool centres?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) (a) There are 7 097 regular classroom teachers at present in primrary
schools. This does not include 239 class IA and class I principals who
do not have a direct teaching role but does include teachers and
principals who have administrative and teaching duties. Teachers
employed in education support schools are not included.

(b) There are 312 FTE specialists appointed to primary schools. Other
primary staff include 28 PEAC, 51 instrumental music and 37 fkrst
steps teachers.

(2) 67 ETEs are allocated to Art/Craft.
199 FTEs are allocated to Music.
38 ETEs are allocated to Physical Education.
9 FlEs are allocated to Speech and Drama.
These are the only specialist appointments made. All other special subject
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area allocations are made from within the schools' staff allocations, and are
made according to school based needs arid teacher expertise.

(3) There axe 128 appointments to preschool centres.

RUR-AL & INDUSTRIES BANK - LA ROSA AFFAIR
Losses Recovery - Action Taken

1945. Mr HOUSE to the Premier:

(1) What action has been taken by the Rural and Industries Bank of Western
Australia to recover losses relating to the so-called La Rosa affair?

(2) How much money has been recovered so far?

(3) What action has been taken to ensure that a similar situation cannot be
repeated?

M~r PETER DOWDING replied:

This is a matter for the bank to comment on.

RURAL & INDUSTRIES BANK - LA ROSA AFFAIR
Losses Recovery - Amount

1946. Mr HOUSE to the Premier:

In relation to the so-called La Rosa affair -

(a) has the extent of the various lasses by the Rural arid Industries Bank of
Western Australia been established;

(b) if yes, what is the total loss;,

(c) who are the persons or companies on whose account the losses have
been made and what is the extent of the loss in each case;

(d) if no to (a), what is the current estimate of -

(i) the total loss;

(ii) the individual losses?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

I refer the member to my answer to question 1973.

RURAL & INDUSTRIES BANK - LA ROSA AFFAIR
Charges Laid - Staff and Other Persons

1947. Mir HOUSE to the Premier:

(1) How many persons other than Rural and Industries Bank of Western Australia

staff have been charged with offences relating to the so-called La Rosa affair?
(2) Mre investigations continuing into persons other than R & I Bank staff?

(3) Have anyR &lIBank staff been -
(a) charged with an offence;

(b) disciplined

in relation to the La Rosa affair?

(4) If yes to (3), how many of these staff are or were at the time -

(a) working in the Albany branch;

(b) working at head office?

(5) Mre investigations still under way in relation to R & I Bank staff?

Mr PETER DOWDIING replied:

I refer the member to my answer to question 1945.
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STATE GOVERNMENT [NSUJRANCE COMISSION - WESTRALIA SQUARE
DEVELOPMENT

Preleased Space - Non-Government Tenants

1950. Mr LEWIS to the Treasurer:

(1) How much ltnable space in the State Government Insurance Commission's
tower at the Westralia Square development has been preleased by future
tenants other than Government departments and Government
instrumentalities?

(2) What is the proposed proportion of ltnable space in the building that will be
tenanted by Government?

(3) What Goverrnent departments and Government instrumentalities are to be
relocated to the Westralia Square SOIC building?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) This is commercially sensitive information as negotiations with other tenants
are being undertaken.

(2) Approximately 50 per cent will be tenanted by Government departments or
instrumentalities.

(3) This is still to be determnined.

ROTHWELLS LTD - RESCUE, FURTHER RESCUE PACKAGE
Bond, Mr Alan and Ministerial Colleagues - Negotiations, Premier's

Involvement

1954. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) Was the Premier involved in negotiations last October with Mr Alan Bond and
a ministerial colleague or colleagues to put together a further $75 million
rescue package where Spedleys, Bond and the Government each put in $25
million?

(2) If yes, when was that deal negotiated and when did that deal collapse?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1)-(2)
Given that these matters are the subject of litigation, it would be inappropriate
to discuss these matters publicly.

ROTH WELLS LTD - RESCUE, FURTHER RESCUE PACKAGE
Bond. Mr Alan and Ministerial Colleagues - Negotiations, Deputy

Premier's Involvement
1955. Mr COURT to the Deputy Premier:

(1) Was the Deputy Premier involved in negotiations last October with Mr Alan
Bond and a ministerial colleague or colleagues to put together a further $75
million rescue package where Spedleys, Bond and the Government each put in
$25 million?

(2) If yes, when was that deal negotiated and when did that deal collapse?

Mr PARKER replied:

(l)-(2)
Given that these matters are the subject of litigation, it would be inappropriate
to discuss these matters publicly.

ROTHWELLS LTD - RESCUE, FURTHER RESCUE PACKAGE
Bond, Mr Alan and Ministerial Colleagues - Negotiations. Minister

for Economic Development and Trade's Involvement

1956. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Was the Min-ister involved in negotiations last October with M4r Alan Bond
and a ministerial colleague or colleagues to put together a further $75 million
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rescue package where Spedleys, Bond and the Governiment each put in $25
million?

(2) If yes, when was that deal negotiated and when did that deal collapse?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1)-(2)
Given that these matters are the subject of litigation, it would be inappropriate
to discuss these matters publicly.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - PETROCHEMICAL
INDUSTRIES LTD

Advance. 17 August 1988 - Pre-Connell and Dempster Project Sale
1957. Mr COURT to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer aware that the State Government Insurance Commission
advanced $5 million to Petrochemical Industries Ltd on 17 August 1988 two
months prior to the State Government and Bond Corporation buying the
project from Mr Connell and Mr Dempster?

(2) If yes, was the Treasurer aware that this money was to provide financial
support to Rothwells?

(3) Had the Government given any assurances to the SOIC that it was about to
become involved in the project itself?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No, and neither was the State Government insurance Commuission aware of
this.

(3) The Government had announced on 28 July 1988 that it intended to take an
equity position in the petrochemical project.

BUSES - TRANSPERTH
School Hire Charges - Minimum Charge

1958. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Education:

(1) Can the Minister provide information about the minimum charge per trip for
schools to hire Transperth buses?

(2) Does the ministry subsidise any such bus hire charges?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Transperth charges a minmm of $30 per trip for schools, to a maximum of
10 kilometres. The minimum charge for return trips up to 20 kilometres
therefore is $60. A kilometre charge is made for distances beyond the
minimum distance of 20 kilometres.

(2) The ministry subsidises schools at the rate of 260 per kilometre beyond this
minimum distance.

BURSWOOD CASINO - NATIONAL COMPANIES AND SECURITIES
COMMISSION

Directors, Claims Against Advice Letter - Corporate Affairs Department
1962. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Is the Attorney General aware that on the television program 'A Current
Affair" on Channel 9 on 27 November 1989 it was alleged that in July 1989 or
thereabouts the National Companies and Securities Commission wrote to the
State corporate affairs authorities that the NCSC believed there might be a
case to answer with respect to the claims made against the directors of the
Burswood Casino and further that no answer to that letter had been received
by the NCSC?

(2) Is the Attorney General aware of such a letter?
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(3) Has the Attorney General been advised on it in any way?
(4) If no to (2), will the Attorney General check the truth of the said allegations?

(5) If such letter were indeed sent to the corporate affairs authorities, what action
wilt be taken in response to NCSC advice?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) As I indicated in response to the Legislative Council question 856, the

Commissioner for Corporate Affairs has advised me that the NCSC letter
referred to in the 28 November 1989 edition of "A Current Affair" did not
express an opinion that charges should have been laid. The program appears
to have inaccurately portrayed the contents of that letter, which addressed the
question of intervention in civil proceedings W.A.G. 121 of 1988 before the
Federal Court.

The commissioner also advises that the NCSC letter was the subject of a
prelin~ary written response, followed by discussions with the NCSC and a
Press release issued by the Corporate Affairs Department on 25 July 1989.
The release indicated that the department did not propose to intervene in those
civil proceedings.

(2)-(3)
Yes.

(4) Not applicable.

(5) See (l).

FISHING - ROCK LOBSTERS
Boat Statistics - Replacements

1964. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) In relation to the rock lobster fishing industry, will the Minister please advise
how many boats were in the fishery at -

(a) I July 1987;. lCt

(b) 1 July 1988;
(c) 1 July 1989?

(2) How many boats were replaced in the rock lobster fishery durinPthe financial
years ending -

(a) 30 June 1988;
(b) 30 June 1989?

(3) How many of those replaced boats in each year were lesi than si* years old?

(4) How many pots were cancelled from entitlements as a result of replacement of
boats less than six years old during the years ending-'
(a) 3O JuneI1988; - - w
(b) 30 Junel1989?,

(5) How many boats less than six years old were modified or le9gQwnqoin !tq
years ending -

(a) 30 June 1988; ~
(b) 30OJune 1989?

(6) How many boats less than six years old were sold bout of thihfshery in each
year ended 30 June for the past seven years?-

(7) How many new replacement boats were brought into, the fishery in each year
ended 30 June for the past seven years?-
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Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) (a) 762.
(b) 72L.
(c) 712.

(2) (a) 85 approved.

(b) 108 approved.

(3) 30 June 1988 - two.
30 June 1989 - two.

(4) (a) 12.

(b) 13.

(5)-(7)
1 have been advised by the Executive Director of the Fisheries Department
that records are not kept on this information.

ASBESTOS - METROPOLITAN WATER SUJPPUIES
1966. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Do any of the metropolitan water supplies contain asbestos fibres?

(2) If yes, which water supplies?

(3) What are the levels of asbestos fibres?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The extent is not specifically known. The World Health Organisation has
stated that, unlike asbestos fibres inhaled into the lungs, fibres injested by
drinking water do flat impose a health risk. Accordingly, the authority does
not normally test for asbestos as pant of its extensive program of water quality
monitoring.

(3) A test of water from First Avenue, Rossmoyne showed levels of 100 000
fibres a litre. Typical results in the USA and Canada range from 0.1 to
2 million fibres a litre.

WOOL SCOURERS - METROPOLITAN AREA
Relocation - Working Parry Representatives

1967. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Who are the representatives on the working parry examining the relocation of
woo! scourers in the metropolitan area?

(2) When is the working party expected to conclude its report and make its
recommendations?

(3) Will that report be released publicly?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

There is no working party specifically examining the relocation of wool
scourers in the metropolitan area. I am aware, however, that Government
officers are working with the wool scourers to address problems caused by
their operations.

GOLD CORPORATION - ANNUAL REPORT
Director's Salary

1972. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(L) Who was the director or employee within Gold Corporation who was paid
during the year ended 30 June 1989 a salary of between $280 000 and $289
999 as listed in the Gold Corporation annual report for 1989?
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(2) What was the exact salary paid to that director?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Chief Executive Officer.

(2) $287521.
ROTI-WELLS LTD - PROVISIONAL LIQUIDATOR

Rural & Industries Bank Payment

1973. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier

How much money had the Rural and Industries Bank of Western Australia
received from the provisional liquidator of Rothwells; prior to 30 June 1989?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

This is a matter for the bank to commuent on.

ROThWELLS LTD - PROVISIONAL LIQUIDATOR
Stare Government Insurance Commission Payment

1974. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

How much money had the State Goverrnent Insurance Commission received
from the provisional liquidator of Rothwells prior to 30 June 1989?

Mr PARKER replied:

Nil.

CRIME - SEMPLE, ROBERT
Male Deaths, Ineffective Penalty - Attorney General, Case Report Request

19'77. Mr HASSELL to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(I) Does the Attorney General recall a newspaper report of 17 November that he
would call for a report on the case of Robert Semple who received no effective
penalty despite convictions relating to the death of two men?

(2) Did the Attorney General request the report?
(3) On what date?

(4) H-as the report been received?

(5) If so, on what date?

(6) If not, when does the Attorney General expect to receive the report?
(7) Will corrective legislation be introduced in this session?

(8) - What action on the matter will the Attorney General take?

(9) When?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1)-(2)
Yes.

(3) 16 November 1989.
(4) No.

(5) Not applicable.

(6) Not before the end of this month.

(7)-(9)
This will depend upon the recommendations made.

MOTOR VEHICLES - GOVERNMENT GAR-AGE
Motor Vehicles - Drivers

1979. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Public Sector Management:

How many motor vehicles and how many drivens were employed by the
Government Garage at -
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(a) I December 1982;
(b) 1 December 1989?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

In December 1982 the Garage had 13 drivers and 46 vehicles while in
December 1989 there are 20 drivers and 77 vehicles. It is not a simple matter
to compare the number of drivers and vehicles attached to the Government
Garage in 1982 and 1989 as the role of the garage has changed substantially
over the intervening years.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - INSURANCE POLICY
State Government Insurance Commission

1980. Mr MENSAROS to the Premier:

(1) What is the present policy in connection with and instructions for departments
and instrumentalities regarding insuring with the State Government Insurance
Commission or private companies?

(2) Is this policy in accordance with or in breach of the provisions of the
Commonwealth Trade Practices Act?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) The current policy is the same as that adopted by the previous Government in
that all departments and authorities are required to arrange all their insurances
directly with the State Government Insurance Comnission.

(2) The Government's policy is not in breach of the Commonwealth Trade
Practices Act.

EDUCATION - SCHOOL WELFARE OFFICERS
School Holidayv Duties

1981. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Education:

(1) Are school welfare officers performing any duties during school holidays or
are they given the same holidays as teachers?

(2) If they are working during school holidays, what are the tasks they perform?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) School welfare officers are employed by the Ministr of Education on Public
Service conditions; that is, four weeks' annual leave, normally taken during

* , the long summer vacation.
(2) (i) Professional development.

- (ii) Follow-up work with children and families.

(iii) Preventative planning for potential truants.

WATER RESOURCES - RURAL AREAS
Metropolitan Amalgamated Admijistratioh - Farmers',Disadvantages

1982. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Water Resources:

In view of the amalgamated administration of the country areas and
metropolitan water supply, are farmers still disadvantaged against
metropolitan consumers to the extent that two, or more householders on one
fanning land arrangement are deemned one holding and, are not rated and
charged separately for water and excess. wafer usage?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

A water supply to a country farming property is for farming purposes,
principally to augment the farmers on farm supplies. .Water used within a

* - farmhouse or houses and surrounding gardens is incidental to the principal
purpose of tfie supply. -



rThursday, 7 December 19891 67

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TREASURY - ANNUAL REPORT
Auditor General's Report - Tabling Date

409. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the Treasurer aware chat the Treasurer's annual statement for [987-88 was
signed by the Auditor General on 28 October 1988 and tabled in this
Parliament on 8 November 1988?

(2) Is he also aware chat the Treasurer's annual statement for 1988-89 was signed
on 28 November 1989 but has not yet been tabled in the Parliament?

(3) Will hie give an assurance that this report will be tabled in the Legislative
Council on Tuesday next in order to allow reasonable time for questions to be
asked on that report which, as he well knows, outlines the full extent arnd
nature of Government guarantees, contingent liabilities, and so orn,

(4) If nor, why not?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1 )-(4)
I obtained the Auditor General's report on the Treasurer's annual financial
statements a day or two ago and have been reading it. It is a quite lengthy
document, as it always is. As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, there
was a substantial period between its receipt by the former Treasurer and its
tabling. I do not intend to delay its tabling any longer than [ have to, but I
have been preoccupied in this place since I obtained it. As soon as I have read
the report I intend tabling it. I will certainly table it within the time provided
under the Financial Administration and Audit Act.

PEOPLE FOR FAIR AND OPEN GOVERNMENT - PETITION
Government Presentation

410. Mr THOMAS to the Leader of the House:

H-as the Government received a petition from the People for Fair and Open
Government today?

Mr PEARCE replied:

I thank the member for notice of his question as [ had no knowledge of such a
petition being received. I undertook inquiries and found that ehe Governent
has not received such a petition. I understand chat such a petition found its
way to the House some time earlier today. I understand a person was seen
riding a donkey up to the House.

Mr Macinnon. That was you.

Mr PEARCE: Somebody thought they were runn-ing a "Pick the real Paddy O'Brien"
competition, that Palm Sunday had come late this year or, more likely, the
convener of People for Fair and Open Government had carried his delusions
of grandeur to a stage which people might have felt was touching on the
blasphemous. He presented a petition to the Leader of the Opposition which
purported to contain 39 000 signatures in support of the operations of that
organisation. I must admire their courage in going through with this because
after their rally flopped the organisers bravely reported that within two weeks
they would assemble a petition of 100 000 signatures and present it to
Parliament.

Dr Alexander Thirty nine per cent is like che gerrymander.

Mr PEARCE: It was 39 per cent because they failed to get the 100 000 signatures
they called for and failed to do it within the time limit they set because it is
well past dhe two weeks they set themselves. It is well known chat Liberal
members of Parliament have been out in the past week desperately scraping up
signatures for this petition, In order to do that they had to create a record
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for the number of petition forms circulated. Members would know that so
short of organisational capacity is this group that it had its petition printed in
The West Australian so there were 268 000 petition formrs circulated through
the paid media to get 39 000 signatures. If these people are business people,
as they claim, any kind of cost benefits analysis of that exercise would show
that it did not bear fruit.

Members on the Government side are interested to see this petition because
the people who counted the 39 000 signatures are the same people who
counted 8 000 people attending a 3 000 strong rally. Given the way in which
the forms have been circulated we wonder which member will present this
petition to the Legislative Council. if that is the proposal, and the extent to
which they will be able to guarantee the integrity of the signatures which
appear on those forms.

Mr Clarko: The same way you did with the railway petition signed by Donald Duck
and company.

Mr PEARCE: The member makes a fair point because 39 000 signatures does not
make this petition stand out in a crowd of petitions to this place; it is not only
well short of their aim but dramatically short of the 104 000 people who
signed a petition to restore the Fretnantle railway line.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: Presumably the Government wants to attack people who petition this
Parliament. However, it is not within the Minister's responsibilities and he
has gone on for so long that perhaps you, Mr Speaker, can curtail him so that
we can get on with question time.

The SPEAKER: We have been doing fairly well in respect of question time. My
understanding is that if we fit two questions and answers into every five
minute time slot we are doing well. We are about one minute over that and I
had the distinct impression that prior to the point of order the Leader of the
House was drawing his remarks to a close.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr PEARCE: You show great perception, MI- Speaker. We had a petition of almost
the same number of signatures a few days ago from people demanding the
return of milk bottles. That is an important issue but not the sort of
cataclysmic one on which the Constitutions of States rise and fall. That puts
the efforts of this failed and miserable group into context. We have seen this
year an effort to get a mass movement going which has failed dismally

POLICE - INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNIT
Expansion - Funding Recommendation

411. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Police and Emergency Serices:

The report tabled by Mr Speaker today contains a recommendation that funds
be made available immediately for expansion of the internal affairs unit and
that some changes be made to the Corruption Commnission. Has the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services received an assurance from relevant
Ministers as to whether funds will be made available, or will legislation be
appearing in this Parliament at an early opportunity to make changes to those
provisions of the Corruption Commission?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

I thank the Leader of the National Party for his question because it provides
me with an opportunity to repeat again tonight a few things in relation to this
issue. First, members may recall that the internal affairs unit was set up about
a year ago by the Commissioner of Police and at that time there was criticism
of him from within the force for setting up the unit and a suggestion was
raised of a no confidence motion being passed in him.
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I made clear at that time that police commissioners are not selected on the
basis of popularity polls and the decision to set up the unit was the proper
thing to do. The commnissioner informed me today that eight officers were
involved when the unit was set up. Since then additional officers had been
seconded to help on a temporary basis. Another four officers have been
accepted since September and are about to be appointed to that unit, and I
understand that after the police cadets graduate in February there will be an
opportunity for another four officers to be appointed, so the unit will have
doubled in size over that period. I am also informed by the commissioner, and
I am pleased to report to the House, that on advertising those positions there
was a large number of applicants rather than there being a reluctance on the
part of police officers to join the unit. The commissioner and the Police Force
have shown that within their ranks are people determined to root out any
corruption in the Police Force in this State.

In relation to the issue of the official commission against corruption having
some sort of overseeing role, and the further point I should mention of
whether a police board should be set up, those issues require legislative
support. As Minister for Police and Emergency Services I amn prepared to
examine them. If the Government decides to establish a police board in this
State - and it used to be part of the policy of the Labor Party some years ago -
I would be asking for the support of members opposite in helping to choose
the people to be part of that board. It is very important to have party political
support for what the Commissioner of Police is seeking to do, and what the
Ombudsman is seeking to recommend to this House.

FISHING - ROCK LOBSTERS
Season Commencement

412. Mr CATAN1A to the Minister for Fisheries:

Can the Minister advise whether the rock lobster season has commuenced, and
if so, what are the expectations for the season?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

The rock lobster season commenced on 15 November, and it was expected to
be a particularly good season. It appears, however, based on the information
so far, that the catch is considerably down on last year. It is a Cot lower than
was expected. Some fishermen have reported that the catch this year is 50)
per cent less than at the same time last year, and that is a matter of concern. If
the trend continues the season's catch will be considerably lower than last
year. However, I do not expect chat will be the case. The Fisheries
Department has some very good methods of prediction, and the assessment is
that the catch will be lower than last year's but not significantly lower. The
department has undertaken some very good research and in four years' time
we expect to have a record rock lobster catch.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION - WESTERN COLLIERIES LTD
Coal Prepaymenr - Spedley Securities Lid, Ror/nvells Rescue

413. Mr COURT to the Minister for Economic Development and Trade:

(1) Was the Minister aware in October 1988 that the $11 million the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia paid to Western Collieries Ltd for the
prepayment of coal had in fact gone to Spedley Securities Ltd and was to be
used to boost Rothwells' liquidity?

(2) If yes to (1), on the weekend following the payment of $15 million by
SEC WA, did the Minister explain to the Rothweils' rescue participants that
Spedleys had contributed $15 million of the $25 million it agreed to pay
follow ing the meeting the previous Friday?

(3) Was he aware that this was the money SECWA had paid to Western
Collieries, not Spedleys or Rothwells?

(4) What action did he take to ensure the money was given back to Western
Collieries?

472911.20
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Mr GRILL replied:

(1) No.
(2)-(4)

Not applicable.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING - WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Job Opportunities and Employment Prospects

414. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Employment and Training:

Could the Minister advise the House on the changes which have occurred for
all Western Australians in terms of job opportunities and employment
prospects in this State?

Mr TROY replied:
I thank the member for the opportunity to tnfonin the House of the latest
developments in this crucial area. The latest unemployment figures released
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics today again confirm that real
improvements are occurring in the employment scene.

On assuming office in 1983, the Government placed a very high priority on
tackling the disastrous unemployment situation facing the State. Of particular
note is the fact that in 1983 almost one out of every three teenagers who
wanted to work was unemployed - a shocking waste of the talents and abilities
of our young people This has now been turned around so dramatically that
almost nine out of every 10 young job seekers have found work. The
I I per cent youth unemployment rate in Western Australia is the lowest of all
States - something we can be particularly proud of.

A similarly bright picture is evident with the employment prospects for the
labour force generally covering all age groups. The general unemployment
rate in Western Australia is now 5.5 per cent compared with more than
l0 per cent in 1983. This again beats the national average and means that
unemployment has almost halved since 1983. We are now firmly back in
second position behind Victoria in the level of employment, a great
achievement for this State.

HEALTH - GR.AYLANDS HOSPITAL
Prison Forensic Unit - Establishment Proposal

415. Mr HASSELL to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does he recall that some weeks ago I asked him a long and detailed question
on behalf of my constituents concerning the Government's proposal to
establish a prison forensic unit at Graylands Hospital? I subsequently asked
him a question about when that question would be answered, and that question
remains unanswered.

(2) Is the Minister aware that his department provided his office with the details
for his answer more than three weeks ago?

(3) Can he advise me when the question will be answered so that I can convey the
information sought to my constituents?

Mr& WILSON replied:

1 think I made it clear that initially those questions would rake a considerable
time and that the allocation of considerable reserves and other priorities must
be addressed.

Mr Macinnon: The answer is in your office.

Mr WILSON: I can assure the member that that answer will be provided in due
course. I can also assure him that the priorities of the Health Department will
nor be dictated by his concerns.
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COMMUNITY SERVICES - NATIONAL CHILD CARE STR.ATEGY
Federal Agreement

416. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Can the Minister advise whether an agreement has been reached with the
Federal Government in respect of the national child carec strategy for the
coming year?

(2) If yes, can he advise the House of the terms of this agreement?

Mr D.L. SMITH4 replied:

(1)-(2)
It is interesting that this question should come so soon after the question to the
Minister for Employment and Training in relation to the latest employment
statistics, because I heard a commentator today talking about those
employment statistics, and he said that one of the reasons for the increase was
the substantial rise in the number of full time positions for women. One of the
elements of the improvement in employment figures over the last six years has
been the remarkable increase in the participation rate in employment.

The child care strategy has two aims. One is to ensure that women are given
the opportunity to return to the work force or to stay in the work force. The
other is to have their children cared for in proper and professional conditions.
[ am pleased to say that the Federal Minister and I have announced the
provision of a further $156 033 towards new and expanded out of school child
care services in Western Australia. This money is part of a strategy to
establish 1 780 new outside school hours care places over the next three years.
These funds will be directed through local government and community
organisations to establish J14 new 30-place out of school hours care services
and to expand a number of places in a further seven services. The
establishment this year of 520 additional out of school hours care places in
Western Australia represents the implementation of the first phase of the
national child care strategy which will provide 30 000 new child care places
for children throughout Australia by the end of [992.
The program will provide much needed child care places for children of
school age so they will not be left unsupervised in the hours before their
parents return home from work. Western Australian families will benefit
because these services will provide programs which will emphasise
imaginative play opportunities for children and ease parental concern about
care for their children while they are at work. It is a great initiative and is part
of the overall restructuring of the economy which is ensuring that women are
given the opportunity to participate in the work force to the maximum extent
possible and for Australia to take maximum advantage of the skills those
women undoubtedly possess.

BURS WOOD CASINO - OWNERSHIP
Change Proposals - 50 Per Cent Australian Ownership Guarantee

417. Dr TIJRNBULL to the Premier:

This question relates to the very serious matter of the proposed change in the
ownership of the casino. When the application for approval for the proposed
casino is received by the Government - either by the Premier or the Minister
responsible for this area - if it includes a change int the proportion of
ownership of the casino such that there will be less than 50 per cent Australian
ownership, will the Government guarantee to the people of Western Australia
that it will stand by its stated policy that there must be at least 50 per cent
Australian ownership of the casino?

The SPEAKER: Order! I think that question is quite probably out of order.

Dr TURNBULL: It is not the same question asked yesterday because the
Government did not answer that question. That is why the question is being
presented in this formn today.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I suggest the member resume her seat. I will look at her
question and if it is appropriate I wil allow it.

NATIONAL PARKS - NANGALOQ MARINE PARK
Ardist-in-residence Program

418, Mr LEAHY to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

Recent publicity has been given to an artist- in-residence program at Ningaloo
Marine Park promoted by the Department of Conservation and Land
Management. Could the Minister inform the House of the details of this
initiative?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

I think this is an important issue in the sense that all conservation Ministers
should engender in the community a real understanding and love of national
parks. Part of doing that is to get through to people in a variety of ways the
importance of national parks. Certainly the artistic community in Western
Australia has a part to play in that. As an experiment the Department of
Conservation and Land Management started off with an artist-in-residence
program. The artist in question is Leon Pericles, who is a painter and who has
spent a couple of weeks at Ningaloo daing quite a bit of work in the marine
park and at Cape Arid. Only this week he opened an exhibition displaying the
work associated with that visit. So successful has been this venture that I have
spoken to the Minister for The Arts about putting together a program to enable
artists- in-residence situations for a number of our national parks, whether
those artists be painters, sculptors or dancers. I think there is a variety of
opportunities for artists to be in residence in national parks and to bring to the
people of Western Australia the importance of our national parks inl that way.
The member for Northern Rivers is very much involved in the national parks
in that area, and I am very pleased that this effort has been so successful as an
experiment. It really will be the start of something new in Western Australia
and from what I can understand something new in Australia, I have no doubt
it will succeed and succeed very well.

DAIRYING -NEW ZEA.LAND MILK
Cut-price Milk Auistralian Market Challenge

419. Mr BLAJKIE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) With the announcement in yesterday's The Australian that cut-price milk from
New Zealand is expected to hit the Australian market early in the new year -
and the report indicated that the milk would be transported across the Tasman
in bulk sea containers - does the State have any contingency plans to meet this
challenge?

(2) Does the State have any contingency plans with other dairy producing States?

(3) If so, would the Minister advise what those plans are?

(4) If not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

I guess a con tingency plan which one could say is designed to meet this sort of
situation is the current restructuring occurring in the industry in Western
Australia. It also is occurring with the emergence of Harvey Fresh as a new
supplier within the industry. It has been said that the emergence of Harvey
Fresh has seen technical changes within the Western Australian industry
which make it much more competitive and capable of withstanding the likely
appearance of imports such as the one to which the member for Vasse
referred. Other than the restructuring which is currently taking place - and the
member for Vasse understands this from the days when he was member of a
committee which looked at the existing facilities in WA -
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Mr Court: Ernie, couldn't you just hold the tankers at the border until the milk went
sour?

Mr BRIDGE: I am not sure about that.

Mr Lewis: Are we going to have a sung about this one?

Mr BRIDGE: Yes. There was a song written years ago about a bloke who drove the
fastest milk cart in the west. Did members never hear that one? His name was
Ernie.

The SPEAKER: Give us a few lines.

Mr BRIDGE: We are currently going through a restructuring process within the
industry which is designed to match the likely impact of imports such as the
one to which the member for Vasse referred. Other than that, we do not have
any defined contingency plans in place.

Mr Blaikie: Can you give the House an assurance that you will stop those damned
Kiwis anyway?

Mr BRIDGE: I give the House an assurance that I will undertake whatever course of
action is necessary. Anybody who is so interested in an industry that a song
was written using his name - although I did not like the "Poor old Ernie"
business very much; the man who wrote the song was an Englishman; had he
been Slim Dusty, he would have done a good job of it - illustrates the degree
of commitment I have for the industry. I assure the House that whatever
measures should be taken will be taken to protect the industry here.

BURS WOOD CASINO - OWNERSHIP
Change Proposals - SO Per Cent Australian Ownership Guarantee

420. Dr TURNBULL to the Premier:

Will the Government guarantee to the people of Western Australia that it will
stand by its stated policy that there must be at least 50 per cent Australian
ownership in the casino?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:-

I do not think there is a formal policy of that sort -

Mr Hassell interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I hate to interrupt the member for Cottesloe in his
enthusiasm for answering the question.

I am not sure there is a policy to that effect. However, I make it clear that
under the Act an application requires ministerial approval for changing the
arrangements. I am confident that the Minister will give this matter the
appropriate consideration.

In respect of the Foreign Investment Review Board issues, we are in the hands
of the Federal Government, and if the FIRE -

Mr House: That is a toothless tiger if ever there were one.

Mr PETER DOWDING: It depends on what one is trying to achieve. The point is
that the FIRB processes and attitudes have changed since the Government
introduced the legislation and since the comments to which the member for
Collie referred were made. Many people in the community recognise -

Mr Wiese interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: What does the Liberal Party say about the FIRE?

Mr Hassell: That the casino is your responsibility.

Mr PETER DOWDING: What is the Liberal Party policy on the FIRS? The answer
is the Liberal Party wants to abolish the FIRE. The FIRE issues are obviously
important issues; one of the issues is a natural desire to see that everything in
Australia is owned by Australians. I think people have recognised that this is
an impossible objective. Part of our balance of payments problemn arose from
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the fact that we have not allowed foreign investment in the past in a way that
might have minimised that problem - that is a balancing act.

The most important issue from the Government's perspective about the casino
is that the applicant be a person of good repute and have no black marks
against his name, so that in the course of running the operation no doubts will
arise about the person's integrity. In making those decisions we do not rely on
our views of individuals. A process exists which has been identified for
ensuring that the integrity of applicants is checked by an appropriate body. It
would not be appropriate to bring a political perspective to bear.

Several members interjected.

Dr Tumnbull: How did they get a casino in the first place?

Mr PETER DOWDING: It was based on the nature of the individual regarding his
integrity and honesty.

Dr Turnbull: It was a political decision even to have a casino.

Mr PETER DOWD[NG: That was a commitment we made. Does the member
disagree with the commitment?

DrTumnbull-. Yes.

Mir PETER DOWDING: The member does not want a casino?

Dr Turnbull: No.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Would the member like to close it down?

Dr Tumnbull: Yes.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I find that an extraordinary admission by the Opposition
parties.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER. Order! I advise members if that there are any more interjections, I
will cancel question time for the night.

Several members interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I intend to finish my answer. Not only has the casino
created 2 000 jobs, but also it introduced a huge investment for the building
industry at a time when the building industry and the employment market in
this State was in the doldrums as a result of Liberal policy. Also, it is an
integral part of the tourism industry. One area that is important to this side of
the House is that the casino be run be people of good repute and upon whom
we can rely for honesty in its operation. When the application is submitted to
the Government it will be considered in accordance with the Act.

Mr Hassell: You have already done the deal!

Mr PETER DOWDING: The member should produce his evidence.
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