STATE LIBRARY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA
J S BATTYE LIBRARY OF WEST AUSTRALIAN HISTORY
Oral History Collection

LEGAL 1,
DEPOSIT 0

19 41182002
WA.

THE WESTERN AUSTRALIAN PARLIAMENT
PARLIAMENTARY ORAL HISTORY PROJECT

Transcript of an interview with

DIANA MURIEL WARNOCK
b.1940

Access
Research: Open
Publication: Open

Reference number 0H3129
Date of Interview 3 May 2001
Criena Fitzgerald
Interviewer
6 x 60 minute cassettes
Duration
Parliament of Western Australia &
Copyright
Library Board of Western Australia

The Library Board of WA

3 1111 02235389 8

Introduction
This is an interview with Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary Oral History
Collection conducted by Criena Fitzgerald in May to September 2001. There
are six tapes.
Diana was born in Perth on the 3 October 1940, the oldest daughter of
Duncan Robinson, a farmer in Kookynie, and his wife Muriel. She was
educated at Helena School Darlington, St Hilda's Anglican School for girls and
completed a BA at the University of Western Australia, graduating in 1960.
After graduation, Diana worked as a journalist for the West Australian, acted
as a research officer for Professor Gordon Reid and was a tutor in Women's
Studies at Murdoch University from 1978-1982. She has presented current
affairs programs on ABC 720 WF, Radio 6PR and 6 NR.
Diana has always had an interest in politics and before entering State
Parliament was an activist on behalf of women and minority groups. In 1999,
she was awarded Australian humanist of the Year for her work for society,
particularly on behalf of women.
Her parliamentary career began in 1993, when she was elected ALP MLA for
Perth in 1993. Diana held several shadow portfolios, was Opposition Whip
from May 1996 to January 1997 and President of the State Parliamentary
Labor Party from 15 January 1997. She retired from Parliament at the 2001
election.
This interview gives some insight into the life of a passionate and vibrant
woman whose whole life has been consciously political. She talks of her
Parliamentary career, in particular her work on the abortion legislation and her
commitment to the Republican movement. Influential in her life were her
mother Muriel and her friend and husband Bill Warnock, who died during this
interview in 2001.
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary
History project, tape one, on the third of May 2001.
CF

Diana, could you give me your full name and date of birth?

WARNOCK Yes.
October in 1940.

Diana Muriel Warnock and I was born on the third of

CF
Diana could we first look at your family. Could you tell me a bit
about your father and his occupation, and his name?
WARNOCK Right. My father's name was Duncan Robinson. He died in 1988
at the age of 88. He was born in a pub in Marble Bar, in the north west of the
State, and came down to the goldfields in the 1920s where he started the
pastoral property that I grew up on. It was in an old mining town called Yerilla,
and that was the name of the property as well. The mining town was long gone
by the time I was born. The nearest town to that was Kookynie, also a mining
town, which also had ceased mining by the time I was born. I spent my early
days in the goldfields, which was a great place to grow up but it's a place that
as an adult I couldn't imagine living in. I was very pleased when going to
university, I came down to live in the city, and have effectively spent the rest of
my life living in the city of Perth.

CF

And your mother, what was her occupation and her name?

WARNOCK Well my mother had no occupation other than looking after us and
looking after the house. She was actually a medical student in the 1930s, but
for various reasons didn't complete her degree. She married my father in 1939,
just after war had broken out, and came to Western Australia. She was born in
Melbourne. She's part of my Irish family, who came out very early to Australia,
and she... Most of her family, in fact all of her family (now that I come to think
of it), still live in Victoria.
You said, when we talked earlier, that Irish is part of your
CF
background and you're known to be "getting the Irish up". Can you talk to me a
bit about that? Has that background been influential?
WARNOCK Well it's only been influential, as it were, when I came to
understand it as an adult. I became interested in it as an adult when I
discovered that my great grandmother had come from County Meath in
southern Ireland and that my grandfather had been born in Belfast, and that
numbers of my mother's family from Victoria had actually come out from
Ireland. The only part I can remember of it when I was young was my father
getting stuck into my mother and I and talking about our hot temper and our
determination to defend ourselves, if you like, verbally, by describing it as
'getting your Irish up'. I remember that I used to like Irish folk songs at one
stage of my life, and used to play them a lot, and my father used to complain
about "those bloody mournful Irish songs". That's really all I can remember
about it as a young person. I mean I had no Irish upbringing as such. There
were no Irish relatives around because they were all on the other side of
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Australia, and nobody in those days could go across to see them. It was
something that I came to understand later on. I became very interested in it
later on because I've got this peculiar idea that there's something about one's
argumentativeness and disposition that is peculiarly genetic, if you like, and I
really do think that sort of the fact that I'm always ready for a fight, and that I'm
sentimental and emotional about certain things, I've always attributed that to
the genetic background. It might be total hokum, but I've always been
interested in that. Later on in life I joined the Irish Club and have explored my
Irish background a bit more.
You said you listened to a lot to Irish folk songs. Was there any
CF
early beginnings of an awareness of social justice issues through that?
WARNOCK No I don't think so. I think that came through... I've often
wondered how that came about. It's really quite interesting because I grew up
among extremely conservative people who, as it turned out, when I was in my
late teens and early twenties, had entirely different attitudes to life from myself.
Now I'm not sure how I got those attitudes because I can't see anyone around
me who might have given me a different view about it, except perhaps my
mother. I think I probably got it from an enormous amount of reading as a child
anyway, because I read a huge amount from the time I was first able to read. I
can remember actually holding books even before I could read them, and
pretending that I could read. It may be that I came upon those things through
reading all sorts of things. I mean I read Albert Camus in French when I was at
school still, and things like that. I mean it might be that I came upon those
things for myself. It might have been somebody that I met, but I'm not quite
sure how that was. I came to a view about how Australians treated Aborigines
much earlier than most of the people I grew up with. I remember one or two
other people that I grew up with having the same attitudes as myself as well,
who believed that they'd [the Aborigines] been treated very unfairly and that we
ought to do something about it. It wasn't a very fashionable view among the
people that I grew up with. I think that's probably why I felt more comfortable
about life when I went to university because I met a lot more people at
university who shared my views about things; these things that I've mentioned
and which I can't really explain the origin of. I felt I met a lot more people who
shared those views at university than I had known at school.
You said just then though that you think some of that awareness
CF
of social justice issues might have come from your mother. In what way?
WARNOCK Well, I mean she's a fairly clever person and she's always worked
for the community. I mean when she came down from the bush and sort of left
that part of her life and came down to spend most of it in the city, she
immediately started working for organisations like the Red Cross and so on,
and she was always doing something for someone else, so in a sense, I
suppose I might have got that from her. She was clever and she encouraged
me to read. She actually enrolled me at university. I was away at the time. I'd
gone away with some friends on holiday, as people do after they've done big
exams at school, and I suppose I really didn't want to be there when the results
came out; and I wasn't. She didn't want me to miss out on university, so she
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went down to enrol me so that by the time I got back, she had already taken
care of that, because she wanted to be sure that I didn't miss out. I did fairly
well and I think that I would have gone to university anyway, but she wanted to
be absolutely sure of it. She always encouraged me to be, if you like, more
intellectual than some of the others might have been, because there was not
much encouragement among anybody that I knew. Most people I knew
would've been expecting to get married fairly early and go back to the country.
That was never my aim and I suppose, in a sense, I must have somehow... got
that from my mother, but I'm not quite sure how.
CF

Did she articulate her views about education for women then?

WARNOCK Not particularly, but later on when I became involved in the
women's movement I remember her being very articulate about certain things.
I can remember particularly her telling me, and this was quite a bit later when I
was 30 and when I was involved in the women's movement, about how she'd
come to the view, that in regard to abortion, that it was absolutely a woman's
right and that she had the view that it was entirely up to women and not to the
church or the State or anybody else. As a medical student in the 1930s she'd
seen the wards full of women with septicaemia from botched abortions done
with coat-hangers, and she was absolutely convinced that something should be
done about that and it should be a right for women. She also told me, I
remember when we were talking about prostitution once, that she could never
understand in a free contract between two people why it was only the woman
who was prosecuted. She couldn't understand why they didn't prosecute the
man as well. I can remember things like that would just come out in
discussions occasionally. Never with my father; he was absolutely not
particularly forward looking, but my mother whenever we were talking about
things would say things like that out of the blue, and it always rather startled me
because she is very conservative in lots of other ways.
CF
in politics?

You said it was a very conservative family. Were they interested

WARNOCK No, not really. I remember that my father and I used to have
literally stand-up arguments at the table. I mean we were a very talkative
family; it was very unusual not to be talkative in our family, and we had a lot of
discussions about all sorts of things. I can remember we used to argue...
can't even remember what we used to argue about now, but I remember that I
didn't agree with him much about anything and that we were always fighting
over sort of trivial things or things in passing or whatever. I can remember later
on having arguments about politics, but that was only when I became involved
in my late twenties, not when I was a child.
CF

And do you have brothers and sisters?

WARNOCK I've got a brother who's four years younger than me, and a sister
who's eight years younger than me.
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What's your relationship like with them? Were they particularly
CF
influential when you were growing up?
WARNOCK No, not particularly, because we all went to boarding school 500
miles away from where we lived and we were sort of isolated from the family
and each other in a way. By the time I'd moved on to another school, my sister
was at some other school sort of thing, so we didn't actually see much of each
other really.
CF
school?

Can you tell me about schooling. Where did you begin in primary

WARNOCK Well I went to a boarding school in the Hills, run by a couple of
women. It was like a nineteenth century dame school now that I think about it,
or perhaps like a Montessori school because it was very imaginative. I
absolutely hated it because I was always being punished for something or
other. They had a very peculiar system of punishment in that if you were a
boarder there, which I was, living so far away from home, they would actually
lock you in the outside bathroom at night, which I think is extraordinarily
destructive and it took me many years to get over my fear of the dark as a
result of that. I didn't like the school at all. I mean the surroundings were
beautiful; there were creeks, there were wildflowers, there were animals that
you looked after and all that sort of thing. In lots of ways it was a very nice
place to grow up, but I didn't much like the school or the toughness of the
education system.
CF

How old were you when you began to board?

WARNOCK Six.

CF

And how often did you get to go home?

WARNOCK Well, every holiday, which was, I guess, what, three times a year,
in those days, but sometimes if they were away, or for some reason couldn't
take us, we'd stay at the school. I remember a couple of occasions staying at
the school, which I didn't like very much. We also spent an enormous amount
of time with strangers, because our parents weren't there; they were in the
country. I really had several surrogate parents whom I spent an enormous
amount of time with, both at school and when I was at university. I used to
spend time with other people's families a lot. In retrospect it looks to me now
as though it made me very gregarious. I get on terribly well with strangers,
which was very useful in the long term in politics, because I have absolutely no
fear of strangers and no fear of contact with strangers, which is very useful in
politics. I didn't think about it that way at the time, of course. Like everybody
else I'd rather have been with my family, I think. Yes, I learnt a lot, I guess,
about being independent, looking after myself, and also getting on with other
people.

How do you feel about children being sent away at that age? Do
CF
you think it had any negative effects? You've talked about the positive effects
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that it made you more independent, you could get on with strangers. Apart
from being afraid of the dark, which was a result of punishment, were there any
negative effects?
WARNOCK Well, I think you'd need to see a psychologist about that quite
frankly. I don't think it's good for children. My judgment about it is that it isn't
good for children. It was interesting that my brother kept his son at home in the
same part of the country until he was, I think, 11 or 12, and then sent him to a
boarding school. He actually did correspondence classes until he was that
age, and then went to a boarding school, and I think in terms of a child's
psychology, that's probably a much better thing. Of course, one has to
remember at this great remove from that time that everything was done with the
best will in the world. I mean they wanted the best for us. They thought
correspondence was no good for your education, and quite frankly I do think
that people who went to school and mixed with others were probably better off
than those who did correspondence, intellectually. That's what they thought;
they thought they were giving us the best education they could give us, and
they went to some trouble. The finance would have been a strain for them, but
they did that because they thought it was the best thing to do. I've gone
through all sorts of very strong emotions about it. I didn't like it; I was unhappy;
I was damned glad to get away from it all and leave school when I finished my
Leaving [Certificate], at which I did very well. I was pretty angry about it when I
was young because I'd found I didn't like it and it was not, I thought, a good
way to grow up. In retrospect I look at it and I think, well what can parents do?
Everybody who brings up kids, except for the few with the exceptional
monsters, does the best for their children that they can, and if they actually
thought it was the best thing to do, well I suppose that's what they did.
So did you stay at this school for all of your schooling, or was
CF
there a different school for high school?
WARNOCK No, I went to a different school for high school because they only
went up to age 12; you couldn't stay at the school longer than that. I went to a
different school for high school. I went to a religious school after that, which
also I disliked intensely. It didn't have the charm of the early one, where you
could go paddling in the creek with bare feet and all that sort of thing. It was a
rather countryish upbringing, if you like, at the primary school. The high school
was a church school, and I didn't like that very much. I mean the Jesuits say
that "Give me a child up to the age of seven"; they started off with me from the
age of six, but I think that somehow or other somewhere along the way they
missed out on me. I can remember when I realised that I was not a believer at
and just simply
a religious school, halfway through the Apostles' Creed
decided from there on not to say it. I disguised it from people in various ways,
because it wasn't terribly fashionable at a church school not to be a believer
[laughs]. I am sure that immense exposure to religion when I was a child was
pretty effective in inoculating me against it, I think, frankly.
-

CF

Were there any teachers that were inspiring?
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WARNOCK Yes. I had two or three absolutely excellent teachers, and I see in
retrospect that they were the ones who were responsible for the fact that I have
a passion for the arts and for learning, for education and so on. There was a
wonderful history teacher called Miss Porteous at the church school that I went
to; she was absolutely marvellously energetic and totally committed to the
subject of history and I wish I'd done more history now. I mean I did classical
history at university, and I wish I'd done more of it, because I see, as a
journalist later, and as a politician, how immensely vital it is to understand
history, otherwise you're doomed, as they say, to repeat the mistakes. I
enjoyed history as a result of her very excellent teaching. I learnt French from
the age of nine; that was one good thing that I got from that primary school. I
went on to study French at university, and then went overseas and studied
French again, and that was the result of good French teaching at the school. I
was passionate about English literature very early because of a wonderful
teacher called Mrs Connor, who was devoted to the teaching of young girls and
inspired me to read all sorts of things like the classics, Albert Camus [in]
French, and so on, before I actually got to university. So I had a pretty good
grounding in various things before I actually got to study them at university,
which was good.
Tell me about your friends at school. You said you were pretty
CF
gregarious. Did you make friends easily?
WARNOCK I've always made friends easily, yes. I haven't had any trouble
making friends at any time in my life, because I get on very easily with people.
I must say, however, that only two or three of those people that I knew very well
at school, are still my friends. Two or three of them I would still send Christmas
cards to. The others, I think, basically were very conservative, and clearly I
wasn't from quite an early age, I suppose, and we just didn't have interests in
common when it came to it. When I grew up, as one does when you go to
university and turn 20 and all that sort of thing, I realised that I just had different
interests from the kids that I grew up with, and we sort of grew apart. I didn't go
to school reunions and all those sorts of things actually. I enjoyed university
hugely. I liked the fact that... I mean there I'd been among the top five per cent
or something at school, I suppose, but I found that you were only in the top 20
per cent at university. It was very levelling, shall we say, and very tough and
demanding, and I liked that. Also I just felt free in my mind; I don't know why
particularly, but I did, to study and do all sorts of things. I was intellectual but
not at all athletic when I was at school, and anybody who grew up in the 50s
will tell you they suffered from that. I mean they valued people who played in
the school hockey team or the tennis team, but anybody who was clever didn't
get very.... I didn't think was valued very much, quite frankly. When I got to
university I found that not only was.... intellectually you met your match well and
truly; you met a helluva lot of people who were much cleverer than you were,
which was interesting. Also nobody gave a hoot whether you were good at
sport or not; the sporty types went off in one direction, but you could do all sorts
of other things. I danced in the university revue, I learnt fencing, I was in the
first women's rowing team, I was the captain of a totally shocking basketball
team; I just had the most fun. I came alive at university. I'm not a Christian so I
can't use this in a Christian sense, but I felt as though I was "born again"
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frankly; it was a marvellous place to be and I just had the most fun. I met
people who've been my friends, really, for life, at university; both at university
and in those first years of working I met people who 40 years later are still my
good friends.
You said that your mother enrolled you. Had you no idea about
CF
what you wanted to do?
WARNOCK Not really. I knew that I wanted to be... I thought I wanted to be
an actress, I thought I wanted to be a journalist, I thought I wanted to be an
archaeologist, I thought I wanted to be all sorts of things. I had a speech
teacher. I grew up in the bush and like everybody who grew up in the bush I
spoke fairly rough sort of Australian, so I had a speech teacher to stop me from
saying 'yeah, right', and that sort of thing, and polished things up at bit, as it
were, and I told her that I wanted to go on the stage. "Oh ladies don't go on the
stage" and I think what she meant was you've got no talent whatsoever; she
sort of straightened me out. No, apart from wanting to be an archaeologist and
an actor and a journalist, I didn't have a clue. When I knew that I'd passed all
my exams quite well, I thought, oh, I'll go to university, because I'd got a
Commonwealth scholarship, and I thought that was really good. I went along
there, and a lot of brighter people I'd known at school, I mean bright in the
sense that they were bright sparks, they were good fun and they were lively
and so on, they went to university as well. We all sort of enrolled and then I
met all sorts of other people there, who, as I say, have remained my very close
friends, and we just had fun.
You said you had an early awareness of Aboriginal social justice
CF
and that once you went to university you found people who shared that, but you
were still considered unusual. Who were those people?
WARNOCK Well the people that I met at university, and I often joke about this
to younger people now; they sort of talk about 'oh, was it radical', because
universities of course now, if they've come full circle, they're conservative
again. They weren't radical in those days. When I was there in the fifties it was
extremely conservative. The society that I remember most, apart from the
Revue Society, this, that and the other, and the University Dramatic Society,
and so forth, was probably the Newman Society, which was a Catholic group
down there. I mean there were no particularly radical groups. There was a
Labor Film Club, because I fell in with a lot of Labor people. I met a lot of Labor
people quite early in the piece and found that I had a lot in common with them;
my views had a lot in common with theirs, and we started to sort of hang out
together. As I often say to younger people, it was so unradical in those days.
About the most radical thing that people did was wear a duffle coat and desert
boots and a black skivvy and go to movies made by Eisenstein in the 1920s or
something. It wasn't a very radical time, but there were a lot of really
interesting people there; some of them quite a bit older than me actually. Now
that I come to think of it, there were quite a few mature age students around
that I fell in with; people who'd studied medicine in Adelaide, for example,
because in those days you had to go to Adelaide, and people who'd been there
doing two or three degrees and so on. I fell in with a whole lot of people, some
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of whom were quite a lot older than me; and it was just really interesting. The
parties were interesting; a lot of them were writers. I wrote for the Pelican, and
the Critic magazine started up in those days; so did Westerly. I was associated
with both of those at the university then, and I met a lot of writers, and we used
to just sort of hang out together and go to parties where everybody sat around
looking terribly intellectual in black polo neck jumpers and things like that.
[laughs]
CF

Did you meet your husband there?

WARNOCK Yes, I did. He was actually married to someone else at the time,
but we did meet there. We met and we sort of used to go around with the
same crowd, as it were. It was obvious that he wasn't terribly happily married
even then, but he was still married at the time, and we used to just hang out
together with the same group of people basically. Yes, we both did English
together at university.

CF

He's a playwright.

WARNOCK That's right. He's a writer. When he first started his working
career he was a bank clerk. Then he branched off into advertising and started
his own advertising agency. It was the biggest and most successful agency in
Western Australia at the time when he left it, because he was ill, and went off to
be a freelance writer, as it were. Yes, for most of the time that I've known him
he's either been in advertising or a writer.
CF

Has he encouraged your more activist pursuits?

WARNOCK That's a very interesting question, actually. I don't know the
answer to that because we've always done things together, and yet we've also
done them separately. We've never had the situation where one of us
disapproved of what the other was doing, although we haven't necessarily, sort
of, particularly encouraged each other. We've been side by side with each
other, if you like, and quietly encouraging. I've always been a self-starter.
When I became active in the women's movement, I sort of rushed off and did it,
as it were, off my own bat, but at the same time I wasn't discouraged by him.
He was always tremendously supportive of radical points of view. Rather than
him encouraging me, he was being supportive in the same way as I've always
been supportive of whatever he's done; he was involved with numerous
organisations and started up groups and so on. One of the things we did start
together, interestingly, with some friends of ours, was a film club, which is still
going 40 years later. [laughs] We started it in the early sixties; the International
Film Theatre it was called. I think it's the oldest film society in Australia, and
still going. It runs as a sort of Sunday cinema, cinemateque, or whatever. That
was actually started by us and a group of friends; half a dozen of us started that
in the early sixties. We've done a lot of things together, because we have a
passion for opera, we have a passion for reading, films, and so on, and we've
actually written about films, both of us. We have a passion for all of those
things which we developed together in an odd sort of way. We didn't

TAPE ONE SIDE

WARNOCK

9

encourage each other so much as just go along with each other and do it, and
we've had quite a lot of interests in common, and also interests separately.
CF

And when did you get married?

WARNOCK We got married in 1967 in London.
CF

I'd better get his name for the tape as well.

WARNOCK Yes. His name is William Shaw Warnock. He was born on the
twenty-fifth of April in 1934 in Glasgow, Scotland.
CF

So he was a migrant?

WARNOCK Yes, he was a migrant who came out in 1948.
You sort of... Well you didn't evade the question, but I asked you
CF
what particular friends supported Aboriginal rights and that it wasn't particularly
the done thing, even at university. Who were those people who were
supporting Aboriginal rights?
WARNOCK I think it wasn't so much evading it as I actually can't remember
the names of the people, interestingly enough. I know the people who had
radical points of view, and I know the people who were in the Labor Film Club
and things like that, but I can't actually remember sitting down and having a
discussion about it with anybody in particular. Dorothy Hewitt and Mery Lilley
were together at that time at UWA, and they were in the sort of gang of people
that we hung around with; Bruce Lawson, Joan Pope, Bill Barker, Frank Arndt.
There were a whole heap of people who, you'd have to say, sort of shared the
same kind of views, but I can't remember anybody in particular who put a
particular point of view to me and therefore we all went off to a demonstration.
I actually don't remember that at all because, as I said, at university we were
mostly interested in the arts. There was, however, a thing at university then,
which is no longer there, and that's the tradition of a university revue. I think it
might have been the famous Beyond the Fringe in London in the early sixties
that killed off university revues; because they were so very good, everything
else seemed pathetic in comparison. I can remember going out with someone
who was already at university, while I was still at school, and he took me along
to his university revue and I thought 'oh wow, that's great'. Then when I got to
university myself, I was in two of the university revues, and Bill was in either
one or two of them, I can't remember which. Then they just stopped. There
were no more, which I think is a great pity because it was a satirical revue; at
least we thought it was satirical. It was fairly pathetic, looking back on it, but we
thought it was frightfully satirical. There was one song in the second revue, I
think it was, called Sharpeville Rock and it was all about Sharpeville in South
Africa. There was another one called the Gaza Strip, which was about the
breakdown in relations in the Middle East. We attempted to have a serious
view about it. I can remember another song from one of the other revues. The
reviue was called Broads and Narrows and one of the songs was called The
First Girl / Kissed Was A Capitalist, It was all sort of... I mean we thought it
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was very sharp and satirical; looking back on it, it was probably pretty pathetic.
They don't have any revues at university any more, which I think is a great pity,
because it is a very interesting thing to do to hone your skills on. The people
who worked on it went on to become writers and composers and things like
that. It was a very interesting lively life. I remember my three years there as
being full of activity, full of people and full of new discoveries intellectually;
interesting things that I learned and directions that I went off in after that. I
cannot remember any one in particular sitting down and saying to me, "I've got
a view about Aboriginal rights." I have no memory of those kinds of
conversations at all. I think they would have taken place later on, probably,
when I was a young journalist.
You've said that you often say to schoolchildren that it wasn't
CF
radical, and that the most radical thing was wearing a duffle coat and things,
but what you've just described is an intellectual activism, not an out there
marching.
WARNOCK That's right. There was no marching in the streets in those days,
but certainly, I suppose, there was intellectual activity; there's no question
about that. Certainly everybody I knew wrote things for the university paper, or
one of the intellectual papers there. Everybody was interested in the revue,
and sort of making it as sharp as it could be. Yes, there was certainly a lot of...
I think there was a lot of intellectual ferment, actually. When I look back at it, I
see that in fact it was quite a lively time to be there.
END OF TAPE ONE SIDE A
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Diana you said you wrote for the Pelican and a lot of journalists
CF
like Gruff Richards, who became editor of The West [The West Australian], he
also was involved in Pelican. What was that like, as a paper?
WARNOCK It was pretty awful really, now that I come to think of it. It was
full of rather sappy stories, even sappier photographs and mild obscenities,
because in those days it was not as racy as it has been in recent years. It
was much more self-censored in those days; the censorship in general was
very heavy in those days. I didn't think it was actually a marvellous paper, but
I was glad to be able to say, when I applied for a job as a journalist, that I'd
worked on Pelican; I thought it was a tremendous recommendation.
CF

What subjects did you study at university?

WARNOCK My major was in English, but I studied French, psychology,
philosophy, classical history, anthropology and each year I studied English; I
think that was probably about it. I enjoyed all of those hugely, and I just wish
that I'd added another unit of modern history, I think that would have been
very useful.
And when you left you had no desire to go on and become a
CF
lecturer, or do further study?
WARNOCK No, interestingly enough I didn't think of it. I was desperate to
get out and earn my living. I'd actually been working during university
holidays. I'd supervised exams, I'd worked in shops and all that sort of thing,
so I actually wanted to get out and earn a living. It's always been absolutely
crucial to me to earn my living and be able to pay my way. It's something that
I almost ingested from my mother. I can only remember on a couple of
occasions her telling me about it. Having an independent income, being
independent, being able to support yourself, seemed to me to be... it's a great
safety valve for women. It's one of the reasons why middle-class women, I
think, have got, if you like, have ascended to positions of power because
they've actually been able to support themselves. I thought about how
powerful this was very much later when in my thirties I was working in
women's refuges. I could see that the people.... I couldn't understand first of
all why they didn't leave a violent person because I couldn't last with a violent
person one day, and then it occurred to me that they had nowhere to go and
they couldn't support themselves. With two kids and no skills, how on earth
could they support themselves; they couldn't, that was the simple answer to it.
I realised then how valuable it was to have qualifications and be able to
support yourself, which I've always been able to do. That was my major
feeling when I finished at university. I was desperate to get out on the job; in
fact I'd already applied twice for a job at The West Australian and they'd sent
me back to university both times saying "No, no, wait until you finish your
degree. Come back again." So I did and I got the job against a lot of
competition; I think they took 12 of us on out of 480 or something or other. I
was very keen to get into the work-a-day world and sort of be a young
journalist. That's when, I suppose, finally left home and I'd finished university.
I went out and I got a flat in the city and I thought it was fantastic. I thought I
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was frightfully sophisticated and went to live right in the city and really that
sort of started my attachment to the city, I suppose, and city life, when I
became a young journalist at The West Australian.
You said that your mum talked to you a lot about women being
CF
independent and having an independent income. Did she?
WARNOCK Well, as it turned out, she did have some kind of an income
which she'd had from one of her relatives who'd left her some money. I think
she invested that wisely and this was always some kind of assistance to her,
that she was able to have that bit of money that she could spend on things
that she wanted to spend it on, as it were; I think that's probably where the
idea came from. She had been the daughter of a war widow, and hadn't had
very much money when she was young at all, although she'd had some sort
of legacy from a rich relative later on; I think when she was in her twenties or
something like that. I think that early poverty, genteel poverty admittedly; she
grew up in a very well-educated family, but they were very poor. I think that
that was an early lesson that she took from life. And seeing that she was then
able to be relatively independent, having had this bit of a legacy from
someone; it wouldn't be terribly much now, but it enabled her to see that that
was the way to keep yourself out of the situation that she'd been in as a
young woman. I think, basically, that's where the idea came to me. I thought
that if you could earn your own living somehow that you'd always be able to
look after yourself, no matter what happened. I guess that would've been the
thought at the back of my mind.
Some people have gone into activism about women's issues
CF
because of the situation that they've seen their mother in. Was that so for
you? How would you describe her situation?
WARNOCK Well, it's hard to talk about these kinds of things without
sounding offensive because it's certainly not a life that I would've chosen for
myself. I couldn't imagine living in the country, miles away from any
intellectual stimulation of the kind you'd been used to growing up; you know,
standing around the piano singing songs from opera, when you were a young
person, and then being 500 miles from an opera house in the back of beyond.
It's certainly not the sort of thing I would've chosen and that's, I think probably
why I went down to the city very early in the piece and stayed there. I didn't
find any intellectual stimulation in the country at all. I didn't find a lot of people
that I had terribly much in common with, to be frank, but it's very hard to talk
about that without sounding offensive to people who did their best for you.
She was, I suppose, in love with my father, and so she followed him to the
ends of the earth, and spent the majority of her life a long way away from
things that she might have enjoyed doing. I suppose subliminally I might have
been thinking of that when I became involved with the women's movement,
but I wasn't aware of it. Certainly I never had any kind of separation from her.
She encouraged me to be involved, although she might have been
embarrassed from time to time to see me in a demonstration in the street or
something, because she's very genteel, but she never complained about it
and she always encouraged me, intellectually. I don't feel that I consciously
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took anything from her life to spur me on; it was an intellectual commitment. I
saw things which I thought were simply unacceptable. I learnt about how
common domestic violence was. It was simply unknown to me before I
became involved in the women's movement, because nobody I knew
would've used violence against anybody else, and if they did, like me, they
would've just gone. The fact is I saw that it was impossible for some people
who didn't have the education to save themselves, if you like. I saw that
some men used this as a way of exerting power over other people, women
and children particularly, and I thought that was wrong. So I became involved
in standing against it. I thought it was wrong that women were punished for
getting pregnant in a relationship where a man was involved as well and he
wasn't punished; and I thought that was wrong. So I thought that I would get
out and be involved with that. I thought it was wrong that women were raped,
that they didn't make a choice about a sex act and they were the ones who
were regarded as both the victim and the guilty, if you like; I thought that was
wrong. I became involved in all of those issues because I thought it was
important. I thought it was wrong that women had to leave a job when they
got married, if they worked in the Public Service; it seemed absolutely
ludicrous to me. I took action against those things with lots of other women; I
didn't do it by myself, I did it with a huge group of other people, and it was
always very much a collective movement.
We might go on to that. When did you become involved in the
CF
women's movement?
WARNOCK I became involved in the women's movement in my thirties,
interestingly enough. I see now, in retrospect, that all of these things lead to
everything else. The whole of your life, in a sense, leads to whatever it is that
happens in your life, but I wouldn't have thought at the time that there was
anything in it. When I left journalism, as it were officially, I
-

CF

Can we go back to journalism?

WARNOCK Yes I was in my early thirties, and I had an argument with my
employer, The West Australian, over the fact that I didn't think women were
well paid; I mean specifically me. I couldn't understand why I wasn't an A
grade when all the men that I'd come in with were A grades. I was doing the
same sort of work as they were doing, except that I wasn't allowed to go out
on the police round, because that wasn't allowed to women in those days. It
is now and nobody would think twice about it, but in those days it wasn't. I
thought it was annoying that I wasn't allowed to be a photographer, because I
wanted to be a photographer, and I was told no, that I couldn't. It's just that
men didn't want women around, basically. These days nobody would think
twice about it, but in those days I was frozen out of the photography
department because the men obviously didn't want women around. So I
worked there for three months, gave it up and went back to journalism. At the
time I just thought it was a personal misfortune; looking back on it I see that it
was just prejudice and it was probably that that drove me into doing things
that I did in the women's movement. At the time I didn't think twice about it.
When I left The West in 1973, 1 had a horrendous argument with the then
-
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chief of staff, in which I used a lot of apparently very bad language. I didn't
remember it but others, amused, told me later that they'd heard this
horrendous argument with a lot of blue language telling the chief of staff what
I thought about him and what he could do with his job. Of course in those
days it was the fat seventies and you could go out and get a job just across
the road, which I literally did. I didn't go to journalism; I actually sold books; I
sold records. Eventually I taught people aerobics. I went back to study at
university again. I ended up teaching at university as a tutor. I did a huge
number of other things, all the while working as a freelance journalist to also
assist in getting along. Eventually, later on, in my early forties, I actually left
tutoring at university to go back into journalism, again as a radio journalist.
CF

You said in your thirties you joined the women's movement

-

WARNOCK That's right.
CF

-

And the catalyst was wage.

WARNOCK Well the catalyst, no, it wasn't really. I mean I had an argument
with the "West" about it. Again, I just thought of that as personal misfortune. I
didn't think of it as anything else. I just thought, well that's a damned pity. A
couple of years later someone came up to me and said, "Gee that was good
that you made such a fuss about that. We had a review about women's
conditions in journalism and we all agreed that it was really very bad and we
had to do something about it", and I said, "oh great, terrific." It was too late for
me and I'd gone on to do something other than that. I mean, I've been taught
all my life to be very independent and to look for a personal solution; and
that's exactly what I'd done. I told the newspaper to get stuffed and I went off
and found another job. That's what I've always done. It was only later when I
became, in my early thirties, very active in politics, both Labor politics and
also women's politics at the same time, that I actually made the connections.
At the time I didn't think anything of it at all; I just thought, "Oh that's a
damned pity. I've had a fight with the boss, that's a stupid thing, I'll go and get
another job." So I did.
CF
like?

Tell me about your first day at The West? What was The West

WARNOCK The West was extraordinarily patriarchal. It was a very good
conservative newspaper in those days. You were taught all the rules and
regulations about writing. I mean it was an extraordinarily good teacher; the
apprenticeship there was very, very good. I wish now, looking back, watching
television, reading newspapers, I think the standards are so terribly bad, I'm
really quite distressed by it. There was a great deal to be said for a really
good grounding in, sort of how to spell, how to form a sentence, how to tell a
story, which is basically what journalism is about. I had a very good training
there. I was frustrated at the end of a year because I wasn't getting any good
work; I was just doing crummy things. I'd already been three years at
university; I didn't want to do the weather report and minor court stories. After
a year I was pissed off because some of my colleagues seemed to be doing
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much better than I was so I left. I'd saved up. In those days everybody saved
up for a year or two and then went off for the big trip overseas; everybody got
on a ship in those days. After that first year I went overseas for a year. I
couldn't get work as a journalist; I obviously didn't apply to the right places.
So I worked as a domestic and all sorts of other things, an au pair and all
those kinds of things; which was fairly normal in those days. Then I came
back to journalism after being away for a year. I couldn't do anything else; I
had no other skills, I had no other trade. So I went to journalism straightaway
again and got back with the Weekend News immediately; it was also owned
by The West Australian, by the way; it was all one paper in those days. I went
straight back to my former employers and worked there until I left, I think in
1973. For a while I went away and worked as a researcher for Gordon Reid,
in the late sixties; I worked for about three or four months with Gordon. I
didn't like that; I found it boring being a researcher at university, so I came
back to The West and then left there finally in 1973.
CF

What sort of code of ethics did journalists have then?

WARNOCK In those days, I'm not sure that it was actually written down in
the way it is now, but it was very tough. For example, you talked about rape
and sexual assault in a sort of minimalist way. You didn't report suicide; you
talked about "no suspicious circumstances". A lot of people would regard
these things as euphemisms today; now I see, and a lot of psychologists see
that talking ceaselessly about suicide encourages suicide. So rather than
being a form of censorship, it actually seems to me now a reasonably sensible
way of dealing with certain issues. It was a conservative paper. It openly
advocated a vote for the Liberals at every election, as I recall it. There were
only a few of us there who were Labor supporters openly anyway, and
nobody made a big fuss about it. We didn't talk politics very much; we were
there to report, nobody was there to sort of give their own opinions in those
days. The only one who gave their own opinions in those days was the editor
in the editorials. It was just straight reporting in those days; very straight up
and down The West was, but extraordinarily good as a way of teaching
people how to get into journalism. I liked the training there; I thought it was
very good. I liked my companions. There were a whole lot of people who
were great fun there, particularly the sports reporters, they were great fun.
There were people there like..., various others who had alcohol problems; and
there you saw the patriarchalism or paternalism I suppose you could say, of
The West Australian, because they used to look after employees who had
those kinds of problems. There were notably a number of people who had
alcohol problems, who were carefully looked after and protected by The West
Australian. I thought it was a very decent place. I was just annoyed that I
didn't seem to be making any headway, and that's when I unwisely stamped
my feet and I think I said something like, "If you don't pay me what I think I'm
worth, I'll go", and the person said, "Then go."
-

CF

Was this the editor?

WARNOCK No, it was the chief of staff. I can see now, knowing more about
industrial negotiation than I did, that it wasn't the best negotiating point you
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could approach with; I've advised many young people against it since.
[laughs]
Did you, as a young journalist, get to meet the editor; get to talk
CF
or be involved in the paper itself?
WARNOCK Oh yes, everybody was. Gradually, my colleagues as they got
further and further up the ladder kind of thing, became editors, night editors,
chiefs of staff and all that sort of thing. I was a subeditor for about a year. I
didn't like it much; I found it rather boring. I'd much rather have been a writer
than a subeditor. Yes, you gradually moved your way up. Everybody saw the
editor, the editor in chief, the famous Jim McCartney used to wander around
there. There were others like Gruff Richards and Fred Moroney and so on,
who were always around. There was a cadet counsellor called Jim Dunbar,
who was a very nice man and associated with all of us; taught us and assisted
us in any way that he was able to.
The paternalism, as you call it, of these old journalists, do you
CF
see any advantages to that?
WARNOCK I see that.... It's an old-fashioned system of looking after people,
but in the absence of any better system of looking after people; and let's face
it the workfair system and the welfare system isn't necessarily always benign
in a society. I actually see that old-fashioned way of taking responsibility for
your staff as being rather a decent thing to do. I'd like to think that if I was an
employer and people had problems of any kind, that I'd try and assist them
rather than just giving them the boot. I think it was rather a decent ethic
actually. In a proper society, a society that's properly run, one would be
compensated for things like that and one would be able to survive despite
having either a drinking problem or, alternatively, TB, which another one of my
colleagues got; must have been one of the last people in the State to get TB;
that was way back in the sixties, I think, or early seventies. It seems to me,
basically a society should have all of those things in place to look after people
who develop asbestosis as a result of working in an asbestos-filled mine; who
develop cancer as a result of being exposed to passive smoking. A proper
society should provide all those sorts of things. The old-fashioned system, if
you like, the nineteenth century system of an employer who was proper and
paternalistic doing that, is a reasonable substitute, providing there are rules
and regulations that hedge it in. I came to think that it was the proper thing for
an employer to do; I don't think there'd be many employers who'd do that
now. I'd have to say that I certainly approved of it and when I look back on it,
I see that there were some decent things done for employees who were in a
bad way.
CF

Was alcoholism a problem for journalists?

WARNOCK Yes, always a problem for journalists. It's very stressful,
journalism. I worked in radio for about 10 years, both as a producer and as a
radio presenter, and it's incredibly stressful. You've got to get things right.
You're always under pressure of getting things wrong. If you get a fact wrong,
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you can ruin somebody's life. In those days at The West, if you got something
wrong; for example if you were up on a charge of something and I said you
pleaded guilty when you pleaded not guilty, I would've got the sack overnight
at The West in those days, because that could potentially ruin your life. The
stresses of that kind of thing are always in journalism. Anybody who takes
journalism seriously, you must get it right; the facts have got to be right. You
have the potential because you've got so much power, to make other people's
lives very uncomfortable. This stress has always had a bad effect on some
people. People who have a tendency to drink too much will try and relax at
the end of the day by knocking back a few. We had an enormous number of
people who drank too much. I still see them knocking around the place
occasionally. I can remember numerous male colleagues having a terrible....
and one famous old female colleague too, an older woman who used to come
in smelling of brandy at 10 in the morning; she just had a stressful life. I
always thought of it as a high stress occupation. I found it absolutely fun and
fantastic and I really liked it. I still tell young people that it's a marvellous
occupation to be in. I wish some people took it a lot more seriously and I wish
a lot of people did it better than they do, but the fact is it's still a tremendous
way to earn your living and I still advise people to do that. You've got to be
aware that you're in a position of immense power. You can potentially change
governments if you're one of those talkback radio hosts; that is stressful.
CF
I want to talk about radio later, but in journalism, how much
power did the print media have then?
WARNOCK Well because there were so few, I think they actually had an
enormous amount of power. In those days it was before the real kind of
power of television and before the real power of the shock jocks came in, I
would say that the print media had the most power in those days. If you
landed up on the front page of The West in some sort of scandalous position,
or been criticised for something, it would've been a very nasty place to find
yourself. I think they had a lot of power. These days they don't have nearly
so much power; it's the electronic media that have the power. Everybody
who's in politics now wants to get on television or radio because that's where
the big audience is, and obviously when you're in politics you want to talk to a
very big audience.
CF
You said that if you had made a mistake at The West, for
example, if you'd said someone was guilty and they weren't guilty, you
would've been fired straightaway. Was that strictly applied across the board
as part of ethics?
WARNOCK Oh yes, absolutely. They were extremely tough and you could
get the boot very easily for not coming up to the standards of the newspaper.
Looking back I see that there were probably people who didn't come up to the
standards and who disappeared back into the composing room or something,
because they had a drinking problem, or they'd made a mistake but they'd
been forgiven or something. Certainly among young journalists you were
constantly enjoined to get it right; "when in doubt, leave out", and we were all
under pressure to make sure that the facts were absolutely as they were
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reported and that you never got anything wrong. I can remember one
dreadful occasion when I had reported something, and a subeditor had cut the
story so that it appeared that a particular angle was stress[ed] rather than the
one that I'd intended in this particular story. I had a ring from the people the
next day, who were terribly upset with the slant that was taken. Now, it was
an ordinary kind of story, it was just reporting, it was a relatively light story.
They said that I had implied that the man's marriage was breaking up; and it
was as it happens. These days, of course, people would write that without
even thinking twice about it, but in those days you didn't talk about people's
marriages breaking up. They said I had implied that, and I hadn't implied it; in
fact in my original story.... It certainly could've been inferred from the way the
story was cut by the subeditor. I had people crying on the phone and telling
me how awful it was, and I'd ruined their lives, and so on. I went straight to
the subeditor and roared his head off, got the original copy and showed it to
him. I said, "This is the way the story should've looked and thanks to your
bloody cutting, these people have been ringing up and saying their lives have
been ruined." He couldn't have cared less. He was 10 years older than me,
and as far as he was concerned, they could all get stuffed; and that's basically
what he said. I was terribly angry with him and never really forgave him for it.
These people probably, sort of.... Their marriage broke up; it was going to
break up anyway. It was a show business marriage, and they probably all got
over it and went off and married someone else. At the time, as a young
journalist, it was certainly very upsetting. I was very worried about the effect
that I might have had on these people, as I saw it, not because of something
I'd done but because of something somebody else had done.
CF

Did journalists have by-lines then, or their names

-

WARNOCK Yes, they did, but not nearly as commonly as they do now. The
by-line has become more or less de rigueur these days. Everybody, after
they've been there for two weeks seems to get a by-line these days. In those
days you had to be there for years before you actually got a by-line, and you
had to have a column; it was a great honour to have a column. I had two
columns. The first one I had was the religion column; as an atheist it was
uncomfortable; nobody else wanted it, basically. I said, "Why am I doing this?
Why do you offer this to me? You know that I'm an atheist", and they said,
"Well that way you won't be biased against any of them. You'll be biased
against all of them, equally", and I said, "Yes, that's right." I took that on for
about a year. It was quite interesting because there was a lot going on;
ferment in the church and stuff, in those days, and it was actually quite
interesting. I was a bit offended because I knew that nobody else wanted the
job. I next got the film column, which is the one that I did want because I was
very interested in the arts; I wrote about films for about 20 years, in fact, on
and off, so I enjoyed that a great deal. No, In those days you didn't get a byline very easily, it was something that you worked towards. You finally got to
be a by-line journalist and you thought you were really smart. [laughs]
You said you've written about films for about 20 years. What do
CF
you think about censorship in films? How do you feel about censorship in
films?
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WARNOCK Interestingly enough, because I'm a libertarian and have been a
civil libertarian as well, I basically have always been against really heavy
censorship. Interestingly enough years later, after I'd been writing about films
for about 20 years, I actually came upon the censorship debate in the State
Parliament. I ran it for the Labor Party in the Lower House of State
Parliament, which was a very interesting exercise. Nobody else wanted to
touch it with a barge pole I discovered, because the party was full of people
who were old civil libertarians but who, basically as parents, like everybody
had been "mugged by reality", shall we say, found that they felt quite
concerned as parents about violence in films; even though as 20-year-olds
they probably were going around saying, "Oh, D.H. Lawrence banned; how
frightful." Indeed, that would've been basically my position. My position has
always been that we worry too much about the censorship of sex in AngloSaxon societies and not nearly enough about the censorship of violence. In
effect, that was the position that I developed. As a film reviewer, although I
was basically sort of anti-censorship, I came to the view, and I've always had
this view, that we must censor films for children. I don't think necessarily we
should censor things much for adults; I think they can make up their own
minds. I do think we should censor things for children and I think there's far
too much stuff on television these days, which must encourage violence in
children. I see violence and it makes me feel violent; I imagine most people
react the same way. I think there's an excessive exposure to violence and I
worry about that a great deal. Certainly when I was a film reviewer, they were
the days when everything was censored. When it became uncensored in the
early seventies, thanks to the activities of Don Chipp, as I recall, everybody
cheered. I was among the ones who cheered and wrote about all these
frightfully, sort of with-it films like Last Tango in Paris and so forth, with Marion
Brando and his packet of butter, as I recall. I think that I would say that
probably most.... I'm entirely fed up with sex in films these days, because
there's so much of it and I basically find it fairly tacky, but I don't think it's
damaging to people in the same way as violence is damaging. I think there is
an incitement to violence in so much of what we do these days. I'm not in the
least surprised that people start off a peaceful demonstration of Ml
demonstrators demonstrating against globalisation and end up buffing police
horses and things like that. There's too much resort to violence in our society
full stop, I think. However, certainly as a film reviewer, I would have been
opposed to sexual censorship, which was extremely heavy in those days.
Until, I think the late sixties or early seventies, Lady Chatterley's Lover was
banned here, and Lolita, and things like that, so I certainly would've been
opposed to censorship.
CF

So was Western Australia a fairly conservative place?

WARNOCK Absolutely, an extraordinarily conservative society. That's why, I
suppose, anybody who was on the left, who was in the position that I was in,
coming out of this very conservative society, always felt as though you were
out of step with the rest of society; always felt you were up against it, on the
barricades or whatever. As a young person, that's quite a lively position to be
in; you don't really mind about that. I certainly, for most of my life have had
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the feeling that I've been in the minority camp, if you like, because I do think
it's a very conservative place.
CF
You mentioned in your speech that it's better to be part of a
wider community than to secede. Was there a feeling that WA had seceded
by thought; I mean hadn't actually seceded, but was there a feeling of
isolation here?
WARNOCK I don't know that I'd say seceded, because I think of that as a
political movement, largely based on greed, frankly, so I'd regard that as a
separate issue. Certainly I think the isolation of Perth has had an influence on
lots of social movements here, and on the tone of society. In lots of ways it
made life more pleasant, because you made your own fun, you were miles
away from anywhere, you had amateur dramatic societies and amateur music
societies, and all that sort of thing, simply because there was nothing else.
When I was young, you didn't get the big pop concerts and things like that,
coming in, and the big shows didn't come because it was too darned
expensive to do it; so everybody did everything here. While you missed out
on a lot of stuff that might've come from overseas or the Eastern States, in a
sense it made for very vigorous activity here in the way of chamber music,
theatre, and so on. The Festival of Perth, that was a home-grown movement,
which was aimed at bringing sort of culture to the locals and so on, which it's
continued to do for more than 40 years. I think that that sort of cultural
isolation and political isolation, has made a difference to this society. Of
course since the communications revolution, that's changed; everybody's on
the Internet now and we're all in each other's backyards.
END OF TAPE ONE SIDE B
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary
History project, tape two, on the third of May 2000 [2001].
CF
Diana you said that we were now more equal because of media.
Television came in to Western Australia, through Channel Seven and James
Cruthers. Were you ever tempted to be on television, that sort of media?
WARNOCK [Laughs] Yes, I think right from the beginning everybody
regarded television as the glamour part of the media, and I think, basically,
everybody thought only the very beautiful would end up on television anyway.
Certainly I had that view and I always thought of myself as terribly plain, so I
wouldn't have thought of myself as being eligible. I did have a rather amusing
brush with it quite early in my career. When I was at The West Australian some
friends of mine who worked at the ABC, who were also involved in the film
business, tried to get a little, sort of 10 dollar, or 10 pound it would have been in
those days, a cultural show going late at night on the ABC. A lot of television
was made locally then in Western Australia, (which it is not any longer; there is
very little local television, apart from the news). In those days they had a bit of
a budget for local production and Michael Brock, and I think John HarperNelson, were involved in getting this show called Revue on late at night. It was
on so late, at about 11 o'clock, that I don't think anyone watched it except our
families, but we thought it was great, of course; and we weren't paid for it, by
the way, I might add.
When I was working at The West [The West Australian] I was also moonlighting
and doing this show once a week on the ABC. I don't know whether I told
anybody about it or not; I think maybe I eventually did because I thought I might
have got into trouble. I did explain that I wasn't paid for it, and it was just an
experiment and maybe it wouldn't last long, which I didn't, of course; nobody
had any money for it. This show was all about what was on in Perth, the
culture of Perth, and I went on and talked about the movies with my friend
Michael Brock and John Harper-Nelson and various others. I can remember
one very funny event one day when I came into the office. I sat in the office
next door to where the sporting writers were, who were always terribly lively;
they were heavy drinking, heavy smoking, noisy. They used to come in in the
afternoon and shout and rant and so on, and they were great characters.
I can remember one of the guys, who's now dead, a lovely bloke called Geoff
Christian, who was the football writer and had been a great athlete in his youth;
he was older than me. He came in one day and he said, "Di, I didn't know that
you'd been on television, mate", and I sort of looked around very nervously
because I didn't particularly want anybody else to know. I mean, what an idea,
that you actually are on television and you don't think anybody knows about it; I
mean, what's the point of being on television! I looked around a bit nervously
and I said, "Mate, I didn't know that you were interested in the arts"; I was
absolutely gobsmacked by this. I looked around at Geoff, and he said, "Oh
Christ, mate, I'm not interested in the arts; the soccer's on after that you know."
It was terribly funny because I was sort of mystified about anybody else
knowing about it; I mean such an absurd idea that you wouldn't think anybody
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would know. That lasted very briefly, but I didn't really seriously consider it
because I thought it was only for the beautiful.
Some years later, and I was very amused by it because one of my other
colleagues went on to do this show, Jim McCartney, who'd been my former
boss at The West; by this time both of us had left The West in various kinds of
bad odour, he rang me up and said I want you to try out for this movie show on
Channel Nine. I said, "Oh mate, I don't know that I'm the one" and so on. I
said, "Look, I'll get back to you about that, there's plenty of time." He said to
me, I can still remember his words over the phone; "I don't have plenty of time."
He had cancer at the time and I didn't know that. What he was trying to do was
organise his friends, as he saw them, and people.... you know how you do
when you try to, as it were, do "last things"; you're trying to tie up ends, you're
trying to look after people you're leaving behind, as it were. He wanted very
much for me to try out for this show because he thought I would have been
good for it because he knew that I loved the movies. He died very soon after
that. I was sad about that, but I was also sad about the fact that I didn't try to
get on to this show for him. It's one of those things that I regret in life. I've only
got regrets about things I didn't do, and that's one of the regrets that I have. It
would have been nice for him if I'd shown more interest in it and actually tried
out for the show. My friend, Michael Brock, got the job and he went on to work
on the show for quite some time.
When I see Margaret Pomeranz and David Stratton doing the Movie Show now
I think "Damn, should've done that"; it would've been great fun. Of course,
these days on television you don't have to be glamorous and so forth, to get on;
in fact those days have gone. No, I missed my opportunity in television and I
think that's among the very few regrets, I think, I have about life. [laughs]
I've talked to Gruff Richards and he has a lot of respect for Jim
CF
McCartney, as a journalist and as a person. What's your view of him, because
he's fairly famous or infamous?
WARNOCK He's certainly infamous, because he had a terrible drinking
problem. There were jokes about him all the time and about how he was
constantly being sent off to Switzerland to dry out in a sanatorium; that was the
phrase in those days. I don't know whether there were any of those places in
Switzerland, or if anybody ever went there, but certainly that's the way it was
described in my day at The West. Everybody loved him. He was enormously
attractive to women. He was a very attractive man. As a young woman I would
have regarded him as middle aged. I don't know how old he was when I was
there, but he was certainly enormously attractive to women, and he liked
women a great deal. As a friend, he liked women as well, and I always got on
terrifically well with him. I felt sorry for him, and I felt angry about the fact that a
lot of dumber and not so clever people were actually able to sort of be offhand
about him and badmouth him because he had this drinking problem.
I saw equally that you couldn't go on doing a high-powered job like that with the
problem that he had. I could see that he had the problem, there was no
question about that; everybody could see it. I thought he was one of the most
intelligent people I ever met. I've worked for quite a number of very clever
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people, and he was one of them. Interestingly, Bob Maumill was another of the
very clever people that I worked with, and Jim Carr; Jim's dead now as well. I
thought that McCartney was fantastic. I respected his intelligence; I found him
enormously attractive as a person and as a man, and I just felt very sorry that
he had this awful problem.
CF
When you were at The West, you've talked about how you
admired the sports journalists, and you wanted to do film, were you interested
in political journalism?
WARNOCK I was never asked to do political journalism and I don't remember
the political writers of those days having a great deal of status the way they do
these days. When I became active in politics, I suppose, had I gone back to
newspaper journalism then I would have tried, but I was not active in politics in
those days when I was at The West; I only became active after I left The West.
No, I didn't think of politics at all because I don't remember... I mean it was the
sort of the senior industrial relations writer, the senior court reporter; various
people had jobs like that, the senior police reporter, who had all the status. I
don't remember much status for the political writers in those days. Maybe it
was just so conservative they just didn't create much of a stir; I don't know, I
don't remember that. I had no desire to report on politics. I actually became
active in politics after I left The West and that was when I joined both the Labor
movement, if you like, and also the women's movement.
The Labor Party, or the Labor movement; you were part of the
CF
Labor Film Club at university.
WARNOCK That's right.
CF

Was that political in any way?

WARNOCK Not that I remember. They just used to have good parties with
terribly cheap wine and see these very intellectual movies; that's all I can
remember about it. I don't remember any political activism at all, interestingly.
CF

What made you join, or become, active then in the Labor Party?

WARNOCK I wish I could remember that. It's strange, I don't actually
remember what it was that triggered it off. Bill and I were both involved in a
campaign in my early twenties against the death penalty. It wasn't part of the
Labor movement, it was simply part of something that we were involved with
personally. In my later twenties I campaigned, for the first time. While I was
still at The West, now that I recall it, I campaigned in my first Labor campaign
for Joe Berinson, who was elected to the Federal Parliament in 1969. That was
my first political campaign. I was 29 and still working as a journalist, but I
wasn't sort of madly active. I worked in every election; I handed out how-tovote cards, but I didn't think of myself as being constantly politically active, and
I wasn't involved in many campaigns. What I was involved in around about that
time, and I suppose in a sense that was the beginning of my political activism,
was the anti-Vietnam War movement. My friend, Hugh Owen, was one of the
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leaders of that movement over here, and I can remember going to huge rallies;
very small ones in the beginning, and then they eventually got to be huge.
Most of the people that I know now in politics, and my good friends at the time
(most of whom were on the Left; a few of my friends are conservative, but very
few) were also involved in it. I can remember lots of people that I still see being
very active in that movement as well. I suppose in a sense that was the
beginning of it really, the anti-Vietnam War stuff, and that sort of coincided with
my getting involved with the Labor movement. I worked very hard to assist the
Labor Government getting in in 1972, and like most Labor people was utterly
devastated when Gough [Whitlam] was sacked in 1975. I can remember being
depressed for a whole six months; I was completely devastated by it. I found
it... I thought it was totally illegitimate and a shocking way for someone to
behave, for the Governor General to do that. Now I realise, of course, that he
had a constitutional right; I just think he morally behaved badly, and I think
there were plenty of other ways he could have gone about it.
The party was defeated and we all knew that was going to happen, even
though... These things are still devastating. It's like somebody dying of cancer;
even though you know it's going to happen, it's still awful when it happens. For
six months after that I was very, very depressed, and that was when I became
very active in the women's movement. I think in a way it was a conscious effort
to get myself involved in something very involving. I was so depressed about it,
like a lot of people on the Left, I sort of thought, "No, I've got to seize..." This is
what I've done most of my life. If things are bad I've sort of struggled up from
the floor and sort of thought "Oh God, now I've got to do something about this",
and that's what I've always done, whether it's been getting the sack or
whatever [laughs], I've just sort of got back and thought, "I've got to do
something about it now". That's, in a sense, why I became very active in the
women's movement; I actually consciously went after it. I went to work in
women's refuges. I helped to start another women's refuge. I got involved in
the Australian Women Against Rape, the Abortion Law Repeal Association, the
Women's Electoral Lobby. I was involved in endless numbers of women's
groups and very, very active, in between working as a sort of freelance
journalist and doing a few odd things here and there to sort of keep head above
water. It was a very interesting period. I was only working part time and I
spent an enormous amount of time and energy on trying to make the women's
cause, if you like; in common with a lot of other people, I wasn't doing it on my
own.
When you campaigned for Joe Berinson, did he ask you to
CF
campaign for him? Was he a friend?
WARNOCK I don't remember that. He's a friend, and I guess that what he did
was ask me to do it. The interesting part about it was; and there's an
interesting little anecdote in relation to this. My husband and I were both
working on that campaign. He was actually doing Joe's advertising, because
he was an advertising man. He did Joe's advertising for nothing; in fact he
often worked for nothing for the Labor Party as their advertising adviser in
those days. In those days they didn't have these huge budgets to spend on
advertising; they had to depend on their friends and numbers of us used to give
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our time to do advertising campaigns. That was one of the things that Bill did.
He was working for Joe as his advertising advocate. I was working for Joe just
handing out leaflets and all that sort of thing. It was, as I often say to people in
after-dinner-speeches, it was atypical of Labor campaigns in those days
because it was successful. I can remember immense amounts of unsuccessful
campaigns, with people standing around drinking cheap wine and going "We
peaked too early." It was just a cliché in those days that we were never
successful, we were never going to get there, we were always losing, and lo
and behold in my first real campaign we were actually winning, it was amazing.
I don't remember whether Joe asked me, but I suspect that he probably did.
Probably our friends, Wally and Sylvia Hyams would have said to us, "We're all
working for Joe", or something, because they would've been involved with
Joe's campaign as well; let's do it, sort of thing, and so I did it. Bill was
probably asked by Joe to do his advertising.
The funny story is that at the same time Bill's advertising agency, which he was
the Chairman and founding Director of; they were actually working
professionally for Joe's opponent, Fred Chaney senior. Later on when Fred
Chaney lost, and his son, Fred Chaney junior was terribly upset about it; he
was a friend of mine from university and he came around to see Bill. I wasn't
there at the time; he came around privately to Bill and said he was absolutely
furious that Bill had done something terribly underhand, had been working for
his father's opponent, and so on. Bill said well, I wasn't paid for it and I'm an
honourable person. I didn't look at your father's advertising at any time. Your
father's... My agency was well paid for doing your father's work; they're the
best people that I could find to do the work; maybe we just ran a better
campaign. Young Fred was very, very angry about it, and they had a terrible
fight. I think he called my husband a Bollinger Bolshevik, or something, and Bill
said, "I was born in the Gorbals in Glasgow... My family have been Labor
supporters for generations. If you ever meet a more sincere socialist than
myself, I will be surprised", and had an extremely angry confrontation.
Interestingly, years later, Fred, whom I respect a great deal, although we've
always been on the wrong side politically from each other (I respect him a great
deal as a human being) years later when he went up for the Senate himself, he
came up to Bill. We were always in the Tally Room on election night; we were
always there cheering our side on. He came up in the Tally Room the night
that he won and said "I want to get this over and done with. I want to shake
hands with you because I don't want us to fight again"; and we didn't. We've
always got on very well ever since. That was an interesting little side anecdote
about the 1969 election.
CF
I just want to ask you, because you were talking about Joe
Berinson, what do you think of him as a politician?
WARNOCK Joe is a very conservative Labor person.
He's a very
conservative Jew, as well. Some of my Jewish friends find that he is way out
on the sort of Right orthodox side of the Jewish faith. I have a number of
Jewish friends and I spoke to someone about him the other day, and he said,
"Oh we hardly see him these days. He's become very religious in his
retirement." I thought he was extremely honourable, terribly straight, and an
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extraordinarily hard working person. When I met him... I think when he went
into Federal politics he was actually a pharmacist, and travelling backwards
and forwards to Canberra, he got a law degree and eventually became a
lawyer. Therefore finally, when he came back to work in State politics and was
elected to State politics, he became the Attorney General. Quite off his own
bat, as it were, he left the pharmacy business, went into law, got a law degree,
as a mature age person, and then went on to practise law and be the Attorney
General. I've always thought of him as terribly straight, terribly honourable, but
very, very conservative. Some of our conservatives on the Labor side are
actually almost as conservative, if not more so in some ways, than some on the
Liberal side. I've always thought of him as a very likeable person. He's been
very generous to me; he launched my campaign in 1992 and I was very
grateful to him for doing that. I just thought of him as being a good person. I
had one brief insight years later when we'd known each other for a long time,
and seen each other around the political scene and everywhere else, I had no
idea that he could also be very amusing. Years later I met him at a very nice
do for Marcus Einfeld when he was over here, and it was very much in the
family; there were very few people outside the group of the Jewish community
and their friends who were at this thing. I can remember Joe, I think he was the
Attorney General at the time, he made an amusing speech. I was absolutely
amazed because I had no idea that he could be funny as well as being
tremendously serious and diligent and honourable; I'd always thought of him
that way. He was very, very funny on this occasion, and it was an insight into
him that I hadn't had before.
Now the anti-Vietnam War movement, you said you started being
CF
involved in that while you were still a journalist?
WARNOCK I suppose I must have been because I'm trying to remember to
the dates here; it's very strange. I can remember flashes of demonstrations. I
can remember standing outside the Playhouse Theatre where Jim Cairns had
just launched his book Silence Kills and we were all standing around being
photographed by ASIO, because ASIO was always out and about in those
days. There was a famous old Right wing character called Viv James, now
dead, who was always photographing people for ASIO, and a whole lot of us on
the Left were all holding up our cameras on the other side and taking pictures
of Viv and people we suspected of being ASIO agents. I can remember flashes
of things like that but I can't remember exactly what I was doing as a job at the
time, oddly enough. You know how your memory... It's not so much
deliberately selective, but unfortunately selective. You've got pictures from
here that are very vivid, and pictures from there that are very vivid, and a whole
lot of gaps in the middle. I can't actually remember connecting my... It would
have been, now that I come to think of it, it probably, had I been working at The
West at that time, which I must have, been pretty awkward because The West
was very conservative still, and probably didn't approve of it. Perhaps I was a
Sunday demonstrator; or perhaps I was a Saturday demonstrator. I remember
vividly being on a number of demonstrations and it must have been a problem
at The West at the time.
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That's what I was going to ask you. What was the reaction of The
CF
West to the demonstration?
WARNOCK I don't remember. I can't remember that at all and I'd really need
to go back... I'd actually need to go back and consult a lot of my own cuttings
from the time and do a bit of research myself; I'm sure that would trigger the
memories. The memories I have at the moment are being there with Hugh and
numerous other people that I knew, and going to lots of dinners at the time
where everybody was talking about it, and having arguments with more
conservative people about it privately. I can remember a lot of private activity,
but I don't remember any activity at The West, interestingly enough.
CF
changed.

Because the view of The West did change, as society's views

WARNOCK Yes, that was very interesting. Society's views changed and the
society did largely come round to our view. Interestingly enough... I mean I've
got cousins who were involved. I've got a number of friends who were
conscientious objectors, who were defended by Peter Dowding, as I recall at
the time, and I can remember reporting those cases at The West. I must have
been at The West at the time I reported on those conscientious objectors'
cases over at the Police Court, because I did a lot of police reporting, but I don't
remember the reaction at The West. I do remember, as I say, numerous
people who didn't want to go. I have a cousin who's quite well known, who was
up there, and I have a cousin by marriage who was up there as well.
Interestingly enough I have no memory, after we all demonstrated and after,
when the Labor Party got in in 1972 when they brought people back again from
Vietnam, I can't actually remember any of the awful bit that followed, which all
the Veterans now talk about; the RSL, the society in general and so on. I have
no memory of that at all, strangely enough; maybe because my life had moved
on. I don't recall any of that, but Vietnam Veterans have told me later that they
recall being very angered that they had no decent sort of reception when they
came back and they were treated like pariahs, not only by the community, but
also by the people who were supposed to defend them, namely the RSL.
You said that you were involved in police reporting then because
CF
you can remember reporting on conscientious objectors.
WARNOCK Court reporting, not police reporting; two very different things.
CF

So women could do court reporting but not police reporting?

WARNOCK Oh, yes. I did court reporting in my first year. You weren't
allowed on the police round; that was too sordid. You might have to go and
look at a body lying on the ground, or you might have to go to the morgue, or
you might have to do something like that. Yes, that was definitely out for
women, but court reporting wasn't.
CF

Were there not things in the court that were equally as sordid?
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WARNOCK Well in a sense, yes, and I don't remember ever being asked to
leave a court, although I imagine in those days you might very well have been
asked to leave a court if there was sordid details of a rape case or something. I
remember capital cases at the Supreme Court, murder trials and things like
that, but they tried to put the older men on to those sort of things rather than the
young women. We all wanted to be on them because it sort of us struck us as
being where all the action was. We were generally relegated to fairly boring
things like the civil cases, whereas the sort of senior male reporter was the one
who did the very serious cases.
CF
In the early demonstrations and the anti-Vietnam demonstrations
that you were involved in, was there any violence?
WARNOCK I don't remember there being any violence. I remember one of
my friends, who's still a very good, close friend, telling me that she was rather a
refined Labor supporter and she was very upset at having a pan of water tipped
on her by someone as she went past. She said, "Oh, my first demonstration
and somebody tipped a bucket of water on me. Is it always like that?" I said
"No", looking rather puzzled, because nobody had ever tipped any water on
me. People yelled at you, but I was already accustomed to that because I'd
been in demonstrations about abortion and people regularly yelled "murderer",
exterminator" at you. I don't remember any of those sorts of things. I can just
remember a feeling of knowing that we were right. We had no idea what would
happen, of course, but you always, you know in these cases when you're very
fired up about something, believe that your side is right, and we surged with
this. In a sense, the fact that it was a growing crowd of people that we were
with, I suppose would have encouraged this feeling, that we were right and that
everything was going to turn out okay. so we sort of batted along. I don't
remember any violence; there may have been some, but I have no memory of
it.
So were you objecting to the war itself and our involvement with
CF
America? What were you objecting to.
WARNOCK Well the war itself. I genuinely believed then, and I still believe
now, that we shouldn't have been involved at all. I have no animus whatsoever
towards anybody who was sent up there to fight, because they were conscripts,
for God's sake. I had a huge objection to the war. I thought it was not our
business, we shouldn't have been there, it was a civil war in another country. I
didn't believe in the yellow peril/red menace theory, although I didn't ever have
any brief for the Communists, I just didn't believe in that domino theory that was
so trendy at the time. I was against the war, full stop. I was also totally against
conscripts being sent to this awful foreign war that I didn't think they should
have been in, so "bring them home" would have been the thing that I was
saying; I was thinking bring them home, they shouldn't be there, it's not our
war, get out of it. They were the two major themes. That is why it shocked me
so much later when people told me, people like my cousins and so on, that they
were horror struck at their reception. We thought we were doing something
good. We were against this awful war, where they were going to get killed, and
we wanted to bring them home because they were being unfairly sent to this
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conscripted war; that's what we were against. I thought we were right, and in a
sense, even though we were pretty crude about it, I still think we're right.
CF

What were your views on America then?

WARNOCK I suppose, like most people, I would've been pretty anti-American.
I mean I'm anti-American now, but for a wholly different reason altogether.
[laughs] I see it as a country with too much religion and too many guns frankly.
I think it's a lunatic society, but in those days I would have just been trendily
anti-American because Uncle Sam was stomping all over everybody and
selling them Coca-Cola. [laughs]
CF
Round about this same time you said you began to work in
women's refuges. How did you begin to do that?
WARNOCK I've often wondered about that. I've been trying to work out
exactly when it was because a lot of people have asked me about it. I think it
came about like this: I was thinking about the women's movement. A lot of my
friends were involved in the women's movement; more and more people I knew
were getting involved in things like that. I was working, at the time, for
something that no longer exists, called the Health Education Council, which is
where I had the wonderful boss, Jim Can. He was an old journalist who was
running this organisation, and basically we were there to educate the
community about... We did sex education; we did education about smoking
and all that sort of thing and I was working as an employed journalist for the
Health Education Council. While I was there, there was a course being run
down at a place that also no longer exists, called the Selby Clinic or the Selby
Community Centre, or something like that, where they had a whole lot of
courses; encounter groups; it was very sort of 1970s. It was a whole lot of
things that people were running there; kind of getting together and getting in
touch with themselves, and so on. I went to one of these courses for a whole
lot of people who wanted... I suppose if it gets down to it, it was a course for
community activists, but it was people who wanted to be active in their
community. It wasn't people who wanted to ferment rebellion, I don't think,
although a lot of people probably went on to ferment rebellion. It was a sort of
get active in your community sort of a course.
While I was there I met numbers of people who subsequently became very
active in their communities, and I think when I was there I met some of the
women that I went to the first women's refuge with. I also met one of the other
women, subsequently, that I actually started a women's refuge with, the Mary
Smith Refuge, later on, because she saw that I'd done this other work and said,
"Can you help me start this one over in Bentley?"; so I went over there to help
start the one in Bentley. I think that's basically how it came about. It was a sort
of accident of time; it was an accident of chance; it was an accident of the work
that I was doing at the time.
CF

How many refuges were there available for women?
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WARNOCK Well, I mean there was places like Ave Maria [these] were sort of
women's shelters they would have been called in those days, and there were
probably one or two of them. This was the first independent feminist women 's
refuge, Nardine, that I worked in. That was very much an independent feminist
women's refuge. I don't think we actually had any funding in those days, we
just used to help people to get Social Security when they left home, and with
their Social Security they paid at bit towards living in the house. It was
extremely rough and ready and very kind of... It was pretty stressful because
there were a stack of people who were, at that time, seeking shelter. There
weren't many places for them to go and this was a place that... There were
constant arguments going on about women's rights generally; about abortion,
about women's unemployment, about changing the laws about rape and so on.
There was a tremendous amount of foment in the community and all these
things were going on at the same time. There was a gathering group of
activists who were working in all of these fields, including working at these
women's refuges. A number of the women that I still know, and that I'm still
great friends with, are people that I met round about that time working in the
movement.
CF

Were you ever afraid working in the refuge?

WARNOCK Well, it was pretty nasty sometimes there, late at night. You'd do
[a] 24 hour unpaid shift, and you had to stay there at night and, sometimes
there were very nasty people wandering around with guns or knives or things.
Yes, once or twice it was pretty unpleasant, but I was never personally afraid.
It was unpleasant, and I can see that it was potentially dangerous for the
women. That was about the time that no addresses for refuges were ever
given out. There were people who came up and threatened women in the
refuge; and we just used to say, "Go away", and call the police. No, I was
never personally afraid, but it was a very stressful situation with the women
who were there.
What was the difference in philosophy between the Ave Maria
CF
Shelter and the women's refuge?
WARNOCK I think the Ave Maria Shelter, like a lot of things that were run by
religious organisations in those days, would have been doing the right thing for
reasons that were quite different from the Nardine group. The Nardine group
were very consciously ideological. They actually believed it was part of the
movement; strengthening women's independence and working for women's
independence; that they [the women] shouldn't have to continue in bad
relationships where there was violence; that they really must be able to
empower themselves by leaving that situation and then becoming independent.
Whereas I would think that somewhere like Ave Maria had probably been there
for rather a long time and they... I mean, I didn't ever talk to them about that, I
just used to ring them up, as we all rang each other, to say, "Have you got any
spare beds"; I didn't ever have a philosophical discussion with them.
I assume that the lines that they would run the thing on were that these were
unfortunate women; rather like the attitude that in the nineteenth century people
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took to prostitutes; they were fallen women and, basically, needed looking after.
I might be doing them an absolute... I might be being entirely unfair to the
people at Ave Maria. They may, in fact, [have] had the same feminist views as
the people at Nardine, but I always had the impression that they were basically
sort of an old-fashioned group of people who saw that some women needed
help and so they took them in.
END OF TAPE TWO SIDE A
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock, Tape Two, Side B 2001.
CF
Diana, just on the follow-up questions from last week, you said
that you were interested in the women's cause. What was that for you? What
was the women's cause?
WARNOCK The women's cause was that women should have exactly equal
status with men; that they should no longer be second-class citizens in any
way, legally or socially, economically, any other way. I believe that men and
women should have exactly equal rights, in exactly the same way as I believe
people of different colours and different religious backgrounds, and disability
and gender and so on, should have exactly equal rights. We should all be
equal under the law and have an equal opportunity to make the best of what we
have. We're obviously not going to end up with equal outcomes, because not
everybody is as clever as anybody else, but the facts are that we all should be
given an equal opportunity.
I believe that legally, women weren't given that opportunity and a very simple
example of that is the fact that all professions weren't open to women at that
time; professions, or trades, that is. Certainly in the case of journalism, where
we did have equal pay, equal opportunity wasn't available to women. Certainly
I rejected the abortion laws because I thought they were directed specifically
against women. I thought many other things, like the way women were treated
in rape cases, for example, and the fact that domestic violence was almost an
accepted fact of life, if you like, rather than regarded as a crime; which is
exactly what it should be regarded as. In terms of what I wanted to do for
women it was simply to bring women up in the long fight, if you like, to get
absolute equality.
CF
class.

There's been some criticism that groups like WEL, were middle

WARNOCK They were open to everybody, Criena. I'm always amazed at
those sorts of criticisms. Nobody ever said don't come in, you're black or
you're poor. The doors were open to everybody. The reason it was started off
by the middle class was probably the same reason as every revolution in
human history has been started by the educated people, was simply they had
the opportunity and they had the knowledge. Look at the French revolution,
you've got Danton, Robespierre, Camille Desmoulins and so on. It was a
peasants' revolution, it was a working-class revolution, but it was also a middleclass revolution because they were the ones who had the knowledge, if you like
and perhaps even the power to change things. The doors were always open to
everybody. I never heard of anybody saying, "Don't let's have Aboriginal
women" or "Don't let's have women of colour of another kind", or whatever.
Anybody who wanted to get on the boat with us, and work with us, was
welcome.

Did your work with WEL lead on to your tutorials at Murdoch in
CF
women's studies?
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WARNOCK In a sense, yes; I suppose because I was among that group of
people. I was sort of in that very large gang, if you like, who were actually busy
trying to change the world. I suppose I met other people who were doing that,
and among them were the people who started the women's studies course at
Murdoch University.
CF
I guess?

What was Murdoch like in that period, in those sort of heady days,

WARNOCK If was very exciting actually, Murdoch. I must admit I'd been
educated at the first Western Australian university, the most conservative
university, but the most, I suppose, well-regarded university even now; that is
the University of Western Australia. Murdoch seemed to me, at the time, to be
a very interesting university. They liked the idea of sort of mixed disciplines,
they liked the idea of unusual people teaching, and so on. I didn't have a Ph D,
I just had an ordinary old BA, and I was a tutor in this women's studies course,
and I thought that was interesting. I realise now because I understand
university politics as well as anybody else does, these days you wouldn't even
get a tutor's job without a Ph D. Of course, there's all sorts other things going
on in university politics all the time, in terms of tenure and so on. I just thought
it was a really interesting university, taking on interesting new subjects and
doing them in a different way; it was a very exciting place to be.
Was that optimism about change for women, do you think that's
CF
changed now? Do you think there's less of a feeling of optimism?
WARNOCK That's an interesting question. I don't think that there is less of a
feeling of optimism. I think that an enormous number of things that we set out
to achieve, have been achieved, and I don't know what you do after the
revolution, except get on with life. There are still traces of a backlash around,
and that's really the thing that worries me; it's not the optimism or pessimism,
because I do believe that we achieved about 98 per cent of what we set out to
do. The facts are that there are always people who are affected badly by
revolution. Look at the bloody revolution, the French revolution; the aristocrats
were extraordinarily badly affected by it, and I don't blame them in the least for
being extremely upset about it. I suppose in a sense you could say that men,
although not all men by all means, because a lot of men I know are feminists
and they get on perfectly well with women who take the view that I do about
life, that a partnership should be entirely equal. A lot of men don't share that
view and I suppose they see themselves as losers.
I'd have to say that I see these men as rather bitter and twisted and they
probably would never be anything other than a loser anyway. I understand that
there are some people who feel that they benefited from women being
subservient and those people, I guess, would be pretty upset. There's always
going to be a backlash after a revolution, and there is a backlash. It's very
deeply disappointing that some men still want to drive all women out of the
work force, some men would like to see women being subservient, some men
still believe they have the right to bash their wives if they have an argument
with them, and so on. That's deeply disappointing, a matter of great regret, and
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I'd certainly like to see that change. I don't think we should denigrate feminism
because some men are still unable to accept that the world has changed. I do
say, too, whenever anybody says, "Oh yes a middle-class revolution, and what
about all the women in Africa", feminists have always been concerned about
that. Every women's group that I've ever been involved with has been
concerned about the condition of women in countries where we women are
genitally mutilated, for example; where women are slaves; where women have
no rights, like the women in Afghanistan. I've never met a woman who was
active in women's affairs, who wasn't concerned about that, although quite
frankly, I believe that there's very little you can do outside your own patch.
That's why I concentrated on what we were doing here in Western Australia,
and in Australia, rather than getting involved in overseas fights. There's not
much you can do about those sorts of things frankly, from here, but you
certainly should be concerned about it, and you should wish it to change, and
anything that you can do you should do.
Because you're also a member of Amnesty [Amnesty
CF
International]. Is it for that reason?
WARNOCK That's right. I'm a member of Amnesty because I simply believe
that you have to defend human rights wherever they seem to be abused, and
part of that, of course, is defending people who are in prison, unjustly. Another
part of it is preventing cruel and inhuman punishment. I'd have to say that's
one of the reasons why I'm an opponent of the death penalty as well, but I'm
also distressed to think that in some countries, women virtually have no rights
at all.
You spoke then of a backlash, but you were speaking mainly
CF
about a male backlash. Certainly women have been coming out, and in a
sense there's a backlash from women. Why do you think that is?
WARNOCK I think they're just conservative women who would always have
had a different view about women's lives from the view that I have about
women's lives. I have to confess I find it almost incomprehensible, in the same
way as I find it incomprehensible that a woman could decide that she opposes
abortion personally and therefore she won't let any other woman consider
having an abortion. I find that incomprehensible I'm afraid; perhaps I lack
imagination, but I just can't understand it. Nor can I understand women who
are subservient to men and who believe that's the way life should be; I don't
understand that either. Yes, there are women like that. I'd have to say I view
them like some strange, interesting species of dinosaur, really.
I want to follow up on the Labor Party. You've talked about being
CF
involved with Joe Berinson's campaign, and that was your very first campaign.
Then you were active in the anti-Vietnam war movement, which was not
necessarily the Labor Party. When did you join the Labor Party officially?
WARNOCK I can't remember that quite honestly; I don't keep those kinds of
records. I wouldn't have joined it when I was a journalist, because I still believe
that journalists shouldn't be members of political parties, even though every
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journalist in the world has a political view, because everybody does and it's
nonsense to pretend they don't. I think it's unwise to join a political party
because you can then be denigrated, quite properly, as perhaps being biased
towards that political party, and I think it's unwise to join a party, so I would've, I
imagine.... I know that I was a member in the seventies, because when I left
The West Australian I worked as a freelance, but I didn't actually work for any
organisation, so I guess it would've been at that time, some time in the early
seventies, that I joined the Labor Party.
We are going to talk about radio, but you said you didn't want to
CF
be a member of a political party as a journalist but you were also a radio
journalists. Is there a difference?
WARNOCK No, there's not, but I didn't work in radio full time until 1982 and I
certainly wouldn't have been a member of a party at that time. I would have
had the view then.... My membership would've lapsed by then and I would
certainly have had the view that it was unwise to be a member at that time as
well. I was a supporter; quite clearly I campaigned for the party and I never
made any secret of that. Why should I? The facts are that I don't think that
one ought to carry a party ticket, and I didn't at that time.
Could you talk to me then about the Labor Party in the seventies,
CF
under Whitlam? How did that impact on Western Australian Labor politics for
you?
WARNOCK I'd have to say that I've never been on the inside of West
Australian Labor politics. I've never been sort of among the powerbrokers,
although I did a lot of work behind the scenes in the way of assisting with media
campaigns for the Labor Party. My husband and I both did that, because in
those days the party didn't have the money to pay media advisers; we were
unpaid media advisers. I didn't have much to do with the party structure and I
didn't have any desire to be one of the internal, sort of Machiavellis, if you like,
so I have no idea about how it affected the internal workings of the party. My
perception of the Labor Party in the seventies was that it suddenly became
open to a whole lot of different people from the ones who'd traditionally been
members of the party; i.e. trade unionists and a lot of working-class people.
I have the idea that it expanded to include a lot of middle-class people in
Whitlam's time because the emphasis of the party from being just a straight-out
trade union party and a party that looked after people who were disadvantaged,
it seemed to expand and include a lot of other changes and reforms. When I
came to it, and you'll certainly see that in my maiden speech, because I saw it
as a party of reform as well as a party which looked after the disadvantaged,
which is its core business, if you like.
That's what you say in your maiden speech, that you did see it as
CF
a party of reform. Did you see that reform beginning in the period then?
WARNOCK It was certainly in the air. The women in the party certainly
wanted to see change and reform. They wanted to see the abortion laws
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changed, for example; they wanted to see sex discrimination Acts and equal
opportunity Acts brought in; they wanted to see all of those things changed for
women, and for people of colour and so on. They were certainly supportive of
the idea of getting rid of conscription and so on; there were a whole lot of things
going on. You've got to remember this was a time of immense ferment. It was
not only the women's movement that was in ferment, it was the political scene,
generally; particularly after [19]75 of course, because that was such a shock to
everybody, the dismissal of 75. That led to a very angry kind of fermenting
period in local politics. In terms of how it changed the party itself, I couldn't tell
you because I wasn't anywhere near the internal workings of the party. I was
just a foot soldier, in the same way as I was in the women's movement. I just
helped out at elections and did the sorts of things that any ordinary supporter
would do.
CF

So when did you become much more involved?

WARNOCK Well, I don't know that I ever have, frankly. I don't have much
time for the internal machinations of any political party, and I frankly find it
boring and I don't know why so many other people are really fascinated by it.
Okay, I like theoretical politics; I think the study of politics is fascinating and the
analogy with war in politics is certainly an exact one. I can see all that and I
enjoy the cut and thrust of campaigns. I love campaigns. I think campaigning
is about the most interesting part of politics; it's a damned pity that so much of it
is a helluva lot duller than what you do during the campaign. In terms of the
internal workings of the party, I've specifically rejected that. It makes me very
angry that so many people in the party spend so much time on it. I do believe
that it often leads, that is the factional internal wrangling, to people who don't
really have very much skill, getting to be pre-selected for seats, which I think is
gravely disappointing.
Before you actually decided to stand, you were asked several
CF
times to stand.
WARNOCK Yes, I was.
CF

Who asked you?

WARNOCK George Gear asked me on one occasion and Stephen Smith
asked me on another occasion, and other people in large gatherings would tell
me that I should join up. I was specifically asked on two occasions. Once to
stand for Tangney, which I didn't want to do, I thought it was unwinnable. I was
also asked to stand as Lord Mayor against Reg Withers; I didn't think that was
winnable either. So I rejected both of those overtures.
Was this before you were in radio, when you were asked to stand
CF
against Reg Withers?
WARNOCK No, it was when I was in radio. That's why they asked me
because people knew me. The obvious thing about a candidate, unless it's
somebody who's been working in a backroom for the last 20 years, or is a
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particularly skilled backroom campaigner, or is on the local P & C [Parents and
Citizens Association] or the dog pound, or whatever; they are obvious
candidates as well. The other obvious candidate is someone that people know,
and people know radio people, which is why they ask people like myself to go
into politics.
CF

Why did you think it was unwinnable against Reg?

WARNOCK I just knew it was unwinnable. I know the way politics works; I
understand it very well. He would have had the entire might of the Liberal Party
spending huge fortunes to get him in. It was quite obvious that he was going to
win, and he did, overwhelmingly. I knew that; I know that's the way local
politics works. Everybody pretends there's no so-called party politics in local
politics; it's a nonsense; it's in every local government election. I knew that the
Liberal Party in its entirety, or its supporters privately, would support Reg
Withers, and I knew Reg Withers would win; very simple.
So tell me about radio. How did you start on radio and how did
CF
there?
work
to
you begin
WARNOCK Well, actually that was fascinating. I had always wanted to work
in radio. From the time I started working as a journalist, I had fancied working
in radio. When I first started wanting to work in radio, it would've been in the
sixties, then they had a particular kind of recruiting technique at the ABC
[Australian Broadcasting Commission], and I know it because I'd several times
auditioned and didn't get in. You had to have a very flash voice [emphasises
pronounciation]. I went down there and I actually had two or three speech
teachers, I was so serious about it; I think Pamela Mallett, Colleen Clifford, and
a couple of other people I had used to teach me speech. I used to go to
classes going "How now brown cow", and things like that, but I still wasn't posh
enough for the ABC interestingly enough. I missed out two or three times in the
sixties, and maybe the seventies; I don't remember the exact date, its all lost in
the past. So I thought, okay, well I won't get to work in radio because I haven't
got a posh enough voice. I think it was in the seventies now I come to think
about it, and maybe even in the late sixties, I had actually worked as a film
reviewer for the ABC, which is basically just a job that I think no longer exists in
the ABC.
They used to have a lot of people they called ghosts of the ABC, and I was one
of the ghosts. They were casuals, who were paid a very tiny amount of money,
to do regular things like film reviews, book reviews, and so on. I don't think
they have a budget for that any more, but in those days they did; sixties,
seventies, maybe early eighties. I did a huge amount of that for very many
years.
I was the film reviewer for the ABC on a number of different art shows, made
locally, and I just did that for quite a long time. You didn't have to have a flash
voice; you were a featured writer, if you like, rather than a regular, so therefore
it didn't matter what you sounded like. I worked on and off for the ABC as a
casual. Then, bizarrely, and this really is a funny story and I used to tell it when

TAPE TWO SIDE B

WARNOCK

38

I did after-dinner speeches about working in radio, when I was working at
Murdoch as a women's studies tutor, it was in 1982, I was asked to appear on
a program at the ABC run by Des Guilfoyle, 6WF, with someone who was
going to take a very strong anti-feminist position. Most of my colleagues and
friends hated the very thought of having to do it, and said, "Oh you do it, you do
it", and I thought, "Oh well." I didn't much want to do it because I didn't want to
be torn to shreds any more than anybody does, but I decided to take it on; I've
always taken things on. I got into the studio with John K. Watts, who at that
time was a radio personality at 6PR, a big, blustery, fat, tall, footballer, who was
about as anti-feminist as you could get. We got on the radio together with Des
Guilfoyle, who was one of those ABC regulars with a flash voice, and we had a
very lively time. I'm used to arguing, as I told you I grew up in a very
argumentative family, so we had a good stoush. When I got off the radio, John
sort of shook hands and said, "Gosh, I didn't know feminists looked like you. I
thought... and I said, "I know you thought they wore boilersuits and had crew
cuts." We had a pleasant time together; we shook hands and so forth.
.",

Very shortly after that I got a call from a wonderful woman, called Cheri
Gardiner from 6PR, who was then the secretary to John K Watts and Barry
Martin, who were running 6PR. She said, "John K. Watts thinks you're terrific
and he would like you to come and work as Bob Maumill's producer." Quite
frankly, in the old expression, "You could've knocked me over with a feather", I
mean I was absolutely gobsmacked, I couldn't believe it. I said, "Oh, right, that
sounds interesting." I was making tuppence ha'penny as a tutor at Murdoch, so
the offer of any money sounded interesting. I went along and tried out. I didn't
know what a radio producer did, I didn't have the vaguest idea; but anyway I
found out very quickly. Very shortly after that I was tutoring at Murdoch,
running the aerobic classes and being a producer for Bob Maumill at 6PR. It
was an absolutely fascinating 10 years, the 10 years I spent in radio, it really
was.
CF

What do producers do? What's their job?

WARNOCK What producers do.... It's an extraordinary job. It's like a
marriage; you've got to have a very, very close relationship with the person.
You're like their secretary, their bodyguard, their personal assistant, it's a very,
very intimate relationship with the person on air. Basically you're their destresser, you're their organiser. If you're the person on air and you say to your
producer, "I want to speak to Paul Keating. I want to speak to the Pope. I want
to talk to someone who's just crossed Alaska with a dog sled. That person,
who is the producer, has to find those people however hard it is and however
many phone calls it takes. The producer is responsible for all the behindscenes work; organising every one of the guests who appears on the program;
organising the music for the program; organising the looking after of the guests,
if they're famous, and when they come in, and so on. The producer is actually
the factotum behind the show, and as I found out when I had both good and
bad producers in radio later myself, the producer is absolutely crucial.
A really good producer can make you sound a helluva lot better than you are; a
bad producer can reduce you to sort of a shaking wreck of stress and someone
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who's very unhealthy, physically, as I found out. It's a fascinating job and I
enjoyed doing it. I met a lot of really, really interesting people while I was doing
it and had a whole lot of scrapes and wonderful adventures working with Bob,
who's quite the most talented person I've ever met in radio. He's uneducated,
and he would say this himself. He left school at 14, went into the Navy as a
cadet, or something like that, worked as a butcher and a shearer, and God
knows what. He's an absolutely fascinating, hugely intelligent person, who just
has a brilliant gift for telling stories. I've argued with him. We used to yell at
each other; standing up yelling, swearing at each other, because I used to get
annoyed with the way he treated people. He was quite the most talented
person I met in all the time I was working in radio, followed by the wonderful
producer, Gail Phillips, who now lectures in media at Murdoch; and one or two
other marvellous people like Stuart Maister. I had some really, really good
people working with me and some absolute cows.
CF

Did you have to actually script the program?

WARNOCK Yes, I did that, because I like to see things written down. I'm very
much a print person, other people don't. Bob worked entirely off the cuff. He
would interview a Prime Minister with three little squiggles on a piece of paper.
I used to write out the questions, spend hours reading, do research and so on,
because I'm that sort of person. I'm just a diligent research-type person;
doesn't make you a better interviewer, quite frankly. That's what I've always
told my students of media; you're either a good interviewer or you're not. I was
the one who relied on research, whereas Bob would just do it off the cuff. If
you want to do that sort of stuff, off the cuff, and people like Bob can do it.
you've got to have a very sharp mind and a fabulous memory. I haven't got a
sharp mind or a fabulous memory, so I had to rely on research. He would
interview people just in the most profound way, with a few scraps of information
on a piece of paper; it was just amazing.
You said that you had to see things written down. Did he take
CF
any notice of them?
WARNOCK No, no. I would write them down.... He would change his mind at
the last minute and say "I don't want to speak to the Prime Minister", which
used to be the occasion of a great deal of abuse and anger behind the scenes.
I'd say "I'm not going to work my guts off to have you telling me you don't want
to speak to the Prime Minister at the last minute. I'm just not going to do it." I
used to get very angry about it. He could work entirely without notes. I
couldn't; I used to write things down and I had to write things down, when I
myself was an interviewer.
What made you change from being a behind-the-scenes person
CF
to being an interviewer?
WARNOCK That's another one of those show business stories; it's just a
classic show business story. I was his producer. He was always fighting with
the people who owned the station; it was a regular gig of his, it was his "schtick"
he just did it. He was that kind of person. He got sick of working in radio and
-
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would invent some angry sort of business, which would play very well on the
radio, of course, "Oh, I'm not going to stand for this sort of behaviour from the
bosses any more, bla, bla", throw down the key on the desk with a noisy clatter;
"I'm going"; flick off the microphone. That was his game; he played that game
all the time. On one of those occasions he did it just before he was due to go
to air. He threw down the key to his car and said, "I don't care if they've given
me a car for nothing, I'm leaving", boom. I said, "Well I've arranged for X, and
Y and Z to be on the program, what the heck am I going to do?" He said,
"You're going to do it." It was a classic show business, the leading lady breaks
an ankle and boom, the young ingenue goes on, and the show goes on, sort of
thing. I went on to do that.
They didn't trust me to do it permanently and they got Malcolm Brown and a
whole lot of other bizarre people to come on and do the job for me, and put me
back to be a producer again. Eventually I got on air and did it with a producer.
I did very well a couple of times in rating surveys and less well on other
occasions. It went up and down over the years. I worked at sort of morning,
noon and night in radio; moved to 6NR on one occasion, and then moved to the
ABC, which in an odd sort of way is what I'd always wanted to do.
CF

Is there such a thing as a constituency?

WARNOCK In radio, do you mean?
CF

Yes.

WARNOCK Absolutely, goodness. Anybody in radio who doesn't know that
constituency won't last there very long. We knew exactly who our audience
was. We had a lot of very good blue collar listeners who loved 6PR; listened to
the racing on it, but also just loved to talk; lived alone at home and needed to
be entertained at all hours of the day and night. That's what we tried to do. It
was very much the home of talk radio in Perth at that time. We used to go out
and do public events, and promote the station and so on, but it was very much
rooted in a working class or retired audience, who liked to listen to the issues of
the day and loved to get in and talk about them, and that's who we were aiming
at. It was a very lively program; all of the programs I worked for at 6PR had a
lively content and people enjoyed them.
You said you got into all sorts of scrapes and problems. What
CF
were some of the really memorable scrapes that you were involved in?
WARNOCK Some of them actually are not describable in public, but the one
of them that is, was very public. We ran a lot of sex programs on the radio
when Bob was there. I had a very brief interview with him as his prospective
producer and he said, "We've got to do something new and interesting. We've
got to build the audience up; it's been falling back since X was doing the
program. That's why I've been brought in. Let's do something controversial." I
said, "Well, what do you mean?", and he said "Let's do some sex programs." I
said, "Well, how? How are we going to talk about sex on radio", because
there's certain things you can't talk about. He said "Well, we won't use four
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letter words, but we'll sort of interview all sorts of people who know about sex",
so I said, "Okay", and we did. We had a very lively series of programs about
sex. We talked about everything from impotence to prostitution to whatever,
and this was in the early eighties remember. We were taken to court, or the
Broadcasting Tribunal I should say, by a group of people; they were sort of like
the Festival of Light. I've never heard anything from them since, I might add,
but they came out of the wood work to sue us, as it were, and take us to the
tribunal, which cost the station a lot of money, a hundred thousand bucks, or
something like that. We didn't lose our licence at the end of it, but we had it
restricted to one year instead of three years and had to go back again to the
tribunal the following year. They didn't silence us, but they did their best to
censor us.
CF

Was this for obscenity on radio?

WARNOCK This was for obscenity, yes. I didn't think it was that obscene, but
the standards now are so different anyway. We talked about sex very frankly.
We didn't use four-letter words; nobody ever used four-letter words because
that's not allowed by the broadcasting code and we certainly had no intention of
doing that, but we did talk about it in a frank way. Some of the people we
interviewed were porn stars and people like that, [laughs] and now that I come
to think of it, it was fairly lively. We interviewed the Family Planning
Association, sex therapists, all of those people who dealt with sex problems
and so on. We talked about sex in every way that we could think of was
possible, basically. They put a stop to it at the end of that year I think, after
we'd been doing it for about a year. It was a very lively hearing; quite amusing.
I hope I haven't lost the transcript among all my memorabilia because it was a
very funny hearing. The prudes were really upset by even the look of Bob and
1. I can remember trying to wear a really prudish-looking dress to one of the
hearings. I've got a photograph out of one of the newspapers at the time with
me sort of in this respectable, prudish-looking dress. I can remember getting
into the lift at the tribunal, because in most courts it's the same way, the
accused and the accusers are all sort of hanging around together. We were in
a very small lift with these people who were accusing us and they looked as
though they thought we might have bitten them or something like that. They
cringed away from us in the lift in case we infected them somehow with our
obscenity. Yes, that was fairly lively, actually.
END OF TAPE TWO SIDE B
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock, tape three, for the
Parliamentary History project tenth of May 2001.
CF

Did your supporters, were they supportive, I mean the listeners?

WARNOCK Oh yes, they were great. We actually got a bit of a surge in
ratings after that because our supporters were really angry about it. Our
estimation of it was that the prudes weren't actually regular listeners at all.
They just happened to pick it up one day when they were switching in the car
radio and someone said, "Oh let's get these awful lefties who talk about sex,
and let's take them to the tribunal"; and of course, if someone makes a
complaint and they can back it up with the assistance of a lawyer... they
turned up with a lawyer with this writ at the tribunal, and the tribunal had to take
it on. They had to accept that a listener had been offended by what they'd
heard, particularly since the listener had detailed it very carefully in the writ; so
there was no choice about that. Our regular listeners, our old, sort of workingclass people and retired people and so on, they just thought it was funny.
Some of it they didn't understand, I suppose, what was going on and they might
have been a bit miffed by it from time to time, but no, the regular listeners didn't
care a hoot. They were all the sort of people who listened to the races anyway;
they thought it was hilarious. I didn't actually ever meet any of these people
years later. I've run into a lot of anti-abortionists over the years, but I've never
met any of these prudes anywhere and they haven't come up to me and said,
"You were disgusting", or anything like that. I don't think they actually listened
to the program regularly.
We've had the case recently of Howard Sattler actually being
CF
prosecuted for racist abuse. Is that classed as obscenity by the tribunal?
WARNOCK No, it's a different regulation altogether. There is a radio code; I
haven't read it for years, mind you, so I can't quote it to you at all. There was in
existence at that time, what was called the Blue Book, which was about the
rules and regulations of radio; no obscenity, no blasphemy, etc., etc. The race
issue is a different matter altogether; that's another section of the code.
Basically what it does is, if it incites racial hatred or offends people, then a
complaint can be levelled against you. I do know, because I have a number of
Aboriginal friends, that Aboriginal people have been deeply offended by
Howard Sattler for a very long time; in fact, some years ago it was said that
someone who committed suicide, a very prominent Aboriginal person, had
done so because he was in despair of ever being able to change the view of
people like Howard Sattler. That was a private remark made to me by an
Aboriginal friend. A lot of complaints have been made about people like
Howard Sattler, Stan Zamanek, Alan Jones, and so on, over the years, along
those lines. I'm an anti-racist and because I simply don't believe that you
should be able to badmouth people because of something they can't help,
namely their colour, I really believe in those regulations in the code and I think
they should be acted on.
CF

So those regulations have always been present within the code?
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WARNOCK As far as I can remember Criena. I don't really remember when
they were put in, because I had nothing to do with drawing them up, any more
than I had to do with drawing up the journalists' code. I certainly believe that
there should be regulations about what you can say in public. I believe in libel.
I'm not one of those people who believes in totally free speech; I think that's a
nonsense idea. I do believe that "sticks and stones can break your bones", but
I also know that names can hurt you as well and I don't think you should be
able to freely badmouth people; I just don't think it's right. Anybody who claims
that it is right has never been badmouthed in a really hurtful way themselves. I
simply say that I don't think you should be able to denigrate people on the
grounds of their race, and I certainly think that a lot of right-wing commentators
in Australia have done that.
CF

Except it's only recently that they're actually being addressed.

WARNOCK Well, yes. The complaints have been made for 10 years, to my
knowledge, and a major report was written about it in the early eighties in fact,
by, I think it was, Murdoch University. Yes, there have been a lot of complaints
over a long period of time, but it's been very hard to make them stick. People
use the free speech argument and say that they didn't mean to hurt anybody. I
don't know how you judge the difference between not meaning to hurt
somebody and somebody claiming that they have been hurt. I don't know
whose rights should predominate there, and I guess a judge has to make that
decision. My personal belief is that you shouldn't denigrate people on the
grounds of their race. There's nothing they can do about that; they can't help it.
They can change their political party, but they can't change their colour, and I
just think that's terribly wrong.
While you were on radio, were you ever offered money for
CF
sponsorship and promotion?
WARNOCK [Laughs] Oh, no. I can afford to be totally pure because I never
rated highly enough to be offered any sort of a bribe. I can honestly say
nobody offered me anything, but then they wouldn't would they. No, I think you
have to be a really well paid, right wing, sort of audience-stirrer for anybody to
think it remotely worthwhile offering you free anything. I was never offered free
anything. Oh, you'd get a theatre ticket occasionally, but I used to review
theatre so I didn't think there was anything wrong with that; and the odd bottle
of wine if somebody was particularly impressed with an interview that you did
with someone. Nobody ever offered me any money to treat an interview one
way or the other, or to say nice things about an advertiser. It wouldn't have
been worth it; I would have said no. I don't think anybody would have because
I never rated highly enough for that to be relevant.
I don't know whether you listen to Phillip Adams, but he has a
CF
particular political bent; he's very, very obvious about that, and you've said that
you've made it a point not to be.
WARNOCK No, I've always been very careful about it. I mean, if anybody
said to me that you sound very leftie, I'd say well generally I have left-wing
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views. I believe this, this, this and this, and I could have lined up all the things
I've believed in very easily. I was very, very careful to interview people very
toughly politically, whatever side they were on. When the Labor Government
was in power and I was on both the ABC and 6PR and 6NR, I often used to get
complaints from my own side saying that I'd been too tough on such-and-such
a thing. I don't believe I ever showed any bias in interviews, frankly. That's my
view, but other people might have a different view. I was very, very careful to
be very balanced and very tough on both sides.
CF
You've worked in the ABC and its under threat at the moment.
Do you see it as an Australian institution?
WARNOCK I absolutely do. I'm one of those people who was listening to the
ABC as a child in the country. I used to dance around the settee in my home in
the country on the lino [linoleum] floor to Margaret Graham's Kindergarten of
the Air. I used to listen to the five o'clock news, which everybody in the country
did on the ABC. It is an Australian institution and in the many campaigns that
have been waged to try and get it funded more successfully, people have made
the point that it's the only Australian institution they can think of, that's
universally respected and universally supported by everybody, and that almost
everybody listens to or watches sometime in their lives. I mean I didn't ever
belong to the Argonauts' Club or anything like that, but certainly my generation
of people are totally convinced and utterly glued-on ABC Radio listeners. I still
believe, and I've listened to public radio in other countries, it is the best public
broadcasting organisation in the world and I do think public broadcasting, as an
institution generally, is HUGELY important. I think when you're in Opposition
you find out how important it is because they are obliged to give you a fair go. I
mean, you actually are obliged, at the ABC, to time the coverage that you give
people during an election campaign. You used to time it to the second and
when we got people ringing up and being abusive and saying "You weren't fair
to so-and-so", or whatever, I'd say, "Well we timed it perfectly and they've had
exactly what they are entitled to and believe me by the end of the campaign
everybody will have what they're entitled to." We used to be very careful about
that; whereas a commercial station has no such obligation. I'm told by people
who were listening to the radio during the last Federal election campaign, that
Alan Jones in New South Wales, who is a Liberal Party supporter, and a
member as far as I know, and a former adviser to John Howard, didn't do one
favourable interview with a Labor Party person, or make a favourable comment
about the party during the entire 1998 election campaign. I can believe that.
He has the right, I suppose, working for a commercial station, to say whatever
he likes, and he certainly did.
So why do you feel in this political climate there's a complaint
CF
about bias in the ABC?
WARNOCK Well, because the conservatives have ALWAYS felt that they got
too much criticised by the ABC. Not content with 98 per cent of the radio and
newspaper outlets in Australia being conservative, they actually feel that they
ought to be able to have 100 per cent; that everybody should be biased
towards them. I think that there needs to be at least one national outlet that is
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not biased towards anybody, that basically bashes both sides equally, and
gives each of them a fair go equally. As I say, in Opposition, believe me, you
need coverage, which you don't necessarily get from the commercials because
they don't give hoot about you; they find you boring and they'd much rather
interview the Government of the day, whoever they are. I think that you need a
public institution like the ABC to give any coverage at all to political parties who
are out of power, or to minor political parties, or to individuals who are going
into politics. I mean politics is a fairly volatile thing at the moment, and there's
no obligation on anybody outside the ABC to be fair; and the ABC has to be
fair, and it is, in my view. My view about conservatives is that they get such an
easy ride from most of the right-wing shock jocks, they're amazed to find that
not everybody treats them the same way. Every time they've been in power,
they've gone on exactly the same way about it. Mind you, so have Labor Party
people. Paul Keating was always moaning about the ABC being too tough on
him. That's their job.
You talked to me in the pre-interview about an interview that
CF
you'd done with the PLO and that you were approached by a Jewish
organisation to redress the balance. Can you just talk a bit about that?
WARNOCK Yes. I didn't do the interview myself. I was the producer of the
program and it was a very left-wing person who was running this program, for
about a month I think it was. She had connections in both the IRA and the
PLO, and she asked me, as the producer of the program, to get hold of these
people, which I did because the performer has the ultimate say in these
matters, not the producer. I got these people on and she interviewed them.
They were quite lively interviews. That was when I met a Jewish person who
became a very good friend as a result of that. He rang up; this would have
been in the early 1980s on 6PR, and he said "That coverage was grotesquely
biased. I demand equal time." I said, "Okay, I'll talk to the personality and get
her to put you on", which, as I recall it, she did. He got on as a talk back caller
and gave his view, and thereafter we became very good friends. Basically we
were both involved in the anti-racist movement and we worked very hard to get
that legislation, which the Labor Party eventually introduced; I can't remember
what year exactly, but Gordon Hill introduced it and it's Incitement to Racial
Hatred legislation in Western Australia. He was one of the people who was
behind that legislation as well.
CF
you?

As a producer, do you get the right of veto of callers? Is it up to

WARNOCK Yes, I mean, to a limited extent. If the radio personality wants to
speak to them, yes, they can obviously speak to them, but if anybody becomes
obscene, or starts to libel anybody, because of the delay system in radio, you
just press the delay button and cut them off; that's the real veto that you have.
You can judge if someone sounds paralysingly boring, or if they've got on too
often that week. A lot of people do try to dominate the talk shows; they just sit
at home ringing everybody. If they've been on too often and they've got very
boring, you can say, "Look, Jack, you were on yesterday and we've heard what
you've got to say about that. What about ringing us back tomorrow." You can
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do that, obviously. On air if somebody is obscene or libels somebody, you
have an obligation to press the button immediately and cut them off. You'll
often hear that in radio. Someone will be cut off and the personality on air will
say, "Well thanks very much for that George. We'll move on", and so on,
hoping that they've cut it off in time. The seven second delay button, that's the
purpose of it, to cut people off from saying something they shouldn't say on air.
I mean it's the station that gets sued, as well as the person who says it. You've
got to cut them off if they say something they're not supposed to say.
CF

Were you the object of, sort of hate mail, whilst on radio?

WARNOCK Oh yes. I took a very anti-racist stand; and there were a lot of
people who wanted to get on and badmouth both Aborigines and Japanese and
various other people. I used to, and it probably explains why I had a relatively
small audience by the time I left, tell people that I wouldn't stand for that sort of
thing. I got a writ from a racist once saying that I'd called him a racist, and I
said, "Yes, that's right, because you are." I hoped that he wouldn't take it to
court because I wouldn't have had the money to defend it, but he withdrew,
fortunately. That was a technique I learned from Bob. He used to tear up writs
on air, in front of the microphone, so he made a big fuss about it. "Do your
worst", he'd say, and tear it up; and quite often people would be so
embarrassed by it. He'd say, "Yes, I called you a wanker because you are a
wanker", ch, ch, ch [writ being torn up] and tear it up. I didn't do that sort of
thing, but I used to just say, "Well I said that because I believe that to be true",
and I just hoped to goodness they didn't go any further. Yes, I had hate mail; I
had the odd threat and so on. Yes, that's normal working in [the] public arena
of radio, that's the way it is.
CF

Is there a lawyer employed?

WARNOCK Oh God, yes; every radio station has a lawyer, God. When I was
working at The West they had this rather stuffy old QC who used to come along
and blue pencil stories and things like that; they were very conservative days.
Yes, every radio station, every newspaper, has a lawyer who checks things out,
if there's anything that looks at all dodgy
It's easier to check a newspaper before it goes out to print and
CF
circulation, but in radio do they check the script beforehand?
WARNOCK Well, no, they can't check the scripts. What they do is: You've
got the delay button, and you've got to be sharp enough... That's why it's so
stressful, radio; I mean, it's very stressful. You have to listen very hard. It
teaches you to listen, listen, listen to what people are saying; not only what
they're actually saying, but what they're about to say, or likely to say, and
you've got to listen. Any skilled person after a while... I mean in my first, sort
of period in radio I had someone threaten to commit suicide, which was really
sort of dodgy. I had to keep that person on air for long enough so that I didn't
humiliate them, or let them reveal too much about themselves, but at the same
time get someone to help them, which I managed to do; which was an
enormous relief to me, I can tell you. You've got to be tremendously on the qui
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vive. You've got to be wide awake all the time, listening, in case someone says
it; it's your responsibility. If that person gets on and says, such-and-such a
public figure is a liar and a cheat and a thief, it's your responsibility; you've got
to stop them from saying it. You've got to press the button; it's your
responsibility.
CF
day?

Is it worse at different times on radio, like different times of the

WARNOCK Yes. It's very much worse, for example, if there's... I can imagine
that the airwaves would be pretty hot at the moment if a young Aboriginal kid
has driven a car without lights, on the wrong side of the road, at great speed,
and killed a couple of innocent bystanders. That is a time on radio when you'd
get a lot of very, very angry things being said, and you'd have to listen really
hard. During a political campaign it's absolutely... I mean the airwaves
practically melt down because people get terribly angry. One of the beautiful
things about Australia is that we've got a very volatile political system, and
people are very... People are interested in politics in Australia; they profess not
to be, but in fact they are; they get very caught up in election campaigns.
People get very agitated and like to say what they think, and you've got to be
very careful that they don't badmouth someone, or that they don't say
something that is obscene or something like that. Radio is very lively at times
when something is going on in the community, which is catching everybody up.
Did you feel that it was your role to try and air those issues in the
CF
community that were a problem?
WARNOCK Oh yes, you've got to air everything. It's your obligation as a
radio person to air everything; and quite cynically, the more hot topics you air,
the bigger audience you have. It happens to be also the truth that the more
right wing you are and the more outrageous you are, you also get a larger
audience. I haven't done any analysis of that and I can't give a learned
dissertation about it, but books have been written about it; Phillip Adams has
written about it. It does happen that those right-wing shock jocks, as they're
called, have huge audiences. I don't think I want to comment on that; it
probably says something about the Australian community that makes me rather
sad. Anyway, let's leave it at that, but simply to say yes, people are very
interested, they do get hot under the collar and you do have an obligation to, as
a radio person, air everything; to talk about any subject that you can, from both
sides; give it a good run from both sides. The hotter the topic, the bigger the
audience, it just follows.
CF

So do you feel you had a lot of power?

WARNOCK Oh yes, I had more power as a radio person than I had as a
member of Parliament. Absolutely; it's a very, very strong position that you
have in the community. I ran a sort of a session at one stage of the game
where people could ring up and say that they felt they'd been cheated by suchand-such a company, and that they'd had a bad deal from such-and-such.
They weren't allowed to name them on the air, but nonetheless a phone call

TAPE THREE SIDE A

WARNOCK

48

from our station saying someone said that you cheated them when you sold
them this crook refrigerator, or this crook car or whatever, would pretty soon
bring that person round to seeing things differently. Yes, it's really a very
powerful position. I guess if you're in Parliament and you're in Government,
you're in a very powerful position, but as an Opposition backbencher, I actually
felt I had more power as a radio announcer.
CF
Because people like Liam Bartlett, who has been a radio
announcer and now he's a commentator, does it qualifier people to move into
those arenas? Does it give you a broader understanding?
WARNOCK I don't think anything qualifies you for anything really in life. I've
got a degree, but I don't know what that qualifies me for. I think only your
experience of life is useful in whatever it is that you're doing in life. Basically,
when it comes down to it, whether or not you're a good radio personality,
whether you run a good show, whether you interview properly, is largely to do
with your own personality. Some people are good interviewers, good listeners
and good talkers, and some people are not. Doesn't actually matter what your
background is, what your degree is or anything; it just depends on whether...
Some people are good at it and some people are not. When I was teaching
students I could tell pretty well straightaway whether they were going to be any
good or not.
CF

On the radio itself?

WARNOCK Oh yes.
You said that you gave advice to the political parties about media
CF
and that sort of thing. Did you teach them how to be interviewed?
WARNOCK Oh yes, I've done that a few times as well. I think most people...
Some people do it professionally these days; in those days it was done pretty
unprofessionally [laughs]. As I say, nobody could afford media advisers in
those days. People like my husband, used to devise ads for the party, behind
the scenes, and so on and advise them about the line they should run, and so
on. I've done that and I've done the media training thing as well. Yes, lots of
people do that.
CF

Like the seven second grab?

WARNOCK Yes. Everybody has that sort of training these days basically.
Some people it's not going to make any difference. Again, they're either going
to be good at it or they're not. You might be a bit more polished; you might
learn what not to say. Fundamentally, people are either good talent on radio or
they're not, and the same thing with television. Television is remarkably hard to
master because you've got to worry about not only what you're saying, but
what you look like. It's a terrible problem for some people; they'll never look
good on television. I'll never look good on television. It doesn't matter what
you do to yourself, it's not going to make that much difference. Basically you're
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there to give a message to someone in the most succinct manner possible, if
you're a politician. [laughs]
CF

So did you like it, radio?

WARNOCK Radio, I thought it was magnificent. Honestly when I got the job
in 1982, I just thought all my Christmases had come at once. I couldn't believe
it; it was the most fun you could have with your clothes on. It was such a buzz;
I mean it really was a buzz. It's hard to explain; I wouldn't go back to it now for
anything. I've got not the remotest interest in going back to it, but I just had so
much fun. I was so lucky. I was already 40; I'd been trying for ages to get into
this job that didn't seem to want me, and all of a sudden an accidental interview
led to me getting into it; I mean it was the most fortuitous thing. Here I was with
this new career after 40; gosh, how often does that happen to people. It was
just tremendous fun; I just had an absolutely wonderful time. It's real show
business working in radio. Sometimes you come off and you feel absolutely
drained and exhausted and you feel as though you've done an awful job. Other
times you come off and you just want to dance down the street because you've
interviewed somebody FANTASTIC, and you've thought, GOD, I just managed
to get that story absolutely right; it was magnificent. One of the best interviews
that I can remember doing on radio was a little program that I did specially at
the ABC for the commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the outbreak of war
in 1939. I did one in, it must have been, 1989, I guess, at the ABC. I thought
that was a good program. I can remember being very moved by interviewing
Jack Sue, who's a Chinese-Australian, who told me the story of how he'd got
involved in being in the Army and so on, having been sent a white feather, even
though he was under age for the Army; that was just very moving. You do
something like that and you feel sort of really good, as though it's worthwhile.
Then you can interview a show biz personality and have the most tremendous
fun. You just think, this is fantastic; how much better could it get; to make
people laugh or cry. It's something that every person who entertains, wants to
be able to do; and basically radio is about entertaining. If you can make people
laugh or cry, that's it; it's the ultimate.
CF

It's sort of like acting, then?

WARNOCK Oh yes, very much so. Bob Maumill used to say, and I think he
was absolutely right, that the best people who worked in radio were those who
knew how to tell a story. I basically think telling good stories is what radio is
about. It's a very live, volatile medium. It's in people's ear, it's in their head, it's
all around them at home or in the car. If you can do it well, and you can tell a
story that is vivid to people and stays in their mind; if you can move them with
an interview with someone whose got something really good to say, or you can
make them laugh with the outrageous things that someone else says, it's just
great. There isn't any better feeling than being able to do that for people. I
really enjoyed it hugely, and I'm very glad that I worked in it for about 10 years.
As I say, I wouldn't want to go back to it now, for anything, but I really got a kick
out of it.
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CF
Do you think radio has changed in that more ordinary voices are
acceptable?
WARNOCK Oh I suppose it has, yes I guess so. I think that old-fashioned
idea about the ABC having very flash voices is long gone. You occasionally
hear a few people about my age, who are still there [laughs] who've got very
flash voices, but that's unusual. They have decent voices, nice clear voices,
and I think that's important because communication is about getting a message
across and if you cannot understand someone's accent, if they've got a very
heavy accent, then it's bad communication. I don't think you have to have a
posh voice any more, and I don't think you ever did in commercial radio, by the
way. I mean, it's only the ABC that ever worried about it. Oh commercial radio,
it didn't matter a hoot. The ABC was the standard for a good voice and you
had to have a particular kind of voice, at one stage, to work at the ABC.

You said to me that you felt you wished now you'd got on to
CF
something like the Movie Show with Pomeranz and... because it doesn't matter
how you look now, as much, on the radio. Would you do that again, something
like the Movie Show? Would you like to do that?
WARNOCK Well, not really. I think that the time has passed frankly, to do
that; I think I'm out of that area now. I mean if one has any regrets, it's not
seizing opportunities in life, and I think that I failed to seize an opportunity to at
least try and get into a show that I was recommended for all that time ago; but
that's a long time ago, it's water under the bridge. I don't have regrets about
things like that, it's not worth it.
CF
movies.

I wanted to ask you something. You said on tape that you loved

WARNOCK Yes, I do. I just think movies are

CF

-

What turned you on to them?

WARNOCK I can't even remember that, except that when I was a kid... The
first movie I can remember being really impressed by was when I was a
teenager and I saw On the Waterfront, Elia Kazan's thing about waterfront
corruption in New York, with Marlon Brando. I mean it was partly because I
was half in love with Marion Brando, as everybody was in those days; he was
one of the most beautiful men in the world, and I can remember being
absolutely dazzled by him. I was also dazzled by the movie, and it still remains
one of my three best movies. I've seen hundreds, if not thousands, of movies
over the years, as a critic, but I still reckon it's one of the best movies ever
made. There's just something about the cinema. Again, it's my generation.
Kids now wouldn't talk about it in the same way because it wouldn't have been
as important to them. I didn't grow up with television. Television came in when
I was in my late teens; it's not as important to me. I just use it as an information
source; it's just watching news shows, basically. Movies were all about magic
and dreams. I was a great reader as well, as I've already said, from a very
early age, and basically movies were a similar sort of thing. It was a dream
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world which was creating dreams for everyone, and you could sit in a cinema
and be transferred to everywhere else and be carried away by these wonderful
stories. I really do think that... My top movie, and I did this for fun at the end of
the twentieth century: What are the cultural icons? I think Casablanca is
possibly the best movie ever made, and I could spend an hour giving you a
lecture about it. It's just got everything. It's got not only romantic love, it's got
sacrifice, it's got a moral principle, I mean it's everything; and it's a really good
story. Basically, movies to me were a really good story told in a particularly
vivid way. I started being impressed by them very early, and I started writing
about them in my first year as a young journalist, actually.
CF
So Casablanca and On the Waterfront, and what's the other film?
You said there were three.
WARNOCK There's a top 20, but I think the next one would be Black
Orpheus, which I think is one of the most beautiful movies ever made. Again,
that comes out of literature, I suppose, because it's actually based on the myth
of Orpheus and Eurydice. Of course, I had a classical education, so the Greek
myths are very important to me. I just think that's such a beautiful, modern
remake of that old Greek myth; it's a really good story. It's good stories; that's
what life's about.
CF
now.

And is it also the ambience of the theatre? Like we're losing that

WARNOCK No, actually we're coming back to that because people are
going... Despite videos, home videos and things like that, people actually still
go out to the movies. New movie theatres are being built all over the country.
People are going to movies in theatres; in fact more than they were about 10 or
15 years ago, and that's basically because it's a group experience. People like
to be in a theatre and see a comedy with other people, or be impressed by
Gladiator with other people. No, they just like it.
END OF TAPE THREE SIDE A
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Diana, let's get on to your political career. Tell me what decided
CF
you; you've said about your father's death. Why was that?
WARNOCK I suppose it's one of those odd things. It's like how I got into
radio, that somebody approached me at the right time with the right offer and
said, "Do you want to go into radio?", and that's how I got into radio; and that
was a coincidence of circumstances as much as anything else. In the same
way, a decade later, somebody approached me at the right time with the right
offer about politics, and I decided to go into it. I guess I'd sort of thought I
wanted to get out of radio anyway; I must have been thinking about that,
otherwise I wouldn't even have considered going into politics.
CF

Why was that?

WARNOCK I just must have been fed up with it, I think, and I thought it was
time to move on. I don't recall thinking that at the time, but looking back at it, if
I'd really wanted to stay in it, I would've said, "No I don't want to go into
politics", but when somebody came and said to me... Jack Marks and John
Cowdell came up to me and said to me, "It's time for every good man and
woman to come to the aid of the party, will you stand for this impossible-to-win
seat?", and I decided yes, it was worth taking on. That was at the beginning of
1991. I unfortunately took rather a long time to say yes, and by that time a
second candidate had appeared in the Labor Party; and indeed two more
appeared before the end of the preselection period. I managed to win the
preselection and then went on to win the election very narrowly. I guess the
point is that they asked me at the right time, psychologically, and I decided to
say yes.
CF

Could you tell me about the preselection battles in the party?

WARNOCK Preselection is an absolutely fascinating process. I still think that
I might write about this in the future, because I did write a diary the entire
period of that preselection campaign and the first year's campaigning as a
candidate, and I still think that I could write something very amusing, and
possibly instructive about it as well; if I get time I'll get round to it. It's an
extraordinary thing. It is actually a very good practice for the real world of
politics. There is nothing more savage than an internal fight in a family, as
everybody knows, and, if you like, the Labor Party and most political parties are
like a family, and an internal fight, which is exactly what preselection is, means
you standing up in front of your peers, your colleagues, your family, your
friends, and saying, "I am better than X. I will do a better job than them.
Choose me." Now, for a woman to actually do that, it's actually quite a
revelation; it's a very hard thing for a woman to do because whereas most men
are quite used to combat, because they play contact sports very early in their
lives, most women don't, and I don't think they're very used to this sort of daily
combat that men get themselves into. I don't think also, certainly in my
generation, they are used to standing up and saying, "I am the best, choose
me." It was actually quite a difficult thing to learn to do.
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I campaigned from September to December, internally in the party for
preselection. That meant writing to 250 people on the State Executive, calling
up as many of them as I could, going to see all the established union leaders,
going to see all the powerbrokers. There were endless factions in the party at
that particular time; I think I counted seven at that particular time, and I had to
go and see them all and make my case to them individually. I had to give up
my job because the radio station wouldn't employ me once I officially became a
candidate. So I had no job; I was able to get out and about and campaign,
which I did.
CF

Who were you standing against?

WARNOCK I was standing against another woman, a friend of mine, and
another journalist at the ABC called Liz Byrski. That was unfortunate because I
liked Liz and I was very distressed to have to stand up and say, "I'm better than
her, choose me", but I had to. There were two young men as well; one called
Doug Mitchell and one called Adrian Warner. But the two middle-aged women
burnt off the two young blokes quite early; they droped out of sight quite early
on. It ended up on the night, on December the lot I think it was, 1991, to be
Liz and I standing up making a case in front of what looked like several
thousand people; but was probably about 550, or something like that [laughs].
It was certainly a torrid night.
,

CF
known.

You said you counted seven factions; that's not what's generally

WARNOCK That wouldn't be known outside the party; there's no need for it to
be known outside the party. There were just different groupings in the union
movement. The union movement is very volatile within the party itself, and at
times unions have moved from left to right to centre, sort of thing, and they've
aligned themselves with other groups within the party. It's very complex and
internal, and I don't think it matters very much to anybody outside the party.
Very entertaining in the party, but outside I don't think it matters a hoot. You
had to go and see all of these people and make your case to them, and I did
that; I did everything that was in the book. I went up to see them, I made a
phone call, I presented my credentials to this or that or the other union, and so
on, and I did that for a long time. I took advice from several people who'd been
politicians. I took advice from people outside the party. It was a real steep
learning curve, and it was very interesting.
CF

Who advised you on tactics?

WARNOCK Lots of people in the party. John, Jack, lots of people. Stephen
Smith, Mark Cuomo. Lots of people who'd been in politics; Ron Edwards,
Wendy Fatin; there were all sorts of people. I knew very clearly that I would
have to get the numbers done before the night; everybody knows that. You've
got to try and make sure you've got the numbers on the night; and I did actually
have the numbers. At 7.00 am on that day of the meeting that night, I had a
call from the leader of the right faction who told me that they would vote with
me. I knew that I had both the centre and the right, so that the left was
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discounted after all, which was wonderfully ironic because it was actually the
left that had asked me in the beginning to actually stand! The left voted against
me; or a majority of them voted against me. There may have been one or two
stragglers, but I'm pretty certain most of them did.
CF

Why was that do you think?

WARNOCK I don't know; internal political nonsense, frankly. Nobody knows;
ask some of them, don't ask me, I wouldn't know. It's just one of those things
that they do. It's a sort of game for some people any way. In the event, I mean
it was terribly stressful, but in the event I learnt an enormous amount about
politics in that three-month period, I really did. After that I wasn't afraid of
anybody or anything frankly; I just thought, to hell with it, I can do this. I knew
that it was going to be a very narrow win if it was going to be a win at all, in the
seat. I knew that everybody who'd ever been an enemy of mine would throw
everything at me, which they did; but I still believed that I could win.
So what in particular did you learn? You said it was incredibly
CF
stressful, what did you learn, in particular, that sort of helped you through it all?
WARNOCK Actually what I understood about it was that if you believe that
you can do something, and if you've got the skills to do it, and if you're a
persuasive person and you believe you can bring people along with you, you
can do it; you can actually do it. You can draw things from inside yourself that
you wouldn't believe. I'm not even remotely religious so I'm not drawing on a
power outside myself; all I'm drawing on is what I've got inside. I've
subsequently talked to lots and lots of groups, students and so on and
community groups, about it.
You can draw on this thing that you've got. I mean everybody's got it. Some
people don't... Okay, some people don't have any skills talking to people or
persuading people, or going among people or whatever but if you find that
you've got it, well you can do it. You can actually draw this stuff from inside
yourself; you can draw on your own resources and strengths, and you can use
that to sort of represent people's interests and persuade people to vote for you.
I knew at the end of that period that I could it. I knew it was going to be bloody
hard, which it was. It was just killing, frankly that whole year when I went from
door to door, knocked on literally thousands of doors. It was wildly entertaining,
it was totally exhausting, but I knew that I could do it. I always believed that I
was going to win, very narrowly. I thought I'd win by 50 votes; I won by 106 as
it turned out. I knew it was going to be terrifying, but I thought, well I can do
this; and it taught me an enormous amount about myself; that I actually had the
strength to do things, that the whole of my life had been sort of leading me to
be able to do certain things.
CF
there.

In radio you're, in a sense, protected, but in politics you're out

WARNOCK That's right, absolutely.
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Was rejection difficult to cope with?

WARNOCK Not really. It's very interesting. I was an activist, even before I
was in radio, and I'd been quite used to being yelled at at demonstrations and
things like that. I'd actually been a sort of active public figure for quite a long
time. Then I worked in radio, and people are very abusive to you there, I'd sort
of got used to the idea of, they're not actually abusing you, they're abusing
what you represent; they're abusing something that they don't like about your
point of view, or whatever, and I generally managed to separate it. I also had a
lot of very good friends, and I think your friends reassure you that you're okay;
that sort of wonderful seventies "I'm okay, you're okay." Your friends reassure
you that you're okay and you know that you're not a monster, even though your
enemies think you are.
If you can keep that balance in yourself, and have confidence in what you do,
from what you've learned. I mean, I was a candidate at 50, for God's sake; if
you haven't learned something by 50, you're never going to learn anything and
you might as well give it up. I learnt quite a lot about life by then, and I knew
that I could stand up in front of a group of people and try and persuade them
about something. I mean I gave a very good preselection speech. It wasn't
crucial in the event, because the numbers were already done, as I found out
that morning, but people told me later they'd never heard a better preselection
speech than the one I gave. It was probably about the only speech I made that
was much use over the next few years, except maybe two or three in
Parliament, but it was a very good speech. I worked on it for three or four
weeks, or something like that, with a whole lot of other people. It was good; I
knew it was good in the same way as I knew I could win. As long as you've got
confidence in yourself, because of the skills you've developed over a number of
years, then you ought to be able to do it.
CF

So what made it good? What issues did you discuss?

WARNOCK I'll give you a copy of it if you like. It's a pretty good speech I
must admit. It's got all the classic things about writing speeches; that you've
got to get a rhythm going; that you've got to put your arguments very clearly;
you've got to say what it is you're going to say, then you say them again; and
then you finish the speech with a great flourish by making a pledge or a
promise and so on, and that's what I did. I must say it is a very good speech. I
say that myself; I've written a lot of speeches and that was a very good one. I
went over that with several very experienced political people, behind the
scenes. They sat down and said, "No, can't say that. Got to say this, got to
say this", and we argued about it. We even argued about what I should wear,
and all that sort of thing, because you're supposed to make a professional
presentation to your colleagues. In the event, it didn't matter that much
because they'd already done the numbers any way; and that was hilarious.
The speech itself, I think... I'd read a fair bit about making good speeches, and
so I knew what a good speech was. It was exactly timed to 10 minutes,
because that was the exact time I had and I sat down at exactly the right time.
It had this sort of rising rhythm at the end; I will do this, I will do this, I will do
this, trust me, I will do this, and yes, it was good, and I knew that [laughs].
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CF
What sort of things did they not want you to say? Did they fear
you were too feminine in some things?
WARNOCK No, no. There are classic Labor Party things that you've got to hit
and there are also things in any preselection speech you've got to show.
You've got to show that you're capable of doing the job; you've got to show that
you're a person who understands the task ahead; you've got to show them that
you understand your electorate absolutely inside out and back-to-front, and
you've got to show them that you're prepared to do the work. Then you've
finally got to say, even if you're not selected, you will work for whoever wins.
End of story.
CF

What are the classic Labor Party things?

WARNOCK You've got to say that you understand what the Labor Party's
about. What the Labor Party's about is working for people, ordinary men and
women, and improving the lives of people who are dispossessed; working for
all manner and condition of men and women in the community, and then
explaining that you know the kind of electorate this is; that it's a mixed
electorate, that it's multiethnic and multisocial, as it were. You've got to show
that you understand what the task ahead is about; how hard it's going to be. I'll
give you a copy of it; maybe that's the best thing to do.

CF

And Carmen was leader at the time?

WARNOCK Carmen was leader at the time.
CF

How supportive was she?

WARNOCK She was fantastic. I'd already had an interview with her when I
had decided to go up for preselection. She said "I'm very glad about that.
Good luck." Then on the night, she was there and she gave me a pat on the
back and said it was fantastic and she wished me well, and so on. She was
very supportive, actually.
The Labor Party had been through some tricky times prior to you
CF
coming into the party. Did that influence your decision?
WARNOCK Well yes, in a way. I mentioned a moment ago, it's time for all
men and women to come to the aid of the party, and that was one of the things
that persuaded me. I'd been around a while and understood the difficult
situation the Labor Party was in at the time. I didn't think of myself as a human
sacrifice, by the way; I actually believed that I could win, although a great many
very clever people told me I couldn't. I believed I could win the seat because it
had been won many times by Labor, but it was in such bad odour, it was
actually the most marginal seat of Labor in the State at the time. I knew that
and I wasn't put off by the difficulty of the task. Yes, to an extent, I thought that
I can do some good here; I can help them win this seat and hang on to this
seat, even though we're going to lose the election, we all knew that. I thought,

TAPE THREE SIDE B

WARNOCK

57

well we're going to lose, but I think I can win this seat, and that's what I set out
to do.
In your maiden speech you talk, in a very positive and
CF
inspirational way about what the Labor Party stands for. Did you feel they'd
lost their way in the eighties?
WARNOCK No, I just thought a few people had been carried away by greed
and arrogance basically. Some people are more forgiving about the mistakes
that were made in the 1980s, but I just think that a whole lot of very clever, very
nice people messed up, to put it very politely and euphemistically. They started
off brilliantly. They were all bright young things. I mean they were so young it
was described as the "Children's Crusade" when they came in, in 1983. They
should've done brilliantly and been in for a couple of terms and then lost, sort of
thing. But what they did was get involved in all these terribly tricky, dreadful
financial deals, which they never should have been involved with. It was very
stupid, and probably a great deal worse than stupid in the case of some people.
I don't intend to badmouth any people in particular over that and I don't want to
make any judgments or observations, apart from the ones that I've made.
I still believe that the majority of people who support the Labor Party are like
me; they support it because they think it's got good ideals and they'll keep
going back to it because of what it represents, and what it has represented in
the past. It's had some fantastic plans and dreams and ideals and it's done an
enormous amount of good things for people. You try and think about the good
things the party has done in the past, even in the very recent past, and try and
set aside the fact that some people have behaved very badly and stupidly, and
shouldn't have done it; and that's what I tried to do. It was very painful during
that year when I was campaigning because it was very stressful and people
were abusive, people were angry; I didn't blame them, I was angry too. I just
had to stand up and take it. I sort of said well it's going to be different; I'm
different and the party's going to be different, and that's the end of it.
Your opponent, Hal Colebatch, it was sort of said that every door
CF
he knocked on was a vote for you, despite the fact it was considered you would
lose. What was your assessment of him?
WARNOCK Without getting a libel writ I can't, in a public situation, give you a
proper assessment of him. I'm still totally mystified about why they chose him
as the candidate. I would think that somebody who's as remote an academic
as the gentleman was, and probably still is, would be definitely not a candidate
for a political party. I don't want to make any observations about him.
Personally, his views are repellent to me, but that's just because my views
have been different from his ever since I first set eyes on him when we were
both journalists at The West [The West Australian]. I still am totally mystified
about why they didn't choose Kim Hames. He was interested in the seat, and I
believe Harries would've beaten me because Harries was a much more downto-earth, everyday sort of a fellow, and I think he would've been a good
candidate for the seat. I think he was a very good candidate for Yokine and
Dianella; wherever he was a candidate for and he eventually won. I hadn't
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talked to any Liberal Party people about it, surprisingly, over the years, and I
really should do that now that I'm out of politics, and find out who on earth
made the decision and why they did. I think if they'd chosen a more down-toearth, that's probably the best way of putting it, candidate, they would've won.
It was my good luck that they chose someone who'd lived in Nedlands most of
his life, and as far as I know, didn't drive a car, and didn't know very much
about the seat of Perth; whereas I'd lived in it all my adult life and knew the
area very well. It just seemed mystifying to me that they would toss away this
great opportunity of winning a terribly marginal Labor seat.
CF

You were confident, you said; you won on a recount.

WARNOCK Yes.
What made you confident, him? His sort of, I suppose, lack of
CF
appeal. What made you confident? Just your belief in yourself.
WARNOCK I think it was really, ultimately my belief in myself, and the fact that
I actually looked at it objectively and saw that I was well known as a radio
announcer; people knew me. They knew my name, they knew what I looked
like. I'd had no connection, overtly, with the party's mistakes of the past
decade. There was no reason, although I must say the Liberal Party tried to
associate me with it in a letter, which I still haven't forgiven a couple of people
for writing; that was one of the many dirty tricks during the campaign. I knew
as far as the public were concerned, I was not associated with the WA Inc
days, nor was I associated with it, by the way. I was a cleanskin. I was well
known. I was a middle-aged woman who'd had a bit of experience of life;
women candidates were just being regarded as possibles and acceptables in
politics at that time; it was regarded as an advantage rather than a
disadvantage, which it had been a few years before. I knew that I could stand
up to most attacks from people. I was convinced that I was right about issues
like abortion and so on, and even if somebody attacked me about it. I didn't
care much about what people thought about the fact that I'd been to a nude
beach in the seventies or whatever. I thought, well if that's their problem then
they can lump it, frankly. I just thought it was an unimportant thing about
people; if people want to make a fuss about it, let them do it.
I'd never been involved in any dirty financial deals or anything like that. I knew
that I was an honest, upright citizen; even though I'd had a couple of charges
for speeding, other than that I'd been pretty good. I knew that, ostensibly, I was
the obvious candidate for the area; well known, lived in the area all her life,
knows something about life at the age of 50. I thought that I could do the job
and I thought that if anybody could win it for the Labor Party, I could probably
do it. Obviously, half-a-dozen other people might have been able to do it as
well, but it seemed to me from the selection on offer, I was the obvious person.
There were all sorts of ticks that people give you, in bad times, about whether
or not you are a suitable candidate, and I thought I was a suitable candidate in
bad times.
CF

What sort of dirty tricks? Who wrote the letter?
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WARNOCK During the very final part of the campaign, which is always the
most stressful part of any campaign; everybody is nervous, everybody is
exhausted, everybody has no money left because they've spent it all on
advertising already, and so on. Everybody is worried about things that might
go wrong at the last minute; somebody stand up and make a boo-boo, or
something like that. It's always very stressful in the last two weeks of the
campaign. I must say that the Liberal's dirty tricks campaign during this
campaign taught me a great deal about conservative politics. I had several
attacks on me during those last two weeks, and I'm very glad that I was such a
strong character and that I had so many good friends who stood up and
supported me because otherwise I probably would've gone under as well.
The Right to Life attacked me; put out a letter to everybody in the electorate
abusing me for supporting abortion for women, and saying I'd been a long-time
supporter, that was true. They also accused me of advertising in an obscene
publication, namely the gay paper Westside Observer, which was also true
because I support gay rights. They put out a letter, which my campaign team
were panicking about; I said "Don't be ridiculous, the majority support leans my
way. Don't worry about it; it's nothing." That was the first thing, and I think I
was right about that. Even conservative old Italian ladies I spoke to were
basically supporting my point of view, so I thought, don't worry about it people,
just get on with it. That was the first thing.
The second thing was a letter went out among the Greek community telling
everybody that I supported the Macedonian cause, which I did not. A lot of my
Greek supporters were ringing me up, late at night, panicking, and saying that
their roofs had been stoned, and they'd been involved in a fight down at the
local Greek centre, and people were going to refuse to campaign for me on the
day. I had to have long, long talks with some Greek friends of mine saying,
"Let's have some courage people; let's do it. You know that they're lying. Take
no notice of them" and so on. That was very stressful because it involved a lot
of personal visits at the last minute and I had to do a lot of hard work on that.
None of us slept very much in those last two weeks. That was the second
thing. The third thing was Jewish supporters rang me and told me that
someone had put out a letter to all the Jewish community that I was a
Palestinian supporter. I had to spend a lot of time getting Jewish people to go
around and see the Jewish people in the electorate, and sort that one out. That
was the third thing.
The fourth thing was a letter from Bevan Lawrence, and the late Paddy O'Brien,
saying that I had been involved in WA Inc in some way, or in any event I'd
made no attempt to stop it as a member of the public media at the time and that
I should have. That was simply ludicrous. Most journalists in Western
Australia knew nothing about it and had not succeeded in unearthing it, despite
a great many efforts that all of us had made. None of us knew anything about it
because lies were told. I was very angry about that and I haven't forgiven
either of those people for that. The fifth thing was in the last two days of the
campaign, which made it particularly damaging and dreadful.
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My opponent sent out a letter saying if the Labor Party got in, and this is
wonderfully ironic, the City of Perth would be split up and that the rates would
therefore increase in the Perth area; and that would be if the Labor Party got in.
The wonderfully ironic thing about it is that the Liberal Party got in and they did
exactly that. However, we had no money, and I ended up with an enormous bill
at the end of the campaign as a result of this. That was the Thursday before
Saturday's election. We had to overnight, pay for 17,000 or 18,000 letters to go
around to every household; we were working on it 24 hours a day, nobody
slept. We had that letter done overnight and delivered the next day, Friday,
and had to hope that not too many people were influenced by this dreadfully
scurrilous lying letter, which had been sent out. By the time we arrived at the
Saturday, we were just a total wreck, all of us. We were exhausted. All our
supporters were exhausted. We'd had to fend off all these ludicrous attacks
that had been going on. Yes, that was a very interesting two weeks of my life;
it certainly was character-forming, as the expression goes. To say that I feel
angry about extreme conservatives on the conservative side is to put it mildly,
even 10 years later. I'm not a forgiving person; it must be the Irish in me. I still
haven't forgiven most of those people who were involved in that.
CF

Did you expect that sort of thing?

WARNOCK No. However, I'm told that that's regular on the political scene.
That's the way things are. That's what you've got to put up with. That's why
everybody says politics is tough. That's why nobody who's outside of politics
can really understand the pressures that are in it; and that's why I think
whatever you're paid in politics, you earn it [laughs]. That sort of stress is
nonsense; people just lying about you, telling lies.

CF

What is the difference really between libel and a lie?

WARNOCK Who can afford to sue? How do you run to ground if a group of
people who are going round ringing people up, getting on the phones and just
ringing people in the middle of the night. I knew who the people were, but I
didn't have the money. I was thousands of dollars in debt as a result of the
campaign. Who has the money? Is it worth the stress? Frankly, no, of course
it's not. That's why this sort of thing goes on in campaigns, and can go on in
campaigns.
CF

Was Bill supportive?

WARNOCK He was fantastically supportive. He was just a rock of Gibraltar.
He was there all the time. He supported me being a candidate. He supported
me every inch of the way, and he was just amazing, he really was. He was
there every time. He's even more vengeful about some of these bad people
than I am. He used to long for the day when I was out of it so he could give
them a biff. I think he's decided it's not worth it now. Yes, he was pretty angry
about it. They'd turn up at demonstrations and things, and shout at you. He
wasn't used to that; I was used to it. I had to stop him on one occasion during
the campaign giving someone a biff, because they'd yelled out abuse at me.
He said, "How dare you say that to my wife", and drew up his fist to hit them. I
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said, "Don't for God's sake do it; I'm in politics"; and he put his hand down and
the photographers got a picture of him withdrawing his hand in what looked like
an obscene gesture, to stop him biffing this person who was yelling at me
abusively. He was great. He was just like a rock; yes, he was great.
CF
yourself.

You said that you were forced, in a sense, to go into debt

WARNOCK Well I ended with... I was told I had to raise $60,000. I couldn't
raise $60,000 in a year, it just wasn't possible. So I raised, I think it was
$35,000, and we spent $45,000, and so I had a $10,000 bill at the end; a lot of
people do in politics. One of my opponents, in a later election, ended up with a
$35,000 debt, which her party wouldn't help her with; and she didn't win, I did. I
would've been even more cheesed off about that, than I was about... It was a
fact of life; one had to pick it up; that was it; it was your responsibility. You had
won, the party had no money; obviously you would end up in debt. People
have had much larger bills than that. Some people pay for their entire
campaign themselves. I didn't. I raised the money from endless fundraisers;
the usual way that everybody does. I had a big debt at the end, but that's just a
fact of political life. It isn't peculiar to me or peculiar to that campaign.
CF

But does the party promise a candidate any money?

WARNOCK No, the party has no money. Most political parties have no
money; they have no money at all. You've got to raise it all yourself. It's one of
the things you take on when you become a candidate for a political party.
END OF TAPE THREE SIDE B
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary
History program Tape four, on the 29th of August 2001.
CF
Diana, today I just want to do some follow-up questions from our
previous interview. You worked as a researcher for Gordon Reid, could you
talk to me about that, and whether that influenced your decision about politics,
in any way?
WARNOCK No, it didn't influence my decision about politics in any way. It
really had no connection with it at all. I was, as I often was, fed up with working
for newspapers. I was always trying to get out of newspapers while I was in
them, and get into something else. Eventually radio was what I got into and I
was very pleased to do that. But that was really the reason; I was looking for
something better, something more interesting. The job with Gordon Reid came
up, down at UWA. He was head of the Politics Department, as I recall, at the
time, and I worked for a very brief period for him. What I found was that I really
wasn't a born researcher. I liked doing research, and I particularly liked doing
research for long features, which I often did as a journalist, but I found the life
of a researcher, working in a sort of carrel underneath the library, fairly boring.
I suppose if I'd thought about it for two minutes, I would've worked out I was too
much of a people person to spend my time, with a whole pile of very dusty
books, in the basement of a library. I've always had people sort of jobs and I
should've woken up to that when I took it on, but I must have been particularly
disgruntled with journalism at the time. So I took on this job with Gordon.
I liked Gordon Reid immensely and I was absolutely delighted when he became
the State's Governor. I thought that was a brilliant stroke on the part of the
Government at the time, because it got away from the old retired English
admiral thing, that we seemed to have been stuck on for ages, as Governors.
He was the first, sort of intellectual Governor that I could recall, and certainly
the first civilian that I could recall in recent years. Short of having the Chief
Justice retired as the permanent Governor position, which I think isn't a bad
idea actually; to get a senior judge always to be the Governor because there
you've got a person of undoubted character and so on, I would say that a very
respected academic like Gordon Reid, was the perfect choice. I thought he
was the perfect choice and I was terribly upset for both him and for his wife
when he got cancer, at the very early age of 66, and died very rapidly after that,
and I was very sad about that. The period I spent working for him was not
really very significant in my life, except that it introduced me to Gordon Reid. It
was amusing, briefly.
When I was down in the basement of the library they had a peculiar sort of
sealed off section of the library then where they kept obscene books; of course
this was in the late 1960s. These days they wouldn't be regarded as obscene
books; they'd probably be in the general part of the library. However, in those
days there were all sorts of peculiar things which were regarded as obscene,
and I used to have great fun, as other researchers did, riffling through these
things. That sort of was a bit of the more lightweight part of the researcher's
job. I found the subject astonishingly boring. Interestingly, Gordon said to me,
if I ever went into politics, I'd find it extremely interesting, because it was, in
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fact, about the Commonwealth Grants Commission and was actually about the
relationships of Commonwealth and State and how the States were always in
the position of being supplicants to the Commonwealth, as it were. In fact it is
very pertinent to State politics, there's no question about that. But I found it
extraordinarily dull as a subject and I had to tell Gordon that. Eventually I left
after just a few months working for him. I found it too dull being a researcher
because the subject was too dull. I also found it too dull just being surrounded
by books, and sort of dusty kind of files in a library. I'd always worked with
people and it was quite obvious to me then that I always needed to work with
people.
I eventually went back to the WA newspapers. I think I had been working for
the Weekend News before I went to work for Gordon, and I went back to The
West Australian and started, virtually from scratch, with them in 1969 I think it
was. While I got to know Gordon Reid, and that was a very pleasant
experience and one that I valued for the rest of his life, I didn't actually enjoy
the work very much, nor did I find it very interesting, and it certainly had
absolutely nothing to do with my going into politics at all.
CF
You said it is of interest and it is of help when you are.., with the
relationship of state and commonwealth, was it? Did you find...
WARNOCK No, I didn't find it in the least useful, but I could see what Gordon
meant. He was perfectly right. When you're a State politician you're always
carping and moaning about the position of State politics vis-a-vis the
Commonwealth, and you're always moaning about how the Commonwealth
takes all the taxes and only gives back a little proportion of it to us. He's quite
right, all State politicians are always whingeing and whining about Canberra,
and all of the things that Canberra does to do the States down, as it were. It's
a typical parochial State's politics position. Certainly, I could see exactly what
he meant; he was perfectly right. However, it wasn't useful to me, particularly.
It was just a point of comment, and he was certainly correct about that.
CF
To move on to your work in radio, you went from 6PR as a
researcher to the ABC?
WARNOCK I started work in radio in 1982 or 1983, and I worked as a
producer, not a researcher, with Bob Maumill. I was asked to join the radio
station by John K. Watts, who was then managing the station with Barry Martin
and Cheri Gardiner. The three of them, I suppose, invited me to join 6PR. I
had been working as a part-time tutor at Murdoch University and I went directly
to 6PR and worked with Bob Maumill as a producer. About a year later, Bob
Maumill left, abruptly, as he often did. He got bored with radio and suddenly
left and said: I'm going. I was then left with the job of being an on air
personality, as they were called at the time. Some time after that I eventually
had my own show. I was a fill-in for a while; they put a lot of other people on
the radio instead of me. Then they decided they'd have a go with me and I
eventually had my own show there. I then had my own show at the ABC in
1987. In 1990, when I left the ABC, I went back to 6PR and left 6PR in 1991 to
go into politics.
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CF
Why did you leave the ABC? Why did you make the change to it
and then leave?
WARNOCK I left because of internal politics. My contract was not renewed; I
was very angry about it. I spent a lot of time being very annoyed with the
ABC's internal politics; nothing to do with party politics, just internal backroom
politics with people putting on their own girlfriends and boyfriends, and things
like that. I had a nasty stoush with the ABC over that and wouldn't want ever to
work with them again as a result of that. However, It was at once the best and
the worst working experience of my life. When I first went on to the ABC, in
1987, David Hill had just started as the boss of the ABC and I interviewed him
very early on in my term and very early in his term. I thought he was terrifically
lively, and the whole of that year and the next was absolutely magic. It really
was the best work experience that I'd ever had. We were rating well. We had
a good style of show. We were interviewing everybody and anybody under the
sun, and it was very lively; in fact, it was the blueprint, if you like, for a lot of
ABC current affair shows around the country, and I thought it was a very good
show.
However, the excellent producer that I was working with eventually had to go
and work with someone else, who demanded to have a better producer than he
had; my excellent producer was taken away from me and I ended up with a lot
of people who I thought were frankly less than good at their job. They, as I saw
it, undermined my show, and also undermined my health. I was very ill when I
finally left the ABC. As I say, I'd never want to work there again; wouldn't want
to work in radio again, either, for that matter. It was, when I left, the worst
experience of my working life, but when I came there first in 1987, it was the
best experience. It was very good, and it was very bad I think you could say at
the ABC.
CF
regular.

Were there any criticisms about... You had Jack Marks on as a

WARNOCK That's right, but I also had John Hyde, the very conservative
former MP on. That was one of the things that was a blueprint really for ABC
programs in other States. We had a thing called "Polls Apart", which I thought
was rather clever. It was a way of having extreme left and extreme right-wing
views on the same show, which would mean that nobody could say that you
were biased either way because we had both points of view, and they were
both well represented by Jack Marks and John Hyde. It was an extremely lively
program and I thought that was one of the better things that we did.
CF

So there were no complaints?

WARNOCK No, there were no complaints. It was very well balanced and I
thought, very well done.
CF
You'd probably known Jack a long time, did he talk to you about
going into politics at that period?
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WARNOCK No, he didn't. It wasn't then that he talked to me about going into
politics. It was in 1991 that he talked to me, after I'd left the ABC, about going
into politics. I had known Jack for a long time. My family were in the horse
racing business, and I used to often see Jack out at the track, as I recall, in the
years before I got to know him on radio.
CF
You talked about the hideousness of your election campaign, the
dirty tricks, and the problems, mainly, you thought from the Liberal side,
although you weren't sure. Ian Alexander had been the member. He'd been in
the Labor Party and then he became an Independent and he supported Kath
Mallet(?) for that seat. Was there any conflict there at all?
WARNOCK Yes, there was a lot of personal conflict. My team were very
angry with Ian for putting up another candidate. I was personally very angry
because Ian was a personal friend of mine and my husband's and quite frankly,
I found his behaviour absolutely astonishing. However, you learn after you're in
politics for a while that people will do anything, and you learn not to be
surprised about anything that people do in order to either get elected or screw
somebody else, to put it very crudely.
CF

Do you think he would've been involved in any of those?

WARNOCK No, I don't think so. It was bad enough for me that he actually put
up against me. It was a terribly, terribly narrow seat, largely caused, I might
add, by him, because it was a very good Labor seat long before he had it; then
it got down to a marginal seat, marginal beyond belief. I only won it by 106
votes, after working for 13 months, flat out; now that's a really marginal seat.
Ian had had the seat, I think, for maybe one term, maybe two terms. He had it
as an Independent, a defector from the Labor Party; a person who's obviously
not very popular with the Labor Party; anybody who defects is rather illregarded, should we say. I was pretty annoyed that he would put up a
candidate against me, knowing that it was going to be very hard for me to win.
Their argument was that I would get their second preferences any way, and
that all their votes would drift back to me, and that in any event I was expected
to win the seat, she wasn't. Well, that was a nice excuse, later on, after the
event, but in fact it added to the heat and the stress at the time and it wasn't
something that went down very well with the Labor troops, I can tell you.
CF

Can you give me an example of that?

WARNOCK There was just a general feeling that it was a pretty low thing to
do; to put up a candidate against someone who was going to be struggling to
win any way. I was pretty angry about that and a lot of hot words were
exchanged over phones, and in face-to-face meetings about that particular
matter. I can remember on the day of the election, it was all rather entertaining
really. We had very little money to run the campaign with and we couldn't
afford the lovely plasticised posters that most people stick up outside polling
booths now; we had a lot of ordinary paper ones. It was mid summer when the
election was held and everybody thought it was going to fine and a nice hot
day, and it turned out to be raining ceaselessly all day. The result of that was
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all of our cheap posters were washed away and they might as well not have
been there. Underneath the posters of one of my opponents, namely Kath
Mallet were the posters of Ian Alexander, which caused a lot of wry and bitter
amusement among the troops who were working for me. They had a lot of
extremely unfavourable things to say about Mr Alexander as they saw his
portrait emerge from underneath his candidate's on the poster holders, as it
were. There was a bit of argy-bargy at one of the booths, as I remember.
There was actually a genuine fear on one of the booths at that particular time,
that there would be physical violence. We put some very large people there to
make sure that all of the smaller people were protected from the threat of
physical violence. There was almost some physical violence over this
particular matter of Ian Alexander's posters, but that passed relatively quickly.
It was a very tense time. It was not an election where there was a lot of
goodwill bouncing around; there was a lot of anger and stress. Everybody
knew the Labor Party was going to lose, and they were desperately trying to
hang on to whatever they could hang on to, and anybody like Ian Alexander,
who was perceived as trying to put a spoke in that wheel, were not very well
regarded.
CF

Has that rift been mended?

WARNOCK I don't know. I'm relatively polite to Ian when I see him. I regard
him as an inoffensive person. I've forgiven him, I think. I don't think my
husband, who's sadly now dead, ever forgave him and I think thereafter he
either avoided him or had some hot words with him; one or the other. I don't
think he ever forgave him. He regarded it as a personal betrayal, I think.
CF

Of both the party and...

WARNOCK Of both the party and le. Politics has a way of damaging
friendships very badly, and that was one which I'd say was almost fatally
damaged by politics [chuckles].
CF
You briefly talked about the fact that you and Bill had been
involved in media training for party members. What did you actually do with
them?
WARNOCK We just told them how to operate in the media; how to speak
properly, how to conduct an interview, how to make sure that your point of view
gets across and you don't get badgered by the interviewer, how not to lose your
temper, how to sound reasonable and on top of things. The sort of thing...
There are dozens of media training organisations who operate now, and we
were doing much the same thing as everybody else was. My husband also
drafted a couple of campaigns for the Labor Party during that period. He
actually either designed the ads or advised on the style of advertising that
should be used. I don't think he ever actually did television ads for the party,
but I think he probably advised them on how to do the television ads and
maybe even wrote the campaigns. I can't remember; it's all a long time ago. It
was all unpaid, for gratis and for nothing, as it were; all those days ago when
the party had no money.
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Media wasn't very sophisticated in the seventies anyway, quite frankly, and it
was only during the eighties that it became very sophisticated and parties were
expected to have very well-funded television and radio campaigns. In the days
when we first advised the party, it was pretty primitive. Basically, we were
giving them practical advice that anybody would give. However, in terms of
running campaigns during elections, I can't tell you that because I don't know
which ones they were because we always seemed to be working on someone's
campaign. Maybe the Labor Party would be able to fill those details in. We
certainly assisted the Labor Party with several campaigns.
CF

Did Bill ever consider going into politics himself?

WARNOCK No, never. He had absolutely no interest whatsoever in it himself.
He always thought that I was the more public person than him and that I was
the more obvious person to go into politics. I'd been asked twice before; once
to stand as Lord Mayor and once to stand for the seat of Tangney, which I
thought was impossible to win. I knocked them back both times. My husband,
however, said to me that he thought at some time or other I ought to go into
politics. When I was finally asked, in 1991 by Jack Marks and John Cowdell, if
I would take on the Perth seat, Bill was much more supportive of the idea than I
was. He was the one really, who, not exactly pushed me into it, but had he not
been so enthusiastic about it, I don't think I would've gone in.
CF
Could you also tell me about Stephen Smith, who's the Federal
member for Perth? You said that he gave you a lot of support. Tell me the sort
of support he gave you. How influential was that support?
WARNOCK He is an extraordinarily clever political strategist and has a real
politician's brain. He's a lawyer, and I think being a lawyer is sometimes a very
useful thing in politics; you not only are a good speaker and know how to draft
legislation, but you also have a good understanding of tactics. I think that part
of his skill as a politician was the fact that he was a lawyer, even though he
may not have practised law. He certainly had a passion for politics from a very
early age. When I met him, I mean I'd met him through the party on and off
over the years, but when I really got to know him as a candidate, or as a
prospective candidate at the end of 1991, then as a candidate in 1992, we
started working together almost immediately. He was preselected around
about the same time as I was and we began working together almost
immediately. It was quite obviously going to be a good pairing because I was a
blond woman and he was a dark, younger man, and it looked good in
photographs, apart from anything else. He had the skills as a tactician and a
strategist and, if you like, I had a lot of people skills, and I suppose we made a
very good combination because of that.
Certainly we did almost all of our activities in our mutual electorate, together, so
much so that I remember at one stage of the game, I can't remember how
many years into our terms this was, probably a couple of years, some journalist
wrote, rather sarcastically, that he thought we were obviously velcroed to each
other, or joined at the hip, because we appeared not to be willing to be
photographed without each other in public places. We thought this was great
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fun because that's exactly what we intended. We used to call ourselves the
"Terrible Twins".
CF

Did you have to belong to a faction?

WARNOCK Yes, you did, unfortunately. I had not thought about Labor
factions until I was preselected. Unfortunately, very shortly thereafter, I
realised that you had to belong to a faction. I was approached on the night, at
Labor Party headquarters, at the Labor Party conference, I think it was, in
September 1991 by the centre faction, which was then sort of padded out by
lots of unions; the TWU, the BLF, I think the AWU were even sort of leaning
towards the centre at that stage of the game. It was a multi-union faction and it
was much larger then and more influential than it is now. I think it's fortunes
have drooped somewhat in recent times, although I notice that the deputy
leader of the State Labor Government is a member of the centre faction, as are
a couple of the more prominent Ministers. But it was always a faction that was
troubled by people draining off to the left and people draining off to the right,
and it was a faction that always had to align itself with either the left or the right
in order to actually win. I was actually proposed as a candidate, bizarrely, by
the left. The left then put up a candidate against me for preselection, which I
thought was a bit, sort of, unsporting of them, but I learned a lot about politics
and the Labor Party during that preselection period, which lasted about three
months.
On the night of my actual preselection, in December 1991, it was actually the
centre and the right who voted for me, although I had been supported in my
campaign by numerous members of the left. When it came down to voting I
think almost all the left voted for the other candidate, and almost all the centre
and the right voted for me. Liz Byrski was the other candidate, and she was
put up by the broad left. There were about seven factions, as I recall, at that
particular time. There was the left, the broad left, the third floor alliance, the
centre left, the left, the right, the extreme right, I mean it was so complicated
you had to go from one person to the other to make sure that you saw all the
power bases in the party. It was actually rather fascinating. I wrote a diary,
which ran to 13 volumes, during this period, from the time I put up as a
candidate in September 1991, to the time I was actually elected. I'm still
thinking about maybe writing a book based on that, eventually, because it was
very amusing, as well as being pretty tense and rather dreadful. I learnt a lot
about the party very quickly at that particular time.
The short answer to your question is: Yes, you do, in effect, have to belong to
a faction. Very few people don't. I think Peter Dowding was one of the very
few people who didn't, at that particular time, and look what happened to Peter
Dowding. People, generally, have to see themselves as aligned with one or the
other. There are very few people in the party who remain unaligned and
sometimes, like Larry Graham, they end up becoming an Independent;
sometimes, like Peter, they end up getting themselves into great difficulties;
and sometimes, like Alan Carpenter, they manage to remain afloat, and I think
that's Alan's personal qualities that have kept him afloat, despite not belonging
to a faction. But it's very rare in the Labor Party.
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Do you think they're useful?

WARNOCK That's a very interesting question, about whether they're useful or
not. They're useful in terms of the people involved in them because it means
that they can swing a lot of votes behind them to get preselected or to get
particular power positions within the party. At the same time, I think most
people in the party, waste an enormous amount of time on internal political
factional activities, which basically, should be better spent on other activities for
the party. I find that it's a time wasting nonsense, but a lot of people who are in
the party, I would say, perhaps the majority, find it not only entertaining but also
essential to their political life, to be involved in it. I think that the party could do
well enough without it, although I understand on the conservative side, even
though they have officially not got factions, as in left, right and centre with us,
they actually have factions based on personal power bases and people like
Noel Crichton-Browne. Perhaps forming factions is actually a natural human
activity. It occurs to me that it probably is a natural human activity, and with the
Labor Party, it has just been more refined than it is in other community groups.
CF
You're going to give me a copy of your preselection speech to be
included in the transcript. When you first went into the Parliament, how did that
feel, as a new member?
WARNOCK I felt very excited. At the time I was amazed that I'd been elected
because I was only elected by 106 votes. I was quite excited by the whole
idea.. I thought it was astonishing that I'd managed to get there. It had never
been my life plan to go into politics, so it was a whole, new, exciting thing. Very
shortly after that, when I got into the Parliament, I realised that being in
Opposition in Parliament, is an utter nightmare. You end up speaking about
things that you couldn't care less about, for longer than you would choose to
speak about them, and you end up talking a lot of nonsense about nothing in
particular. I found that very frustrating; in fact it made me terribly angry about
politics because I had seen it as a sort of forum for sort of important ideas in
the community, and it's not that at all. A Government is actually run by the
Government of the day with the upper echelons of the Public Service, unless
you have a very marginal Government, which has to be there every time for a
vote so that it doesn't actually lose Government.
When the Government at any particular period, has a large majority, the role of
the Opposition is terribly unimportant, as I see it. You grandstand on issues,
you signal to your supporters that you're working on their behalf by putting up
Bills or petitions, or making speeches, and so forth on their behalf, but in effect,
you don't do anything at all in the Parliament because the Government always
wins the vote. It doesn't matter how many amendments you put up, and how
many brilliant speeches you make about things, you don't actually affect what
happens because you don't have the vote. People are always saying numbers
are the only things that count in politics; that's absolutely right. If you don't
have the numbers to make your vote count, then you're just spitting into the air,
frankly. I very soon, by the end of that first year, was very disillusioned about
Parliament; not about politics in general nor about the job of being a politician in
an electorate because it doesn't matter which side you're on, Government or
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Opposition, you can still do a very good job for your electorate. I soon worked
out that the way to get elected again, was actually to work very hard for my
constituents, which I did consistently for eight years, and I'm very proud of that
work that I did. However, in terms of the Parliament, which after all, let's face it,
is only 60 days a year out of your parliamentary life, and you work 365 days a
year, it's a very small part of your political life. Although it enables you to
grandstand in front of the media, and that is the main function, it seems to me,
of the Opposition's sitting in Parliament; basically you're enabled to get your
point of view and your performance, if you like, in front of the media. You soon
find as an electorate politician, putting out media statements to the local media,
they couldn't care less. If you're in Opposition, even a professional journalist
like me, you're lucky to get any stories used at all. Nobody's interested in you.
What you do is not important to anybody because you can't spend money on
new child care centres or anything like that; you don't have the power to do
that; the Government does that. If the Government does anything in your area,
they are the ones who are going to get the kudos, not you.
Frankly, I found the parliamentary side of my life extraordinarily frustrating; it
made me very, very angry. I didn't find it interesting until... I think there were
only three conscience votes or social issues votes, that took place in my time in
those eight years in Parliament. The first one was in 1996, Ian Taylor's medical
care for the dying Bill, which he put up when he was about to leave Parliament.
That didn't get through; I think the conservatives voted en masse against that.
It was not a euthanasia Bill, although it was described as one by those opposed
to it.
Then, in the same year, 1996, Yvonne Henderson put up the gay Bill, the Bill to
end discrimination against gay and lesbians, very much similar in fact to the Bill
that was put up in the next session of Parliament by the Democrats and Greens
in the upper House. That didn't get through, either, because again, the
Government voted against it entirely. Then, in 1998 there was the abortion Bill,
or the two abortion Bills, which again were an opportunity for people to have a
free vote and speak their mind on an issue, which is not what you normally do
in politics. Those were, I think really the only three Bills that were of interest.
We had votes on republicanism and we had votes on racism, and things like
that, which were of interest to me, and I spoke on them and passionately I
hope. However, in effect, nothing one said or did, did anything other than
express one's point of view in front of an entirely uninterested media. They
would ignore what you said and the only hope you had of getting your views
reported, was put out a press release to your local media, which were a bit
more tolerant of the Opposition's point of view, or to send copies of your
speeches to interested people in the electorate. I found, in short, my life in
Parliament, as opposed to in politics, extremely frustrating.
END OF TAPE FOUR SIDE A
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CF
When you first got there, was there anyone to help you with the
ropes; to help you understand what you had to do?
WARNOCK No. I think that's something that's badly lacking in Parliament
actually. I remember we had about a two-hour orientation session. It was just
basically going through the rules of the House; how you mustn't cross in front of
the speaker on his or her feet, and the Speaker in the Chair, and how you must
nod to the Speaker in the Chair every time you go past. Basic, simple rules like
that, we were given some sort of short, orientation period about that, and
basically the rules of the House; what you're allowed to do and not allowed to
do. In terms of debate and skills and all that sort of thing, absolutely not. I
remember I was very frustrated when my maiden speech, which I spent an
enormous amount of time and effort on, was actually interrupted by the dinner
break. I was pretty annoyed about it because I wanted to get up and impress
people and so forth, and say what I thought and make a big splash. In the
middle of this dramatic, sort of peroration about whatever it was I was talking
about, we went off for the dinner break and I had to start all over again
afterwards. So I was pretty cheesed off about that, but you don't have control
over anything when you're a junior member of a team, on the back bench in
Opposition.
Then, the second speech after that, I remember was about republicanism.
That was even harder than the first one because during the first one, no-one's
allowed to jeer or interrupt you or anything, and they clap you at the end. After
that you find that the niceness has gone absolutely, and you get abused every
time you get up on your feet. This was a bit alarming because even though I'd
been an activist and been yelled at for years by nasty people, I didn't expect my
colleagues in Parliament to do it, which they did. I found that pretty unpleasant.
Then I remember very shortly after that I was asked to speak, as the second
speaker, on a matter of public importance, or one of those strange devices that
Oppositions use in Parliament. Nobody even told me what the rules of the
game were, except that you had to speak for seven minutes, or something like
that. I got up and spoke about this issue, and I was constantly interrupted by
the Government, who were very abusive. I remember being puzzled later
because I didn't know what I was supposed to do, in terms of response to the
Government. I let them off the hook far too easily because nobody had
bothered to tell me what I was supposed to do. I was very annoyed with my
colleagues for not giving us more... Most of them had already been in
Government for the past several years and I suppose it didn't occur to them
that the newcomers actually needed some sort of orientation. I learnt things by
trial and error, basically; the same way as everybody else does, which I think
was a clumsy way to go about it. I basically think it would have been useful for
us to have some mentoring and some teaching to do a better performance.
CF

And to make you more effective?

WARNOCK And to make you more effective, exactly.
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CF
We're going to talk about the abortion debate; the relationship
between the Liberal and Labor Parties was different then. What was the
relationship with the Liberal Party? Did you have any relationship with them?
WARNOCK Not really. I picked up very quickly, when I went into Parliament,
that they were the enemy, and basically, you had to do everything to do them
down. I used to get very annoyed because they were constantly abusing us
about WA Inc; and of course I'd had nothing to do with WA Inc. I was a
newcomer, and as far as I was concerned all that abuse was just going into the
ether. But it certainly was pretty effective as far as some of my colleagues who
had been in Government were concerned. I could see that it unsettled them
rather a lot. I would say that I spent the first period in Parliament thinking of the
Liberals as the enemy. The only thing that changed that view was actually
being on a select committee in Parliament, when you had three conservative
members and two Labor members, and we twice went overseas together in
1994 and 1995; they were in the second and third years of my term as a
parliamentarian. While I still thought of them as the enemy, I actually found
that I enjoyed the company of one of the Liberals on the trip more than I
enjoyed the company of one of the other people who was there, who I would
have, perhaps, been more expected to get on with. My Labor colleague, I got
on very well with. I was quite entertained by the fact that I found this Liberal
very good company and in fact when he eventually lost his seat in 2001, I wrote
him a very warm letter, because I thought he was a very nice person; partly
because I'd got to know him on this trip and partly because he was one of the
supporters of the abortion Bill in 1998. I was very sorry that he lost his seat,
although, of course, I had to be glad that we'd beaten him because it was part
of the process of getting into Government in 2001. He was a very nice man
and I had a very complex of feelings that here was this very decent person
who, in lots of ways, although he was unremittingly capitalist, was a far more
left-wing person in his social views than a lot of people on the Labor side, as I
was to find eventually.
CF

And who was that?

WARNOCK Ian Osborne, a very nice man indeed. I can remember he used to
take the mick out of my colleague, Judyth Watson and I because we both had...
I had blonde hair, but I'm older than Ian. He now has grey hair; I don't think I'll
ever have grey hair!! He used to take great delight in calling Judyth Watson
and myself "Grey Power". Judyth has dark hair that's gone white; I have
blonde hair. However, because we were older than he was, he took advantage
of this and called us "Grey Power"; and we used to get very cheesed off with
that. When I last saw him he was very grey at the temples and I said, "Hello
Grey Power", and took the mick out of him. He was a very nice man, and as I
say, I'm sorry that he's not still in Parliament because I think he's a very good
person.
CF
In your career you've always tried, as much as possible, to
present both sides, and to see both points of view. Did that make it especially
difficult being confronted by unreasonableness; unnecessary
unreasonableness?
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WARNOCK I think so. I think I've got the sort of university trained person's
"on the one hand this and on the other hand that"; it's a philosophical point of
view that you develop at university, particularly if like me you studied
philosophy, among other things. I've had that point of view all my life; I can
argue from both sides. I was a debater at my school and I carried those views
and those skills, if you like, into the rest of my life. When I got into Parliament
and found that you had to argue unrelentingly for a particular point of view,
even if you thought it was rather silly, and you had to oppose things even when
you couldn't see any good reason to oppose them; I also thought it was very
silly. However, I'm also very good at being adversarial; I learnt that very early
in my life because I was an activist for so long before I became a politician. A
political activist has to learn to be very tough and adversarial, because if you're
advocating for a particular point of view, you may wish to understand your
opponent's point of view, but you never run it in public, if you like.
While I tried to understand the point of view of the appalling people who were
opposing rights for women, and so on, including abortion rights; although I
understood their point of view when I really tried, I certainly would never have
argued for it. I did find when you got into politics and you had to relentlessly
argue for the Labor Party, even if you thought they might have been wrong
about something, we had to support a point of view, which you thought frankly
there was not much good cause for supporting. I did find that unsettling and
annoying, but I realised that politics is about being practical, it's about getting
elected, it's about winning, and you just can't be wishy-washy and say, well,
basically, morally we ought to support this, even though there's not many votes
in it. That, in a sense, is the case with a lot of things that the Labor Party
supports.
I don't know how much broad support there is in the community for native title,
but we were obliged to speak because our moral point of view says that we
must support native title, in principle. We were obliged to spend a lot of time
defending it in Parliament against ferocious attacks from the conservatives. I
don't think that did any good at all in the electorate, frankly. It wouldn't have
won a single vote for us, I don't think, but morally, we were obliged to support it.
I approved of that, because I thought it was morally right. Quite often, on
simple practical things, when we get up and say, "We oppose this", I'd say,
"Why oppose it; it's a sensible idea, it seems pretty silly to oppose this". And all
sorts of reasons would be given. I didn't ever find myself in a position where I
had to lie in politics and say that I got up and supported something. If I really
had a problem with it, I would have defected from the party, and there wasn't
anything that would have caused me to defect. The other solution of course is
to have a very ferocious argument in the party room, the Caucus room, and try
and persuade your colleagues to your point of view. I tried and lost several
times over that; though not on issues that mattered very much. I don't want to
discuss them particularly, they were just minor things. I mean everybody in
politics has to compromise to a certain degree. Honestly, if numbers are
important in politics, compromise is the art of politics as well. You learn that
very early in the piece.
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CF
What about the role of women in the Labor Party? What's your
view about that as a woman politician?
WARNOCK The role of women in the Labor Party in politics is very much the
same as the role of women in society. There isn't any difference. The Labor
Party is pretty cumbersome and old-fashioned in some ways about women the
way our society is, basically. Here we are in 2001, women have rights by law,
and have had rights by law for very many years now, but they still only earn
two-thirds of what men earn, doing the same job. They are not running
companies; only 1.3 per cent of CEOs [chief executive officers] in the country
are held by women, and very few of them are on important company boards
and things like that. So, in a sense we still have a lower status, or we still
control less of the power in society than men do, even though legally, we are
entirely equal.
Now the Labor Party isn't much different from any other organisation. The
Labor Party has now insisted that the party elect women in a certain proportion
so that we've got more equality than we would otherwise have. That was very
hard fought among the members of the Labor Party. An awful lot of the men
probably felt they had to give lip-service to it, but didn't actually agree with it.
An awful lot of the younger men would have seen their own preferment going
out of the window and being very cheesed off about it, because, as they saw it,
the job had to be given to a woman. We've evened up the representation of
women in the Labor Party. It's moved up dramatically in the last couple of
elections, both State and Federal. It's, as I say, not much different from the
rest of society.
CF

Did you, as a woman politician, find any problems?

WARNOCK No, not at all. I didn't ever have anybody make a comment about
it at all; and I've broken lots of barriers in my life, any way. I've always been in
public life. I've always been in the front line. I've always earned my own living
so, in effect, I haven't allowed barriers to stand in my way. I didn't find any
resistance to me at all. I can only remember two occasions. One old man
burst out laughing, as I recall; he might have been completely mad, now that I
come to think about it and probably just thought it was amusing that I was
coming to hustle him at 10 o'clock in the morning and try and persuade him to
vote for the Labor Party. The only other occasion I can remember in a whole
year of campaigning, I was campaigning every day for a year, was an old
woman who was mad. I can still remember where she lived, actually. I can
remember her coming out onto the front verandah and saying, "Women should
be at home looking after their families", and I said, "Well my family's grown up
and I can't see why I should at 50, be at home still"; I didn't bother to explain
that I'd been working most of my life anyway. She was pretty bad-tempered
and gave me an earful of her views, but I concluded that she was quite around
the bend, and she would never have voted for me any way. I always concluded
that those sort of people were obviously going to vote for the other side and
after the first six months I wasn't too worried about it [laughs].

WARNOCK
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Could you talk to me just a little bit about the electorate of Perth,
CF
how you saw it?
WARNOCK I think the electorate of Perth is the most delightful one to
represent in the Parliament. I think anybody who's the member for Perth is
extraordinarily lucky. You've got this tiny little electorate, that you can drive
around in less than hour; you could walk around it in a day. It's right at the
centre of the city. It includes the city, East Perth, West Perth, North Perth, and
all those wonderful inner suburbs, which are so pleasant to be in and so
socially diverse and so racially and ethnically diverse as well. I think it is an
extraordinarily interesting area to represent. It was the perfect area for
someone like me, who was a city dweller, who was very tied up with ethnic
politics, if you like before I actually went into Parliament and who was a
supporter of rights for people like gays and lesbians, who did live in a large
proportion of the electorate, It was, in a sense, the perfect place for me to
represent. I don't think I would've been interested in representing any other
area because not only did I live there and it was easy for me to get around it,
on foot or by car, but it was just an area that I really liked and had a great deal
of affection for. It's an area I'd sort of been in and around ever since the 1950s
and because of that I had a particular affection for it.
CF
With the gay pride marches in the inner city, do you think that has
increased acceptance of the gay issues, or an awareness of gay issues?
WARNOCK I think so. I think that not only the hard campaigning by the gay
and lesbian lobby and they have done a lot of hard campaigning over the
years; they have some very clever and hard working people involved in their
various lobby groups but also I think things like the gay pride parade, which
although it might have shocked a few people in the beginning, eventually
people came to realise it was just a bit of naughtiness and fundamentally had a
very serious purpose; namely, to make people realise that gays and lesbians
were human beings like everybody else and they deserved the same rights as
everybody else. Those people who were afflicted by AIDS didn't have AIDS
because they were gay, they had AIDS because they'd got a disease. I do
think the activism, which includes the pride parade every year, for the last
several years, has actually changed the view of people to a large extent. Just
how much has changed is going to be revealed when this new Bill, in 2001, is
debated in Parliament. I'm very glad that they've put it up early in their term,
because they've got a better chance of getting it through now. I'm very glad
that the Attorney General, Jim McGinty, has shown himself so courageous and
strong and determined in getting this vote through because, quite frankly, this
State is at odds with the rest of Australia now. Even Tasmania has more liberal
views about gays and lesbians than we do in WA, so I think it's really about
time that we did pass a Bill giving gays and lesbians equal rights and
preventing discrimination against them in accommodation and employment,
etc.
-

-

CF
And yet within your own electorate the current Mayor of Perth has
views that would be completely at odds with yours.
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WARNOCK Yes, absolutely and completely. We sort of grew up in a similar
environment, I suppose; we just grew up having completely different views. He
has what I call traditional conservative views; although they are to the right of
most traditional conservatives these days. I find it rather surprising that
someone who's around about my age should have such extraordinarily
antediluvian, indeed, dinosaur-like views. I just find it really odd. I know a lot of
conservatives and there aren't many conservatives who have such toxic views
about gay people as the present lord mayor does. I think he's a bit of an
aberration. Most of his conservative colleagues would not have views which
are as conservative as his. Among the Liberals in the Liberal Party in
Opposition at present in State Parliament, there wouldn't be people I think who
had views of that kind, or not as extreme as that. I think he's a bit of an
aberration.
I think most people in Australia have similar sort of views towards
homosexuality as they have towards abortion. It's really the business of the
people involved, and as long as they don't affect me, they don't try and... rain
on my parade or cause a problem for me, then I don't mind what they do. That
would be the standard Australian view. There is an extreme Christian view, the
ones you see writing to the paper every day, but generally speaking the views
of the ordinary person are, well, to hell with it; if they're not doing anything to
me, why worry? That is a very common Australian view about a lot of social
issues. They believe it's the person's business themselves, not the business of
the community.
CF

And do you support the current lowering of the age of consent?

WARNOCK Yes, it brings it into line with heterosexuals. I find it quite
laughable that people should think that it's all right for young heterosexual
people to have sex at 16 and it's not all right for young homosexual people; I
find it absolutely amazing. I'm totally gobsmacked by the idea that there is
anything different about them. Most people I know who are homosexual, and I
have a lot of homosexual friends, probably dating from the time that I was in the
theatre at university, all of them have told me that they knew, when they were
under 10, that they were homosexual. Now the idea that someone could
somehow lure someone into homosexuality is a nonsense. Most people I know
like me have been surrounded by homosexuals in their public and private life
and I've never felt any urge to become homosexual myself. It's totally absurd,
in my view and I think the sooner we get in line with the rest of the country, and
the rest of the world, the better. It's a nonsense to have a different age of
consent; it's ridiculous.
You've talked about different ethnic groups, the Greeks and
CF
Jewish people who campaigned for you. Did the gay lobby campaign for you?
WARNOCK Absolutely, they were fantastic. In fact the thing that really
brought them over to my side was a ferocious letter sent out by the Right to
Life, who abused me. It was sent out by Brian Peachey, and it was sent out at
the end of the campaign in 1992 and it abused me for two things: For
supporting abortion on demand, as the conservatives always put it; abortion
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choice as I would put it, and I certainly did support that; and advertising in the
gay paper, which at that time was called the Westside Observer, and that was
certainly true as well. While a lot of my campaign team were nervous about the
fact that this awful letter had gone out, I said these people aren't supported by
the majority of Australians, they've got very extreme views, they're very nasty
and most people will reject what they've said. I think I only got one adverse call
as a result of that flyer being sent around my entire electorate by Brian
Peachey, and I got a heck of a lot of people who came on board from the gay
community to work for me. I had enormous number of gay volunteers, and I
continued to have them over the next eight years. So I gained from being
strong in my public view and taking a risk in saying what I thought, in the face
of conservative abuse, because people just came out to support me.
John Hyde, who's now the new member for Perth, was he one of
CF
your supporters then?
WARNOCK Yes he was. He came along more recently than some of the
others. I think I met John several years ago while we were both involved in the
theatre; that would have been in the early nineties, or the mid nineties. Then I
got to know him well when he assisted me in drafting the ALP's arts policy,
when I was shadow Arts Minister prior to the 1996 election and we got to know
each other a bit then. Thereafter he became a Vincent councillor and also,
eventually, was successor to Jack Marks as the second Mayor of Vincent. We
started to work together around about that time, which would have been about
the mid 1990s. We worked together on various campaigns, and so on, both in
local government and in State Parliament. Yes, we got to know each other
then and I came to believe that he was the right person to look for as the
candidate for Perth after myself.
CF

So you backed his preselection?

WARNOCK I was entirely supportive of his preselection. There were two
others, two women whom I knew in the party, but I don't think either of them
had the credentials for the seat of Perth that John Hyde did.
His opponent, Nuala Keating, she was against abortion law
CF
reform and gay law reform.
WARNOCK I can't say yes or no to that, because I simply don't know. I didn't
take her up on that. Before I had seen John Hyde as being my successor,
there was another woman who's no longer in Western Australia so I won't
mention her name, but I hoped she might be my successor. She got fed up
with waiting to be preselected and went overseas to do some work and I'm
sorry because I think she would've been a very good candidate. She was a
lawyer as well as Nuala Keating. I didn't think Nuala was the person for the
job, so I didn't support her candidacy. I don't know her particularly well,
personally, and I certainly don't know her views about abortion or
homosexuality, but if she was against both of those things, I'd have to say that
she wouldn't be suitable for the seat of Perth, which is a particularly diverse
and interesting area.
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You were Deputy Opposition Whip and then Opposition Whip.
CF
Tell me about that position.
WARNOCK It's very interesting and great fun, and I actually enjoyed doing
that. However, it would be a much more interesting position if you were the
Government Whip at a time when the Government had a very narrow margin,
or, indeed, the Opposition Whip, if the Government had a very narrow margin
because then the Whip's job becomes really significant. I've read about other
Parliaments, namely the British Parliament where the Whips' jobs are
extraordinarily important; in fact they have more than one Whip because
they've got such a large Parliament. They have a Whip for this particular
section of people and another Whip for this section of people, and so on.
When you've got a very, very close vote on something, and something that
could cause the fall of the Government, you actually have an enormously
important job. You've got everybody's telephone number; their mistress'
telephone number; their number in their country cottage, and everything else,
because you've got to get them there for a vote. That's basically the job of the
Whip. It's three things: It's getting people in there for the vote and keeping
track of where they are, who's got a pair and who hasn't; handing our the pairs;
and then thirdly, detailing who's going to speak on which particular subject at
which particular time. There are three aspects to the job: You hand out the
pairs, you get people there for the vote when a vote is about to be called, and
thirdly, you make sure you've got enough people to speak on a particular Bill.
Those are the three responsibilities of a Whip, basically, and that's a pretty
pleasant and ordinary job, except when things are really close and really tense,
and then a Whip's job becomes very significant.
CF

What is a pair, actually?

WARNOCK The Opposition provides the Government with an opportunity to
let one of their members go. You have an exact matching number of people
who are absent from the Parliament so that you are not able to take advantage
of the fact that you have more people there than the Government does and
therefore cause the Government a problem when a vote is held. If you have,
for example, six pairs, that means that at any one time six members of the
Government and six members of the Opposition can be away and because
you've got equal numbers away, when a vote is called you've got equal
disadvantage, if I can put it that way.
When an Opposition wants to be bad tempered and cause the Government a
problem, they call off pairs and say, "Sorry, no pairs", which means that the
Government, if it's very closely matched in numbers with the Opposition, has to
be there all day, every day when the Parliament is sitting. You cannot leave.
You are virtually a prisoner. You're not able to go because if the Parliament
sits all night, which an Opposition can make it do by just simply arguing
relentlessly and filibustering on a Bill. All the Government members have to
stay there. It doesn't matter how hard they're working as Minister for this, that
or the other, they have to stay there because their vote counts on the Bill; and
the Opposition can call a vote at any time. It's a trick that Oppositions can play,
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but it was never much use to us because we were so outnumbered by the
Government at all times. I think only on one occasion did we manage to
actually nearly deceive the Government, in our first time in Opposition. I think
we actually pretended, by subterfuge, that more of our people had gone home
than had; they were actually all hiding out in the building. They suddenly came
out in a great rush and returned for a vote at 11 o'clock at night, and we almost
beat the Government through this subterfuge. But it only worked once because
thereafter they never trusted us again. Whenever anybody said, "Oh no,
they've mostly gone home", nudge, nudge, wink, wink, they never believed us
because they realised that we could pull that trick again. We nearly won; I think
we were one vote away from winning. After that it didn't work again. They had
11 more members than we did, so we were never going to have a close vote; it
wasn't really that much fun being the Whip. It could've been a lot more fun if it
had been closer [laughs].
CF

Do you remember what the vote was about?

WARNOCK No. I wouldn't have a clue. It was insignificant, and as I say, the
trick only worked once. You could only work it once because thereafter a
Government would never be taken in again, quite rightly.
CF

Were you voted in as Whip?

WARNOCK Yes. You're voted in for everything in the party; every position,
whether it's the president of the party, which I was later on, or the Whip, or
whatever. The paid positions are particularly desired; everyone wants the paid
ones. The unpaid ones are vaguely prestigious, so people want them any way.
Yes, I was voted in for all of those jobs.
Tell me about your presidency of the parliamentary Labor Party,
CF
not the State Labor Party.
WARNOCK Okay. I was President of the State parliamentary Labor Party, the
SPLP as it's called, for two or three years; I can't remember the exact number
of years, perhaps it was more than that; perhaps it was four years. It means,
basically, that you chair the Caucus votes. Whenever the Caucus meets,
which is every week when Parliament is sitting, and every month when
Parliament is not sitting. It's a meeting of the party members who are in
Parliament and you are the chair of that meeting. You run the agenda and you
monitor the discussion, as it were, and stop things getting too out of hand, and
ask people to hurry up if they've been rabbiting on too long. There were quite a
number of people, certainly while I was there, who were notorious in the party
for not doing much speaking in Parliament, because they couldn't be bothered,
but they used to spend an awful lot of time taking up the time of Caucus
grandstanding on particular issues and running their particular line. I used to sit
there and think, I wish this person wasted half as much air using up
parliamentary time, as they do in the party room. There were people who were
notoriously late, and never there for a vote, and all that sort of thing; so you got
a bit cheesed off with that. It's a chairman's job, and that's basically what the
State parliamentary Labor Party President does.
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So it's similar to the Whip, in that it's an organisational role

WARNOCK It's an organisational role, yes, and a chairing role. I was
regarded as a pretty ferocious chair because I don't like nonsense and carry on
and I suppose I was a bit strict with some people, and probably a lot of people
were glad when somebody else got the job when I left.
CF

Did you put yourself forward?

WARNOCK No, I didn't put myself forward. Somebody else said to me, "Oh
you should be the President"; probably because nobody else wanted the job.
It's a fairly thankless task dealing with these very egomaniacal
parliamentarians, all standing up and grandstanding on moral points of view,
and then doing nothing about it when they get into the parliament later on. It
was pretty thankless, really.
So is there a discrepancy between the Caucus in the party room
CF
and then within the Parliament itself?
WARNOCK Yes, to an extent. There are some people who love to take a
moral point of view and be known for their strong stand on various issues
among their colleagues, but fundamentally, when they get into the Parliament
they've actually got to spend some time on drafting a speech or looking around
for research to make the speech interesting; I don't think they can be bothered
doing that work. I used to be wryly amused by the fact that some of the ones
who talked most in Caucus were the ones who talked least in Parliament. I
used to be annoyed by that because other people would have to stand up and
fill in the time for them, which is always annoying for the Whip, for example.
Yes, there is somewhat of a discrepancy, but it's not an important one as far as
the public is concerned.
CF

Did you have any research support in writing your speeches?

WARNOCK No, none whatsoever. That was one of the truly appalling things
about Opposition; it's the same for any Opposition at any time. Every party
when it gets into Government starts being mean spirited and not allowing much
money to be spent on electorate officers and research officers. We did it to
ourselves when we were in Government; we didn't allow the Opposition to have
much support. Then when they got into Government they thought, we're going
to pay you back, you just see; so they didn't allow us to have much support. Of
course, eight years later we're back in Government again and instead of doing
the right thing and giving everybody more support for their research and so
forth, no we did it again. We've been mean spirited again with the now
Opposition and not allowed them very much support. That's one of the things
that really disadvantages an Opposition, and that's why Governments do it.
Governments have got 500 people in a department.
I don't think a Minister ever writes a speech, frankly; they always get them
written by somebody else and they just deliver them. If you're in Opposition
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you've got to write all your own speeches and think of something useful to say.
Most of the times, as I made quite clear in earlier remarks, they're pretty boring
subjects and mostly you couldn't be bothered talking about them, but you had
to find something to say to fill in the time because they needed 10 speakers for
this Bill and eight speakers for the next one. Some people were notoriously
bad at fronting up to do that; other people were sort of middle of the road about
doing it, reasonably equitable about it; and some people were absolutely
brilliant and did a lot of speaking and an enormous amount of work. It was all
your own work, and that's one of the reasons why it's so hard to get back into
Government, because you don't have any support of that kind given to you by
the Government of the day.
END OF TAPE FOUR SIDE B
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary
History project Tape Five, 29th of August 2001.
CF
Diana, to start talking now about what was probably a really
important part of your career, the 1998 abortion reform legislation. Could you
briefly take me back to the beginning and perhaps talk about Cheryl Davenport
and how her Bill came about, and your involvement?
WARNOCK Sure. Cheryl Davenport and I, as private citizens, had both been
involved in the pro-choice movement for literally years. I've been involved in
the pro-choice movement since 1969. While I spoke about it in my first speech
in Parliament and made it clear I was in favour of choice, I hadn't really
expected to get an opportunity to discuss it in Parliament, simply because I
found when I got there that compromise is the essence of politics, and there
were some more conservative members of our party who were not prepared to
put up a Bill. I could see that it was going to be extraordinarily difficult to get a
Bill put up in Parliament, even though Cheryl and I had both been very pleased
to do that; and wanted to do that from very early on in our parliamentary
careers.
However, when I got into politics and realised how difficult it was to persuade
your own people, let alone anybody else, I realised that there wasn't much
chance of this happening, and I'd virtually given up on any idea of it. Then, at
the beginning of 1998, something happened which changed that whole picture
completely. Two doctors, who operated out of one of the two private clinics in
Western Australia, were actually charged with carrying out an abortion;
something that they'd actually done without let or hindrance since 1975, as I
understand it; certainly for about 25 years any way. It was bizarre that they
were charged; the whole incident was bizarre. It arose out of a woman having
a wish to take a foetus home and to bury it, and the child of that woman finding
the baby, as the child put it, in the fridge, and telling the schoolteacher about it.
The schoolteacher told the police, the police eventually charged the two
doctors, and lo and behold we had, for the first time in something like 25 years,
a couple of doctors being charged with carrying out an abortion. I knew the two
doctors well, because I'd been involved with campaigning for choice with them,
and others, for a very long time; so did Cheryl Davenport know them.
What I didn't know was that Cheryl Davenport already had a Bill virtually
drafted, and she had had the intention to put it up regardless of what the party
intended to do. When this happened, she was ready with the Bill and she was
able to get her Bill up very quickly. Why did a Bill come out of this? Well, it
was quite obvious that something dramatic had to be done to deal with this
situation that had arisen for the first time in 25 years. The laws in Western
Australia at that time were particularly punitive. I can't remember what it said in
the Criminal Code, but I think it was about 14 years in gaol for the doctor, and
seven years in gaol for the woman. This had been on the books for heaven
knows how many years. We all knew they were there, but they were
accordingly ignored by both the police and the doctors, who were going about
carrying out abortions at the request of women in the community.
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Nobody had paid much attention to these laws for a very long time, except
people like myself who were lobbyists for changing the laws. It was quite clear
to Cheryl and to me, and to many women in the community who were in the
pro-choice lobby, that this was an unprecedented opportunity to try and get a
Bill into Parliament. Cheryl drafted her Bill, which she introduced into the upper
House. The Government quite clearly saw that it had to do something with the
situation, which was potentially a great embarrassment; something that had
been going on for 25 years and somebody was suddenly charged! A lot of
people made public statements about what they thought about the current laws
at that time; I think even the Police Commissioner came out and said that he
and his men weren't particularly keen to prosecute people for carrying out
abortions. The DPP [Director of Public Prosecutions] however, insisted that he
intended to go ahead with the charge and nothing was going to change his
mind, despite him being lobbied by a number of women, including Carmen
Lawrence, Cheryl Davenport, and myself. At that time, as I say, Cheryl
Davenport put up her Bill, which she'd had in the bottom drawer for some time,
and the Government, sensing that it had to do something, put up another Bill
under the name of, I think it was Peter Foss, and it went through the lower
House.
This is where it becomes extraordinarily confusing, because both Bills were
going through the two Houses at the same time. As far as I'm aware, that's
absolutely unprecedented in Australian politics. I've never heard of another
instance where this happened; where different Bills, on exactly the same
subject, were going through both Houses at the same time. It was really
strange. It was very difficult for those of us who were arguing, who weren't
lawyers, for example, to keep our minds on the Bill that we were arguing about
at that particular time, and the complex clauses in that Bill, and be aware that at
another time, very shortly after, we were going to have to argue on another Bill.
That was very confusing and difficult for all of us. It's my belief, looking back
now, that the conservatives took advantage of that. They rolled up a couple of
QCs [queen's counsel] to the Parliament, to be there all the time to draft
amendments, late at night when everybody was tired, and to make them
particularly difficult for those of us who weren't lawyers.
CF

Do you mean the assistance that Phillip Pendal had?

WARNOCK That's right, the assistance Phillip Pendal had from Greg Craven
and Terry O'Connor who were there, virtually all the time in the parliament,
while the debates were going on, lending legal assistance to the conservative
side. They even asked, at one stage of the game, to be put on the floor of the
Parliament, which I thought was absolutely astonishing. It's the sort of thing
that simply doesn't happen; that you have people outside the Parliament being
allowed on the floor of the Parliament to assist somebody in a debate.
CF
But in David Black's article, he said that Phillip Pendal was
advised that he could not have assistance
WARNOCK No, he had assistants 100 per cent of the time, but he wasn't
allowed to bring those assistants onto the floor of the Parliament. They sat at
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the back of the Parliament. You can have your assistants there, sitting at the
back of the Parliament. They even ate in the dining room, which, as I
understood it at the time, was against the rules of the House, so they were
there virtually all day, every day, with the conservative side of the case. They
were drafting clauses to try and make the Bill more restrictive.
CF
You said that you approached John McKechnie. What was your
view about him and his role?
WARNOCK In order to get a charge taken off the charge sheet, if you like, you
have to approach the Director of Public Prosecutions, as I understand it. It was
Carmen Lawrence who had the idea. I wouldn't have thought of approaching
McKechnie myself. I didn't know anything about McKechnie, but I didn't know
that you could do that either. Carmen and I, and a number of women, I can't
remember whose names were on it; I've got the letter somewhere but I can't
remember who signed it; a number of us... Carmen rang me almost
immediately and said, "Will you sign a letter to John McKechnie?" I said,
"Absolutely", and we wrote a letter saying please withdraw the charge. There's
no reason for these people to be charged after 25 years of carrying out
abortions, etc, etc. He got on his high horse; he's a fairly, sort of, how shall I
say it, a man who believes he always knows best, and his view was that we
should be quiet and behave ourselves and he wasn't evenly remotely
interested in our suggestion. So we had a pretty sort of snarky letter back from
him. He said he was going to go ahead with the charges, and that was that.
Now, it was quite clear, once he'd said that, if the charges were going to stand,
the only alternative for us was to change the law. Effectively, when the law was
changed, the charges were dropped because there was no point in charging
people under this new, much more liberal State law.
CF
Could you tell me about the Caucus and the Labor Party; how you
had opposition within the Labor Party. How did that affect the party relations?
WARNOCK That was extraordinarily difficult because quite clearly, once this
Bill came into the Parliament, we could not meet as a Caucus on this particular
issue. What we did in fact, was meet with the pro-choice people in one room
and the anti-choice people in the other room. The anti-choice people in the
Labor Party joined up with the anti-choice people in the other parties, the
conservative parties, and formed a Phillip Pendal sort of faction, and operated
as a team in the same way as we operated as a team. As far as I'm aware
they met, probably, daily, in the same way as we did. We met very regularly
with the pro-choice team, at eight o'clock in the morning, and worked out the
tactics for that week, as it were. This was virtually all that was going on in the
Parliament at the time, so most of our energy was devoted to it and most of the
Government energy was devoted to it. It was extraordinary and unusual in my
experience in Parliament because instead of meeting with your own team, i.e.
the Labor team, you were actually meeting with a mixed group of people from
both sides, which was very unusual. It had never happened to me before, and I
found it, and they found it very strange too, that Liberal people and Country
Party people should be in the same room with Labor people, having a meeting
about how we were going to argue in the Parliament. It was extraordinary. I
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actually had a meeting with Cheryl and the Attorney General, to discuss his Bill.
He drafted, as I understand it, the Government's Bill, even though it wasn't an
official Government Bill; it was a private member's Bill put up by the
Government.
It was bizarre. The whole debate was bizarre and unprecedented, as far as I
am aware. I had a discussion with Cheryl and Peter Foss, and others; I can't
remember the other people who were in the room, but there were very few of
us in the room. We worked out various things about his Bill as well as her Bill.
It was quite clear to those of us on the pro-choice side, that we had to get one
or other of these Bills up. To me it didn't matter particularly, which one it was,
as long as one of the Bills got up; that was my end and aim in the whole affair.
At the same time as we were meeting with the pro-choice people from both
sides of the Parliament in one room and the anti-choice people were meeting in
another room, all of us were involved with the lobbyists as well. The lobbyists
were coming in to talk to us about how they thought we should run the debate,
and what they could offer in the way of lobbying various parliamentarians,
public media coverage, and so on. The lobbyists were there, the people from
both sides of the Parliament were there. You can see why it was such an
unusual debate. It was constant, and it was sort of 18 hours a day, and you did
virtually nothing else while it was going on.
CF

Who was on the pro-choice side?

WARNOCK I couldn't remember the names entirely. I'm not good at
remembering things like that, after the event. You could easily go through
Hansard and get the numbers. We had all the Labor people with the exception
of six, who were conservative Catholics. There were a lot of Catholics in the
Labor Party, as a party which has a number of Catholics in it, but several of the
Catholics took the small "I" Liberal point of view and voted for choice. However,
the six very conservative Catholics, who, in my view, probably belong in the old
DLP [Democratic Labor Party], we knew they were the ones who were going to
vote against the Bill. It was quite obvious from several years of knowing these
people, that they would vote against it. They were Michelle Roberts, John
Kobelke, Ted Cunningham, Ed Dermer, Tom Stephens and Nick Griffiths. We
all knew that those six would vote against the Bill whatever happened. The
others of us, we believed would be pro-choice and, indeed, they were; even the
Catholics in the party, those who had been brought up in the Catholic system.
On the other side; they have not many Catholics in the Liberal and National
Parties, but they do have a lot of conservative Christians, of various kinds,
including people like Graham Kierath, Cheryl Edwardes, and so on, and it was
quite clear that they were all going to vote against the Bill.
We knew that we had to get a majority of the people from both sides. We knew
that we would have all the Labor people, except those six; we knew that we
could count on that. We then had to spend our time lobbying the conservatives
to see how many of those we could, as it were, keep on our side and keep from
going over to the conservative side, led by Phillip Pendal. One of the things
that really shocked me about the debate, and I'm still shocked about it when I
think back, was only one out of, I think, eight, conservative women in both

TAPE FIVE SIDE A

WARNOCK

86

Houses of Parliament, actually voted for choice, and quite by coincidence, she
was one of several who lost her seat at the subsequent election. It was nothing
to do with abortion; I think her seat was probably taken by a pro-choice woman
in the Labor Party. It was actually to do with the turning of the tide against the
conservatives in the next election. There was only one of those women, and
that woman was June van de Klashorst, who was on our side. All the rest of
them voted against the Bill, which I found absolutely astonishing. Until that
time, I hadn't spent much time with women who were prominent in public life
and who didn't support women's choice. It was absolutely staggering to me.
When I look back at it now I still find it amazing. You don't have to be someone
who supports choice for yourself; you can be someone who says, "Well I
wouldn't have an abortion; I would have the child under whatever
circumstances, but I don't believe that I can make rules for other people." I
really found it astonishing that those women weren't able to take that point of
view: Well I wouldn't have an abortion myself, but I don't believe I should be
able to make rules for other people. There were two or three conservative
members who actually said: Even though I am personally opposed to choice, I
am going to support the pro-choice side because I actually don't think I should
make rules for other people. I found that very interesting. It was an
extraordinarily interesting, as well as a terribly stressful debate.
CF
In part of the debate you talked about your mother's stories; of
her work in hospital. How did your mum feel about this whole issue? Can you
tell me about that?
WARNOCK Her view, from very early on in her life was that she supported
choice, and this is something she conveyed to me. I suppose it happened
when I became active in the women's movement and she saw my name in the
papers all the time and me taking a strong stand on women's issues. Although
she's actually conservative, politically; (she's been a member of the Liberal
Party), she actually has small "I" Liberal social views and she told me quite
early in the piece, I think when I became involved perhaps in the seventies and
in the Women's Electoral Lobby, that she supported choice on abortion. That
largely arose out of her personal experience. Because as a young medical
student, in the 1930s in Melbourne, she had been horror-struck by wards full of
women who had septicaemia. They had septicaemia because of botched
abortions, done with coathangers, sticks, and various things like that. Her view
was absolutely that abortion should be legal. Clearly, her view would also have
been that you should use contraception, as most pro-choice people's is. She
was aware that life is life and people are people; that people get caught out
occasionally, for want of a better phrase, and that there are God knows how
many unwanted pregnancies every year. Her view was that it should always be
the woman's right to make that choice. We'd had a couple of discussions
about it, and I knew that she totally supported me in this particular public stand.
CF
You had support from fairly prominent women doctors like Fiona
Stanley and Judy Straton. Do you remember Judy's speech? She was
interviewed on The 7.30 Report. Was she part of the lobby group?
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WARNOCK Yes she was. She was extraordinarily useful. She'd actually
been very, very good for years, doing work in the public health area; doing
surveys, doing research; drawing our attention to research papers that were
available on this particular subject. Yes, she was extraordinarily useful. She
has a very calm disposition and for years had been very good in the pro-choice
movement. She'd been able to get up in public and argue the case very calmly
and rationally. It's an extraordinarily emotional subject and when people on the
anti-choice side get going, they can lose their wool pretty quickly and get pretty
emotional and abusive about people on the other side. She was never daunted
by any of that and used to be able to argue very rationally and calmly about the
subject. She had been prominent in the pro-choice movement for several
years and because she was so down to earth and rational and was able to get
the facts and figures for us, she was very useful to us in all of the debate that
went on for three months. She was very useful. Fiona Stanley gave us moral
support. Various other doctors gave us practical as well as moral support.
Numerous pro-choice groups and lobbyists in the community came in and gave
us their support; sent in material to us; sent out letters to politicians; sent out
letters to the media and so on.
We had a visit from a couple of prominent pro-choice women, namely Hazel
Hawke and Jocelynne Scull, who came over to Western Australia to lend their
support to this very important debate. We were very pleased that we had this
very prominent support, but I still regret that we didn't recruit the services of a
couple of extra lawyers to do all the sort of work that the two lawyers were
doing for the anti-choice side. I feel that's a failure on my part; I should've
realised early in the piece that we could've got the same thing as well. I'm sure
there would've been people out there who would have volunteered to do the
work, if we'd asked them; it simply never occurred to us to do that.
CF

Did you feel then that your own work struggled because of that?

WARNOCK I did feel it did struggle because of that. I blamed myself, later, for
not realising earlier in the piece that that was a huge advantage that they had.
I thought that they were deliberately doing it to bamboozle us and I still feel
angry about that in lots of ways. It is extraordinarily difficult for people who are
not lawyers to deal with amendments on the run, late at night. It's very hard to
understand what the effect of those amendments will be. In a debate where
every single vote is crucial, you cannot afford to make a mistake. That was
part of the reason for the stress of this debate; you could not afford to lose a
vote. We very nearly, at one stage of the game, came close to losing it
because of a particular clause; I don't know which one it was now. The person
who voted against it, who should have voted with us, said later he was terribly
sorry, he hadn't read it carefully enough. That was one of the real problems
with the debate; late at night, everybody was terribly tired. Once we went for
24 hours; you can imagine people's mental state when they're trying to deal
with very complex, terribly important legislation, late at night, when some
people have had something to drink and some people are simply over tired.
They're not all 30-year-olds in Parliament; some of them were 50 and 60. It
was tiring, and it was stressful. Several people got sick during the debate. I
remember one of our members was supposed to go on an overseas trip with a
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committee, and didn't go. He thought it was too important and he had to be
there for the debate. That same person got sick. This particular person was
prone to overwork, and he got sick several times during the debate. He would
come into the Parliament and actually lie down on a couch to be there for a
vote when it came on, because he realised how crucial it was that we didn't
lose the vote.
CF
Did you have any support, like from the parliamentary counsel?
Did they give you any support?
WARNOCK Well the parliamentary counsel was simply there to do what
parliamentary counsel do whenever there is a Minister sitting in the chair. I
took the place of the Minister, if you like, and basically all they do is give you
advice about the legality or otherwise of what the Opposition is suggesting, or
what amendments are being suggested. It's a sort of functional role, which is
always part of any debate in Parliament, which goes to the Committee stage,
and of course most of this debate was in the Committee stage. That's why I
was sitting in the middle of the Chamber, in place of the Minister, if you like.
The Minister always sits there and answers questions from the Opposition, and
his or her own side, and the parliamentary counsel is there to give the Minister
advice and say: This is what this means; this is what I believe you can say
here; this is what you can do here, and so on. That's effectively what Greg
Calcutt was doing for me. I thought it was outrageous when Phillip Pendal
suggested he ought to be able to have his own advice there. The person
wasn't there to advise me as a partisan person; he was there to advise me as
somebody taking the place of the Minister, if you like, in a Committee debate.
That's something that is always there. Sometimes the Minister has three
advisers there, a lawyer and two senior members of the department, for
example saying: This is so-and-so, and this is what we're trying to do here with
this clause. No Minister who is not a lawyer, in fact even if a Minister is a
lawyer, is expected to argue on a Bill by himself or herself; they always have a
parliamentary counsel there. That's what Greg Calcutt was there for; I just saw
him as being there to give me advice on whether or not what I had said, or what
I was about to say in answer to the views of the Opposition, was reasonable.
CF

Was Peter Foss helpful to the cause?

WARNOCK I thought he was. I talked with Peter several times about the
abortion Bills during this debate, and I thought he was useful, yes. Perhaps
you'd be better talking to him about this, but he told us of the personal reason
why he was a pro-choice supporter, and it was quite clear to me that he wanted
to get a Bill up and that he would be supporting us in various ways in doing
that. Just in the same way as I had a different view about other members of
the lower House, which is where I was, the Legislative Assembly, who were on
the other side, politically, but who nonetheless helped with the debate, so I
came to have a different view about Peter Foss during this debate.
CF
You debated the Peter Foss Bill, as it were, at the same time the
debate was going on with Cheryl Davenport's Bill.
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CF
Who helped her to organise? David Black has written that John
Halden was the key tactician for Cheryl.
WARNOCK Yes, he would've been a key tactician in the same way as Jim
McGinty was a key tactician for me. John would've been the numbers man and
the heavy arguer, I would have thought; the heavy lobbyist among the other
parliamentarians. That's in fact the role Jim McGinty played for me, and he
was very effective as a numbers man. He earned a great deal of respect from
me as a result of that, because he was very firm on his numbers. It's vital that
a numbers person not be a person who deceives themselves about yes and no.
When people tell you whether they're going to vote for you or not, you've got to
believe that they are telling you the truth and you've got to know that you can
put them in one column or another. A numbers person who can't do that is a
numbers person who is always going to lose; they're totally unreliable. Jim
McGinty was the sort of person who, if you put someone in the yes column, you
knew that they were firm voters for you and there was no way they were going
to change; if you put them in the no column you knew that there was pretty well
no chance that they were going to change their view either. You need
someone sensible, down to earth and very good at doing that sort of thing, and
he was great; he was excellent and I appreciate it enormously.
We had to have numbers people, we had to have Whips to make sure
everybody was there for the vote. That's when Whips were really vital. That's
when, in my term in Parliament, I actually saw Whips doing what they were
supposed to do, as opposed to just sort of arranging a few speakers for a
debate. It was the way Whips work in other Parliaments most of the time.
Absolutely vital to get the people there for the vote; no excuse is taken. You've
got to know where everybody is at a particular time. If they're in the loo,
they've got to get out; they had to be there. Nobody was allowed to miss a
vote. The Whips were very good and Jim McGinty, as the numbers person,
was brilliant.
CF

So he did he go around and canvass everyone?

WARNOCK Absolutely everybody, absolutely everybody. It was his job to go
around and canvass, with the assistance of other people, the views of the
people and find out where they were going to stay, because there were a lot of
waverers, you see. There's always the firm people on both sides, the absolute
no's and the absolute yes's, and you know very early in the piece who those
are. There's no way in the world those people are going to move from their
position. It's the waverers, the swinging voters, that you've got to work on and
find out where they stand, and what it is they want. We got a compromise over
the issue of girls under 16, because Roger Nicholls, who's a conservative,
agreed to vote with us if we put in the clause saying people under 16 have to
have permission, etc. That particular conservative amendment... It's a
conservative amendment that a lot of doctors absolutely hated and got very
angry about, but the fact is that we would not have got it through; we would've
lost Roger Nicholls' vote had we not agreed to that compromise. This is what
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people outside parliaments never understand. They never understand how
hard it is, you have to work to get people on your side in a debate like this.
CF
Were there any other amendments like that particular
amendment, which, in a sense, pushed the Bill through successfully that were
crucial?
WARNOCK There were crucial things. The matter about counselling of
women was absolutely crucial. That was one we argued about a lot and that
was one we absolutely had to go with, otherwise we wouldn't have managed to
get it through. The other business about late abortions, we also had to make
compromises in that area; again, because other people wouldn't have voted
with us had we not agreed to compromise on that issue: That late abortions
had to have the permission of a panel appointed by the Minister, and so on,
and so forth. Again, doctors were a bit unhappy about that, but we had to
explain to them: "You are not in Parliament. You are outside the Parliament.
We are the ones who have to deal with this Bill. We are the ones who have to
make sure that it gets through. If you want to lose this, make a fuss about it."
That's the sort of way we had to talk with people while we were doing this
behind-the-scenes, as it were.
CF

What was your own view about counselling for women?

WARNOCK I don't think anybody should be forced to have counselling; that's
my view. I believe that a lot of women, and I've talked to a lot of women who've
had abortions, I believe a lot of people go along knowing perfectly well what it is
they want to do. If you're a married woman of 30-plus, and you've got three
children and you don't want any more. For some reason you have a
pregnancy, which you know that you simply can't support, and you know that
there's no way in the world that you can deal with another child in your family, I
think you are able to make up your own mind. You can go in and say: "I'm
going to go ahead with this. It doesn't matter what you say, or what your
counselling tells me, I'm going to go ahead with it, and that's all there is to it." I
don't think that anybody should be forced to have counselling. As it is, what
happens now is people are given information about abortion. There is no
necessity to show them nasty pictures of foetuses at six months, and all that
sort of thing, which is what either was to be, or is, enforced on women in the
ACT as a result of an abortion Bill that they debated at about the same time we
were debating ours. I don't think anybody should be forced into that sort of
situation, but I do think that it's very important to offer people counselling. As I
recall it, and I don't have a good memory for these sorts of details, I believe that
that's what the Bill said: A doctor has to offer women counselling. I think that's
perfectly reasonable. That was as the result of a lot of argument and a lot of
compromise.
CF
What were the people like or how did they behave, the ones who
were lobbying against your Bill, the lobby groups?
WARNOCK Obviously, I have a very biased view about their behaviour. I find
it very hard to believe that a lot of them are the Christians they claim to be
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because of the way they carried on. They were very personally abusive to
some people on our side during the debate. They brought up lots of personal
issues and so on, which I thought were very, very offensive. I found the
behaviour of their co-religionists, if you like, their fellow travellers, the lobbyists
who turned up in the Parliament and held up crosses and put hexes on people
and yelled "Exterminator", and "Murderer", to anybody on our side when they
went out to go to their car, or go to the loo, or have a cigarette, or something
like that, I thought their behaviour was appalling, quite frankly. I was totally
disgusted with it, and I regarded it... I've been against these people for a very,
very long time now, 30 years, so I've had a good opportunity to get used to
their behaviour, and it's always been pretty bad. However, I'd have to say to
you that I was particularly disgusted with the range of behaviours that emerged
during the abortion debate.
I know its an emotional subject, and I know that people feel very deeply about
it, but we decided to keep ourselves under control and to not lose our tempers
and not be personally abusive to people on the other side. They clearly didn't
put the same restraints on themselves, and I wasn't very impressed with it.
There are a lot of people in there who I still really dislike, as a result of this
abortion debate.
CF
Did their extreme behaviour cause any of the people who were
wavering to shift to your cause?
WARNOCK I don't know. Graham Kierath was quoted at one stage of the
game as saying that he believed his side, that is the anti-choice side, had lost
when the Right to Lifers, or the Coalition of Human Life, or whatever were
called at that particular time, exposed the doctors' records and partly exposed
the records of women who'd been to abortion clinics in recent days; as a result
of using documents, which we believed were stolen. I don't know what the
police say about that, but I believe that documents were stolen. That was so
shocking to most ordinary members of the Western Australian community, that
there was a very adverse reaction toward them. Apparently they started to get
some of the angry mail we'd been getting earlier, from their own side. When
that happened, and Graham Kierath is quoted in the media somewhere as
saying that he believed that was the turning point in the debate because people
were so disgusted with the tactics of the anti-abortionists, that they decided
their cause had no substance. I can't swear to that, because I don't know what
changed the minds of people.
END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE A
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock side B of Tape Five, 13th
of September 2001 continuing the interview.
-

CF
Diana, you talked about the role of the pro-life group. Their
lobbyists were very strong within the Parliament. Can you talk about that?
You've talked about their despicable behaviour and the exposure of medical
records. But David Black writes in his article that the pro-life groups lobbied
much harder in the Parliament than the pro-choice groups. Is that true?
WARNOCK They are people who were zealots, and that's the way I see prolife people, as being absolute zealots. Not all religious people share the
zealous view of pro-lifers; that life begins at conception and that any attempt to
interfere with any embryo after that is therefore murder of a fully-formed human
being. That is not a universally shared view, and in any event, whenever you
think life beings, the plain fact is that an enormous number of people who
belong to various religious groups, Christian religious groups and others,
believe that they are free to make the choice to have an abortion, if they should
have an unwanted pregnancy. Now that is the general view in Australia, and
as I've often said because I've been involved with this issue for a very long
time, that is, if you like, the regular general Australian view. The group of
people who were elected to Parliament and who happen to have a pro-life view,
share the extreme views of the pro-lifers outside. They are a minority of the
community. However, as I said, like most zealots, they have a lot of energy
from their zealotry and they put in an awful lot more work on it than the, if you
like, liberal, tolerant people who believe that everybody should be able to make
up their own mind about issues like this; that it is a personal, moral choice, not
something that should be imposed from outside by church, state, police, or
anybody else. Now that means that those people who were elected to
Parliament, who have pro-life views, are bound to be more zealous and strict in
their views, and wishing to impose them on others, far more so than those who
happen to have a pro-choice view.
There were more of those people in the Parliament than there were active prochoicers, certainly, although in general, I'd have to say that like the majority of
people in the community, a majority of people in the Parliament actually have a
pro-choice view when they get down to thinking about it. On the occasion of
the debate the activists within the Parliament, plus the activists from outside the
Parliament, who were working on the activists and everybody else in the
Parliament, were far more energetic in the beginning of the debate than the
pro-choice people. The pro-choice people, because they believe in tolerance,
they don't believe in imposing their views, were probably taken by surprise by
the sheer ferocity of the anti-choice views. But they did by the end of the
debate's length. (It started in February and went on until May) and they did by
the end of that time, up the quantity and the quality and the force of their
lobbying. By the end of the debate I would say that there were just as many
pro-choice lobbyists in the Parliament as there were anti-choice people.
Certainly you'd have to say that the anti-choice people, the pro-life people as
they call themselves, were far more active in the beginning of the debate. That
has always been the case for the last 30-plus years that I've been involved;
those people have always been far more active and made far more noise, even
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though in terms of numbers, there are less of them than there are of the prochoice people.
CF
The polls showed that the pro-choice was supported by most of
the community.
WARNOCK That's right; 87 per cent of the community in one poll that was
taken during the debate, and that in fact has been the case for the last 30something years that I've been involved. It is a general view in the community,
I'm absolutely convinced after many years of being involved in it, that people
think it is nobody's business but the woman's, that every woman should be free
to make up her own mind. Insofar as anybody thinks about it, and let's face it,
most people don't want to think about it most of the time, and why should they,
they think that it's a woman's business and that nobody should interfere with
her choice.
CF

So do you think abortion law reform is a woman's domain?

WARNOCK No, no, I mean any law reform is the domain of anybody who
happens to be a legislator.
CF

Did you ever at any point think you might lose?

WARNOCK Yes, I did. About halfway through the debate in the lower House,
I was genuinely concerned at the ferocity of the lobbying from the other side
and the very frantic efforts they were making to introduce amendments, which
would stymy choice and make the Bill even tougher than the Criminal Code,
which at that time existed. I did actually think that they might succeed. I was
determined while I had any breath in my body, to make sure that they wouldn't
because I think they're totally wrong. But I was genuinely concerned at one
stage that their lobbying and their tactics, if I can put it that way, might just win
the day.
CF
What changed the tide for you in your mind? What made you feel
that you would win?
WARNOCK The votes themselves. Every time a vote was taken you were
able to very easily see who had the numbers, and I had a numbers person
checking on the numbers every day and making sure that people who said they
would vote with us, did vote with us. And trying to impress on our side that they
couldn't afford to be away for a single vote and that they had to pay attention to
the debate all the time. Because they had to know how they were voting; it was
absolutely crucial that they knew which way to vote, and because it wasn't a
party debate, it was not easy to see which side you should be on when you
came running back for a vote in the parliament. So people had to concentrate
far more than they would normally do. When I saw that most of the time we
were winning the votes, and because our people were concentrating very hard
on explaining to the supporters that they had to really concentrate on the vote
and not get slack about it, I began to realise that we were winning the day. But
it was a very hard fought battle every inch of the way.
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CF
Rhonda Parker was the Minister for Women's Interests at the
time. How difficult do you think her role was, as a woman, as the Minister for
Women's Interests and a pro-life supporter?
WARNOCK I am so little able to comprehend a woman who would vote
against other women that I can't even imagine what went through her mind. I'm
not a religious person. I believe, and have believed, all of my adult life, that this
is entirely a matter for women's choice and not a matter for the law, the police,
the church or anybody else. That I am absolutely and completely unable to
understand the point of view of a person who would impose their religion on
other people in such an intimate matter. It's a matter which concerns every
woman's own body, and I am simply unable to comprehend one woman who
would enforce her religious views, in such an intimate matter, on to another
woman. I can't even begin to guess what it was like for her. I was the shadow
for Women's Interests at the time and I made a few comments, not particularly
savage ones because I don't believe in personal attacks, that I thought it was
disappointing, I believe I said, that the Minister for Women's Interests seemed
to be abandoning women's interests at this particular time.
CF
You don't believe in personal attacks, but you were attacked,
personally, by both Michelle Roberts and another member of your own party.
How do you respond to that, and did that sour relationships with those
members?
WARNOCK Yes, it certainly did, and I believe that there are some people who
probably still feel fairly angry about the personal attacks that were made. I
suppose, eventually, you've got to forgive people for things, but I certainly
found that pretty hard to forgive. I think that you can argue pretty toughly on
any subject without becoming personally abusive. I found the personal abuse
very offensive and it certainly soured relationships for a very long time.
CF

Within the party itself?

WARNOCK Within the party itself.
CF
What about Richard Court, as the Premier. Do you think he could
have given better guidance or leadership? Was he able to, do you think?
WARNOCK Well again, this was an issue that, frankly was a very personal
issue and it was not an issue for party politics. So he wasn't even acting as the
Premier, if you like, in this issue. He was acting as an individual member of
Parliament who had a personal religious view, which he voted on. I can't really
criticise someone for doing that. As I say, with a woman, I find it
incomprehensible that one woman would be prepared to impose her will on
another woman; I just find that beyond belief. With a man, I suppose it might
find it hard to comprehend what it's like to carry a child; although you'd have to
think a man would have to be pretty insensitive if he couldn't think what it might
be like. As I understand it, Richard Court voted on his religious views.
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So you don't think, as a Premier he should've stood out of the

WARNOCK I don't think you can in those kinds of debates. I don't think it's a
question of who's the Premier and who's anything else. In a choice debate and
a conscience debate, and a free vote, as they're known in Parliament,
everybody votes as an individual.
CF
Do you agree with Hilda Turnbull's amendment that the Bill
should be reviewed in three years' time?
WARNOCK Every Bill is automatically reviewed in three or five years' time, so
there's nothing very surprising about that.
CF

Every Bill?

WARNOCK Yes. Just about every Bill has a review period in which it is...
That's not unusual. I don't know whether it applies to every Bill, but it's
certainly not unusual.
CF
You said the whole debate went from February to May. When
was it that you finally felt that it was a win for you?
WARNOCK When the last vote had been taken?
CF

That was it?

WARNOCK That's the only time you can ever count anything as a win in
politics; numbers always count. A winning vote is a winning vote, and when the
fat lady sings, the debate's over.
CF
Was there anyone else that you feel influenced, or changed
sides, during that time?
WARNOCK A lot of people changed sides, because a lot of the men who
voted in the debate, frankly admitted that they hadn't thought about it very
much until they asked all the women in their families, until they asked female
constituents, until they conducted a survey in their own area. I think a lot of the
men probably hadn't thought about it; although with the sheer number of
abortions that are carried out in Australia every year, I think I'd have to say that
most men at some time in their lives, would probably be acquainted with some
woman who'd had an abortion. I don't think many people think about it most of
the time, and therefore, there may very well have been men in there who hadn't
thought about it, hadn't formed a view and had their views changed by the
debate.
CF
You talked, in your maiden speech, about the role of women in
Parliament and your desire that more women be in the Parliament. In this
debate about abortion, it seems that really, that didn't help; not every woman
supported you.
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WARNOCK No, most of the conservative women didn't. They were all voting
along religious lines; which again, as a non-religious person I find pretty
incomprehensible. I don't regard this as a religious issue; I regard it as a health
issue and a very personal issue for women. I perhaps lack understanding of
religious people's views about this, but all of the women who voted against it,
as I understand it, voted on religious lines.
CF

What do you think is going to happen with the abortion law now?

WARNOCK I don't know. I have no idea, because I am not in Parliament. It is
due to be reviewed this very year, and I would hope that there are enough prochoice people in the Parliament to sustain it in its present form. I would be
extremely disappointed if the law was overturned or changed, because of an
influx of anti-choice members of Parliament. But I have no way of knowing that
because I have no idea of the composition of people in the Parliament at the
moment, or indeed what the present Government intends to do.
CF
Do you think that the win, if you like, over abortion law reform, has
helped Jim McGinty in introducing the reform of homosexual laws?
WARNOCK I don't know whether it's had any effect on him insofar as that
goes at all, but I was always aware that whatever his religious views, he was
pro-choice and that he was pro-equal rights. I do draw attention to the fact,
however, that it is a Labor Party policy to seek to reform the homosexual
discrimination laws; the laws discriminating against people because they are
gay or lesbian, and because it is party policy I would expect a Labor Attorney
General to continue with that Bill. But I must say, that he displayed both
resolution and courage in the abortion debate and, as I understand it in these
debates involving homosexuality as well. He is very tough minded and he
believes in equal rights for everybody. I believe that his stand on the
homosexual issue is a combination of the fact that it's party policy and that the
homosexual lobby expected us to act on it in this first term of Labor
Government, and also because Jim McGinty is a person who believes in equal
rights.
CF
Did that win or the relationship of voting with your conscience
change the way in which you viewed the Liberal Party? Did it change
relationships within the Parliament itself?
WARNOCK It changed relationships within the Parliament on both sides.
There was a loose group formed with the anti-choice people, who went on
being close to each other after the debate in the same way that there was a
loose group formed of pro-choice people, who also went on being friendly to
each other after the debate. It certainly changed my views entirely about
several members of the Parliament. Three members of Parliament on the other
side were defeated by Labor people at the recent State election in February,
and I wrote to three of those people saying that although I was glad Labor had
won, I was very sorry that they had lost their seats, because I remembered
their courage and resolution in standing up against all sorts of personal attacks
during the abortion debate. I came to admire their courage, energy and
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commitment to women's rights and I wrote a letter to each of them telling them
so.
CF

Could you tell me her they were?

WARNOCK They were Ian Osborne, Kim Hames and June van de Klashorst.
I was genuinely sorry they had lost their seats, although I was very glad that
Labor had won.
CF
What do you think about party politics and then a conscience
vote? Do you think you're able to vote in a clearer, more informed way on a
conscience vote, rather than along party lines? Does it free you up?
WARNOCK It's a very, very hard debate to manage in Parliament. As
someone who's a regular member of the Parliament and used to voting along
party lines, its an extraordinarily difficult debate to manage, in a practical sense.
The Whips have an absolute nightmare of a time, because you're just not
calling up: All Labor voters, back to the House, please; or: All Liberal voters
back to the House, please. You can't do that. You have to whip people
individually, if you like, and it's extraordinarily hard and demanding; it's
exhausting, in fact. Which is why a lot of people got sick after the debate,
because it was so tiring. I wouldn't say it was any better or any worse than any
other kind of voting. There is no cause to have a conscience debate on most
issues. Everybody supports improvements in education. Everybody supports
more money for roads. Everybody supports controls on sheep lice. Everybody
supports all of the ordinary things in every day. There is no reason to have a
conscience debate on banal, every day issues. The only reason that you have
these free, or conscience debates, is because of the very reason that they
involve some people's religious views.
That is the reason all Parliaments, as I understand it, in the western system,
have actually set up these free votes. Because you can't confine people with
strong religious views, to vote along party lines, if that contradicts their own
personal or religious views; in other words, people's personal religious views
override party loyalty, and all party leaders would accept that. It's a matter of
course in western Parliaments, as I understand it, for these so-called moral
issues, social issues, conscience issues, anything involving death, I'd have to
say; conscription, the death penalty, and so on. Those ones would always be
"free". And where some religions regard abortion as murder; (as I say, a clear
majority of people don't); it's quite clear that you have to allow people who
belong to those religious groups to vote the way their conscience tells them.
CF
You described to me earlier that your involvement in politics
outside Parliament was much more exciting than being in the Parliament. Did
this incident change your view?
WARNOCK This was really the only time, as a member of the Opposition, that
I really found being in Parliament particularly interesting. There was a debate
on medical care for the dying, which was very interesting and people there had
a conscience vote, and they spoke from the heart on that particular issue.
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There was also one on gay and lesbian rights, in the previous term, in 1996
that vote was. That vote was also interesting because people again were
speaking more personally than they normally do on ordinary banal every day
votes in the Parliament. On those three occasions there was a genuine, sort of
excitement about the discussion. There was a genuine interest; a deep,
philosophical air about the debate in Parliament, and that is extraordinarily rare.
Generally speaking, parliamentary debates are disappointingly banal,
disappointingly dull, extraordinarily repetitive and tedious. Indeed, some of the
worst speeches I've ever heard in my life were given in Parliament on every
day matters. I found, within six months, it was excruciating being in the
Parliament, because it was so dreary. I knew it was important and whenever I
was giving lectures to schoolchildren I'd say that not everything that is
important is interesting and that's what you've got to get used to when you go
into Parliament. It is important and it is an honour to be elected to Parliament.
However it is extraordinarily boring and the standard of debate was terribly,
terribly dull; and that was a huge disappointment. Insofar as these three
debates made life in Parliament more interesting, certainly that kind of changed
my view about what Parliament could be. But in the every day matters in which
you debate about pretty ordinary things like road funding and funding for
schools, there isn't a great deal of passion involved, and there isn't a great deal
of interest.
CF
You mentioned the Bill on medical care for the dying and the
homosexual reform, but what about censorship? You spoke out about
censorship.
WARNOCK The censorship debate I found, personally, extraordinarily
interesting. I was asked to handle the debate in the lower House for the
Opposition, because I was the arts spokesperson and because I'd had
something to do with censorship as a film writer, I suppose. I actually found it a
tremendously interesting debate. That would be about the fourth debate that I
found interesting in Parliament, and those four would probably be about the
only ones. I enjoyed that enormously. Because I had to do a lot of preparation
on it. I had to present the case for our side. I had to manage the Bill. We
knew very well that we wouldn't be able to take a radical view on censorship
because the days of radical views on censorship had gone; the changing days
of the seventies when there was a huge change in people's view about
censorship. Those days had changed dramatically by the time we reached the
1990s and a lot of small "I" Liberals had changed their view about censorship. I
think that I made a good small "I" Liberal case for censorship in the case of
children, but I tried to say that we should not be overly restrictive when it came
to materials that adults could watch. That was basically the line of the debate
that we took. One of our number spoke very angrily about slack censorship; he
had a religious view about censorship on the Labor side, David Smith, and he
spoke against the particular view we were taking. I found that debate
interesting because of the work I had to do during the debate and around the
debate. I ran forums on it in the community and I did a lot of media work on
that particular issue. Yes, I would say that in terms of the four debates that I
found interesting, those would be the ones: The censorship debate, medical
care for the dying, the homosexual debate and the abortion debate. In the
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entire eight years when I was in Parliament I can honestly say, apart from my
maiden speech and my farewell speech, they were the only debates that I
enjoyed.
CF
Could I talk to you now about the republican movement. You
worked really, on opposite sides with Greg Craven in the abortion debate. Can
you talk to me about your views on the republican movement and your
relationship with him?
WARNOCK Yes, it was very interesting. When the Federal debate on
republicanism began and when the Federal vote was taken on republicanism, I
found myself on the same platform, as it were, and involved in public debates
about the republic. I found myself having a different view about Greg Craven
because he has a very precise mind. Even though I disliked his views intensely
on abortion, and I would oppose them to the end of my life, as, I suppose, he
would oppose mine, he has an extraordinarily agile mind, and is a very good
advocate for his point of view. He was an extraordinarily good advocate for the
republican cause, even though both of us knew that we were losing, because of
the nature of the debate. It was quite obvious that John Howard, the Prime
Minister, who was a monarchist, had structured the entire debate, and the
questions in the referendum, so that we would lose, and every one of us knew
that as we were involved in it; and that we'd have to wait for another day to get
a republic. Even though we knew this, everybody who was involved in the
debates and public advocacy, did the best they could for the cause.
CF

What's your view? Do you support the republic?

WARNOCK My goodness yes; I've been a republican since I was about 20. It
has nothing to do with my being a member of the Labor Party; it has to do with
my own views about being an Australian. I can't believe that in the 21st century
Australia still has this umbilical cord relationship with Britain, in that we actually
have a foreign head of State. I find that, quite frankly, incomprehensible. I'm
as little able to understand that as I'm able to understand the religious views of
a woman who would impose her own religious views on another woman, who
didn't share her religious views. I am perhaps lacking in imagination, but I'm
totally unable to understand how anybody could support the monarchy in 21st
century Australia.
CF
I read a speech where you talked about the nuclear testing in
France and you linked it to Australia's role in France. Could you talk about how
you feel about that?
WARNOCK That was, I think, one of the better speeches that I made, and like
everybody else in the Parliament I made a lot of terribly bad speeches just to fill
in time. I'm not ashamed of them, I just did my duty, as I was called upon to do
at the time, but I certainly wouldn't be sending them out to anybody and expect
them to admire the quality of my eloquence. One of the two, three or four
speeches that I made in the Parliament, which I'm extremely proud of, is the
speech, the 90-second statement as they called it; it's not a debate, a 90second statement, it's different from other motions in Parliament in that it is
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merely a statement. Nothing is necessarily going to follow from that statement,
you are able to make a statement about anything you like. You can wish
somebody happy birthday, you can congratulate your local football team, you
can decry the Government's treatment of bilbies; you can do anything you like
with a 90-second statement. On that particular occasion, this particular speech
that I'm extremely proud of, I linked the French determination to continue
nuclear testing in the Pacific with my own grandfather's death in the Somme in
1918, and I made the speech which said to Jacques Chirac: "Why don't you
remember the contribution that Australians made to saving your civilisation in
two wars and, bearing that in mind, don't seek to harm them by continuing your
nuclear testing in the Pacific." I was very, very passionate about it, and I
believe, apart from the abortion speeches, it was probably the most passionate
speech that I made in the Parliament. I was absolutely... It came to my mind
almost in one thought. It was exactly 90 seconds long and I was determined to
have every word recorded by Hansard, so I handed it in as I had written it to
make sure they put every word there, because I thought it was a very good
speech. I enjoyed writing that speech in the way that I didn't enjoy writing most
of the other speeches that I had to give in Parliament, because they were
generally so incredibly dull. I really got an immense amount of satisfaction out
of making, what I thought, was a very good speech.
CF
You said that you can just choose to make a 90 second speech
on anything. Was there anything in particular that made you make that speech,
that impressed you on the speech...?
WARNOCK I was outraged at the idea, this conceit that the French had at the
time, that because they have some colonial possessions in the Pacific; these
colonial possessions are a part of mainland France and whereas they wouldn't
nuclear test on mainland France, they would test on a possession in the
Pacific, which I think is an absolute darned outrage. If nuclear testing is so safe
and undamaging to the environment then the French should be prepared to do
it on their own soil; on mainland France. I happen to believe that nobody
should be doing any nuclear testing anywhere, quite frankly; I'm utterly
opposed to it. I certainly was opposed to the idea that the French said: Oh
well, we are testing on French soil; we're doing it on a Pacific possession of
France, which I think frankly, is just an outrage. I was outraged by the fact that
they would continue nuclear testing when they quite clearly didn't need to any
more, and that they would do it, near Australia on one of their so-called pieces
of France. I just find that conceit appalling. The mere idea that they would go
ahead in their arrogance and do it, when they shouldn't, in my view, just
completely stirred me up. I thought I'm going to make a speech about this and
I sat down and wrote it in one, sort of impassioned flourish. I had been to
France two or three years before to look for my grandfather's grave and had
found the grave. I had also visited Villers-Brettoneux, which was the town that
was saved by Australian soldiers in the First World War. They have a school
there, which was built from money provided by Victorian schoolchildren to
assist the schoolchildren of France, and they still remember it every year on
ANZAC day; they sing Waltzing Matilda in English at the school. They've got a
sign over the school saying, "Never Forget Australia". That's what I sought to
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remind the French President of: that he should never forget Australia, and he
should go home and do his nuclear testing somewhere else.
CF
members?

It was a very moving speech. Did you have a response by any

WARNOCK Yes, indeed. I'm very good at making short, passionate
speeches. In fact when I left the Parliament... On one occasion I made one
about the 20th century. In 1999 I decided I'd make one about a salute to the
century. Someone turned around immediately and said: You're the master of
these speeches in Parliament. I made a particular point of doing that very well.
I made dozens of them, and I thought I did them quite well. I actually enjoyed
condensing a thought down to 90 seconds and because of my view that most
speeches in Parliament are entirely redundant and boring, it's pretty hard to be
redundant and boring when you're speaking for such a short time. I believe
that I did those speeches very well, and those two were probably the best two
that I did.
CF

What do you miss being out of Parliament now?

WARNOCK Nothing at all. I don't miss anything about the Parliament. It was
an extremely interesting part of my life. It was eight years where I was
honoured to represent the people of my area. I genuinely regarded it as an
honour, and I think most people go into Parliament with honourable views and
a determination to represent their constituents. The fact that a lot of them are
pretty slack and don't do much of a job, I suppose that's just human nature.
Some people in every activity don't do much of a job. But I do genuinely
believe that most people work very hard at representing their constituents. I
don't actually miss anything about the Parliament.
CF

So you have no "relevance deprivation" like Gareth did?

WARNOCK None whatsoever; I don't have any relevance deprivation. I didn't
actually have very much relevance as a member of the Opposition so I'd have
to say having never been in Government, I didn't ever feel I was terribly
important any way, except as a representative of my electorate. I was perfectly
happy to hand that 17 hour a day work over to someone else after eight years.
END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE B
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This is Criena Fitzgerald interviewing Diana Warnock for the Parliamentary
Oral History program Tape Six, 13th of September 2001.
CF
You said that it was a 17 hour day. Was the work particularly
onerous? Did you find it difficult?
WARNOCK It was onerous and exhausting. There were times when in
Parliament we had very long days. We had very long sitting terms. When the
coalition Government came in first, in 1993. they were determined, I think in a
rather macho way, to outsit us, if you like, and our side were determined to
outsit them, so we had debates that used to go on all night and into the early
hours of the morning, which was physically appalling. It didn't matter what
age you were, it was ridiculous and a silly way to carry on, but it's part of the
macho posturing that goes on in most Parliaments. I'm glad to say that that
stopped largely during the second term. I think the coalition woke up to the
fact that nobody got much out of it and that the standard of debate
deteriorated dramatically after about midnight. That was very onerous. That's
one part of the job of being a parliamentary politician that was particularly
onerous and tiring. When we had very serious, long debates like the abortion
debate or, for example, the industrial relations debates, which were terribly
long and drawn out in Parliament and went on for days and weeks; that
debate was also extraordinarily tiring and demanding and very, very stressful
indeed.
It was terrible for people with young families. It was okay for me because I
went into Parliament over 50, but those who had young children, it would have
been absolutely unspeakable, because you were very rarely able to be at
home. That's only one part of a politician's job, being in Parliament. The
majority of your job, of course, is outside of the Parliament and that is
particularly demanding. If you have a marginal seat as I did, and you want to
make it a safe seat, which I eventually succeeded in doing, I actually worked
seven days a week for eight years. The only time I took holidays was about
10 days at Christmas and when I went overseas for a couple of weeks. The
rest of the time I worked seven days a week and that's why the ratings
improved from zero to 11 per cent in three elections. However, the cost in
that rise in rating for the seat if you like, the vote, was extraordinary, and
certainly I wouldn't choose to do that again.
CF

What sort of things did you do to increase the vote?

WARNOCK There's all sorts of things. You could write a book on it actually,
the kinds of things that you do. I went to almost every function that I was
invited to in my electorate, which ranged from P & C meetings to multicultural
dinners, to sports meetings, to cocktail parties, to whatever, whatever,
whatever. People used to make jokes that I'd go to the opening of an oyster;
well, I don't eat oysters, as it happens. However, I would go to the opening of
literally anything because I believed, quite genuinely, that people expected
you to be everywhere. At one stage of my career, early on, I used to go to
four meetings on a Monday night, one after the other. I'd turn up for half an
hour at each one, listen and make notes and so on and make my presence
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felt, and then move on to the other one. I did that for a couple of years and
that was pretty exhausting; and when I look back on it, probably pretty silly.
The aim was to assure people that I was going to represent them to the nth of
my energy and to the nth of my ability while I was a member of Parliament;
that I did take the job seriously and I thought representing them was the more
important thing that I had to do. It was even more important than making
speeches in Parliament that nobody reported on and nobody listened to.
CF
Clearly there was a shift; you did make it a safe seat. How did
the constituency respond to you? Did people say they'd changed their views?
WARNOCK Quite obviously they did. I didn't ask people to change their
views, but quite obviously when you measure up a vote, when you win by 106
votes the first time and 3 000 votes the second time, you've obviously
changed a fair few people's views. I believe it was because I, and my team, I
say 'we' because I had an exceptionally good electorate officer and research
officer, who worked equally hard, I might say, in the electorate, because they
had to see the constituents every day while I was out attending functions and
things. We worked extraordinarily hard on behalf of our constituents, and we
sent huge mail outs all the time in the electorate. In one year I think we
counted I'd sent out 120 000 items of mail, and that is a lot of printed material
going out to the electorate. We continually canvassed the electorate. We put
out a newsletter four times a year. We sent out direct mail on numerous
subjects. I carried petitions from my constituents into the Parliament. I did all
the sorts of things that a member of Parliament is expected to do. But
unusually, and I found that this was unusual when I talk to other
parliamentarians, I didn't take weekends off; other people did. In fact some of
them were quite horror struck at the fact that I didn't take weekends off, but I
regarded it as my job to represent people. If they wanted me to attend a
function on the weekend, then I would do it, and I did it. I went to community
fairs; I went to some multicultural sporting events; I went to everything that
you could imagine, and I did it for about eight years.
CF

Did Bill go with you on those?

WARNOCK Yes, he did. He was absolutely fantastic. He didn't go to
everything quite clearly, because he wouldn't have had any life at all if I'd
taken him everywhere; besides a P & C meeting isn't interesting if you're not
connected with the school and you haven't got some issue that you want to
take up with the school. There's no reason for people to go to everything.
But he went to hundreds of multicultural functions with me, dinners and so
forth, appeared regularly at official functions with me, to the extent that he
was, I think, when he died, mourned by members of both sides of Parliament.
Because, of course the Government was always represented at these
functions as well and Government members found him a very appealing
companion as well.
CF
Are research officers in a sense like the producer of a program?
If you have a decent research officer, it makes your electorate work better?
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WARNOCK Oh yes, absolutely. The work that you do in your electorate
office frankly is the work that wins you the seat. I'm quite convinced that the
work in Parliament is hardly noticed by anybody. When you're a member of
the Opposition, nobody reports your speeches any way. Your constituents
aren't going to see constant reports of your speeches in Parliament on their
behalf. They won't see anything that you do in Parliament on their behalf
because you're a member of the Opposition and no journalist is much
interested in the Opposition, which is why some people resort to shocking
gimmicks and things mile long petitions and all that sort of thing in order to
get some coverage. It is very, very hard to get coverage for your work as a
member of the Opposition. In the electorate, which is where you spend an
enormous percentage of your time as a member of Parliament, that's where
people can see the work that you're doing for them. You're writing letters on
their behalf to Ministers, you're turning up at functions, you're listening to what
they've got to say, you're ringing departments on their behalf. All of that stuff
that you, your electorate officer and research officer do, is absolutely vital to
the regard that people have for you in the electorate, and there's no question
about that. Anybody who ignores that work, ignores it at their peril, I would
say.
-

CF

Do you think WA Inc made your task much more difficult?

WARNOCK Oh horrifically, absolutely. That's one of the reasons I was
chosen to stand for the seat because they wanted somebody who was
extraordinarily well known and hadn't been in any way connected with WA
Inc. I was a cleanskin; I was a well known cleanskin. They told me that they
frankly thought I was probably the only one who'd have a chance of winning a
very, very marginal seat. That was an obvious reason for me to attempt to
win it for the Labor Party. Yes, it was extraordinarily difficult. Campaigning in
that first year was hostile, it was unpleasant, people were exceptionally rude
on occasions. That's atypical of the Australian elector actually. In other
elections and on other occasions I found people were very kind, very
solicitous and very pleasant. I wouldn't say that it was typical of people to be
rude to their member of Parliament or their candidate. But in that first
election, and I campaigned flat out for 13 months, every day, it was a terrible
atmosphere. There was immense hostility to the Labor Party and anger, even
from members of the Labor Party.
CF
Could you tell me now about the leaders that you've worked
under, within the Labor Party? Could you give your view about them and their
abilities as leaders? We'll start with Carmen.
WARNOCK Well let's start with Carmen Lawrence.
I'm always
extraordinarily impressed with Carmen's absolute calm and her extraordinary
disposition with which she manages to fend off frightful personal attacks and
terrible personal difficulties; here, of course, I refer to the court case in which
she was involved not as the Opposition leader, but as a member of the
Federal Parliament by that time. I was always impressed with her intellect. I
was immensely impressed with her stability and calm under tremendous
pressure. She was not a person who I was an intimate friend of in the
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Parliament by any means, but she was always solicitous of me. I spoke to her
while she was Premier, when I was asked to become a candidate. She said
she wanted to speak to me and have a chat to me, and I suppose, suss me
out as a candidate, basically. From that time on she was solicitous and very
pleasant, but I wouldn't say that I had an intimate relationship with her as a
member of Parliament.
CF

And yet you supported her fairly publicly.

WARNOCK I supported her very publicly because she was a woman first of
all, and because she was a friend. Whatever I thought were the rights and
wrongs of the case, my view is that if you have a friend and you care about
someone and you think they need your help, then you should provide them
with help. I'm a great believer in reciprocal loyalty. It's one of the maxims of
my life, if you like. I try to assist people who have assisted me in various
ways, particularly when I think that the going's tough and they need help.
That was basically why I stood up for her. It wasn't anything to do with the
rights and wrongs of the case or the subject of the debate. I saw that she was
a person who needed support, and I decided that I would give her that
support.
CF
Some of her Labor Party colleagues gave evidence against her.
How did that affect the party?
WARNOCK It caused a lot of difficulty. Whenever the discussion came up
privately or, indeed, in Caucus, it was an awkward business for those people
who had given evidence against her. But as far as they were concerned, they
told the story as they saw it and as they remembered it, and so I don't imagine
that had internal conflict about it. As they saw it, they were telling the truth
and saying what they remembered. I wasn't there; you have to remember I
wasn't a member of Parliament in that period, 1992, so I have no idea what is
the truth and what is not the truth. As I understand it, those people who gave
evidence, as you put it, against her, were giving evidence as they recalled it.
They were being honest to their own memory of the event. But it was
unpleasant; it was difficult; and there were some people who quite clearly
found it difficult in their relationships later on with Carmen.
CF
woman?

Do you think she was treated differently because she was a

WARNOCK No, not particularly. I just think that it was, if you like, a
combination of her cleverness as well as her being a woman, and the
extraordinarily high profile that she attained when she went into politics. I
think a high profile tends to, if you like, it brings in the tall poppy syndrome, as
it's called in Australia. There is some sort of underlying hostility in the
Australian society, to people who become very prominent, and particularly
women for some reason who become prominent. I don't know that she was
treated... Certainly she wasn't treated differently in the courts because she
was a woman. She might have been treated differently in the media because
she was a woman, and I suppose that's the same as any other field. It's part
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of the lingering prejudice against women in Australian society; indeed in any
society. I wouldn't think that, if you were referring to the court case, that she
was treated any differently because she was a woman. It was personal
hostility, as I understood it, that made Richard Court decide to proceed
against her in that matter, and the matter of the Easton affair. I still don't
understand the whole issue terribly well, so I'm not a very good commentator
on that issue. I understood it to be personal hostility and that Richard Court
was pursuing personal hostility and personal political gain in taking on a high
profile Labor figure who happened to be a woman.
CF

And her standing within the party now?

WARNOCK I couldn't tell you that because I'm not an active member of the
party. I'm not in the Parliament any more. I'm not constantly talking to my
party colleagues about it. However, she seems to have retained the loyalty of
people in her own electorate. She certainly seems to have retained the
respect of Kim Beazley. She worked very hard when she was on the
backbench for that period, to retain that loyalty and that respect. She works
very hard in her own electorate, and as I said, people mostly win their seats in
the electorate, not in the Parliament. If she treats her constituents well and
works very hard on their behalf, I would imagine that they would be inclined to
take the rest of the story with a pinch of salt.
CF

Her successor for a short time was Ian Taylor.

WARNOCK Yes, that's right.
CF

Could you talk to me about his...?

WARNOCK He was a very reluctant leader of the Labor Party. Quite frankly,
I think anybody is a reluctant Leader of an Opposition. It is an appalling
position to be in. Believe it or not, I actually pity Cohn Barnett for the position
that he's in now. It is not fun being Leader of the Opposition. The only
comfort that you have is that if you hang on long enough, and you are
successful long enough, you might actually get to be in Government. I think
it's an appalling position for anybody to have to occupy. You suffer from
"relevance deprivation". The media are not much interested in you. You're
regarded as a whinger and a whiner and a negative person, because as a
member in Opposition your job, basically, is to attack the Government
constantly. When you are constantly on the negative in a debate it's pretty
boring, and everybody, including the media, gets very sick of it, so you don't
get enough coverage. And that's very hard, to try and reposition yourself in
order to have the electorate be sympathetic to you, if you like, and therefore
vote for you at the next election. Ian was reluctant to take on the job; it was a
question of who was going to take on this pretty unpleasant job and I never
had the impression that he much wanted the job when he was there. I found
him an extraordinarily nice person. The fact that the coalition Government,
after he left Parliament in 1996, gave him a number of public jobs on this
commission and that commission, and so on, suggests that he is a decent
person; whom people on both sides regard as decent, kind and a good
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person, and therefore probably the sort of person who isn't tough enough to
be a leader anyway. I think of him as a very nice man, and very loyal, and a
very good person, but I think that he would probably agree with me that he
wasn't tough enough to be a leader anyway. He was certainly reluctant, and
you had that impression all the time that he was there.
CF
Was there competition for his job? Were people... like McGinty
became leader later, was that...?
WARNOCK There was competition for who was going to get the job; either
McGinty or Gallop. Any position in any party is always fought over by the
factions. The factions immediately began a stoush over whether it was going
to be McGinty or Gallop, and McGinty got the job the first time around. And
then McGinty, when he subsequently discovered that the party couldn't win
anything like get near winning, with him as leader, then he voluntarily sort of
threw in the towel. I suppose there was competition for it, because being a
leader of a party is better than being a backbencher, even if it's not much fun
in Opposition. Yes, there was the usual sort of macho kind of stoush over it,
but frankly it was picking over the bones of a long dead feast, as I saw it.

-

CF

How involved were you, as an MP in that election for leader?

WARNOCK I wasn't particularly involved in it. I went to meetings about it,
attended long discussions about who'd make the best leader, listened to what
both of the candidates had to say and eventually had to vote. Frankly, I
thought, at the time, that McGinty, because he was very tough, would
probably do a good job in getting the party into gear; and as I recall it, I think I
probably voted for McGinty. I'd have to say that I wasn't any more involved
than any other. I was never a factional infighter, so I didn't have much to do
with the vote in terms of doing the numbers for anybody or anything like that.
I thought that we'd made the right choice; very soon after that I came to
realise that we hadn't made the right choice.
CF

Why?

WARNOCK Well, because McGinty was not going to be popular enough.
Because there are an enormous number of qualities that you need as a
leader. It's an extraordinarily difficult job in any capacity in life, but in a
political party, being a successful leader is extraordinarily difficult. You have
to have a certain amount of charm. You've got to be able to lead your own
people. They've got to be willing to follow you. You've got to be able to
attack the other side. You've got to have a very good, sharp, quick mind for
the media. You've got to look good. You've got to be able to argue on any
subject under the sun, at the drop of a hat, because you're expected to cover
the entire series of portfolios. Quite frankly it's an impossible job and the fact
that anybody can do it always amazes me. But I now realise that McGinty
didn't have all the capacities that were needed, although I think he is going to
be very successful as Attorney General because of his toughness and
because of his intellectual rigour. I think that he is in a very good position
now, as Attorney General in Parliament. However, I think that he didn't have
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enough charm. There were a lot of things that he lacked as a leader that
didn't manage to win the support of the public. It was quite clear that the
public were not going to follow him. You'd have to ask him that, but I think
that's why he tossed in the towel himself, just before the 1996 election.
CF
You said that you thought he would be able to get the party into
gear. What was happening within the party? Was there a lot of...?
WARNOCK There's a lot of disarray when any party is in Opposition. You're
so far down that you're all drowning together. The ship is sinking and you're
looking at the ratings, which have you right at the bottom of the chart, as it
were, and you can't think of a way to get yourself out of that. You have to do
an enormous amount of work inside the party, on your policies; you've got to
do a terrific amount of intellectual effort on that. You've got no assistance in
doing that; you've got virtually no staff, compared to a Government who have
whole Government departments to write speeches for them and work out
policies. You, as a member of an Opposition, have nobody except your
electorate officer and a couple of people who work for you in the Opposition
Leader's office. You have a skeleton staff and quite frankly it always amazes
me that anybody manages to get out of Opposition. I think the old saying in
politics that Oppositions don't win Government; Governments lose, I think is
absolutely right.
It's almost near impossible to spend the money that you need to do the
research, to do the polling, to get the researchers to do the work for you on
new policies, and so on. That's why it's so difficult to get out of Opposition.
It's immensely demoralising to constantly lose votes, to constantly be at the
bottom of the pile, to constantly, when you're doing your job as an Opposition
person and criticising the Government, to be told by the media that you're
carping and whingeing and whining; and the Government, of course, always
tells you that as well. It is very difficult for a party to retain morale. A leader
has to be able to try and beat the party into shape, get some good research
going somehow or other so that new policies can be formed, test those
policies out on the electorate in various ways, and so on.
There's an immense amount of work to be done in the background of any
political party. When a party is demoralised it begins to fight internally. There
is an immense amount of infighting that goes on in any party. People fight
over tiny jobs that are unimportant and seem to be not even worthwhile
fighting over, because they've got to spend their energy on something
productive and they feel that being in Opposition is not very productive and a
bit of factional infighting always is a lot more fun than being in Opposition. I'm
sure that that's why there's so much infighting in every political party when
they're in Opposition. It's such a dreadful job that in order to enhance it in
some way, you fight over small spoils, if you like; any little paid job that's
going, any little bit of glory that you can get as a member of an Opposition is
fought over. All parties have factions, no matter what the conservatives say;
they've got factions as well. They've got personal factions rather than
ideological factions like us, but they all have factions, and they'll be fighting
over small jobs as well, in Opposition. It's a pretty depressing business to go
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through. A leader has to be able to drag you out of that depressing morass
that you're in; stop you doing the infighting; make you concentrate on setting
up your new policies; and make you concentrate on presenting them well to
the media so that you appear not to be in disarray, even if you are. All of
those things have to be managed by the one person, plus, as I said, all the
other jobs: appearing in the media; speaking off-the-cuff on immensely
complicated subjects; taking responsibility for any mistakes that happen, and
so on. The pressure on any leader, whether they're the leader of a
Government or an Opposition, is appalling.
The party was in immense disarray in 1996 when Geoff Gallop took over, and
remained in appalling disarray for the whole of 1997. I regard that as one of
the most depressing years that I spent in Parliament. It was constant
infighting between the various factions who were dissatisfied with Geoffs
leadership, constantly trying to wrangle behind the scenes over small spoils,
and so on. It was really a very bad year indeed. It was only in 1998 that the
party began to get itself into gear and start to get itself into shape. I think in
1999, the party had begun to, sort of, shape up as a reasonable possibility,
although there were certainly plenty of people who still thought we didn't have
a chance of winning in 2001.
CF
Could you tell me about your involvement in that successful
campaign because Gallop had come from the losing with the largest margin, I
think, and Labor's greatest defeat really in 1996.
WARNOCK That was a very, very bad year and a very bad election for us.
CF

Could you talk to me about how he turned it around?

WARNOCK He made use of the small amount of resources that the Labor
Party had. He sent the official party apparatchiks out, the very few that we
had at that particular time that we could afford to pay, to try and get some
money from the business community; to try and get some money from any
source; to try and pay researchers and pay people to do work on new policies,
and to do work on all the background work that you have to do preparing a
party for being in Government. He, himself, worked extraordinarily hard.
From the time that he became the leader, he regularly used to go down to
Bunbury, every fortnight, to do a radio program down there and to keep the
party's flag flying down in Bunbury. He travelled extensively throughout the
State of Western Australia speaking to groups, to local governments, to
anybody that he could find to speak to, all over the State.
I've never known somebody to work harder than Geoff worked to get the party
back into the shape it needed to be, to be in a winning position in 2001. He
went everywhere to represent the party; to meet groups, and to find out what
the community wanted. I think you could say that he probably got the idea
from Tony Blair's "Labour Listens" campaign, when Labour went all over
Britain, after being in Opposition for a very long time, those Thatcher years,
conducting public hearings about various issues; crime, education, health,
whatever, all of those big issues the electorate is interested in. In the same
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way, Geoff did the same thing; endless public meetings, endless public
morning teas; endless public meetings with civic leaders, and so on. It's all
part of the immensely long process of getting back into Government. It is
immensely hard work and I admire anybody who can continue to do it with the
vigour that Geoff Gallop did it.
CF
Julian Grill was a fairly prominent Labor Party member who was
publicly against Geoff Gallop. Could you comment on that?
WARNOCK I don't particularly want to comment on it because it's something
that made me extraordinarily angry with Julian, personally, although Julian
was very supportive of me when I went in as a candidate first of all. He
insisted on launching my campaign for me. He and Joe Berinson and various
others did functions for me, and did all the things that people do when they're
introducing a new candidate. I was, I suppose you could say, in his faction in
Parliament, although I was not a particularly enthusiastic factional warrior. I
didn't always attend meetings because I found factional infighting frankly
tedious. Julian had always found factional infighting absolutely fascinating.
For someone with an extraordinarily agile mind and somebody who's very
good at politics, being in Opposition must have been so boring that any kind
of factional infighting would've been more interesting than that, and I assume
that that's why he spent so much of his time doing that sort of thing. I became
very angry about it because I thought you can't possibly win while you're
being constantly attacked by your own people.
You have enough trouble trying to fend off the other side, never mind fending
off your own people. I became extraordinarily angry, personally, with Julian
about that. I didn't hide it from him. I had several very public confrontations,
in front of other party members, with him about that in which I said that I
thought he ought to be loyal to Geoff and to publicly work for the party instead
of working against it. I was extraordinarily angry with him because of the way
he behaved. However, it's all on the public record. You'd find endless
numbers of cuttings in newspapers about Julian's public positions. I believe
to this day that Julian thought, right up until probably a year or two before the
Opposition won Government, that he genuinely had a chance of being the
party leader. He certainly had the intellect for it, there's no question about
that. My view, and I mention this only because I've said this publicly and I've
said it to him personally, I believe that rightly or wrongly, in the public's mind
he was too tainted by WA Inc to be possibly construed as a leader for the
party. I said that to him many times. I said it reluctantly, because I liked him
as a person. I realised that I had a debt to him, because he'd assisted me in
getting into Parliament. I also respected his intellect greatly, because not
everybody in Parliament is as intelligent as Julian Grill was, and he was a
pleasant companion because of his intellect. However, I thought that because
of his association with WA Inc there was no chance that he would be
acceptable to the public as a Labor Party leader, and I frequently said it to him
and asked him to desist from attacking Geoff publicly. He didn't desist, as is
publicly known; it's all on the record, and even continued to attack Geoff
during the election campaign.
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CF
What was the ground support like when Geoff was out there
campaigning? How strong was the support on the ground for the Labor
Party?
WARNOCK Obviously it grew gradually; the support grew gradually over a
period of time. It certainly was pretty minimal in the beginning, and I would
say... It's fascinating when you move from Opposition to Government. I'm
told that the business breakfasts that we now hold, (I used to loyally go along
to them to make up the numbers, as it were, when we were in Opposition, and
there would sometimes be 50 or 60 people there), I'm now told that 300 is
about the sort of average number for these business breakfasts. Obviously
people are much more interested in you when you're in Government than
when you're in Opposition. It was a sweat and a slog every step of the way.
There was no time, in Opposition, when it was easy. There were times, even
during the campaign, when it would be hard to get the numbers out for any
public function. But towards the end of that campaign, particularly when the
launch was held on the Sunday before the election, (bizarrely; rather an Irish
thing to do, to have a launch just before the election was held at that time), I
had begun to think that we could possibly win.
Because there was definitely a change of feeling in the air; the commentators
were beginning to say that it was possible; and there was definitely a feeling
out and about that the Government was on the nose. It wasn't so much that
everybody was in love with Labor suddenly, nor indeed that they suddenly
thought Geoff Gallop had transformed himself into "Superman", but it was
basically rather that they were fed up with the previous Government and they
thought that the other mob might be worth a try. That's basically, I think, the
thing that motivated people to vote for Labor. They were very angry with the
Government for some reason; for a whole lot of reasons, of course, and they
finally decided that they might as well give Labor a go. I was very glad for
Geoff Gallop because I'm very fond of him. I think he's an extraordinarily
clever man; a generous passionate person who will be a good leader. I don't
envy him the job, because I think it's an appalling job for anybody being a
party leader, but I think that he has the capacity to do it. I admire the way that
he worked, ceaselessly, from 1996 until the election in 2001, to make sure
that we got there. However, it was hard right up until the end to actually see a
change of view. It was still very difficult to get large numbers of people to
attend Opposition functions. Money was hard to come by. It's always hard
when you're in Opposition. It only gradually begins to trickle in when people
begin to think that you might form Government.
END OF TAPE SIX SIDE A
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CF
When you got the feeling that the tide was turning, were you
tempted to remain in Parliament?
WARNOCK No. I had no desire to remain in Parliament at all. I'd come into
Parliament very late. I'd come into Parliament with a specific purpose; that is
to turn a marginal seat into a safe seat for Labor, which I did, and I had no
particular desire to stay on. I had thought that it might be rather fun to be the
first woman Speaker of the Western Australian Parliament, but the desire to
do that wasn't strong enough to overcome my desire to leave the Parliament
at that time.
CF

What made you choose to go?

WARNOCK It was a combination of things. I thought that I'd been there long
enough. After eight years I didn't have any particular interest in being in
Parliament any longer. I quite enjoyed being a politician, but being in
Parliament I found immensely tedious and I didn't expect to find it much more
fun being in Parliament, even if we got into Government. I also thought that
it's very wearing on anybody's health and I could see that if you stayed
around long enough, your health would be damaged by being in Parliament.
Also, I'd had quite enough of spending almost my entire life working, albeit for
a relatively high salary. I still thought that I was working too much of every
day, including weekends and even Christmas Day, every year. I thought that
I'd worked quite hard enough in the cause and I thought it was time to let
somebody else have a go at doing that job. There were a lot of things that I
regretted about how I left. When you have an election coming up, and you're
in Opposition, you don't know when that election is going to be; only the
Government knows that.
We preselected our candidates miles ahead of the election, so I actually had
to telegraph my punches well ahead of that election, and effectively became a
lame duck in my last year in Parliament, which I regretted. I would've liked to
have left just before the election, as some others did, because I think that
gives you much more satisfaction; to go right up to an election and then sort
of change over to the other person and go out, as it were, on a high note. But
that was not possible for all sorts of technical reasons. The Labor Party
elected to choose its candidates 18 months ahead of the election, as it turned
out. We wanted to have the candidates in place and working very hard, well
ahead of the election; and as it turned out, that was a very good thing. All of
the candidates who were working hard in their own areas, well ahead of the
election, did very well.
CF

How did Bill feel about your decision to leave?

WARNOCK He was quite happy. He was the one who wanted me to go into
politics and he was the one who supported me every inch of the way, and
when I said I thought it was time to go, he was perfectly happy with that as
well. He wanted me to be Lord Mayor, and he thought it would be quite a
good idea if I gave up being a member of Parliament and took on the job of
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being Lord Mayor. I wasn't necessarily in agreement with that, but I said:
"Okay, let's give it away and see how we feel about the other thing later."
CF

And are you tempted to be Lord Mayor?

WARNOCK Not any more. No. I certainly was while Bill was alive. However,
I think it would be a very hard job to do without a partner, and I'm not sure I
have the intense interest in politics that I had at the time when I went into
parliamentary politics, and that you would have to have, if you were going to
contest a very hard election as a lord mayoral candidate.
CF
You received an award for Humanist of the Year. How did that
make you feel?
WARNOCK I was very pleased. I was surprised, because in life, unless
you're sort of someone who's heaped with honours from an early age, as a
child, you don't expect people to give you any honours at all. I was absolutely
amazed that somebody would choose me as the Humanist of the Year. I was
very honoured because previous Humanists of the Year have included people
like Fred Hollows, Phillip Adams, and other people whom I admire. I was very
pleased to be chosen, but I was extraordinarily surprised.
CF

And what are your plans now?

WARNOCK That's a really very difficult question for me to answer. Although
I still retain an intense intellectual interest in politics, I can't see myself
contesting a ballot again, for the reason that I mentioned before, because my
husband died. I am presently running the family business and sitting on
numerous community boards and committees, most of which I have lost
interest in since my husband died. Because I'm still in a period of
bereavement, I find that I've very little interest in anything I was interested in
before, at this stage of my life I couldn't say what was ahead of me. I had all
sorts of plans, which I don't particularly want to discuss now that they're no
longer my plans, but I have literally no idea what I'm likely to be doing this
time next year.
CF
Could you just talk about Bill, because he was your friend; he
influenced you all your life together? Could you talk about him?
WARNOCK Bill was an absolutely extraordinary person. I found, right from
the beginning, our relationship absolutely amazing because we couldn't have
been more different in lots of ways. He had been born in a Glasgow slum,
and I grew up in the desert in Australia. We happened to meet at University
of Western Australia, both studying English, having come from these very
different backgrounds. When I first met him, we didn't become involved with
each other then, he was actually married to somebody else, I was impressed
with him because he had an extraordinary amount of energy. He was very,
very bright, and he was the kind of person that I automatically was interested
in, because I liked bright, energetic, highly intelligent people who've got lots of
creative ideas and are always doing things; that's the kind of person that most
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of my friends are, I suppose. We became friends while we were at university,
and then only became involved with each other, after I'd left university and
gone to work at the newspaper. When we did become involved with each
other, it was very soon after that that he became ill and had a kidney
transplant, first unsuccessfully and then successfully. For the rest of our lives
together, we did all sorts of immensely interesting things together. People
often said of us that we were a very unusual couple of people because
although we clearly had a lot of other interests, apart from those we shared
with each other and we did a lot of things separately, we were clearly very
close to each other intellectually and had a very lively relationship. We also
created an atmosphere for other people, in which they were pleased to be,
and in which they enjoyed meeting a lot of our friends, and we certainly have
very many of them in common. They met because of us and remained friends
with us all of the years that we were together. I admired his capacity, his
imagination. He was a very creative person.
He was a creative writer, and one of enormously sad things after he died,
apart from the personal sorrow of being without someone like that, is that I
found a whole lot of unfinished novels. He actually only had three novels
published, but he wrote about seven, and there were several unfinished ones
that I found after he died, plus a lot of unpublished poetry, and so on, which I
will attempt to get published. He wrote film scripts. He wrote plays. He never
ceased to be interested in community work. He was full of ideas about how to
liven up the life of the community. He was involved in things. There is a word
that the French have about people like him: Engager, somebody who's
engaged with life, who thinks the unexamined life isn't worth living, if you like.
He was an extraordinarily lively, intellectual spark in a small community, and I
think that's why he made such a splash and why about a thousand people
turned up to his funeral. He just had such an impression on people. He was
an amazing character. Apart from the fact that I loved him as a person, I
could see that he was an amazing character because so many other people
remarked about it. He had extraordinary empathy with other people. I think
this was part of the fact that he was brought up in a house full of women.
Because his father was away at the Second World War for six years; he was
in the army before the war, and he was actually away for something like six
years, and Bill was brought up, as an only child, by his mother and the aunts.
And he always had great sympathy with women and got on extremely well
with them. Throughout our lives he had a lot of very close women friends, as
well as very good men friends, who became, effectively, like the brothers that
he'd never had; in one case at least, like both a brother and a father to him.
One of his male friends was a soldier from the Second World War, who
became very attached to him as a fellow writer, and because he was a single
man, I could see that Bill was both a brother to him and a son, as well.
Judging by the letters that I received after he died, I could see that he had an
extraordinary effect on people; quite an unusual effect on people in that they
found... One person wrote to me and said: "He's one of the only men that I
know who when they meet me make me feel as though I'm the only person in
the room. Most of my husband's friends treat me as if I'm not there." That
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was the kind of capacity that he always had to relate to people, intimately,
very quickly, and it's a very unusual capacity in any person.
CF
You talked about your regret that his mother, who was a
Glaswegian Labour supporter all her life, wasn't there to see you in
Parliament. How influential was she in his life? You've just said that he was
brought up mainly by women.
WARNOCK She was extraordinarily influential in his life. She was a very
dynamic person. I suppose he got his intellectual dynamism from her.
Although she was not very well educated, she was a very clever woman, very
thoughtful and imaginative, and absolutely intellectually energetic. One of my
favourite stories is about her; what I call the Lee Kuan Yew story. She and
her husband, who died, sadly, very soon after he retired from his labouring
work, went on a pensioners' trip together on the Centaur, I think it was, up to
Singapore. She bought a few things, as tourists do, and brought them back
again to Western Australia. One of the things, it was a watch, I think, and also
a string of pearls, fell apart very soon after she got back again. Most people
would simply throw them away, cursing themselves for being a fool for buying
cheap goods. She certainly didn't do that. She wrote a letter to the Prime
Minister of Singapore, Lee Kuan Yew, complaining about the poor service
she'd had, and saying that she was very upset, as a tourist in Singapore, to
be treated so shoddily. Rather to everybody's amazement, 10 days later, she
had a personal letter from the Prime Minister of Singapore: "Dear Mrs
Warnock, I'm terribly sorry that you had so much trouble as a tourist in
Singapore and here is replacement watch and string of pearls for you and I
hope that you'll visit our country again," or something like that.
That's the kind of person that she was. She never took anything lying down.
We didn't get on terribly well in the beginning when we met, because she was
very upset about the failure of Bill's first marriage; the fact that he'd separated
from his wife, and I suppose she blamed me. I wasn't to blame, as it
happens, but she saw that I was, she thought that I was, and didn't speak to
me for several years. However, when we did get together, we found we got
on very well. She would've been tremendously pleased to have been there
for my opening speech when I was elected to Parliament in February 1993.
That's why I was sorry she wasn't there. She would've got a tremendous kick
out of it.
CF
Could I just finish by asking you whether you have any advice
for women thinking about entering Parliament?
WARNOCK I think women, if they feel they have any gifts as a public person,
and any wish to serve the community in a very public capacity, should
certainly seek to get involved in politics. There are myriad ways you can
become involved in politics. You can join a political party and work your way
up from the bottom, as it were. You can become involved in local politics, and
serve on a local council. You can join the P & C, or start a group like "Save
our Suburb", or whatever. There are many ways, as an activist, as a member
of the community, that you can become involved in political activity. But you
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have to join a political party and be associated with it, in my view, to make it
worth while going into politics. Very few people win as Independents, men or
women, and there are very few Independents, comparatively, in Australian
Parliaments, and so my advice would be join a political party. However,
absolutely never doubt your capacity to do it, because Parliament isn't full of
geniuses; it's full of a whole lot of ordinary people like you and me, and
everybody else that we know. Anybody who's prepared to put in an immense
amount of hard work, and take some advice from people who know about
politics, as I did, can get themselves elected if they really try. I believe that
the Parliaments anywhere in the world, won't truly represent their
communities until men and women are about equally represented in the
numbers in Parliament. That is the case in Scandinavian countries and I see
no reason why it shouldn't be the case in the rest of the world's Parliaments.
Women have the capacity to do anything that men have the capacity to do,
except for the fact that they are mostly preoccupied with the care of the
children. That is going to remain a difficulty and a hurdle for women going
into public life until the community, itself, admits that it is an issue and
provides child care at a low enough cost and with sufficient availability so that
women are able to have their children safely taken care of while they go into
public life. I think, as I see it, that's really the only thing that's holding women
back these days. Most of the old prejudices have gone and women are, if
they have the support of their families and their friends, equally able with men,
to be on the public stages of Australia, or indeed, any other country, as I see
it.
CF

Thank you.
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