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ABSTRACT 

Former Australian Prime Minister Julia Gillard was subjected to a barrage of unique criticisms 

after being photographed in her home beside an empty fruit bowl; a telling moment regarding 

attitudes towards women in politics. Today, the empty fruit bowl remains a poignant 

metaphor for the internalised biases and expectations we hold regarding women in 

leadership. Using this metaphor as a starting point, I step into the metaphorical empty fruit 

bowl to discover the range of often unseen obstacles that must be addressed for women to be 

given appropriate opportunity to enter and lead in politics. Thus, it is argued that we must 

mine deeply, expose and address both our unconsciously entrenched beliefs, and the data 

omissions and anomalies that may be masquerading as self-evident truths, if we are to realise 

women’s full participation in the political sphere. I discuss the political landscape leading up to 

Julia Gillard becoming Australia’s first female Prime Minister, her time as Prime Minister, and 

the shifting sands beneath the feet of women in politics since that time. In so doing I identify 

some of the more obvious external obstacles to women’s success in the political arena, but 

also the obstacles that lurk more insidiously, and the mechanisms that work to reinforce 

them.  

 

 

 

 



Fruitlessness 

Recently, I participated in a radio interview in which I was outlining my past few weeks work 

in parliament and the travel I had undertaken across my electorate. The interviewer 

commented on how busy I had been and proceeded to ask, “How are you keeping up with 

the ironing?” I laughed and asked, “What’s an iron?”  

 

I give myself one mark for the comment but also subtract one for laughing off the question 

and therefore essentially missing the moment to challenge the ‘female domestic role’ 

assumption inherent in his question. Status quo maintained. Bias perpetuated.  

 

Our biases are bananas 

In my response to the interviewer, I performed the role of ‘obliging friendly female’ laughing 

to essentially incorporate an apology for what was to be my dismissal of his premise based on 

his internalised gender bias. I participated in, rather than fully addressed, the problem of 

gender bias embedded in the question.  

 

We internalise socially constructed ‘norms’ and reflect these back out into the world in our 

words, actions and body language. For example, when speaking of people from other 

ethnicities, the term ‘people of colour’ frequently arises. However, the term ‘people of 

colour’ implies white is the norm and anyone else is a deviation from the norm. That is, white 

is the default setting and all other are ‘of colour’.  

Similarly, male is the default gender setting. In her book Invisible Women: Exposing data bias 

in a world designed for men, Caroline Criado Perez (2020) notes, “Seeing men as the human 

default is fundamental to the structure of human society … male bias is so firmly embedded 

in our psyche that even genuinely gender-neutral words [like doctor or actor] are read as 

male” (p.6).  

 



Here I should note that gender bias and inequity cannot be separated from wider 

intersectional aspects of life such as class, race, ethnicity, religion, immigration status a nd 

sexuality. The focus of this discussion is women’s experience broadly, and I acknowledge that 

this does not address the intersectional nature of implicit bias, and that a male/female focus 

does not address issues for non-binary people (Pritlove et al, 2019). 

 

The presumption is that the male is the universal is identified by Criado Perez (2020) 

throughout her book as a direct result of the gender data gap. A historical gap in information, 

records and data collection that creates a deafening and highly detrimental silence across the 

full spectrum of female life and endeavor, including politics.  

 

Data operating from the default male setting results in key structural ways such as buildings, 

furniture, equipment and machinery that is not designed to suit the needs and physiology of 

women. For example, buildings without female toilets, chairs for which more petite women’s 

feet cannot reach the ground, temperature in the Chamber of Parliament House being set at 

a temperature best for men in suits who have a naturally higher body temperature than 

women. This is described by Criado Perez (2020) as a ‘One-Size-Fits-Men’ default (pp. 157 – 

168) and throughout this chapter of her book she details a wide range of data omissions 

impacting the lives and safety of women, from cars using crash test dummies that more 

represent male physiology, to failing to recognise the need for improved safety and reporting 

mechanism for women on public transport.  

 

Part of the problem lies in what is known as ‘projection bias’. “Essentially, people tend to 

assume that our own way of thinking about or doing things is typical. That it’s just normal. 

For white men this bias is surely magnified by a culture that reflects their experience back to 

them, thereby making it seem even more typical. Projection bias is amplified by confirmation 

bias … If the majority of people in power are men – and they are – the majority of people on 

power just don’t see it. Male bias just looks like common sense to them.” (Criado Perez. 

2020. p. 270) 



 

Female politicians are asked about their children, or how they manage to combine their 

parliamentary role with motherhood and domestic ‘duties’, whereas male politicians who are 

fathers (and presumably are also likely to have children, wear clothes that need ironing and 

reside in domestic dwellings) are not asked the same questions, because ‘common sense’ 

dictates that such questions need not be asked.  

 

Our underlying internalised and ‘common sense’ assumption here being that the primary 

function of women is to breed, raise children and perform domestic roles. Thus, lines of 

questioning based on such assumptions operates to further internalise and perpetuate such 

biases and gender norms. Thus, I am sure then Opposition Leader Tony Abbott thought he 

was merely highlighting self-evident truths when he said, “If it’s true … that men have more 

power than women, generally speaking, is that a bad thing?”, and later asking, “But what if 

men are by physiology or temperament, more adapted to exercise authority or issue 

command?”  

 

Edith Cowan the first woman to win a seat in Western Australian parliament, 100 years ago in 

1921, was depicted in newspaper cartoon images as a housewife in the Parliamentary 

Chamber, laundering her smalls. She delivered her inaugural speech to the howls and heckles 

of outraged men. Moreover, there was no female toilet in the Western Australian Parliament, 

nor was one installed as Cowan was seen as an electoral anomaly unlikely to ever be 

repeated.  

 

It was It was 22 years after the election of Cowan before a woman was elected to Federal 

parliament – Edith Lyons (House of Representatives) and Dorothy Tangney (Senate) and 

again, there were still no female toilets in Parliament. In 1955, when Nancy Buttfield was 

elected to the Seante in 1955 there was no female toilet. And when Kathy Sullivan (House of 

Representatives) and Ruth Coleman (Senate) were elected in 1974, they had to actively lobby 

for the addition of female toilets. Australia’s Parliament House in Canberra was built as 



recently as 1988, and while this new building included the all-important bar at which the 

political alliances were cultivated and information shared, all functions that assisted one to 

perform their parliamentary role, it did not include an early education care centre (more 

commonly referred to as a ‘child care centre’). 

 

Today in Australia, the “average federal MP is a man born in 1969 who graduated from a 

private school, attained an arts degree and worked in business or management before being 

elected” (Yim & Carter. 2021). Here I pause to qualify what I mean by ‘average’, in this 

instance I refer to the statistically average as opposed to any performative assessment. At a 

Federal level, just under 38% of members are women. It’s quite a feat to make more than 

50% of the population a minority, and the maintain that structural disadvantage. A feat of 

both history and internalised gender bias. 

 

However, inroads continue to be made and there is an ever-increasing urgency to be vigilant 

in questioning and examining the biases and data gaps that lurk within and amongst us. As is 

always the case when a group is marginalised, devalued, or disadvantaged we frequently 

unconsciously reinforce these in our behaviours and words, and as we have seen, in things 

such as in the infrastructure we develop. It is important that we take pause to reflect and ask 

ourselves what words and beliefs do we have whispering in the back of our subconscious 

minds that have the unintended impact of reinforcing this disadvantage? We must ask 

ourselves, what conscious action can I take to address these biases and gaps?  

 

The challenge is that these biases, on the face of it, often masquerade as self-evident truths. 

Recently I attended an event designed to encourage women to run for local government. The 

many women in attendance we advised to work out who is going to run lest they “split the 

vote” and none of them get elected. How many male candidates do you think would have 

given that same advice? Why do women assume there is only a certain number of places 

available to them, whereas men do not contemplate the same limited circumstances? This 

self-limiting belief is part of the problem that feeds the gender bias machine.  



 

Before the Western Australian State Election this year, I had a conversation with a male 

member of parliament who was extolling the virtues of WA Labor’s Towards 50 initiative. An 

initiative designed to ensure 50% of WA Labor members are women. I agreed it had great 

value and importance but also made the point that statistically women are in fact closer to 

51% of the population so if parliament was to be truly representative, we should be closer to 

51%.” He laughed and said, “That’s not going to happen.” Fast forward 8 months and in the 

41st Parliament of Western Australia in the Legislative Council, 60% of WA Labor members 

are women.  

 

Apple for the teacher 

Yet there does remain a general resistance from women who struggle to see themselves in, 

or put themselves forward for, political candidacy. Women’s reticence to see themselves as 

politicians, leaders, CEOs and scientists and the like, is attributed to what Criado Perez (2020) 

calls “brilliance bias” (pp. 100 – 105). 

 

This is confirmed by research appearing in the Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 

which found that men are more likely than are women to be seen as "brilliant". The study 

measured global perceptions around gender and identified implicit bias, revealing automatic 

associations that people cannot, or at least do not, report holding when asked directly. 

"Stereotypes that portray brilliance as a male trait are likely to hold women back across a 

wide range of prestigious careers," observes Daniel Storage, an assistant professor in the 

University of Denver's Department of Psychology and the paper's lead author (Science Daily, 

2020).  

 

Furthermore, schools are teaching “brilliance bias to boys” via gaps and silences in the 

curriculum. When children start school and are asked to draw a scientist, a roughly equal 

ratio of male to female scientists are drawn. By the time they are 7 or 8, and the children are 



asked to draw a scientist, drawings of male scientists significantly outnumber drawings of 

female scientists. By 14 years of age, that figure jumps to four times as many male scientists 

to female scientists. Essentially, the education system has taught them data-gap-informed 

gender biases. By having written women out of the history of scientific development. (Criado 

Perez. 2019, p. 101). 

 

Compounding this problem is the fact that research reveals women tend to be more popular 

when in a secondary (or deputy) position, that is, seen to be assisting a male political 

colleague rather than at the helm. It is a highly gendered bias lurking and continuing to feed 

our unconscious expectation that women are secondary and subservient to men. Here, the 

very popular combination of American President Joe Biden and Vice President Kamala Harris 

springs to mind. Perhaps the peak of Julia Gillard’s popularity was when she held the role of 

Deputy Prime Minister to Kevin Rudd. When she challenged and successfully defeated Kevin 

Rudd for the leadership to become Prime Minister of Australia, there was outrage and 

backlash. Yet Australian politics had experienced a number of leadership spills - Keating 

usurped Hawke, Hawke usurped Hayden - yet Julia Gillard was consistently portrayed as a 

backstabber, and the alliteration of the derogatory term ‘backstabbing bitch’ was too easy to 

detractors to resist.  

 

For women to be identified as ambitious is viewed negatively. Women being ambitious in 

politics is confronting for the general population as it is received as a ‘norm variation’ (Criado 

Perez. 2020. p. 267) with ambitious male politicians being representative of that norm. This 

results in a negative response as “power, influence and ambition [are characteristics] 

equated with maleness” (p. 268). Moreover, in politics or public life, women are expected to 

be more pro-social (caring, nurturing and selfless) than their male counterparts (p.269) and if 

she deviates from that expectation in some way, this is met with moral outrage, indignance, 

and in the case of Julia Gillard, vitriol.  

 

Sour grapes 



The vitriolic language of hate and violence is often used as a tool to oppress. This is also the 

case for women in politics with some women resist entering parliament for the same reason 

they might avoid public transport - it is not perceived as safe. Indeed, recent history shows us 

this can most certainly be the case. Furthermore, I would adopt the same line of argument as 

Criado Perez as to why sexual assault or harassment in parliament is not adequately 

addressed in regards to public transport – a hugely bottom to top male-dominated workforce 

– thus, they are far less likely to see that they have a problem, let alone take action to 

address or prosecute the problem. (2020, pp. 53 - 62) 

 

Language is a powerful tool when used to undermine women. During her term as Prime 

Minister, “Bitch was the most common term used in tweets about Prime Minister Julia 

Gillard” (p. 279). Previously women had been called emotional, inexperienced, hysterical, 

shrill, incompetent, but when Julia Gillard became Prime Minister, thing escalated quickly. 

The Opposition leader Tony Abbott addressed a crowd of protesters at Parliament House 

standing in front of placards reading “Ditch the Witch” and labelling Gillard, “Bob Brown’s 

Bitch”. For her sins of being unmarried and choosing not to have children Gillard was told she 

should “make and honest woman of herself” and that she was “deliberately barren”. The 

language of violence that reflects Australian social attitude towards women more broadly 

saw members of the public label her a “lying scrag” and “mole”, words shared and 

perpetuated by a media complicit in perpetuating such bias and consequently condoning the 

use of violent and aggressive language against women. Something was rotten in the state of 

the Australian psyche. But one thing is for certain, Prime Minister Gillard dragged the nasty, 

vicious underbelly of gender bias out into broad daylight for all the world to see.  

 

The flames of hate were fanned relentlessly by former radio host, Allan Jones who used 

vitriolic language to both undermine the Prime Minister and leverage his own media cache. 

On air Jones suggested Prime Minister Gillard should “climb into a chaff bag and throw 

yourself as far away from the port of Sydney as you a can get”. When his comments resulted 

in public protest, Jones was forced to publicly apologise. He did … sort of, when he faced the 

media and said, “I don’t know what the constitution of Julia Gillard is on these emotional 



issues, but she’s entitled to the benefit of then doubt about the fact that this most probably 

when she reads it is hurtful.” Which loosely translates to the old ‘I’m sorry you feel that way’ 

non-apology. The key words here are the mitigating expressions of “emotional issues”, “most 

probably” and not once did he refer to Julia Gillard as the Prime Minister. Male bias deep at 

the core of every part of his narrative. 

 

Yet women in Australian politics face sexism, harassment, and violence as part of their public 

role. Attacks on Prime Minister Gillard were chillingly vulgar and weaponised misogyny to 

undermine the Prime Minister specifically as a woman. Most appalling of which were Larry 

Pickering’s cartoon depictions of Gillard in various states of undress, without underwear, or 

in red underwear carrying a dildo. Demeaning images consistent with the manner in which 

male gender bias attempts to reduce women to domestic or sexualised roles for the male 

gaze.  

 

As noted by former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull, the “culture in the parliament is not 

respectful of women:” describing it as “decades out of date”. A tweet by Larry Pickering while 

Gillard was in Adelaide attending her father’s funeral stated, “While the slut is away the mice 

will play. I would not be surprised to see Gillard knifed before she comes back to Canberra.” 

Normalising that gobsmackingly base level of disrespect is dangerous and incites others to 

indulge in the same. Earlier this year when I shared a speech I made in parliament about the 

language used to undermine the role of women on parliament, one male online commenter 

wrote: “no good as a polly so lets wag the sexist card ... what do you expect from a 

prostitician”.  

 

Slut shaming is another way that internalised bias attempts to undermine women. When 

appointed Minister for Youth Affairs and Minister for Sport, Kate Ellis was asked how many 

“men she had to fuck” to get those roles (Ellis. 2021, p. 27). They become fodder for a 

rumour mill determined to shame them and undermine their professional credibility. 

However, given the deeply ingrained nature of gender bias, it is a daunting prospect to 



commit to speaking out on matters of gender bias. As former Federal Minister Kate Ellis 

wrote in the Introduction of her book Sex, Lies and Question Time, “Ever since I first 

contemplated writing this book, I have struggled constantly with the sense that I am breaking 

the unwritten code of not acknowledging the sexist and unfair treatment that has long 

bubbled away in the background of parliament.” (2021, p. 6)  

 

However, it is not only men who participate in perpetuating gender bias in this way. Amanda 

Vanstone was known for calling across the floor to her female political opponents, “There’s 

not room for two blondes down there.” And the image of Julie Bishop gesturing a cat claw at 

Julia Gillard across the floor certainly did nothing to promote the cause or credibility of 

women who, when in competition are often ridiculed and belittled by being said to be in a 

‘cat fight’.  

Moreover, women can undermine themselves by unintentionally using language that is 

inherently apologetic in approach. For example, women frequently utilise the word “just” 

when making a request, such as ‘I’d just like to add’ or “Can I just request that…’ (Brown. 

2019) Essentially this is a concession to the default bias that women are the other or the 

lesser and the use of ‘just’ subconsciously confirms that status.  

 

Then there is the issue of who speaks. Research indicates that men speak more than women 

in meetings and formal contexts (Tannen, 2017). Equally as important is who actually listens 

when women do speak. This is a phenomena that Julie Bishop describes as “gender 

deafness”, whereby women share an idea and men appropriate the female idea before it is 

accepted. Dr Anne Aly MP described it as “the power of invisibility”. Men in power find it 

difficult to accept good ideas from women, as they find women with authority and power as 

a challenge to masculinity, therefore they attempt to undermine by describing the women 

asserting her voice and place as “shrill, hysterical, or hypersensitive”. Thus, they continue the 

narrative that women are emotional, and men are rational. Additionally, a 2015 study found 

that men were on average more than twice as likely to interrupt women as women were to 

interrupt men. (Criado Perez. 2020. pp. 277 - 278).  



 

Melon Balls 

Women in politics are also subjected to an almost forensic examination and criticism of what 

they wear and their appearance. There are expectations surrounding their appearance and 

presentation and beneath this lies the internalised bias that women serve a fundamental 

aesthetic purpose, that women should endeavour to be visually pleasing, particularly to men. 

This, in turn, provides another way of undermining and putting women of the defensive as 

they are scrutinised, criticised, and often insulted based upon their appearance.  

 

When Julia Gillard became Prime Minister, Opposition Leader Tony Abbott described her win 

as the Labor party having a “superficial makeover”. In her first day as Prime Minister the 

media focus was predominantly on the coat she was wearing, confirming that when we look 

at a woman, we are more likely to look at what she’s wearing, rather than listen to what she 

she has to say. Subsequently, much of the media focus and commentary was about Julia 

Gillard’s nose, hair and … her “fat arse”. This last comment from Australian feminist icon 

Germiane Greer when criticising Gillard choice of jacket as they highlighted her “fat arse” was 

particularly jarring.  

 

When campaigning in 70s and 80s, women candidates had to conform to the housewife 

gender roles. Early pioneer of female representation in Federal parliament was Joan Child, 

who, in the early 1970s, the media insisted on photographing her in the home performing 

domestic duties such as cooking a meal. There was an inherent need to represent and 

confirm their domestic capabilities. One such strikingly absurd campaign picture is of 

Bronwyn Bishop in heels, full make up and work attire, whilst smilingly operating a carpet 

sweeper in her home. This need to see women within the home persisted and Julia Gillard 

was photographed in her very humble home, seated at the dining room table, upon which sat 

the dreaded ‘empty fruit bowl’. The forensic examination of her character, that was deemed 

to be lacking due to the absence of fruit, was absurd, yet a sound validation of the gender 

bias argument being put forward here.  



 

She goes where the Mangoes 

In her book The Misogyny Factor, Anne Summers (2012) argued that exclusion is of itself is an 

act of aggression, “I think it’s time we understood that excluding women from any area of 

society – business, the Church, the media, the military, anywhere – is an overt expression of 

hostility.” (p. 80). Summers argues that there is a predominant bias amongst those who run 

corporate Australia, against sharing who holds power (p. 86) and moreover, if women do 

manage to find a seat at the table, they are more likely to be patronised or ignored (p. 87), or 

they are only welcome to speak on or represent matters that are considered relevant to 

women, such as diversity (p. 88).  

 

The 2021 Board Diversity Index shows some progress in terms of female representation, the 

30% benchmark of ASX 300 boards now comprising 31% women, and it also noted that firms 

with a high gender diversity on their board of directors were more profitable and larger than 

firms with low gender diversity” S&P Global Inc, When Women Lead, Firms Win – 2019. It 

also makes the prediction that there will be no ASX 300 companies without a female director 

by 2026. However, what it does not report on is the effective utilisation of the female 

directorship, their level of input, or time speaking. But it does suggest that affirmative gender 

action is effective in ensuring representation of women.  

In 1979 (the last year that there were no women in the House of Representatives), the 124 

male members were considering a motion to restrict Medicare payments for abortion. 

Women were protesting outside parliament and despite there being women in the Senate, 

none of them were asked their thoughts on the matter before the House of Representative 

regarding women’s reproductive rights. The Bill was narrowly defeated but this moment in 

history served as an important reminder as to why women’s voices must be included in 

parliamentary debate. Well, at least it should have. 

 

Tasmanian Campaigning Catholic and ‘right to life’ supporter Brian Harradine was elected to 

the Senate in 1975. In 1986, Prime Minister Howard was determined to deliver on his 



election promise to sell off part of Telstra. Harradine, having the deciding vote for the new 

privatisation legislation, did a ‘closed door’ deal with the men of parliament in exchange for 

the banning of new abortion drug RU486. This horse-trading of women’s reproductive rights 

to privatise a public asset looks alarming like proprietary right over a woman’s body. And 

while, in 2005, women came together in a bipartisan way to amend the ban, the need for 

women to have true representation in parliament was amplified.  

 

Oranges are not the only fruit 

In 1994, women of the Labor party lobbied for an affirmative action quota of 35% female 

candidates in winnable seats. It was argued the political culture that favoured men was so 

deeply ingrained, quotas were required. Paul Keating adding his weight behind the issue at 

the time was important because, as Julia Gillard pointed out recently in in the Podcast The 

Leadership Lessons, the role of men in addressing negative, sexist or misogynistic attitudes 

towards women is vital as they are perceived as having nothing to gain personally from 

advocating for them, thus their support is perceived as genuine and having merit.  

 

An examination of parliamentary representation since 1943 indicates that women have been 

more successful in gaining election to the Senate than the House of Representatives 

(McAllister YEAR? p.35). McAllister explains this is due to proportional representation being 

attributed to a system that essential removes the electoral decision as to who is elected and 

placing that decision into the hands of the party. Parties that are committed to seeing female 

representation increase are therefore likely to see that goal achieved in the Upper house (p. 

37). 

 

Yet there is something jarringly ironic about the need to introduce quotas to increase 

representation in a representative democracy. Moreover, critical mass merely refers to 

representation, it does not apply that same standard to senior leadership roles such as the 

Cabinet. Many, typically conservative parties, refuse to incorporate quotas to increase female 

political representation, insisting candidacy should be awarded on merit. But as Criado Perez 



(2020) points out, evidence from around the world indicates that political quotas “increase 

the competence of the political class in general” (p. 274) and thus, “gender quotas are 

nothing more than a corrective to a hidden male bias, and it is the current system that is anti-

democratic” (p.274).  

In parliament, and in political parties purporting to be meritocratic, this myth is highlighted in 

the fact that women seem to being held to a higher standard than their male counterparts. 

When John Howard was made Federal Treasurer he acknowledged there was an element of 

“fortuitous circumstances” in is being awards. One of those fortuitous factors was the fact 

that he was male.  

 

Female MPs (81 per cent) are more likely than male MPs (73 per cent) to have an 

undergraduate degree. This margin is most pronounced in the Coalition parties, where the 

Nationals have a 14-point difference (67 per cent of women have an undergraduate degree 

compared to 53 per cent of men) and Liberals a 11-point difference (88 per cent of women 

and 77 per cent of men). Yet, despite this, women are less likely to hold the highest levels of 

office and are underrepresented in Federal parliament more broadly.  

 

Yet the women elected under the quota system are subjected to attempts to undermine 

their credibility by labelling them “quota girls”. Patronising women is another manoeuvre 

used to silence and undermine women (Criado Perez. 2020. p. 278). The use of the word 

“girls”- not quota women, or quota politicians, but “girls” - is telling as it infantalises these 

women to detract from their credibility. It represents a fundamental rejection of them as 

worthy of a seat at the political table. It reveals gender bias.  

 

Refusing to see the value and importance of quotas does not stand up against the years of 

silencing and deliberate exclusion on the ‘merit’ or argument that have proved baseless and 

misguided. Perpetuating privilege and doing it under the ‘merit cloak’ is becoming a very 

worn and transparent argument that does not hold up well in the face of evidence and data.  



 

Fruit Salad, Yummy Yummy 

Being underestimated can also be a secret hidden power. The delicious invisible fruit in the 

fruit bowl that can be an asset and feed success when everyone else mistakenly believes the 

bowl to be empty. And diversity is indeed a tasty dish. 

 

There is great value in diversity, particularly diversity of representation in politics. There is 

also great value in constantly auditing your own beliefs, thoughts, behaviours and use of 

language. In savouring a thought or a statement, scrutinizing it from all angles, and deeply 

inhaling in the search for the telltale wafts of the almost imperceptible scent of bias. And 

there is value in calling out others when their bias is marginalising others.  

 

There are strong parallels between the resistant howls and heckles to which Edith Cowan was 

subjected to 100 years ago, to the heckles, hatred and horridness to which Julia Gillard was 

subjected to during her time as Prime Minister. But each of these women have left a legacy 

for Australian women, making it easier for us to achieve ‘critical mass’ and beyond.  

 

Today in the Western Australian Legislative Council, I am surrounded by increasing diversity – 

women, men, the first Sudanese person to be elected to Parliament in Australia, the Hon 

Ayor Makur Chuot, the first Indigenous Australian to be elected to the legislative Council in 

the Hon Rosie Shanna, and the first Serbian born person to be elected in Hon Klara Andric; a 

comprehensive collection of cultural backgrounds, values, beliefs, professions and life 

experiences, all accepted and equally valued. But for the work, determination and sacrifice of 

those who came before us, those who advocated and fought for rights, recognition, inclusion 

and change, many of us would not be where we are today. 

 

Julia Gillards’s iconic ‘Misogyny speech’ was voted most unforgettable moment in Australia 

TV in 2020. More than 4 million people have viewed this speech on Youtube and it has 



inspired a range of paraphernalia enshrining those words on everything from tea towels and 

mugs, to earrings. Moreover, it has proven to be a gift that keeps on giving. The recent Tik 

Tok videos of young people miming to the words of that speech is a testament to the power 

of that moment in herstory. These days, her fruit bowl does indeed runneth over.  
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