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HUMAN REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGY AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 6 April. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.15 am]:  I rise today to speak on a subject that, to me, is 
straightforward.  However, I recognise that for many members it is a much more difficult issue.  These days, 
society tends to anaesthetise words to try to make their meaning more acceptable.  For instance, the word “gay” 
is used to describe homosexuals and the unlawful use of a vehicle is used to describe a car stolen by juveniles.  I 
ask members not to be lulled into a false sense of security by some people choosing to sanitise the facts.  
This Bill is primarily to legalise the taking of human life - in fact the taking of many lives - in the hope of 
improving life for a few.  The fact that the Australian Labor Party has given its members a conscience vote is 
further proof of its belief that an embryo is in fact a life.  We all know that the Labor Party gives its members a 
conscience vote in matters of life or death.  In its wisdom, the ALP has given its members a conscience vote.   
As a Roman Catholic, I was very aware that to get a balanced view, I needed to consult with the medical 
profession and with members who are not of my faith.  I did so, and I can report to the House that, without 
exception, my belief that an embryo is life was confirmed.   

Professor Alan Trounson is probably the world’s leading researcher in the field of in-vitro fertilisation, and 
possibly the leader in stem cell research and experimentation.  I will tell members a little bit about him.  Alan 
Trounson graduated from the University of New South Wales in 1971 with a Master of Science degree in wool 
and pastoral services.  In other words, he is a veterinarian scientist; he is not a medical doctor.  Some years later, 
he gained a world reputation in the field of embryo transplantation in sheep.  He developed a simple technique 
that proved to have a high level of success in animals.  I witnessed this procedure first hand.  I stood on the 
opposite side of the operating table as embryos were transferred from merino ewes to Border Leicester first-cross 
merino ewes.  In fact, I provided 70 of those sheep for the experiment.  Since then, I have followed Alan’s career 
with great interest.  He is a very likeable fellow.  Not long afterwards, I was staggered to see Alan featuring in a 
program concerned with IVF in humans.  He was experimenting under the auspices of Monash University in 
Victoria.  My wife and I used to joke at the time whether the women involved realised that Alan was a vet and 
was licensed to practice on animals rather than humans.  I was sufficiently interested to find out about the legal 
status of such practices.  I was advised that Alan was leading the team and that, provided the patient’s permission 
had been granted, it was legal and aboveboard for the procedure to be conducted by a vet.  Approximately a year 
ago I approached Monash University for a biography of Professor Alan Trounson’s academic progress.  He has a 
most impressive list of honorary medical awards and prizes and appointments; they take up virtually a whole 
page.  He is a wonderfully recognised veterinarian.   
I must state clearly that I am not questioning Alan’s ability in the field of research.  However, I must remind 
members and you, Mr President, that part of his evidence was found wanting when he was questioned by the 
Senate committee that inquired into this subject.  The media reported that Professor Trounson had lied to the 
committee.  Some members may remember seeing footage of that on the television at the time.  I suggest that he 
was not altogether truthful.  Professor Trounson claimed that experiments conducted on rats that had no use of 
their legs had partially recovered movement in the leg muscles following the implant of embryonic stem cells.  It 
was later shown - and Professor Trounson admitted - that stem cells were used rather than embryonic stem cells.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson spoke of the adrenaline rush he felt at the time and of his exclamation of eureka.  The 
dangers of this research were shown by Alan Trounson.  Some researchers are prone - maybe I should say are 
tempted - to exaggerate their research to claim that it is the saviour of civilisation.  I am sure those who 
experimented on the early nuclear weapons about which Hon Derrick Tomlinson spoke would have seen it that 
way.  These days, money is so important that it tends to cloud a person’s judgment.  I do not mean that in a nasty 
way.  Research is extraordinarily expensive and sponsors naturally insist on seeing value for their money.  As 
usual, Hon Derrick Tomlinson spoke eloquently about choice.  I understand what he said and why he said it.  
However, it is our job to make decisions and to legislate wisely.  We do not always have the privilege of letting 
people choose for themselves.  An obvious example of that is traffic lights.  When a traffic light is red, motorists 
stop and wait for it to turn green.  They have a choice to not wait.  However, if they want to operate within the 
law, they wait for the light to turn green.  To do otherwise would be to operate outside the law.  There is no 
question of choice in that case.  I support Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s right to choose whether he has an organ 
transplant.  I have a lot of empathy for him about that.  However, under the Bill it is not possible for the living, 
unborn human child to make a choice.  It is impossible to ask the unborn child, in the form of an embryo, 
whether it is willing to be destroyed and to die so that it can perhaps increase the chances for survival of an 
existing person.  To be blunt, we are discussing allowing the murder of one section of the human race to benefit 
another.  Worse still, it is the killing of humans who have done no wrong and who are 100 per cent unable to 
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defend themselves.  Surely one of our responsibilities as law-makers is to protect those who are least able to 
protect themselves; that is, the old, the sick and the young.  In this case, it is the very youngest of all who need 
our protection.   
I am advised that in the selection process of an embryo, to try to produce a genetic advantage to help a sibling 
with a problem, it may be necessary to create between five and 10 million embryos.  One compatible embryo 
could be created in the first 10; however, mathematically, it could very well take 10 million.  I will refer to five 
million.  When I say destruction, I mean that the embryos are allowed to die.  Do members want to justify the 
slaughter of millions of lives to obtain one life that would perhaps benefit one person who has already been 
born?  Many embryos would be sacrificed and allowed to die.  In some cases, the embryo that contained the 
required gene would be killed because only a part of the embryo would be needed to implant into another.  One 
embryo would be deliberately killed but the majority would be allowed just to die.  Many embryos will die as a 
result of experimentation but most will just be allowed to die.  That is totally obscene.  It is absolutely obscene in 
the extreme.   
So far, research has shown that there is no clinical advantage or benefit in the use of embryonic stem cells over 
adult stem cells.  In fact, research is showing quite the opposite.  Adult stem cells are harvested from the 
umbilical cord, the blood from the umbilical cord, the blood from an artery or vein or a cell from the back of the 
nose.  The difference is that an embryonic stem cell has the full range of everything that makes us who we are.  I 
am probably not explaining it in medical terms; it is the language I understand and I hope other people will too.  
Because the adult stem cell has a lesser amount of genetic material than an embryonic stem cell, it is much more 
specific and can be used for specific purposes; it can be injected into a specific area of the spinal column, for 
example.  The problem with embryonic stem cells is that their implantation can go haywire.  A part of a brain 
may grow in a different part of a body and hair may grow in the brain even if the stem cells are injected right 
into the brain.  The range of embryonic stem cells is too wide and their application too dangerous. 

I appeal to those members who probably originally decided to support this Bill to reconsider their position in the 
light of the information brought forward during this debate.  As with many subjects, it is not possible for every 
member to be on top of every issue - I know I certainly cannot be - but perhaps those of us who have a real 
interest in this subject have probably done more work and research on it than those who are not so interested.  
That is only natural.  There has been an emotional debate, with Christopher Reeve and other high-profile people 
having put forward so much misinformation.  I believe that the scientific world in many ways has been negligent 
by making people like Christopher Reeve believe the benefits that might likely happen to them.  Those benefits 
are not likely to happen; they are a slight possibility at this stage.  I sincerely ask members to have a close look at 
the issue and not prejudge it.  I ask them if they, with peace of mind, can justify the taking of so many human 
lives to possibly help another human being at a different stage of development.  Members must remember that 
not one single successful experiment has yet occurred using an embryonic stem cell.  Success has only been 
achieved when using non-embryonic and adult stem cells.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It might be, but I do not think it is a good one because we are taking life in order to do 
it.  The track record is atrocious.  For the reasons I have advanced, there can be so many medical complications 
from the application going haywire from its genetic base.   

I wish to offend no-one, but I believe that in this Chamber we should speak our minds and make perfectly clear 
what we believe.  Some of the proposed screening of embryos for implantation is acting against mother nature’s 
way of rejecting poor genetic material.  I suggest that it is immoral to produce many embryos and then 
deliberately to allow all bar one to die.  This practice leads to the development of designer babies.  I sympathise 
with and I understand fully the anguish of parents who have a child with a terminal illness.  However, it cannot 
justify or excuse the murder of other children to prolong life in the elder son or daughter.  I want to make it 
perfectly clear that I am a supporter of science and research.  Do not let anyone think that I am not one of those 
who do not support science and research.  As a farmer I contribute quite a bit of money - some voluntary, some 
not - through levies for conducting research.  I well and truly believe in it.   
I have made perfectly clear that I support science and research.  However, there are some boundaries over which 
we should not step.  For many people, this legislation crosses the boundary of what is right, decent and 
scientifically acceptable.  The progress that is being made with adult stem cell research is tremendous.  It is 
stimulating and exciting and is giving great hope to people who are suffering from some form of disability.  
However, there is a limit to the amount of research money available.  There is no way that it is possible to pay 
for all the research that scientists would like to undertake.  We need to terminate any research heading down the 
blind tunnel of embryonic stem cell experimentation, because it is going nowhere.  Every dollar spent in that 
area is a dollar less that is available to be spent in the field of adult stem cell research, which is making such 
magnificent progress.  Adult stem cell research is looking worthwhile and will be of great benefit to mankind.   
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I turn to the comments about Professor Alan Trounson.  I am not quite sure which program this came from, but I 
will read extracts from an account I have obtained from the Internet.  It reads -  

The star of Wednesday’s stem cell debate was Prof Trounson’s white rat, featured on the evening news 
as having been cured of its hind-leg paralysis with embryonic stem cells. 

“This is cycnical comedy at its best”, commented Dr David van Gend, of the association DO NO 
HARM, which promotes stem cell science while opposing human embryo destruction.  “A hoax rat 
exhibited by Australia’s most famous vet . . . helps coax MPs into supplementing lab rats with human 
offspring.  That is strangely symbolic of the whole debasing proposal presently before our Parliament”. 

That is obviously the federal Parliament.  It continues -  
“This rat’s recovery was nothing to do with embryonic stem cells”, said Dr van Gend.  “It was, 
according to US Professor David Prentice, treated at Johns Hopkins University with mature gonadal 
germ cells from a nine week old rat foetus - more akin to adult cells - and any suggestion that this was 
an embryonic stem cell cure is simply false.  This is just another example of what Professor Michael 
Good has politely described as the public being ‘hoodwinked’ about embryonic stem cells.” 
“One after another, our elected representatives stood before Dr Trounson’s lap-top, wide-eyed at the 
(bogus) power of embryonic stem cells, with Dr Trounson claiming, ‘this has never been done with 
adult stem cells’. 
“False again”, said Dr van Gend.  “Another regrettable but effective lapse on the part of Australia’s 
leading expert on stem cells. 
“Such an expert might have been expected to have read the classic paper by Ramon-Cueto two years 
ago using adult nerve stem cells for paralysed rats.  It achieved “dramatic functional improvement and 
anatomical repair” - able to use their hind legs again - exactly like in Dr Trounson’s video. 

I will skip a bit.  It continues - 

“Why did Dr Trounson not tell MPs about these dramatic adult stem cell successes - compared to trivial 
embryonic stem cell results in rats . . . “Why the emphasis on fake rats rather than real people?  And 
why does he not warn MPs about the 1 in 5 incidence of fatal tumours in other rats treated with 
embryonic stem cells, versus the completely safe treatment using adult stem cells? 

I will not read the rest of it.  I do not think there is any doubt about Professor Alan Trounson’s research ability, 
but there is considerable doubt about his ability to handle the truth.  There is no doubt that his misuse of the truth 
has led to much of what people in the public arena believe today.  He is certainly not the first scientist to 
exaggerate and alter results - they all desperately want money for their research.  I have seen it with agricultural 
scientists.  I am sure that we are all aware of it.  He certainly is not the first and he certainly will not be the last.  
This is part of the reason that I ask members to treat this subject with an open mind.  Members should not have 
come into this Chamber knowing how they would vote, as some members may have done, because some very 
emotional arguments have, understandably, been put to us.   

As I said, my heart goes out to people who have been led to believe that their children can be helped by the 
murder of others.  However, it is not called the murder of others, because we choose to use different words that 
are certainly not as blunt and nowhere near as truthful.  I remind members - I guess all of us here are too young 
to have been alive when it happened, and others were not even born - that some of the most serious crimes were 
committed by Nazi Germany in the Second World War.  Many of those scientists were executed because of the 
scientific experiments they carried out on fellow human beings.  With all due respect, as terrible as that was, it 
was on a relatively small number of human beings.  I am talking about the ones who were directly injected with 
various diseases to see their reaction.  Those scientists knew perfectly well that those people would die.  In this 
place, we are proposing to legislate a very similar thing, but on a vastly huger scale than that for which people 
were executed at the end of the Second World War.  I do not wish for any member of this place to carry forward 
a fraction of that guilt into their later lives.  As long as we live, we live with ourselves, and we must be honest to 
ourselves.   

I wish that I were an orator and able to speak in such a way that I could open people’s eyes to the nonsense and 
the lies that have been put in the public arena.  What I am saying is true.  I have consulted with a number of 
doctors who are not of my religious belief.  Being a Roman Catholic, I acknowledge that I go into this debate 
with a slight handicap.  I understand that.  I strongly believe that I must be careful of that and not try to impose 
my religious belief on other people.  Therefore, I was relieved and stimulated by the fact that every doctor to 
whom I spoke - I deliberately have never asked a Roman Catholic doctor’s opinion - confirmed, as I said earlier, 
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that an embryo is a human life.  To kill it deliberately is murder.  I suggest it is planned; therefore, it is wilful 
murder, whatever good intentions may be on the other side.   
I thank members and the President for their time.  I really hope that members who have not been in the Chamber 
will be encouraged to read a little, at any rate, of what I have said today. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [10.45 am]:  I rise to support this 
legislation.  In doing so, I indicate that, obviously, when members get a conscience vote in this or the other 
place, we always know that it will not be an easy issue or an easy debate.  I commend members of this Chamber 
for the way in which they have handled this debate in this place and for the goodwill that still prevails among 
members, even though they may hold contrary views on this important piece of legislation. 
The purpose of this Bill is quite clear; that is, to make amendments that are necessary for Western Australia to be 
part of a national legislative scheme to prohibit human cloning and to regulate research involving human 
embryos.  That was the original intent.  The Bill has now been split, and a second Bill will deal with the 
prohibition on human cloning.   

I believe it is fair to say that each of us comes to this place with a set of different values and different 
perspectives.  We are all different by virtue of the fact that we have grown up in different environments.  
Therefore, it is not unexpected that we come to this place with quite varying views about the position we hold on 
this matter.  In my mind, I honestly believe that there is no right or wrong on this issue.  These issues are often 
matters of judgment.  Sometimes we are caught with having to make a very difficult decision because there is no 
clear black and white and no clear right and wrong.  At the end of the day, in this place we are called to exercise 
a judgment about what we believe is best on balance.  We are being called to do that on this legislation.  It is an 
emotive and complex issue.  It is not clear-cut.  People’s positions will be determined by what they believe is 
best on balance. 
I honestly believe that most people in the community are of the view that embryonic stem cell research is a way 
forward, and it should not be denied to those people who may in fact be able to benefit some time in the future 
from this research.  I believe that the majority of the constituency in my electorate would support embryonic 
stem cell research for that reason.  However, having said that, I indicate that I do not think my electorate has 
been asked specifically about this matter.  I am just making that assessment on a gut feeling.  I do not have any 
qualitative or quantitative research to back up what I say. 
I, like many people in this place, have struggled with this issue.  My natural instinct is not to push the bounds of 
nature too far, because there is the issue about where it takes us and how we deal with where it takes us and what 
we end up with.  Will people’s expectations of embryonic stem cell research be too high, and will the research 
one day be such that it creates unrealistic expectations about what can be achieved?  Most ethicists also struggle 
with these sorts of questions.  I am not really sure where life begins.  There is a variety of opinions among 
church leaders.  Anglicans say that life begins after a fertilised egg has been implanted in the lining of the womb 
and after the time that the egg could divide into an identical twin; that is, up to 14 days.  Catholics say that 
conception is when a sperm fertilises an egg; from then on, it must be considered a person.  I do not profess to be 
an expert in this area.  Given that many people have spent much time considering this issue and there is 
obviously a great divergence of opinion about it, I do not want to get caught up in that argument too much.  
However, having said that, I must also say that my position on embryonic stem cells is affected partly by the fact 
that surplus embryos are currently being discarded and historically have been discarded.  Therefore, in some 
respects that makes it easier for me to make the decision that if surplus embryos are being discarded or allowed 
to waste away and die, then perhaps they should be put to some positive use.   

The ability of humans to advance research in biomedicine to the point that they have discovered, isolated and 
successfully cultured human embryonic stem cells is amazing.  What is not so amazing is that the medical 
profession considers embryonic stem cells to be the most precious, because they are capable of achieving the 
most.  This is perhaps not surprising given that these stem cells are the very essence of life itself.  Embryonic 
stem cells are biologically unique given their ability to self-renew, and can differentiate into any form of cell 
tissue.  Adult stem cells are often portrayed as an alternative and are drawn from bone, marrow, brain, gut and 
other tissues.  They can be taken from the tissues of a person of any age.  Some of these stem cells have a 
capacity to differentiate into a limited number of different cell types, such as blood cells, muscles and neurones.  
They are multipotent, but they have not been shown to be pluripotent - that is, able to differentiate into any cell 
type - in the way that embryonic stem cells are.  It could be argued that embryonic stem cells are much more 
multifunctional than adult stem cells and therefore have more scientific value.  The limitation with adult stem 
cells means, if it is true - I have no reason to doubt that it is - that adult stem cells offer limited potential benefits 
in regenerative medicine and gene therapy in comparison with embryonic stem cells, based on current 
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understanding and available biotechnology.  However, that is not to suggest that that situation may not change in 
the future.   

I took some comfort when this Bill was split and the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment (Prohibition 
of Human Cloning) Bill was introduced to prohibit human cloning.  I think most people would agree with me 
that the general community considers human cloning abhorrent.  I am pleased that we will be able to put our 
views on that matter on the public record.   

The issue at hand is whether there should be research using human embryos; and, if so, how that research should 
be regulated.  The simple fact is that with the exception of the Australian Capital Territory, the Northern 
Territory and Western Australia, all the other States have passed similar legislation.  This legislation was 
referred to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and General Purposes, and it made three 
recommendations.  I am pleased that the minister has accepted the second recommendation of the committee, 
which is the need for greater accountability to the Parliament.  If we consider this issue on a continuum, at one 
end of the continuum we would have no support for embryonic stem cell research, and at the other end of the 
continuum we would have full support, with limited or no regulation.  Alternatively, we could have something 
that sits between no support and full support with some regulation or checks and balances.  In my view, no 
support would mean that the ill and the disabled would have no hope.  People with degenerative conditions such 
as Alzheimer’s disease and Parkinson’s disease, and people who need replacement or repair of damaged spines, 
skin and other organs, would be denied the benefits of technological advancement and, therefore, the opportunity 
to lead more fulfilling lives.  Given the stage that the research has reached, what they would really be denied is 
the hope that one day they could lead healthier and better quality lives.  I do not think the research has yet 
reached the level at which there are practical applications for that type of embryonic stem cell research, but there 
is certainly a view that that is not too far away.  Therefore, as not only the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Disability Services but also, and more importantly, a member of this place, I cannot in all 
conscience ignore the potential of this legislation to approve embryonic stem cell research and its application to 
improve the lives of many people who currently have a lower quality of life than they would have if they did not 
suffer from a range of illnesses.  The simple fact is that the use of embryonic stem cell research holds out hope 
for tens of thousands of people in our community for the development of new forms of regenerative medicine to 
treat debilitating or fatal conditions that would otherwise not be curable.   

The discovery of the potential benefit of using human embryos for improving and prolonging our lives brings its 
own dilemmas.  The use of research down the track to make sick people better is an excellent outcome.  I have 
referred to the expectations of some people as being unrealistic. We may end up with a situation, for example, in 
which this research will mean that people will live longer.  That then raises the question of at what point will this 
research be a benefit and at what point will it be a problem.  This relates to some of the issues that Hon Peter 
Foss mentioned about the impact on the environment.  I do not know the answer.  This legislation does not 
contain any checks and balances in respect of these sorts of dilemmas.  If the research will assist people to lead 
better lives, I do not have a problem.  However, if it will mean that people will have unrealistic expectations 
about the length of time they will spend on this planet, or how they can look younger, then I have some serious 
concerns.  The dilemma is, where do we draw the line with some of these issues?  Apart from anything else, I do 
not think it would necessarily be a good world if all people lived to 120.  There would certainly be economic 
pressures.  I think Hon Nick Griffiths has such aspirations.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  He is selfish.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Very selfish!  Obviously, that would have serious environmental, economic, 
social and political consequences.   
The public debate has focused mostly on the ethical problems associated with the destruction of embryos for the 
purpose of research.  The challenge is in deciding how to reduce the suffering of tens of thousands of people in 
our society and give them hope, while at the same time demonstrate respect for human life.  The moral dilemma 
is that, in a sense, one has to be sacrificed for the other.  We simply cannot have both, and that is one of the cruel 
aspects of life.  Often, we are forced to make decisions because as human beings we have an insatiable appetite.  
We basically want everything.  However, that means we are often forced to make very hard decisions.  This is 
one of those really hard decisions - but we have to make choices.  In the case of embryonic stem cell research, it 
boils down to a moral and ethical cost-benefit analysis.  As I have said, there is no right or wrong way for a 
person to make that moral and ethical cost-benefit analysis.  The simple fact is that that is the process with which 
we are dealing.  Does the benefit of supporting this legislation exceed the cost of sacrificing embryonic stem 
cells?  It has not been easy to reach an answer.  However, given everything I know, and having looked at both 
sides of the argument, the answer for me is yes.  I think it is worth the cost of sacrificing human embryos - 
which, in most cases, would be discarded - for the potential benefit of finding medical cures for a range of 
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illnesses.  I wish I did not have to make that decision, because I do not know that I am making the right decision.  
I have a gut feeling that I am making the right decision, but I have no moral road map to guide me.  I am feeling 
my way in the dark.  I have an idea of where I am going.  This is what makes this an incredibly difficult 
situation.   

I really thought I owed it to the people of the East Metropolitan Region who elected me to this place to make my 
position on this matter clear.  At the end of the day, members’ decisions will be based on their judgment.  Each 
member’s judgment will be impacted upon by his or her value system.  I put it on the record that different 
members have different religious views, and I am not without a religious background.  I was raised as a Catholic.  
I have been baptised and confirmed, and I have had my Holy Communion.  I was married at St Mary’s 
Cathedral, although that did not help the marriage much.  The one thing I vowed to myself when I came to this 
place as a member was that, as far as it was possible, I would keep my religious beliefs separate from the way I 
dealt with matters in this place.  Sometimes that has been harder than what members might expect.  The point is 
that people’s different value systems, which are based on their different experiences, will lead them down their 
own paths, possibly to a point that is different from the one that I have reached.  As I say, there is no right or 
wrong; members will take their own journeys and end up where they are destined to be for a variety of reasons.  
As an elected member, I simply cannot turn my back on the people who may benefit in the long term from this 
legislation.  I know that the benefits will not be immediate and that there could be, and probably will be, issues 
about the involvement of multinational corporations and the possible abuse of administration.  I know that the 
regulation of these issues may not be as clear-cut as they appear on the surface.  I anticipate problems in the 
practical application of this legislation.  However, I come back to the point that I simply cannot ignore the people 
who hope that this legislation will one day allow them to have a better quality of life and to be cured of some of 
the miseries they currently face in their day-to-day lives.  For that reason, I simply cannot do anything but 
support the legislation.   
The legislation may put further cost pressures on the health system as more pressure is placed on research funds.  
I recognise that is a potential problem.  In the event that medical breakthroughs occur, additional pressure may 
be placed on funding because the cost of treatment will probably be high.  Technological advancements and the 
cost of research are real pressures on the health system.  Once the research and advancements are made, there is 
the cost pressure of new treatments.  The cost of new treatments is very high.  This legislation will no doubt add 
additional cost pressures onto the health system.  The worst possible scenario resulting from this legislation is 
that massive amounts of funding will be expended without the potential of research involving human embryos 
being fully realised or realised at all.  In other words, given the type of investment that is being made in this area, 
there is a risk that, at the end of the day, it will not deliver the type of benefits that we anticipate, or will deliver 
benefits only to a certain degree.  Obviously, that would be of some concern.  The fact is that in a perfect world 
we would not have to make the types of decisions with which we are faced.  However, the world is not perfect 
and, apart from the obvious concerns, I have reservations about the extent to which we can codify in law the 
safeguards that are needed to effectively regulate research involving embryos.  That is an impossible task.  I am 
concerned about the potential for poor regulation, and I am also concerned that the fines for breaching the 
legislation seem to be small.   
I refer to an article in The West Australian of Saturday, 3 January titled “Embryo research go-ahead in weeks”.  
It reads -  

And in an effort to counter concerns over the controversial research, the Government will employ two 
inspectors to ensure its laws on cloning and embryo use are not broken.   

The article states that scientists believe that as many as 15 different groups would be required to have a licence.  
It continues -  

Only embryos created before April 5, 2002, can be used and they must be regarded as spare - in other 
words, they would have been destroyed if not used for experiments.  The parents of the embryos must 
give written permission for their use. 

Anyone who uses an excess embryo without a licence faces five years jail, plus fines of $165,000 for a 
company and $33,000 for an individual.   

A licence holder which breaks the law loses its licence. 

The laws ban human cloning, which carries a penalty of up to 15 years in jail and fines of $495,000 for 
a company and $99,000 for an individual.   

Given the multinational nature of some of the companies that might be involved in this research, I have grave 
concerns that some might say, “What is $495 000 to us; just think what we could do with the money if we 
illegally went down the path of doing this research.”  We cannot effectively regulate research involving human 
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embryos.  After all, it is impossible to legislate for good behaviour, and there is plenty of evidence that all 
Governments legislate - either state or federal - but unless they regulate heavily, people do break the laws.  I do 
not know how we get over that problem, and it will probably remain with us. 

This has not been an easy debate.  Everyone in the community has an opinion about abortion law reform, 
euthanasia and embryonic stem cell research, but at the end of the day it is easy for them to have an opinion 
when a matter is not so current, because they do not have to be accountable for those opinions - such as when a 
person is having a beer with a mate down at the pub.  People do not necessarily have to justify their opinions, 
whereas in this House our opinions are much more current, because at the end of the day those opinions will 
codify and rule what people in the community have to live with. 

I have found this issue particularly difficult.  I think I have made the right decision.  I do not know that I have 
made the right decision, because of the difficulty of the issue, but for all the arguments that I have explained I 
support this legislation. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [11.12 am]:  I suppose I should have been making the speech I am 
about to make in 1991, but of course I was not in this place in 1991.  However, it is better late than never.  I 
oppose this Bill.  The reason for my opposition to the Bill is because I have serious concerns about artificial 
reproductive technology in general.   

This Bill contains three main elements.  The first is the issue of embryonic stem cell research.  Various 
contributions have already been made about how it is highly debatable medically whether such research is even 
necessary, let alone ethical.  The second issue is embryonic screening, which is an ethical nightmare, because of 
where to draw the line about choosing a baby’s characteristics.  The third issue is in-vitro fertilisation itself - IVF 
- to overcome infertility.  My position is that it is a completely wrong priority for us, on this overcrowded planet 
bursting with six billion people, to be seeking ways to artificially reproduce.  I will commence with the last of 
these points, because my own personal struggle - and possibly that of all members - is with the issue of whether 
there is a particular green perspective on this matter, and whether that green perspective should be articulated 
when dealing with the ethical issues that it raises.  For a start, I might be completely misguided in thinking that 
there is a green perspective.  Certainly the Greens (WA) do not have a policy on this issue.  My other colleagues 
will probably adopt a different position on this issue.  Hon Giz Watson and I, who share an office, had a very 
interesting debate during the week about the pros and cons of human reproductive technology, so perhaps I am 
quite wrong in assuming that there is a particularly green way to look at this issue. 

Despite all of that, I have a strong gut feeling that there is a green perspective on this issue, and that we have a 
responsibility to look carefully at the issue of artificial reproductive technology.  My argument, of course, is 
simple.  Why, at this moment in human history, should we be devoting scarce medical resources - medical 
dollars - to assist with artificial reproductive technology when faced with the population crisis on this planet? 

Hon Peter Foss touched on a debate that he remembers having back in his student days at the University 
Debating Society about whether infertility in cows was hereditary.  He pointed out that that was absurd - this was 
some years ago - but it is no longer absurd.  I have also cast my mind back to my younger days at university.  I 
remember when I was a post-graduate student doing my PhD at Murdoch University and doing some tutoring.  I 
was dealing with issues at the forefront of the debate in the 1970s to do with sustainability.  I was in my late 20s, 
and we talked a lot about the issue of how the planet was dealing with 3.5 billion people.  I am now in my mid-
50s and there are six billion people on this planet.  In considerably less time than my adult life, the population of 
this planet has gone from 3.5 billion to six billion.  That has occurred in less than 30 years; in just a generation.  
In fact it will take 11 years to add another billion, so in about 10 years the population will be seven billion!  I 
invite members to let that sink in.  In reality we in Australia are closeted from that, because our population 
numbers compared with the area that we inhabit are relatively low, but the reality is extremely scary.  It is a 
really serious problem facing humanity.  It is even more serious than the propositions in the Human 
Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill, that we should be helping a sick child to become well or preventing 
a sick child from being born.  Many credible commentators maintain that human beings, as a species, could even 
be threatened, let alone the impact we are having, with the population numbers, on other species on this planet.  
David Attenborough, for example, talks about losing half of the world’s species in about the next 50 years.  This 
is extraordinary stuff.  The cumulative impact of our population numbers; the resources that each of us - albeit in 
very unequal quantities - consume, such as water, food and energy; the resultant pollution from that 
consumption; and the number of people who consume is inextricably linked to a crisis on our planet.  The whole 
of South East Asia, for example, is covered with a pall of chemical smog extending three kilometres into the air.  
So great is the population pressure and the resultant pollution in that region that it never clears.  It is connected to 
our use of energy and the issue of climate change.  
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The year 1998 was apparently the hottest year in Australia for 1 000 years.  In the past 25 years, the run-off into 
our south west water catchment dams has reduced by 50 per cent.   
Hon John Fischer:  What about rainfall?   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Our rainfall has reduced by one-third and run-off into the dams has reduced by half 
since about 1975.  These are obviously very major issues that we confront and they are all directly linked to 
population numbers.  I therefore think that in considering this Bill, which I will address in more detail in a 
moment, we need to think about the issue of scale.  This Bill focuses on individual problems.  It ignores the scale 
up: the problem we face as a species in surviving on this planet, and of our children and their children - all of 
them, and not just a handful that might have certain genetic predispositions.  This is far more serious.  In fact 
when I thought about this Bill, one of the images that came to my mind for some reason was the film I am sure 
some members have seen called The Gods Must Be Crazy.  It is a brilliant and very funny film.  It was very good 
at showing in many ways the absurdity of modern life and how we have made it very complex given all the 
things we demand to be able to consume and about which we want to have choices.  It was particularly brilliant 
in the way it showed that absurdity.   
Hon Ed Dermer:  Symbolised by the coke bottle.  
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Yes. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Great advertising for Coca Cola.  
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Yes.  When I stand back from the legal detail of this Bill and consider it overall and 
whether we as a society want to put our resources into artificial reproduction, I think there is something 
inherently absurd in this proposal.  In fact, the philosophical underpinning seems to be the word “choice”.  This 
legislation is about extending choice.  In fact, now, infertility itself is a choice, which was the point of Hon Peter 
Foss’s remarks concerning the student debate.  A choice can be made about children’s characteristics.  Indeed, I 
understand now that more than 50 per cent of in-vitro fertilisation procedures are done by intracytoplasmic 
sperm injection.  That means that the sperm itself is chosen.  We are forever expanding the boundaries of choice.  
As a Greens (WA) member, I do not think choice is a paramount principle.  I think it is a bit overrated in our 
society.  It seems to go with our consumer society, in which we seem to need access to myriad goods on the 
supermarket shelves because technology makes them available.  The issue of individual choice, clearly, must 
have limits.  As legislators we often occupy ours minds with issues such as violence committed by one human 
being on another, and murder, about which obviously choice must be limited.  The issue of when choice should 
be limited, of course, greatly occupies the minds of great liberal philosophers such John Stuart Milne.   
My view is that choice is an incredibly politically correct value.  However, it is a lesser issue than some other 
principles that we as members of this Chamber should put before the issue of choice.  As a Greens member, I 
have no hesitation in saying that the four pillars that underpin our green policies - ecological sustainability, 
world peace, social justice and participatory democracy - are all far more important than choice.  In fact, it could 
be argued that with our ever-growing boundaries of choice, we are in fact going completely in the wrong 
direction.  
Another issue I have thought about a lot relates to the Buddhist philosophy and the importance of the concept of 
non-attachment.  Non-attachment in Buddhist thinking is not simply that we should not be overly attached to 
material possessions such as sports cars, designer clothes etc, but also it is about being able to let go of things in 
life; about not being so demanding of the outcome but of being able to have a good attitude to whatever cards 
life deals us.  In fact, we should work on our inner attitude to the challenges that life throws at us.  That is the 
source of human happiness.  In a sense, therefore, the source of human happiness is not about expanding choice; 
it is about learning the wisdom to be able to accept the limits with which we are confronted.  I will read from a 
quote that Hon Giz Watson kindly pointed out to me that very much supports this view.  It is in the Senate report 
of the Community Affairs Legislation Committee into the provisions of the Research Involving Embryos and 
Prohibition of Human Cloning Bill 2002 introduced into the federal Parliament.  This is a contribution to the 
Senate inquiry by a quadriplegic, Mr Erik Leipoldt, who, after spending 25 years as a quadriplegic, wrote in his 
submission the following - 

People have an innate fear of disability, imperfection and mental and physical decay.  We want to 
escape this human condition.  But to really escape it would be to outgrow it by developing a more 
wholesome concept of it in our own minds.  Wanting to control everything only leads to more 
unhappiness.  Learning a balance between what can be realistically controlled and what is best learned 
to be lived with leads to a happier life . . . This means that we cannot expect embryonic stem cell cures 
to address the real causes of our suffering.  We can start by acknowledging vulnerability and 
dependence as parts of the human condition, rather than overemphasise physical perfection and 
independence and apply them in our private lives and policies.   
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That statement is right on.  Perhaps I should very briefly talk about the issue of choice.  Was that not the 
supreme principle behind the abortion debate?  As a supporter of abortion, am I not being inconsistent by saying 
that on the one hand there should be choice but that on the other hand a person’s choice should be limited by this 
Bill?  I do not think there is an inconsistency in my view.  The abortion debate was couched in the terms of pro-
choice versus pro-life.  That was the simplification of the two sides of the argument.  I supported abortion not 
because choice was a principle - although it did involve choice - but because I was concerned about the activity 
of life organising life.  It was a species thing.  That issue was about a sound principle for the whole of humanity; 
it was not about the individual.  The debate about the individual versus the community - or a more holistic 
perspective - goes to the heart of this Bill.   

Ethics is about going beyond self-interest.  In-vitro fertilisation is about self-interest.  IVF is completely 
understandable.  We all sympathise with infertile couples.  People who are not infertile - I have two healthy 
children - can sympathise and empathise with the reasons couples want to undertake that procedure.  However, 
IVF is about self-interest.  There is nothing ethical about IVF.  I must apologise to certain friends of mine, who 
shall remain nameless, who are or have been involved in IVF programs.  I assure them and all people in that 
position that I am not saying they are wrong.  However, I am not saying they are right either.  I am saying that 
they are pursuing their self-interest.  It must be said that they are following their instincts.  To bear children is a 
strong human instinct.  There is no blame attached to it.  However, as legislators, our responsibility is at a higher 
level; it is not about the self-interest of a couple, rather, it is about the interest of the whole community.  It is 
ultimately about our global responsibilities.   

My other profound argument against IVF is that once IVF is accepted - as clearly it is, and it is regularly 
practised - people are confronted with the ethical minefields that are the subjects of this debate.  Other members 
have made excellent contributions to the debate.  A logical consequence of having opened Pandora’s box is that 
we must now deal with more ethical choices about where to draw the distinction between right and wrong.  
Ethical nightmares are raised about how to control medical profiteering from embryonic stem cell research.  The 
debate about the fate of spare embryos is extraordinarily difficult.  There are issues of stem cell research itself.  
Many members have spoken on that subject.  There is also the ultimate issue of whether society wants to make 
available cell banks for the treatment of various diseases.  Each of these issues - they roll easily off the tongue - 
are complex, ethical issues about which society has to make ethical decisions.  Regard must be given to the 
scarce resources available for medical research and other difficult ethical judgments.  How far should the 
diagnostic testing for genetic disorders be taken?  Many members have discussed that issue.  Given the 
controversial nature of these issues, it is extraordinary that the Bill does not describe where the lines should be 
drawn.  How extraordinary that the Bill does not even attempt to define what are the serious conditions for which 
pre-implantation diagnostic testing should be done.  Should embryos be tested for deafness?  The British Deaf 
Society does not think so; it considers that to be an affront.  Should diagnostic testing be conducted for diabetes?  
Diabetes is a real bummer, but should we wish that all diabetics had never been born?  The Bill does not offer 
any guidance on these ethical nightmares.  Each of these issues could occupy an entire speech or an entire 
research project.  They are enormous issues.  There is also the issue of choosing the sex of a child.  An article 
published in The West Australian on 11 March this year article states -  

WA couples are using in-vitro fertilisation techniques to choose whether their new babies are boys or 
girls.   

IVF clinics say that the practice, which is legal, involves manipulating the male gamete, or sperm, to 
favour a particular sex.   

This can tip the odds slightly in favour of one sex - around 60/40 instead of 50/50 - which many parents 
are happy to accept.   

Because the IVF procedure is not done specifically for sex selection, a Medicare rebate still covers 
about two-thirds of the $3 000-$4 000 cost per cycle.   

What a dilemma it is to decide whether to choose the sex of a child and whether that is a good thing.  The debate 
has taken an interesting twist between the positions of the Catholic and Anglican Churches on when life begins.  
Does it begin, as the Catholics contend, at the point of fertilisation, or does it begin, as Archbishop Carnley has 
contended, with implantation within 14 days?  That is an extraordinarily complex matter on which to make a 
judgment.  The exercise of choice begets more choices.  They are not the easy types of choices that members 
will face when they have to decide what to eat for lunch; they are really hard choices.  Members have talked 
about designer babies.  I cannot think of anything more stressful than to design a baby.  Can members imagine 
the choice?  The question would be whether the parents would want an athlete, a scholar, a boy, a girl, a tall 
child, a thin child, one like uncle Harry, or one not like uncle Harry.  Can members imagine sitting down and 
choosing instead of accepting the miracle, when we women give birth, of what life has provided for us?  
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Ultimately, there is something repugnant about the fact that babies are no longer all equal and that some babies 
are chosen to be better than others.   

Of course, in-vitro fertilisation also has certain medical and legal issues attaching to it.  The research of Dr Carol 
Bower of the University of Western Australia has shown that there was a doubling of serious birth defects in 
children conceived by IVF in Western Australia in the years 1993 to 1997, and that in fact eight per cent of IVF-
conceived children are affected.  There is also the issue of multiple births.  We know that IVF is notorious for 
producing triplets and quadruplets, not to mention run-of-the-mill twins; in fact, there was a 40 per cent increase 
in multiple births in Victoria from 1986 to 1997.  There are legal problems associated with IVF procedures if 
couples divorce.  An article in The West Australian of 25 September 2003 reads - 

A Perth professional is suing an in-vitro fertilisation laboratory and doctor for helping his wife have a 
baby after the pair split up.   

The man’s wife was implanted with a fertilised egg in 1996 and she gave birth to a child in 1997. 

But he now claims that he didn’t consent to some stages of the procedure.   

That is another nightmare.  I believe the current figures show that 1.7 per cent of all Australian births are the 
result of IVF.  That means to me that, logically speaking, the level of infertility will increase as naturally infertile 
couples are helped to reproduce, because the natural screening of infertility is being removed from the birthing 
process.  That raises deeper issues, to which I believe no-one knows the answers, such as whether overcoming 
infertility is promoting further medical defects by allowing eggs and sperm to fertilise and to grow, perhaps 
containing genetic disorders that we do not understand and that would have been screened through the natural 
processes of the body that have given rise to infertility in the first place.  Unlike the early days of IVF when there 
was usually a very clear reason for infertility, such as a blocked fallopian tube, IVF is now being used routinely 
for infertility for reasons that are not understood at all.  Of course, if the reasons are not understood, we do not 
understand whether serious ramifications will become more apparent in the years to come. 

There is the issue of the identity of sperm donors and the right of children to know the identity of their biological 
parents, which of course is normal practice in adoption procedures now.  For IVF procedures, at the moment, 
this is still not sorted out in Western Australia.  According to an article in the Sunday Times of 2 February 2003 - 

Sperm donors in WA increasingly want to know how many children they have fathered. 

Sue Midford of the East Perth-based Reproductive Technology Council said there had been a lot of 
unexpected interest from WA donors.  “They wanted to put down some details so that when their 
offspring came of age they might be interested in some degree of contact,” she said. 

The RTC helps the government regulate IVF clinics and makes recommendations to the director-
general of health, Michael Daube. 

Concern that test-tube children, like adopted children, have a right to know about their biological 
parents, has sparked fresh debate about WA’s anonymity laws. 

Mrs Midford said change was likely. 

“A growing number of people believe that a change in the law is likely to occur.  It’s the normal 
practice in adoption,” she said. 

An article in The West Australian of 5 September 2003, however, reads - 

The WA Government said last February it was considering letting donor offspring know the identity of 
their biological fathers.  A spokesman for Health Minister Jim McGinty said yesterday no decision had 
been made. 

Why has a decision not been made?  Surely the passage of this Bill throws up the issue for the House and the 
Government.  The Government needs to determine whether it acknowledges the right of children to know their 
biological parents.  I believe that experience and the history of adoption show very clearly the very important 
need for people to know, otherwise it can lead to considerable mental health issues for them.  I believe that IVF 
procedures throw up that issue, yet it is not resolved.  I invite the parliamentary secretary in her response to this 
debate to clarify for the House what is the Minister for Health’s position on this question.  Surely we need some 
statement from the Government about its ethical position on this yet another ethical nightmare. 
I am astounded at the lack of safeguards in the Bill, considering just how controversial these matters are and how 
deep they run.  There is virtually no safeguard for what should be the acceptable scope for pre-implantation 
genetic diagnosis; it is simply about trusting the Reproductive Technology Council.  The composition of the 
council is not reassuring, because basically it comprises persons who work in the field and who have, if not a 
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pecuniary interest, certainly a very close relationship with this type of medicine.  They are not independent.  The 
Bill offers no protection for the rights of children to know their biological parents’ identity.  Why is it not in this 
Bill?  It has been hanging around now for a while.  This Bill is meant to be sorting out all those legal matters that 
need to be resolved with human reproductive technology, yet we are not addressing the questions. 
The Bill contains very few safeguards on the privatisation of stem cell research and on how to prevent unethical 
medical profiteering in this area of medical research.  Embryonic stem cell research is obviously an area in 
which there is enormous scope for medical multinational companies to make big buckets of money.  Where are 
the safeguards in the Bill to ensure that embryonic stem cell research is done ethically?  We are given a choice: 
we are either for it or agin it.  However, we do not seem to have been given anything more complex about how 
to ensure, if this Bill passes, that the research will be done in a way that takes into account the public interest, as 
opposed to the interests of medical companies or of desperate individual human beings and parents or sick 
people.  People with medical problems cannot be expected to make a judgment about the common good.  They 
have their own pressing individual problems that, quite normally and naturally, they are seeking to redress.   

We have an ethical minefield.  This Bill is loosely constructed and open ended about all these difficult issues.  
For me personally, above all, this Bill concentrates on the individual details of reproduction, but ignores totally 
the huge problem that we face as a global community on this issue.  It ignores the basic question of whether we 
should promote artificial reproduction and invest scarce medical resources during a global population crisis. 

My preference is that infertile couples be assisted to adopt unwanted children.  I understand that adoption is 
becoming quite restricted at the moment, partly because of the now commonplace use of abortion to terminate 
unwanted pregnancies, and also because of very strict guidelines that partly restrict the availability of adoptive 
children.  I have not had the opportunity to do research into this matter.  However, it seems to me that this issue 
clearly needs to exercise the minds of government legislators.  Surely to goodness, this is where the solution lies.  
If necessary, and even preferably, should there not be adoption of children from overseas, so that cross-national 
adoption is easier in order to give infertile couples a child and to provide a good life for many children 
throughout this planet who are suffering from poverty, illness and neglect?  I believe that is the ethical solution 
to infertility. 

Before I sit, I will add, somewhat as a postscript to my contribution, my concern about the coverage of this 
matter by our state daily newspaper, The West Australian.  I note that on this issue The West Australian is doing 
what it seems to be doing fairly regularly these days; that is, it reports on a matter which is highly controversial 
and has very important ethical elements to it, and which our society must make a choice about, and it adopts a 
position and pushes it for all it is worth and with all the sentimentality it can muster.  We saw that, for example, 
with the issue of the public funding of elections.  The West Australian went into the debate on that issue with a 
very clear position; that is, to prevent that happening.  We also saw it quite recently when WA was declared a 
GM-free State.  Again, that was a controversial issue.  Only a few weeks ago there was a two-page spread in the 
Saturday newspaper.  There were dozens of paragraphs against that action and only about three in favour of it.  
In its coverage of the Bill that is before us, we see photographs of individuals who are suffering in a way that is 
clearly meant to promote the passage of this legislation. 

I am not against what The West Australian has put in its stories.  I believe it is right when it says that these 
stories should be told.  However, it is not in the interests of this State that the debate should be so unbalanced 
that only one side of the issue is put, and put in such a way that members of the public cannot readily understand 
the issues confronting this Parliament.  I believe The West Australian is doing us a disservice.  It is lacking in 
objective journalism.  I am quite distressed that this is becoming a commonplace practice for our daily 
newspaper.  Having said that, I reiterate that I will oppose the Bill. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [11.56 am]:  Other speakers have mentioned that we have before 
us very much of a dilemma.  It is certainly an issue in which we are pushing the boundaries.  Certain things have 
been said on many issues associated with this Bill that obviously sit comfortably in the minds of some, but not in 
the minds of others.  Initially, I will go down the path that I have gone down previously; that is, to remind 
members that we are very much selective in our decision making.  I have no problems with that, as long as we 
are honest with ourselves and with other people.   

Hon Chrissy Sharp has already mentioned the abortion Bill and how she accepted the fact that, under that 
legislation, women should have the right to make a decision.  However, she has a different approach to the 
legislation currently before us.  That is exactly what I am getting at.  We must be honest with ourselves.  Hon 
Chrissy Sharp has certainly been honest in mentioning the two Bills and how her thinking is different, even 
though she believes that the outcomes are somewhat the same.   
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We are being selective.  We are looking at issues that are particularly broad and ethical in nature.  Morals come 
into the equation, as does practicability.  As Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich said, we must, if we can, leave our religion 
outside the Chamber and look at the issues as ones that affect the people of this State.  Our reason for being in 
this place is to represent those people, and hopefully their views, and at the end of the day to vote on legislation 
that will be for their benefit in the longer term.  It is often not an easy decision to make, but we should try to do 
it.  If that means being selective in our thinking and decision making, so be it, as long as we are honest with 
ourselves and with others, and tell others why we are going down a certain path.   

I have other pressing parliamentary business to attend to.  I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage of 
this day’s sitting.   

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

[Continued on page 1979.] 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [12 noon]:  I support the Human Reproductive Technology 
Amendment Bill 2003.  I would not have supported the Bill had the federal Government not seen fit to split the 
Bill so that we now have before us also the Human Reproductive Amendment (Prohibition of Human Cloning) 
Bill 2003.  The Council of Australian Governments, comprising the Prime Minister, the Premiers and Chief 
Ministers, and the President of the Australian Local Government Association, has had wide-ranging discussions 
on this issue, and it came to the view that research involving the use of excess assisted reproductive technology - 
ART - embryos that would otherwise have been destroyed is a difficult area of public policy.  It is indeed a 
difficult area of public policy.  The Bill states in proposed section 53T(1) -  

“excess ART embryo” means a human embryo that -  

(a) was created, by assisted reproductive technology, for use in the assisted technology treatment 
of a woman; and 

(b) is excess to the needs of -  

(i) the woman for whom it was created; and 

(ii) her spouse or de facto partner (if any) at the time the embryo was created; 

The Bill states in proposed section 53T(2) that -  

For the purposes of paragraph (b) of the definition of “excess ART embryo” a human embryo is excess 
to the needs of the person’s mentioned in that paragraph at a particular time if -  

(a) each such person has given written authority for use of the embryo for a purpose other than a 
purpose relating to the assisted reproductive treatment of the woman concerned, and the 
authority is in force at that time; or  

(b) each such person has determined in writing that the embryo is excess to their needs, and the 
determination is in force at that time. 

Most of the excess embryos that are used are used between four and seven days of cell division.  Archbishop 
Carnley has said that he believes that life does not begin until after 14 days, when twinning can occur.  Whether 
we accept that view or not, what we are talking about is excess embryos.  Those embryos can be stored for up to 
10 years.  We are not talking about research on foetuses.  We are talking about research that can help a great 
many human beings who are already alive.  I am sure that if any member of this House, or any member of the 
community, had a child who had a disease, and this technology was the only hope for that child to overcome that 
disease or be helped in some way, he or she would want those discarded embryos to be used for research.  The 
embryos would be discarded in any event; and, once they are discarded, they are of no use to anyone.   

I understand the ethical, philosophical and moral debate that has been taking place in the Chamber.  The debate 
really starts with the question of when conception occurs.  Our view on that matter usually depends on our 
religious beliefs.  I note that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who is a Catholic, supports the Bill.  I am an Anglican, and I 
support the Bill.  Many people in the community, whether they be Catholic, Anglican or some other religion, 
would support the Bill, and other people in the community, whether they be Catholic, Anglican or some other 
religion, would not support it.  For me the fundamental issue is that even though those embryos have the 
potential to become human beings, they never will become human beings, because they will be discarded.  
Therefore, rather than just discard them, I want them to be used in research to help a living child or adult.   

The Prime Minister said in his speech on the Research Involving Embryos and Prohibition of Human Cloning 
Bill 2002 - and I agree with his comments -  
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The bill that I put before you today also establishes a comprehensive regulatory system to govern the 
use of excess IVF embryos.  Researchers and scientists proposing to undertake work on excess IVF 
embryos that would otherwise have been destroyed will be required to follow specific procedures and 
meet strict criteria.  I consider that this regulatory system is a responsible approach that strikes the right 
balance between ethical considerations and embracing the possibilities of therapies and cures opened up 
by medical research.  

He goes on to say -  

I do not underestimate the sensitive nature of the subject matter addressed in this legislation, nor the 
strength of views that many will have on these issues. 

That is very true.  This Bill involves a range of incredibly sensitive issues.   

The testing of IVF embryos for inheritable genetic conditions that are known to be present in the family of those 
seeking treatment and from which the embryos are known to be at risk is known as pre-implantation genetic 
testing.  Many inherited diseases may now be specifically tested through PGD.  These diseases include Tay-
Sachs disease, a disease leading to neurological deterioration and early death; Huntington’s disease, a late-onset 
disease causing progressive muscle deterioration and dementia; and achondroplasia, a form of dwarfism.  It can 
also be used to test for some conditions that are sex linked, including Duchenne dystrophy, a form of muscular 
dystrophy that affects only boys; and fragile X, a form of mental retardation also affecting mainly boys.  This 
research could also be used for other diseases, such as diabetes and scleroderma.  As I have said, this issue is 
very sensitive.  Cloning is abhorrent to me, and so too is research on aborted foetuses.  However, we need to 
remember that these embryos would otherwise be discarded.  On that basis, I support the Bill. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[12.07 pm]:  I had not intended to speak on the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill 2003, but 
from a quick look around the Chamber I am left with the impression that there are still some members who want 
to speak on the Bill and may either not be ready to do so or are not in the Chamber.  I have listened to the 
discussion of these issues over a long period, and I have watched with some measure of alarm the way in which 
the debate had developed not only in the Chamber but also in the community, as I have seen how the community 
has responded to this challenge of dealing with human reproductive technology.  The Bill seeks to amend the 
principal Act, the Human Reproductive Technology Act 1991.  That alarms me also, because, in my view, the 
principal Act is very adequate legislation for dealing with the conundrums that arise from human reproductive 
science.  That Bill was introduced in 1991, in the period in which then Labor minister Keith Wilson was in 
government, in response to a set of circumstances in which human reproductive technology was already being 
embraced in the wider community but was in a legislative vacuum.  The community was not giving leadership to 
the practitioners or the participants in that program about the way forward for an ethical response to the available 
science or technology.  In the early 1980s through to 1991, when this Act was put in place, the science was 
exploding with possibilities and ways for the scientific community and the medical professions to deal with the 
response from infertile couples.  A framework was put in place in Western Australia, which at that time led the 
way in response to the ethical dilemmas.  There is nothing wrong with that framework right to this point.  
Problematic issues had already emerged, and they continue; for example, the very challenging issue of what to 
do with embryos that are created in this process and, for whatever reason, will not be used.  How do we deal with 
that ethical dilemma?  This arose against the backdrop of trying to limit the dilemma facing couples.  They were 
trying to create a set of circumstances whereby multiple lives would not be created by this technology at a time 
when news was emerging from the laboratories that multiple lives - sometimes as many as 70 lives - were being 
created by the scientists or practitioners in an endeavour to move one embryo from in-vitro circumstances to in 
utero.  I have friends who have come into existence through this technology, and I do not for one moment 
oppose IVF technology.  It creates moral dilemmas for us about how best to respect the lives that are created and 
how to deal with the fact that, regrettably, a number of lives can come into existence at one time and a limited 
number might be brought to full term.  The surplus embryos, when looking at the needs of the couple, become a 
real conundrum indeed. 

Some people see the issue of law as somehow or other being stripped of ethical content; that is, it is stripped of 
the needs or the requirements for a moral response.  I cannot think of many examples where that is the case.  For 
me, this is not a question of a religious viewpoint.  I do not think that religion has anything to do with this issue.  
It does not matter whether a person is a Callithumpian, a Moslem, a Hindu, a Buddhist, a Catholic or a 
Protestant; the question is: does that person have an ethical and moral response to the requirements of law within 
the community?  My response to that question is that the call of law is to protect the weak and the interests of 
those in need, to make sure that no-one is disadvantaged within the community, and to use the framework of law 
to do that.  The ethical call of what it is to be truly human pushes me as an advocate in industrial relations to 
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strike a balance to protect the weak and to make sure that people are not hurt by employment law or employment 
contracts.  That often means that I will champion the cause of the worker, but at times there will be the need to 
protect the interests of the employer from the unfair demands of the workers when they become the exploiters.  
The task of a good law-maker is to strike a balance and to champion the needs and the rights of the weak and 
vulnerable.  In employment law that means being supportive of people’s rights, but it does not create a set of 
circumstances in which they can ride roughshod over the rights of others.  Law-makers will always have that 
ethical dilemma, and the challenge is to get it right.  My belief is that in these legal issues it is right when first 
place at the table is given to those in need.  In my view, we are judged on whether we are a good community by 
how we look after the weak and vulnerable within that community.  We are judged by the standards of what it 
means to be truly human.  Being truly human requires looking after the weak and the vulnerable in the first 
instance. 

At times the community’s views differ from mine on issues such as the refugee question and the interests of 
Aboriginal people.  It does not worry me as a law-maker that from time to time I am out of step with the 
community.  I wish the community were more in step with me on issues to do with Aboriginal people and their 
call upon the wider community for their interests to be looked after.  From the moment I walked into politics, I 
have believed that the challenge is to hold consistently to my observation that the needs of the Aboriginal 
community of Western Australia and Australia have a legitimate first call over the wider community.  I have 
watched support for the interests of Aboriginal people wax and wane over the years, and I have endeavoured 
simply to be consistent with my first observation, which was that the community might rail against my views 
from time to time, with or without the support of The West Australian.  Its views are of no interest to me, but I 
would like to bring the community with me in my appreciation of the legitimate call of Aboriginal people and 
my desire to have the community work with them and support them, because so many sections of the Aboriginal 
community are among the most weak and vulnerable within our ranks.  Likewise, in reference to refugees, the 
fact that some in the wider community can get wound up in hysteria opposing the right of refugees to call for 
refuge in the Australian community and to oppose granting refuge is again of no consequence to me.  The call 
upon the Australian community to be ethical on that question means that I respond by saying that refugees have a 
legitimate call upon us, a call that is founded in good law.  The rights and requirements of good law-makers are 
to protect those rights and interests.  Regardless of whether the community or The West Australian rails for or 
against them, I am absolutely determined to stay true to my persuasion that, in the first instance, we need good 
law to protect the rights of the weak and the vulnerable within our community.  Consistent with that is the call 
that I believe is in front of all law-makers.  That does not mean that the law-maker’s role is any easier because of 
that gap between the call for decency and being fully human regardless of whether it is about Aboriginal, refugee 
or industrial issues.  It is an extension of the argument that reaches into environmental issues: how do we 
respond to calls for adequate protection of the environment, despite the public clamour at times for 
development?  How do we get that balance right?  The same applies here, except that we are dealing with a 
fundamental right that flows from the existence of life.  There is nothing more vulnerable than the life created 
either in utero or in vitro - created in glass - which is what we are talking about.  When I first said “in vitro” in 
1991, Hon David Wordsworth was sitting opposite and asked what I was talking about.  I explained that it was 
simply a Latin term that meant something was created in glass as opposed to being created in utero.  We thought 
we were talking about things that happened in the world of science fiction.  We were wrestling with the realities 
of new science.  The rights of a life should not diminish just because it has been created in a test tube.  A self-
evident requirement of what it is to be truly human is to respect the rights that flow to other lives and to be 
consistent about the protection of those rights.  

I was lucky enough to be in this Chamber when I was called on as a law-maker to abolish a law that allowed for 
the taking of life.  I felt very privileged to be in this Chamber when, in a Bill introduced by the Burke Labor 
Government, we moved for the repeal of the provisions that allowed for capital punishment.  The abolition of 
capital punishment is one of the great legacies of that period.  I was delighted to be on a bench surrounded by 
Labor colleagues who moved for the repeal of provisions that allowed for the taking of life in that way.  For me 
at least, it endorsed the requirement to be consistent about the protection of life whether it is at its earliest 
moments or involves even people who have been judged guilty of horrific crimes.  To me, the call of being fully 
human is to ensure that we do not behave as badly as the criminals who have been judged to be criminals 
because they have taken life.  As a community and as law-makers, we must find ways of responding to hideous 
crimes by being consistent in the defence of life and of the life principle.   

That principle has played itself out in other debates.  People are aware of the position I adopted on abortion.  It is 
the same position I have taken on euthanasia and on this issue.  I note that other members have indicated that 
they will vote against the Bill but for reasons different from mine.  I do not find any disjunction between their 
positions on abortion or on the earlier issues of human reproductive technology when this Bill was before the 
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Chamber in 1991.  They might have supported it but are not comfortable with supporting this amendment for its 
move into new areas.  

However, I am very determined to say to members that I do not consider that this view is in any way because of 
my connection to a church.  The fact that I happen to be of a particular church persuasion is not why I have 
adopted this view.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Okay - I heard the interjection that somehow or other we cannot -  

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Not cannot - 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Hon Robin McSweeney might consider it difficult but I endeavour to consider this 
question - not from the filter of a church philosophy or from Hon Chrissy Sharp’s philosophy of green politics - 
simply on the basis of what is required of good law-makers.  All I am saying is that the requirements of best law 
should persuade everyone in this Chamber that there is a need to protect the vulnerable and the weak.  In this 
case, it is the rights of the lives that have been created through human reproductive technology.  To do otherwise 
leaves us with awful conundrums.  In this week’s The Bulletin there is a horrific story of the consequences that 
flow from steps taken that illustrate that life at a point does not matter.  Therein a vacuum is created.  The 
Bulletin wrote about a child in the womb that was diagnosed with the condition of dwarfism.  It is not life 
threatening.  At 32 weeks pregnant, the mother fronted up to the hospital and demanded that the child be 
terminated because it suffered dwarfism.  That is an example of how someone has been led to believe that she 
has a legal right to extinguish another life because of the condition of dwarfism. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What was the outcome?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The dwarf was killed in the womb at 32 weeks with the assistance of the medical 
fraternity.  According to The Bulletin, a horrible conundrum has since emerged with the Victorian Coroner 
making that documentation available to Hon Peter McGauran, who has pursued the case.  There is possibly a real 
risk that those doctors are exposed to questions of whether they have breached the law by terminating the life of 
a child in the womb that was subject to the condition of dwarfism.  As law-makers, if we step away from a 
respect for life at this early stage, we will open up all of those sorts of conundrums, for which the community 
deserves better leadership - leadership that is required of us as law-makers.  In this State I believe that nearly 
80 000 legal abortions are performed.  Is that the figure? 

Hon Giz Watson:  It is closer to 8 000.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Is that 8 000 a year in Western Australia? 

Hon Giz Watson:  Yes.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It must be 80 000 or more elsewhere.  When a life is taken by legal abortion, it has a 
huge impact on a community.  It leads people to think that somehow or other the law is comfortable with the 
notion of terminating the life of a child in utero because it has been found to be a dwarf.  That spells out the 
requirement to go back to a respect for life at such an early age.  When the House dealt with the Human 
Reproductive Technology Bill in 1991 - the debate has been referred to before - I was cognisant of the fact that 
people were uncomfortable with the direction Parliament was going on this issue.  People were apprehensive that 
technologies were being advanced that would be dismissive of the requirements to adequately protect life.  In the 
construction of the Bill and the debates before the House, members went to enormous lengths to make sure a 
statute was on the books in Western Australia that showed respect for life and endeavoured to avoid providing 
opportunities for experimentation on embryos to occur.  The House tried to legislate for embryos to be dealt with 
in a therapeutic manner for the benefit of the embryos.  The House tried to legislate that embryos would be 
respected and that only procedures that were necessary to look after the embryos could be conducted.  
Destructive experiments on embryos were not supposed to be conducted and the embryos were not to be used for 
cloning.  Parliament specifically rejected the cloning of embryos and legislated against it.  Western Australia was 
at the cutting edge when it passed that legislation.  The debate in this Chamber delivered very good quality 
legislation.   

The Human Reproductive Technology Act established the Western Australian Reproductive Technology 
Council.  That council has powers and provisions to deal with this issue and the technology associated with it.  
The Bill before us will give to that council roles and responsibilities that are typically rejected by this House in 
other debates in other areas of much lesser importance.  The Bill is attacked for being a Henry VIII-type clause 
that removes from the Parliament the opportunity to impose strict guidelines and regulations that will govern this 
area of science and the creation of life.  If this legislation passes this place, we will hand over to the council 
powers that the majority of members would not allow in any other area.  We are about to shunt off to the council 
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decision-making roles.  We will give it inadequate leadership and direction about how to deal with the dilemmas 
that stem from the available human reproductive technology.  I very much regret that.   
When dealing with life, Parliament should be particularly protective of what will happen with the delegated 
responsibilities that fall on the shoulders of that council.  There are some good people on that council - they may 
all be good.  Some people who have been appointed to the council strike me as being incredible campaigners for 
the expansion of the role of commerce and industry in this field.  They want to open a bold new frontier of 
science in which they can sell their services to desperate couples looking to have children and people who are ill. 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Are you suggesting that some members of the council have a vested commercial 
interest?   
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Some people on that council are zealots about the expansion of this area of law.  The 
council probably includes lobbyists from both sides of the debate.  Some lobbyists probably oppose the 
expansion of the law and some lobbyists probably support the expansion of the law.   

Hon Ed Dermer:  I understand that at least one member of the council has deep reservations about the Bill before 
us.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That would be right.  There are ethicists on the council.  Some members of the council 
have been reported in the Press and are publicly associated with the campaign to expand the organisation.  There 
are probably some members of the council who have been reported in the Press as being opposed to the 
expansion of this area of the law.  If this Bill is passed, the Parliament will hand over to the council, the 
composition of which will be made by the Minister for Health of the day, the power to decide what will be 
acceptable in a range of areas.  There will be minimal prospect for the law-makers to regain and recapture for 
Parliament, the direction in which this area of science and these practices will go.  I remember the hell the 
Opposition put me through when debating ethical issues in legislation that I consider to be of lower importance; 
for example, in regard to animal welfare legislation.  I happen to believe in the hierarchy of the requirements of 
the law.  The Opposition would not let me get away with this type of legislation in the area of animal welfare 
legislation.  I am surprised that Parliament has allowed government legislation in this case to get away with this 
Bill.   

I am standing in front of members as a minister speaking against government legislation, as I have previously 
said.  I have the freedom to oppose the legislation because of the conscience provisions of my party.  Therefore, I 
am able to oppose it in this forum, as I have in other fora in government and in my party.  I particularly 
appreciate that freedom.  For what it is worth, and for members who are interested, if that freedom were not 
available to me, I could not remain a member of the Labor Party, the Parliament or the Cabinet.  I am providing 
the House with my conscientious response to this legislation and the issues it raises.  I am opposed to this 
government Bill despite the fact that it has come from the Council of Australian Governments processes in 
which the Prime Minister, the Premiers, and Chief Ministers adopted the position that the States should pass this 
type of legislation.  I think it is bad law.   
I hope that over time the community will rediscover its respect for life.  I hope that respect will find its way back 
even to the set of circumstances whereby life is created by in-vitro fertilisation; life is created in a test tube.  I 
hope that practices are found that do not allow vast numbers of embryos to be created by human reproductive 
technology.  Regrettably, in the process of creating one embryo for a couple to use for implantation, 70 embryos 
could be created by sloppy practitioners in this field, which would leave 69 spare embryos.  If anything, 
Parliament should force the practice to develop whereby each embryo that is created by this technology should 
be documented and detailed by the laboratories.  The laboratories, practitioners and couples should be held 
responsible for the way with which each of those lives are dealt.  The number of embryos that can be created 
should be restricted.  If there are regrettable circumstances in which some embryos will not be used, they will be 
allowed to succumb.  That is recorded as part of the process.  Allowing embryos to succumb is a regrettable part 
of the technology.  However, it is of a different ethical order from causing destruction, being actively involved 
when the destruction of an embryo is connected to scientific research or using a destroyed embryo, even if it is 
for the health, life or improvement of life of others.  As a law-maker, I cannot accept, will not vote for and will 
not support legislation that would allow the destruction of one life for the benefit of another life or group of 
lives.  I will oppose it.  I see that as a requirement of my standing in front of the community.  I cannot help it if 
The West Australian editorial line is completely at odds with my point of view.  I have listened closely to 
everything that Hon Chrissy Sharp said in that regard.  The West Australian is a frightening institution in this 
State.  As largely the only newspaper in town, it is in a very powerful position, but I do not care.  I cannot help 
The West Australian with its editorial line.  It has played out a particularly strong and emotive campaign on this 
issue, but it has not persuaded me to walk away from a consistent position of the need for law to protect the weak 
and vulnerable; in this case life so weak and vulnerable, it is in the form of human life in vitro. 
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I am horrified to see on the Notice Paper amendments before the House that would remove provisions that have 
been put into the Bill at the other end of the building.  I thought that the battles had been successfully won in the 
other place.  It would have stopped the destructive use of embryos, especially for cosmetic purposes, which I 
find doubly offensive.  I hope that if this Bill is second read, people will be very attentive to its provisions during 
the committee stage and try to find ways of further amending the legislation to reflect the sorts of viewpoints that 
are expressed in legislation that deals with issues of what I consider to be a lower order.  Some people in the 
Chamber may not agree with a hierarchy in the universe.  They see the issues of human life, animal life and 
vegetable life as somehow or other sharing a similar order. 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am pleased that Hon Giz Watson has made that point.  As I have said to the Greens 
(WA) in other debates, I love the respectful way in which they respond to issues of life on our planet when it 
comes to the obligation of the community to protect species and animal life at risk and threatened.  I have asked 
at times for some education of those involved in this debate by the Greens displaying that sensitivity and 
appreciation of the risks to which animals are exposed, both as species and as individual animals, which sees the 
Greens connected to animal welfare organisations.  I would love to see the Greens educate the Chamber when it 
comes to dealing with the precious form of human life in the laboratories of this brave new world of science 
dealing with human reproductive technology, because I think that the Greens have a lot to offer.   

I also believe that the Liberal Party has a lot to offer in this area. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  Do not start picking on the Liberal Party. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will not.  The Liberal Party typically has given very strong support to the rights of the 
individual.  Consistently and persistently embodied in Liberal Party philosophy is the ideal of protecting the 
rights of individuals.  We are dealing with individuals created in laboratory test tubes by scientists and medical 
practitioners.  The Liberal Party has consistently championed the fight against the creeping hordes of the 
socialists, as I believe we were once described. 

Hon Ed Dermer:  The collectiveness. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That collectiveness means that we in the Labor Party on this side of the House have 
tried to stand up for the rights of the community.   

Hon John Fischer:  Creeping hordes would be better. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  One of the appellations we got was the creeping hordes of socialism.  I believe the 
retort was that it was better than the hoarding creeps of capitalism.  It pitted the two sides against each other.  
The person who did it did it much more skilfully than I.   

The Labor Party typically tries to stand for the rights of the community, which sometimes pits us against the 
rights of individuals.  Members of the other side of the House vigorously champion the causes of individuals.  
For those who hold that philosophical viewpoint, the absolute test is to keep championing the cause of the 
individuals who are created as a result of this technology.  For the Labor Party, community rights are attacked by 
a process in this technology that does not adequately respect the rights of individuals.  We believe that society as 
a whole is made worse by any failure to protect the weak individuals involved in this technology, which an 
embryo is when in vitro. 

It is self-evident that the law must strike the balance between the competing demands of society.  What are we 
dealing with here?  It is a demand for the allocation of vast amounts of money, effort, regulation and focus to 
deal with the experimentation and use of embryos in medical science despite the fact that there are vast needs 
that have a much stronger call upon the health dollar.  When I read about these issues in the media, I was 
horrified to discover that the health dollar in this State can somehow be allocated by the reproductive 
practitioners so that an individual from Western Australia can fly to the eastern States to pick up this technology.  
I am staggered that the health dollar is able to be used for that.  At the moment in my part of the world, 
individuals are reeling under the challenges of being alive and are calling for the support that is needed in their 
communities in the face of social despair, the problems of alcohol abuse, the tragedies of self-harm and attempts 
to suicide.  It requires a superhuman effort by the local member to try to provide those communities with 
appropriate levels of response from the health portfolio.  Despite the direction of the Government that demands 
that the bureaucratic response to that be positive, it is extremely difficult to achieve.  The Government at the 
most senior level - that is, the Premier and the Minister for Health - has told those in the system that they must 
find ways to respond, but they find themselves limited by the available cash dollars.  Yet dollars are available to 
fly people to the eastern States to pick up this technology or, as is the current situation, to expand this technology 
into new areas in ways that will, in my view, not be in the best interests of the competing demands of our 
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community for the limited available resources at the community’s disposal.  That horrifies me as well.  I believe 
it is a misallocation of effort.  It is a focus in a certain area, and virtually turns a blind eye to the other huge 
demands that exist.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  On this occasion I do not feel that my contribution to this debate has been the most 
profound contribution I have ever made to a debate.  I had not prepared specifically for this debate on this 
occasion and have come to my feet a little earlier than I had planned.  Nonetheless, we certainly had plenty of 
warning about this Bill.  I believe I have given the Chamber a basic framework for the reason that I will vote in 
the way that I will.   

We have an opportunity to retain, unamended, the Human Reproductive Technology Act, which in my view 
adequately covers this field.  It bans cloning and calls for adequate respect for life.  As a community, we would 
be better left with that Act in place, unamended, rather than embarking upon consideration of the amendments 
that come before us with this Bill.  The whole flavour of the preamble that was read to the House by a previous 
speaker, which deals with the Act to be amended, encapsulates the best legal philosophy about the way in which 
this area of science should be dealt with.   

Pressure has been applied to legislators around the Commonwealth by the scientific community and the 
commercial interests that want to venture into this field.  That is not in the long-term best interests of our society.  
For me, it is like that downhill slide that sees us too easily embark upon the attack on life in a range of forums.  I 
regret being part of a nation that can resort too easily to war in the Middle East and the taking of life in Iraq.  I 
see it as an extension of the same issue.  Leadership is required in every area of law, of government and of the 
community to pull away from the taking of human life, whether it is in a conflict situation, in the handling of the 
euthanasia debate, in the abortion debate or, as in this case, in the handling of scientific experimentation upon a 
human life in vitro.  The consistent role of a good law-maker in this area, stripped of the requirements of his 
religion, would be to lead to the rejection of the Bill.   

Others have given even more supportive arguments for it.  I do not disagree with a word that Hon Dr Chrissy 
Sharp has used in this debate.  I believe that her additional arguments for why one might reject the Bill are 
useful.  On this occasion, I find myself in the strange position of agreeing with at least the conclusion of Hon 
Peter Foss, if not his argument; that is, he had a strong sense of discomfort with the original Bill and the Act that 
is now before us for amendment.  He thinks that now is the time to give embodiment to that discomfort by 
casting his vote against the legislation.  I hope that others in the Chamber will find their way clear to seeing 
some merit in the argument that to deliver back, through law, the respect for life, leadership is required from us 
as law-makers, even when the life is as vulnerable as that which is in vitro.  There is no justification for 
experimenting with that life in destructive ways and for taking that life.  No argument could ever be put to me, 
and I hope to others, to convince me that there is a reasonable or just cause to allow a life created in those 
circumstances to be so wantonly destroyed. 

I oppose the Bill.  I would be delighted if I were joined by a majority on the floor of this House in opposing the 
Bill and seeing its defeat. 
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.58 pm]:  I support the Bill, but point out that obviously 
members are able to exercise a free vote on this matter.  That is entirely appropriate.  The debates in this place on 
matters on which we have had a free vote or a conscience vote have been some of the most engaging and 
important debates for the Parliament.  I will not say that I have enjoyed those debates - “enjoyed” is perhaps not 
the right word.  However, in some respects, as other members have said, I would rather not be in the position of 
making a decision on this matter because it is exceedingly difficult.  Nevertheless, I acknowledge that that is the 
role that has been given to us, and this is a very serious matter that I take very seriously personally.   
I reiterate that the Greens (WA) does not have a policy on in-vitro fertilisation.  It is an issue that we have 
debated within the party to an extent.  However, we have not reached a conclusion, perhaps not surprisingly, 
because it seems to be a matter on which people find it difficult to come to a firm position.  I acknowledge that 
the Bill we are debating today is obviously intimately connected with decisions that were made in 1991 about the 
original Human Reproductive Technology Act.  As I understand it, a Bill was introduced and became an Act 
because IVF was being used.  The medical research and the medical advances were happening, and the 
Parliament took the view that there was a need to regulate.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
 


