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PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 29 August. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [1.06 pm]:  In beginning my contribution to the second reading debate on the 
Prostitution Amendment Bill I say to members opposite that if they want to see a proliferation in the number of 
brothels in our suburbs, they will vote for this bill.  If they want to see organised crime gangs enlarge their 
foothold in the prostitution industry, they will vote for this bill.  If they want to see an increase in the trafficking 
of women and young girls to be used for prostitution purposes, they will vote for this bill.  If they want to 
support the pimps and brothel owners who are in Western Australia at the moment, they will support this bill.  
However, if they want to act in a very moral way and a way in which I believe they have a responsibility to act 
on behalf of their electorate, in the same way as I have a responsibility to my electorate, I ask them to say no to 
this bill. 

I realise those comments will fall on deaf ears opposite because the way in which the Labor Party works is that if 
a decision is made in caucus, its members are stuck with it whether they like it or not.  I know that not every 
member on the Labor Party’s side of this house is in agreement with this legislation.  Some have even put bags 
on their heads to try to cover up their shame.  I have seen that happen here today.  I will not embarrass the 
member who just did it.  I ask Labor members to reach into their consciences and think about what their 
constituents, the people who put them here, would want them to do with this bill.   

I would suggest that no Labor members have surveyed their electorate on this issue - not one of them.  Let me 
tell them that I did survey my electorate.  My survey comprised 15 or 16 questions on law and order.  This was a 
very significant question I put to my electorate because I was aware that the Attorney General was bringing in 
this bill.  The vast majority of people in my electorate do not agree with decriminalising brothels and allowing 
them to move into our suburbs.  That is what the people in my electorate say.  My electorate is not Peppermint 
Grove, Dalkeith or Cottesloe, nor Balga, Girrawheen or any of the perhaps lower socioeconomic areas.  Mine is 
a very average, middle-of-the-road electorate in which some people are on low incomes and some people are on 
high incomes.  The vast majority of those surveyed said that they do not want brothels to be legalised and they 
particularly do not want brothels in their suburbs.  

After members opposite have heard all the contributions to this debate, I ask them to reflect on not only their 
own moral standings and beliefs, but also the moral standings and beliefs of the people they represent.  I 
understand that if they reach the same conclusion that I have drawn - virtually every member on this side of the 
house has reached the same conclusion - they cannot go against a party room decision and cross the floor.  They 
do not have the same democratic luxury enjoyed by members on this side of the house.  If Liberal Party members 
do not agree with a party stance on an issue, they have the right to cross the floor to vote with the other side.  
Labor members cannot do that.  However, if members opposite feel bad about this legislation and if they believe 
that it is not right for Western Australia, they should take the other option, which is to abstain from voting on this 
bill, because it will be a disaster for Western Australia as it has been in other jurisdictions.  I will come back to 
that point later.   

I remind members that a prostitute is somebody’s daughter, sister or mother.  As I said yesterday, the 
government is going to make legal an operation that has been illegal for decades.  I refer to brothels and the 
commercialisation and legitimisation of sexual assaults against women.  As I said yesterday, I cannot understand 
how female Labor members can support this bill.  I say unashamedly to those who do that they will be letting 
down their fellow women.  The passing of this bill will mean that the state sanctions the sexual violation of 
women.   

I am sure members would be aware that many prostitutes are drug addicts.  Unfortunately, they are in a position 
in which they must earn the largest amount of money possible to feed their drug habit.  The Attorney General 
must take some responsibility for the degree to which those women are drug addicts, because he has been soft on 
crime and soft on drugs.  He has put many prostitutes in a position in which the only way they can feed their 
habit is to sell their bodies to anybody who comes along, because they cannot afford to be choosy.  Individual 
operators can afford to be more choosy.  However, individual operators are not an issue; they have almost been 
abolished.  The prostitutes who are subjected to the worst crimes are those who are controlled by pimps and 
brothel owners.  They are basically one and the same.  Aside from the money that they bring in each week, 
prostitutes mean nothing to pimps and brothel owners.  They are not fathers or relatives of those unfortunate 
women.  They are nasty people who exploit women simply for the purpose of making lots of money.   

The government has the numbers to have this bill pass through this house.  I am sure that it will allow plenty of 
time for debate in not only the second reading stage, but also the consideration in detail stage.  I am sure that the 
Attorney General, who is not lacking in intelligence, knows that if he tries to ram this bill through the Legislative 
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Assembly, he will be criticised by many people, particularly those who do not support prostitution.  It will be 
some time before this bill is passed by this house.  When it is passed, it will go to the other place.  With the 
undeniable support of the Greens (WA), it will be passed by the Legislative Council.  The day that it is passed by 
the Legislative Council will be a very dark day for Western Australia.  The Labor Party and the Greens will 
stand condemned.  

Dr E. Constable:  It is not going to be an election winner.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It certainly will not be an election winner.  I will make sure of that.   

In promoting and supporting this bill, the Labor government - I have to include backbenchers because they are 
duty bound to support this bill - is morally bankrupt.  We argue about many different bills across this chamber.  
However, the significance of this bill and the massive impact it will have on women, particularly young women, 
should not be underestimated, not for one moment.  After this bill is passed, young female prostitutes who work 
in brothels will be carrying out a legal occupation.  We all know the sort of people who go to brothels.  The vast 
majority of men who go to brothels are not sad and lonely men who sit alone in a flat.  The vast majority of men 
who go to brothels to buy sex are married men with children or businessmen who have travelled from interstate 
or overseas.  If a business trip involves being hosted - that sometimes happens when a business trip is an all-male 
event - a visit to a brothel is often part of the package.  Is that the sort of tourism industry we want to encourage 
in Western Australia?  Does the Attorney General want to encourage that sort of tourism industry in Western 
Australia?    

Mr F.M. Logan:  I am amazed by your level of knowledge about that.  I am learning from you all the time.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have always said that the member for Cockburn has a lot to learn.  Back in Croydon he 
had a lot to learn.  He has not learnt a great deal since arriving here.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  As you go on I become even more illuminated by your speech.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sure that the member for Cockburn is illuminated by my speech.   

This government will make prostitution a legal occupation in brothels.  A person who is a brothel operator, 
owner or manager will be working in a legitimate occupation.  The brothel industry is dirty, seedy and sleazy.  
Very often it is controlled by organised crime; that is certainly the case in other places.  Unfortunately, organised 
crime already has a foothold in this state.  Given that the government is making this a legal occupation, would 
the Attorney General be happy if his daughter decided to become a prostitute or a brothel owner? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is already a legal occupation. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Not in a brothel, it is not. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, it is. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is running a brothel that is itself illegal, but prostitution is not unlawful in Western 
Australia.  It has never been. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is if a woman is street-walking or soliciting for business.  That is illegal. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  This bill does not deal with that.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, that issue was dealt with because it was a problem.  We supported that.  At the end of 
the day, the government will be turning brothels into legal businesses.  Once brothels become legal businesses, 
would the Attorney General want his daughter to work in one?  If the Minister for Culture and the Arts and 
Tourism had a daughter, would she want her daughter to work in a brothel?  I do not think any members opposite 
would want their daughter, sister, niece or female cousin to work in this sleazy environment, even if it has been 
legitimised.  The Attorney General will not answer my question.  If I were asked whether I would want my 
daughters or any female relatives to work in this sleazy industry once it is legitimised, my answer would be a 
resounding no.  I want more for my daughters.  The Attorney General wants more for his daughters.  However, 
he is inflicting on other parents the opportunity for their daughters to carry out legitimate work in a brothel as a 
brothel owner, manager or operator.  That is what the government is doing.  Have government members really 
thought about it?  I know the Attorney General has thought about, but I truly do not think many other members 
opposite have.  It is a pity that there are only four government members in the chamber at the moment to listen to 
the debate on such a significant bill.  They may not want to hear me speak, and I can understand that, but at the 
end of the day they should be taking part in the debate on this bill; otherwise, they will stand condemned.  I want 
to hear the arguments, if there are any, from members opposite.  Some arguments might well be made later, and I 
hope they are.  I would like to hear how members opposite can justify supporting a bill such as the one before us 
today. 
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What are we going to do?  We are going to take the main responsibility for this area away from the police.  The 
police are the upholders of the law.  They are the law enforcement agency of this state.  I accept that they have 
been forced to turn a blind eye to a lot of the prostitution that has been going on and the brothels that have been 
operating, but they have not turned a blind eye to streetwalking.  I saw a television program last week that 
showed two Western Australian police officers who caught a prostitute with a client in the back of a car - and 
they were not doing a crossword puzzle, Attorney General.  The prostitute was seven months pregnant and she 
was being forced to have sex with a gruesome-looking male who was out for some cheap sex.  By legitimising 
and decriminalising brothels and the associated responsibilities that go with them, the Attorney General will 
allow the amount of prostitution that goes on in this state to increase, as has been proved in other states. 

This is not just a moral issue.  Yes, people on this side of the house probably have more morals than many 
members on the other side of the house.  I do not mean everybody; I have time for one or two people on the other 
side of the house, but there are some people opposite who I think are immoral.  We on this side of the house have 
a high set of morals.  It is not just a moral issue; it is a legal issue.  Just because a job gets too hard does not 
mean that brothels should be decriminalised.  A bit more effort must be put into doing the job.  The police must 
be given more resources.  I know that our police service could clean up this town tomorrow.  It could clean up 
the illegal brothels that are operating in the state; all it needs are the resources.  This government is starving the 
police service of those resources.  It is taking the cheap and easy way out.  It is walking away from its statutory 
responsibility of making and upholding laws.  It is taking the cheap and easy way out by taking responsibility 
away from the police and giving it to the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  This department deals 
with horse and dog racing and licensing premises, hotels and bottle shops, and now the government wants to 
include human flesh under its authority.  It wants to add human flesh to the department’s responsibility for 
licensing dog and horse meat and hard liquor.  The department will be licensing human flesh.  What will we 
have at the end of the day?  We will have a department that deals with betting shops, bottle shops and knocking 
shops.  That is what it will be known as - the knocking shop department.  Some members may laugh, but it is a 
sick joke.  The joke was not said to make people laugh; it was said to try to make people think seriously about 
what they are doing.  I direct my comments through the Chair to members opposite because they are seeing this 
sort of legislation through the house.  Can I say a bit more than that?  What will the Department of Racing, 
Gaming and Liquor now be entitled?  Will it include reference to women’s flesh or prostitution or brothels?  I 
am very interested to know what the department will be known as in the future.  At the moment, it is known as 
the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, but I hazard a guess that it will be called the department of 
racing, gaming, liquor and sex establishments and brothels.  I wonder what it will be called. 
Dr E. Constable:  Isn’t it covered by the word “gaming”? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not think it is, member for Churchlands.  I think it is very different.  At the moment, 
the reference to gaming covers gaming and betting on horses and dogs - and maybe camels in some parts of 
Western Australia.  Another part of the department’s responsibilities is liquor and betting at the casino, but the 
government wants to add human flesh to those responsibilities.  This government will oversee that department.  
The government has set fees and charges.  Can the Attorney General tell me by way of interjection what will be 
the fee or charge for a brothel owner? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It hasn’t been determined. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It has not been determined and neither, I presume, has the fee for a brothel operator or 
manager because those people will have to be licensed.  Is that correct? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Certificated, yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think we are mincing words now, but at the end of the day it is the same thing.  There 
will be a charge and I think it will an annual charge because the certification, not the licence, will last for 12 
months.  With the massive proliferation of legal brothels under this legislation, the government will make money 
out of prostitution and brothels.  What does that make the government?  If I were to be uncharitable, I could say 
that it was a four-letter word that begins with “p” and ends with “p”.  The government will make money out of 
women’s misery, and I think there is only one word for that.  In other areas it is called living off the immoral 
earnings of a prostitute but, of course, under this bill it will no longer be unlawful.  The government is 
legitimising all those areas.  I would not want to be called a pimp or anything of that nature.   
I now want to refer to the flaws in the second reading speech of the Attorney General.  In the first paragraph he 
refers to this legislation as a “landmark change”.  That is the biggest bit of spin I have heard for a long time.  
Normally, that term is used when something good is coming out of something bad, but what we are seeing now 
is something worse coming out of something bad, so it can hardly be called a landmark change.  The Attorney 
General referred to different committees and to his little hand-picked task force of people who he knew would 
come up with virtually everything he wanted to enable him to bring this bill before the house.  Of course he must 
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take notice of those people; he would not have sent them to New Zealand on a little jolly unless he was going to 
take notice of them.  He knew what they would come up with.  He could have done that research on the Internet. 
The Attorney General was rather derogatory about the Liberal Party when it was in government.  Yes, our police 
minister at the time wanted to in some way regulate prostitution and brothels.  He took the matter to cabinet, but 
that does not mean to say that every cabinet member endorsed it.  At the end of the day, in our party anyway, 
those sorts of decisions automatically go to the party room.  In a much more democratic process, many more 
members debate whether they believe an issue is right or wrong or just needs amending.  The feeling of the 
Liberal Party at that time was that the proposed legislation would not address the situation properly, and it was 
struck down.  It was a democratic process.  We do not have the same sort of luxury that the Labor Party has, with 
its different factional bosses.  We know that the person who controls the Labor Party is none other than the very 
person who introduced this bill. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  John Hyde.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, he is just a very good friend of his.  They are just good friends.  I reiterate that the 
prostitution legislation comes under the portfolio of the Minister for Police, not the Attorney General or the 
Minister for Health.  If the Minister for Police was really confident about this and really supported it, he would 
have introduced the legislation.  Either the Minister for Police is not competent - in which case he would be 
incompetent - or he did not have the guts because he really did not support it 100 per cent, and he did not want to 
be the one who brought it in.  He left it to the big social reformer, the Attorney General, who is there for all the 
tiny minorities.  We have seen legislation passed through this house for two or three people, on some occasions.  
We have seen legislation for tiny little minorities in our society.  The Attorney General forgets that he is 
supposed to be governing the state for the majority, and for all the people, not just the tiny minorities.  This is 
another of the Attorney General’s social reform agenda items.  We know he has another in the pipeline, and God 
help us when that one comes in.  God help law and order when that one comes in, and God help the way of life 
in Western Australia. 
I came to Western Australia to live because I wanted to get away from the way of life in England, particularly 
London, and I have been proven right over the years.  When I was a younger man, I worked in the heart of Soho, 
which, I suggest, is the capital of prostitution in England.  I was a very young man at the time.  I was the 
manager of a specialist coffee shop there, and I got to know quite a few of the prostitutes.  Once they knew I was 
one of the people who worked there all the time, they did not bother me, and I just had a friendly chat 
sometimes.  In the time that I spent there I watched some young women of 18 years of age, who looked as 
though they had everything going for them - good looks, lovely figures and quite nice personalities - change 
from attractive young women of 18 to old hags by the time they were in their early 20s, because of the life they 
lived and the number of men of all descriptions they had to serve.  Some of them were dirty, but they had to go 
with them, because it meant money, and they needed to feed their drug habits even then.  That is not the life I 
wanted for my family; to have that surrounding me.  That is why I came here.  Crime was increasing over there, 
and I honestly believed that Western Australia had a better lifestyle that would be good for not only me but also 
my children and my children’s children.  This legislation leaves a very big black mark as far as I am concerned, 
because I have to ask whether it will be good or detrimental for my children and their children.  I do not take 
more than a split second to come to that conclusion.  It will be detrimental to my children and their children.  If 
members opposite are prepared to go down that avenue and make life worse for children and families in Western 
Australia, as the member for Churchlands has said, it may well be reflected at the next election.  Of course, the 
government may not even enact it until after the next election.  It is good at bringing this stuff in and then 
proclaiming it when it suits. 
In the second reading speech, the Attorney General discussed the recommendations made by the working group 
on the principles of reform in this area.  He said that these had been generally endorsed by the government and 
are reflected in this bill.  I know he will not tell me now, but can the Attorney General tell me when he responds 
what he sees as the differences between the report of the working group and what is reflected in this legislation?  
Can he tell me that? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think there are two differences.  The first is in the area of employment status of sex 
workers.  The recommendation was to consider them as employees.  That has not been accepted by the cabinet.  
A number of other alternative options are contained in the bill.  I think that was actually the only one.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Attorney General’s puppet master might be able tell him what it is.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that was the only variation.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the only one?  If there are any more I am sure the Attorney General will be able to 
tell us.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The employment status was the only variation. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The second reading speech also states that the complex health, safety, planning and 
policy issues arising in this area are best addressed through a minimalist, decriminalised model.  Can the 
Attorney General explain how this is a minimalist, decriminalised model? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The second reading speech covers that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It does not, actually, and that is why I am asking the question.  I am hoping that the 
Attorney General will come back to this at some stage because I will certainly be bringing it up during 
consideration in detail.  I want to know how he can make that statement, because it makes no sense to me. 

The Attorney General has also stated that the offences under the Criminal Code relating to managing a brothel 
and living off the earnings of a prostitute are to be repealed.  That is quite a statement.  The Attorney General 
wants to repeal the law against that disgraceful situation in which somebody lives off the earnings of the sex 
trade.  He is standing up for the pimps and the brothel owners.  He wants to make them legal and allow them to 
keep on earning, because they get the bulk of the money.  
Dr J.M. Woollard:  Out of the abuse of women.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member is absolutely right - out of the abuse of women.  
The Attorney General also states, in relation to the department of betting shops, liquor shops and knocking 
shops, that various matters will be required to be satisfied, including a good character test.  However, nobody in 
the briefing could tell us what the good character test actually was.  The second reading speech states that this 
safeguard is particularly important to ensure that organised crime elements are not permitted within the industry.  
Does the Attorney General honestly think that some organised criminal is going to approach this new department 
of racing, gaming, liquor and whatever else he wants to call it and ask for a certificate to run a brothel?  Does he 
honestly believe that one of the bikies will approach the department?  Does he believe that any other recognised 
organised criminal in Perth will go and ask for a licence?  What does he think will happen?  I will tell him what 
will happen.  They will use a front person.  They will have a front man or woman who will be, for all intents and 
purposes, the legitimate owner, manager and operator.  I do not believe that the Attorney General is so naive that 
he does not believe that organised crime gangs will become involved in the industry.  I do not believe that, 
because the Attorney General is definitely not stupid.  Some of my colleagues might have a different view, but I 
know he is not stupid, so I want him to be upfront and honest with this house, and say that of course organised 
crime gangs will become involved, but if they are caught the government will sort them out.  He could at least 
acknowledge that some organised criminals will be involved in prostitution and in running brothels.  He owes us 
that much at least. 
The second reading speech also refers to sex workers who operate businesses on their own, but that category is 
now to be enlarged to include those who operate with one other sex worker.  Up till now, in some areas, until 
complaints close them down, some women have been operating out of their homes, advertising either on the 
Internet or in The West Australian.  The ads I have seen refer to things like “buxom young 23-year-old Asian girl 
likes to give good massage”.  That is the sort of thing they say, but most people know exactly what they mean, 
because most people are not stupid.  These women have been operating out of their homes, or they have been 
visiting people who have some urgent need to sexually abuse a prostitute.  This legislation will allow two women 
to operate out of a residential property.  They do not need a licence; they do not need a police certificate; they do 
not need anything.  The argument that could come forward is, “If they are going to run it as a business and they 
have someone else managing it, then they will have to be certified.”  However, they will not have someone else 
running it.  It will be two women.  The Attorney General could have two women working on one side of his 
residential property - it would be a long way away, because I know he has quite a big house - and two women 
working on the other side, so he would have four prostitutes, and too many brothels, adjacent to his residential 
property.  He thinks that is a good thing for Western Australia.  He has a duty to bring to Parliament legislation 
that is good for the people of Western Australia.  He has an absolute responsibility to not bring in legislation that 
is bad for the people.  That is what he is doing. 
I can tell members that my constituents are up in arms at the thought of mini-brothels; that is what they are.  I am 
sure that the Attorney General will make some play on words. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Boutique brothels. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Boutique brothels.  The government can call them what it likes, but they are mini-
brothels.  The only difference is that in that situation there are two women working; in the other situation there 
might be 10 women working.  I hope the Attorney General has prostitutes move in on either side of his property 
to carry on their business. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There’s a brothel just down the road, in South Fremantle. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Just down the road?  Not next door.  That is what my constituents do not want; they do 
not want prostitutes as their next-door neighbours.  My constituents have children and families and they look 
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upon the whole business as being a sleazy, dirty business.  At the end of the day, the government will shift 
responsibility for all of this to local authorities.  Does the government want local authorities to police brothels in 
their area?  There are local authorities with corruption coming out of their ears.  Local authorities are mainly 
there for rates, rubbish and recreation, although not this type of recreation.  I mean decent, clean, family 
recreation; not the sort of seedy places that government members of the task force might have visited to find out 
how things go on.  We did not hear anything about that.  Did government members meet any people in the 
business?  Did they go to any brothels?  That is an interesting one.  Perhaps when the member for Perth stands to 
speak, he will actually tell us which brothels he went to, to find out how they operate.  I am sure he went to a 
hand-picked one that was probably quite clean-looking.  However, when different people use the same bed 20 
times a day - some of the clients are not exactly clean people - God forbid.  I get told off if I wear my socks to 
bed on a cold night.  This is disgraceful. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What did you say, member? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I said that I get in trouble if I wear a pair of socks to bed on a really cold night, and yet 
prostitutes have to lay on a bed that might have had 20 dirty, smelly, filthy men in it.  That is what I am saying.  
Members opposite think it is funny.  I can tell members that some prostitutes deserve every cent they get when 
they have sex with some of these people.  I can tell members that when these men have sex with these women - 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Girls. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Most of them are girls.  When these men go and have sex with these - 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Teenagers. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Teenagers; the member for Nedlands is quite right.  Anything from 18 up is fair game to 
this government, and I can promise members that there will be younger sex workers, because the dirty, filthy 
men who frequent these establishments want the youngest women they can get.  The government knows that and 
I know that.  That is why there will be women younger than 18 coming into these establishments.  They will not 
be in legal brothels; they will be in the hundreds of illegal brothels that will proliferate as a result of the 
government’s legislation.  It is very interesting.  I cannot for one second imagine any woman actually enjoying 
being a prostitute.  I am sure some women are very over-sexed and like to have sex three or four times a day if 
they can get it, but I do not believe that any woman actually enjoys having this sort of sex 20 times a day with all 
sorts of gruesome-looking, smelly men.  If the government believes they do, it is living in cloud-cuckoo-land.  I 
have news for the Attorney General: when these gruesome men sexually abuse these prostitutes - many of whom 
are there because there is no other option open to them - they do not tell them they love them; in fact, they abuse 
them. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  This is getting a bit voyeuristic, isn’t it? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I can tell the Attorney General that they do not tell them that they love them.  There 
is no love involved in this. 
A government member:  What do they say? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They ask them to do all sorts of deviant things.  That is what they do.  As more and more 
prostitutes and brothels appear, there will be more and more deviant practices going on.  I think there is 
something slightly wrong with the sorts of people who visit brothels.  Has any member ever been to a brothel?  
Are there any paying customers?  I am not looking at the women, I can assure members; I am certain that the 
women would not have.  However, I wonder if any of the men on the other side have actually - 
Ms S.E. Walker:  They’re not called paying customers; they’re called “prostitutors”.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  Of course, nobody will admit to it.  I just wonder whether any members have 
ever been to a brothel.  Let me put my hand on my heart and swear to God that I have never, ever used a 
prostitute, and I use the word “use” specifically, because that is what people do.  The only person who gets any 
love out of the act of prostitution between a prostitute and the dirty, filthy man who has sex with the prostitute, is 
the pimp, because he loves the money he will make.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  Show me the money. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Show me the money; absolutely.   
Advertisements will be far more graphic in future.  At the moment they have to be very careful about what they 
say in relation to the sale of sex, because they cannot overtly say “Buxom 23-year-old Asian woman would love 
to do this, that and the other to you.  Just ring my number and you can come along and do this, that and the other 
to me.”  They cannot say that, because that is illegal at the moment.  They can say “I will give you the best 
massage in the world” and all sorts of other things, as long as they do not actually say “You can have sex with 
me for $50” or $100 or whatever the going rate might be.  That is what we will have in future because it will be 
completely decriminalised.  There will be overt brothel advertising, probably involving pictures of scantily 
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dressed women sitting on the edge of a bed.  “Come along to so-and-so’s brothel.  We’ll give you the best time 
ever.”  When the government came to power in 2001, it outlawed skimpy barmaids.  To the government, skimpy 
barmaids were too risqué.  At least they were dressed; at least they were not offering sex.  This is absolute 
hypocrisy.  This is how the government has changed.  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services, as she 
was at the time - the member for Midland - outlawed skimpy barmaids, and I think it was partly because she is a 
woman.  She actually had a bit of respect for her fellow women.  The Attorney General - a man - has brought in 
a bill that will have a deleterious effect on women because they will be treated as sex slaves.  They will be 
treated as merchantable meat.    

More members are coming into the chamber now.  I look at them and ask whether they would like their 
daughter, sister, niece or anybody else going into this industry.  I am looking at every member now.  Silence.  
Not a word; not one member is prepared to say, “Yes, I would let my daughter go into the industry.  We are 
going to make it legitimate so it will be a legitimate one.”  Not one member will stand and say that because they 
do not have the guts to do so.  If they believe it, they should say it.  That is all I ask them to do.  I will put to the 
Attorney General the question I put to him yesterday.  It is a pity the Minister for Education and Training is not 
here.  Will the Attorney General, in some way, put into high school curricula for years 11 and 12 some sort of 
accreditation or course for young teenage women - in particular - to learn the arts and crafts of prostitution and 
running and managing brothels or operating brothels?  Is the government going to do that?  The government 
looks upon it now as a legitimate small business.  If it is a legitimate small business, why will they not have the 
same criteria and benefits as any other small business?  I ask the Attorney General quite seriously.  Once again, 
silence is the stern reply.  Not one member opposite is prepared to have the guts and conviction to stand and say 
that he supports this legislation and certainly supports his daughter, sister, mother, cousin or niece going into the 
industry.  Not one of them has the guts to say it.  I say shame on them. 

I want to debunk the flawed theory of the Attorney General when he said that he thinks this measure will control 
prostitution.  That is what we are talking about - prostitution - because that is what takes place in brothels.  They 
do not play card games, such as whist, and things like that.  The Attorney General thinks it will control it.  He 
does not think there will be any massive proliferation.  Does the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 
believe that to be the case?  Does he think that there will be a huge proliferation of brothels, both legal and 
illegal, once this bill has passed?  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services is completely ignoring me.  
He is doing it on purpose.  I was actually very charitable to him because I said I prefer to think of him as not 
being prepared to bring into this house a dirty, disgusting, sleazy bill, as he did not want to be the one 
responsible for bringing it in.  That was the reason.  I prefer to believe that rather than that he is completely 
incompetent in his job and could not manage it.  I still prefer the other option.  The Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services should at least have the guts to answer the question.  Does he believe that to be the case 
with his bill or the Attorney General’s bill?  The Attorney General is Mr Big, Mr Supremo, because he runs the 
government; he knows that, I know that, and everybody knows that, but can someone please tell the Premier that 
because he seems to think that he is in charge of the government.  Somebody should tell the Premier.  The 
minister opposite is not prepared to answer any questions at all, yet he has jurisdiction of this bill.  The 
Prostitution Act comes under the portfolio of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.  He is purposely 
scribbling away and completely ignoring me.  I was not going to get into debate with him but I just wanted a 
simple answer - yes or no.  The minister is not even prepared to give me that answer.  That is a bit gutless I 
think.  If the minister thinks that the bill will reduce prostitution and control it at a manageable level, he is living 
in cloud-cuckoo-land.  We should look at the situation in Victoria.  Victoria did the same as the WA government 
is doing today.  The Cain Labor government thought it was going to blaze a pioneering path when it legalised 
prostitution in 1984.  What do we see today?  We see that there has been a massive increase in the number of 
legal brothels, and an even bigger increase in the number of illegal brothels.  We see the trafficking of women 
there.  Women have been trafficked into Victoria for the sole purpose of prostitution.  I will quote an article from 
the Herald-Sun, so it is not a piece of biased reporting.  The article was reporting on what happened in Victoria 
in relation to the legalisation of prostitution, which includes brothels.  It states, in part - 

New York-based anti-trafficking campaigner Catherine Ferguson says international criminals regard 
sex slaves as better profit sources than guns or drugs.   

Unlike a handgun or a bag of coke, you can sell a human being over and over again. 

That is what will happen under the government’s legislation by decriminalising it.  Instead of making the police 
do the job that they are employed to do and that they have an absolute obligation to do under the laws of this 
land as dictated by Parliament, they are not dong that job.  They should be out there today cleaning up brothels 
because there are illegal activities going on at the moment.  If someone wants to go and rob a shop, the police 
will go after him.  However, if someone wants to rob the human dignity from a young woman who is 
unfortunately having to sell her body because she is a drug addict or something else, the police are not going to 
do their job.  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has a responsibility and obligation to this state to 
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ensure that the police do their job properly.  I know what the police would say:  “Give us the resources and we 
will do the job.  We will then go and close down all the brothels and arrest every prostitute we find who is 
contravening the law.”  They would do that if they have the resources, but this government will not give them 
the resources.  They therefore take the cheap option.  The matter is decriminalised.  It is the same as the situation 
with cannabis laws.  There was a problem because people were smoking cannabis, they were dealing in it and 
they were carrying it.  We are talking about quite huge quantities.  I do not mean massive huge quantities; I mean 
quantities of cannabis that even if people were chain smokers, they would have a job smoking in about two to 
three weeks.  The government has made it possible for people to carry that amount of cannabis.  All they will get 
is a little caution if they are caught carrying cannabis.  The government has even decriminalised things to the 
point that people can grow two plants of cannabis per person per household.  Therefore, in a household of six 
people - mum, dad and four adult children - there can be 12 cannabis plants growing.  It would be like a mini 
garden market.  I swear to God that I have never smoked cannabis in my life.  At one time in my life I thought I 
was missing out because a lot of other people smoked it. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  I wonder whether my good mate from Croydon has ever smoked cannabis. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  I do not smoke. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  A lot of people who smoke cannabis do not smoke cigarettes; they simply smoke 
cannabis.  However, cannabis is very deleterious to a person’s health.  It has 20 times the toxicity of cigarettes.  
Nevertheless, it was a problem.  What did the government do?  It decriminalised it.  The government ran away 
from its responsibilities.  We now see today the consequences. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would not interject if I were the member.  The member was the person responsible for 
decriminalising it when he was the Minister for Health.  He did a shameful job; an absolutely shameful job, 
particularly with his experience in the job that he used to do. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, Members! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I say shame on the lot of members opposite for supporting this dirty, filthy, sleazy 
legislation that they have brought into this house and that we are forced to debate today.  Shame on the lot of 
them.   
I want to read a couple of quotes into my contribution to this debate.  I acknowledge where the facts and figures 
are from: they are from Legalising Prostitution is Not the Answer: The Example of Victoria, Australia by Mary 
Sullivan and Sheila Jeffreys.  This excellent resource was obtained through the Coalition Against Trafficking in 
Women - Australia.  I will read out a couple of the points that they make.  The first point that they make is - 

Legalisation of prostitution in Victoria has increased the number of legal brothels from 40 a decade ago, 
to 94 today. 

I think that number has increased since this article was written, because the latest figure I have is that the number 
has gone up to about 164.  They also say - 

. . . the biggest growth since legalisation has been in the illegal sector. 
They found -  

In 1999 over 100 unlicensed brothels outnumber the registered brothels and this number had trebled in 
12 months. 

This is a good one: they refer to tabletop dancing.  The government is not bringing in this legislation because it 
wants to do something good for Kevin Rudd, is it?  We know that he has a penchant for pole dancing. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5351.] 
 


