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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 28 April. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.19 am]:  As other members have done, I rise to acknowledge the 
Address-in-Reply speech given by His Excellency the Governor, Lieutenant General John Murray Sanderson, 
AC.  It is nice to be among friends, Mr President; it seems to have been a long time since we were together, does 
it not?  In fact, I believe it was only this morning. 

During the Address-in-Reply debate, several members have frequently mentioned the obvious qualities of our 
Governor.  History shows us that the number of Governors who have had a military background well and truly 
outnumber those who have not.  When I say “military background”, I mean a long-term military background.  It 
comes as no surprise to me that, because of His Excellency’s background, he is so well thought of and does his 
job so professionally without fear or favour. 

It is no secret that I was brought up in what I could describe as a military home.  My sister and I are the only 
members of my family - I include my parents - who have not served in the military, and there were quite a few of 
us.  My father always used to say that I had never had the privilege of being a member of the armed services.  An 
officer’s training - I am not being deferential - is very different from the training of other enlisted personnel.  It is 
easy for them to have a different sense of priorities.  I think they get their priorities, their sense of values and 
their sense of loyalty right.  It is interesting that their conversation is quite different from other peoples. 

About a year or so after my father died, my mother seemed to be a little flat.  When she had returned from a trip 
to England, she did not have her usual sparkle in the eye.  She told me that she had not realised how much she 
missed the military conversations she had had with my father while he was alive until she went back to England 
and caught up with past friends. 

Military officers have a different sense of values.  My father was approached three times by both sides of politics 
to become the Governor of this state.  However, he very strongly believed that a suitable Western Australian 
could be found to fulfil the role.  Although he had settled here and certainly supported Western Australia in the 
Sheffield Shield cricket etc, he believed that perhaps he was not as much of a Western Australian as someone 
who had been to school here and had spent the best part of his or her life in Western Australia.  My father got on 
particularly well with the Labor Minister for Agriculture in the John Tonkin government, Dave Evans.  I 
remember listening to Dave Evans and Bert Crane, a member of the conservative side of politics, joking to each 
other that they had just signed up my father for party membership. 

As part of their military training, officers are taught to not become politically involved.  In fact, political 
conversation in an officer’s mess is forbidden.  Members must wonder what else they talk about if they do not 
talk about politics.  However, they do manage.  Not discussing politics removes their discussing contentious 
issues.  Last night I mentioned that a cousin of my wife talked about politics for the first time with a long-term 
friend and almost instantly the friendship was put at risk.  It is fascinating. 

I am very interested to know whether our Governor is entitled to vote in state elections.  The monarch is not 
entitled to vote in Britain.  Mr President, are you aware whether, as the Queen’s representative, the Governor can 
vote at state elections? 

The PRESIDENT:  Perhaps I will make a comment at the conclusion of the member’s speech, rather than have 
question time early. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is interesting that the monarch joins the ranks of the insane and the murderers of this 
world in not being entitled to vote.  It is interesting and important that she does not. 

It is a privilege to make this speech today.  It is because of my father that I lived a very privileged childhood.  I 
remember visiting southern Spain with him when I was 13 years old and he thought it would be good manners to 
call on the Governor of Gibraltar for afternoon tea.  We were shown into a huge hall that had portraits of 
previous Governors hanging on the walls.  While we waited a few minutes for the Governor, I looked at the 
paintings and noticed a gentleman who had a huge, red nose.  It was obvious that whisky might have been the 
cause of it.  I called out to my dad words to the effect, “Have a look at this fellow; he must have consumed a fair 
amount of whisky”.  My father looked at the name and said, “Be careful, my son, he is a relative of yours”.  He 
was not a relative of my father but of my mother, the Earl of Minto.  He is the only general in history to have 
successfully taken Gibraltar by land.  He was also at one time the Viceroy of India.  However, I digress.  I am 
trying to say that we have a marvellous history of governors who have served this state particularly well.  There 
is no doubt that we are privileged to have such a wonderful Western Australian as the current governor. 
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I thought I would be a little different today.  There is no need for the opposition member to look like that; I know 
the member thinks I am different all the time.  I will tackle head-on a subject that I have a tremendous interest in; 
that is, our problems with bureaucracy and how it is strangling our country.  A few weeks ago I was rummaging 
through some papers when I came across a paper that my father delivered on his retirement to heads of 
government departments in Britain.  They were the Sir Humphrey Applebys of this world, who will be familiar 
to those members who have enjoyed the Yes Minister and Yes, Prime Minister television programs.  Members 
must bear in mind that this speech was given in 1956, which is quite a long time ago and the language has 
obviously changed a little.  I ask members to consider that the speech was given with Britain in mind, and not 
our circumstances in Australia.  For the benefit of members who do not know, I advise that my father was a 
particularly good administrator and was well recognised in that regard.  The speech reads -  

Good evening.   

Do you ever feel like bursting with frustration?  Do you feel as if you are in a strait-jacket?  Do you 
ever get up in the morning full of ideas, enthusiasm, energy, determined to straighten out your 
difficulties, improve your lot, make progress in your work, business or profession - and then find as the 
day goes on that the means are so indirect, the opposition so vague and numerous, and the people who 
oppose you so elusive, that in the evening your enthusiasm has gone - and you go to bed saying 
“What’s the use?”  Some of you probably do, and in my opinion this is a most dangerous, insidious and 
crippling feature of our national life today.   

We have for so long pioneered in administration and social economy, so it seems to me that we are 
becoming the first to catch really seriously this modern disease of over-organisation and complication 
that leads to eventual inertia and stagnation.   

Public administration and life in general have become more infinitely more complicated in the last 
twenty years, and a decision on any matter, whether it be what colour you should paint your front door, 
or whether we shall have a system of trunk roads in England, has come to depend more and more upon 
complicated co-ordination between innumerable bodies.  Policy decisions have repercussions on other 
policy, and so the factors for coming to a decision multiply until it becomes increasingly difficult to 
decide anything at all.   

There is a Chinese proverb, and I believe a genuine one, which says “He who considers everything - 
decides nothing”.   

I am not so innocent as to imagine that a great deal of this ever-growing complication is not necessary, 
but my case tonight is that the complications are increasing faster than the need for them, and certainly 
faster than the resulting benefits and efficiency.   

Much of this complication is brought about by the craze to try and make rules and regulations to cover 
every contingency in life, and of course it has the effect of hamstringing us, because every rule that we 
make, and I believe we must have made more rules in the last twenty years than in all the history of our 
previous legislation, has increased the difficulties of public administration.  And has made it necessary 
to increase the size of administrative staff, which in turn has increased the complications and slowed 
down the giving of decisions, and actions.   

These difficulties have worked in two different ways on two different sorts of people.  The first of these 
sorts of people are those who WANT to get things done.  For them, the rules have imposed a greater 
and greater brake on their efficiency and initiative.  The second set of people are those who have 
various reasons for NOT WANTING to get things done.  For them, the situation we are creating has 
provided an almost endless series of excuses into which they can disappear as a visitor into Hampton 
Court Maze, to rotate endlessly about the problem without ever coming nearer to it, though often 
crossing their own tracks.   

To look at these things objectively and to deplore the gradual clogging of our national life with the 
endless committee work and the impenetrable undergrowth of co-ordinating officials, is not to advocate 
any form of autocracy.   

The totalitarian regimes which have thrown the world into such misery over the last thirty years have 
sufficiently discredited this system of government to make one recoil in horror from anything that 
savours of dictatorship, whether it be of a man or a body of men.  True democracy rests, and always 
will rest, on the rule of law framed by a law-making body freely elected.  These factors are immutable, 
but how far can this system stretch its protecting arms around us before it stifles us?   

What we are getting at present, and I invite you to see the symptoms in every aspect of our daily life, is 
too much direction, too much co-ordination, too much consideration, too many minds working on one 
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simple subject, too many opinions chasing one poor harried conclusion.  In a phrase, too much talk and 
too little action.  These are harsh words, but I mean them to be.  We may fail by ignorance, by laziness, 
or by error, but for heaven’s sake let us never fail because we have been too polite to each other to point 
out the truth.  This complication shows itself in many ways.  One of them is corporate responsibility.  In 
a society when almost everything, even down to smallest detail, is decided by committee, it is 
practically impossible to put the responsibility for anything, good or bad, upon an individual.  This is a 
discouragement to the first type of man, who wishes to get things done.  And it is a great 
encouragement to the second type of man who does not want to get things done, because his 
responsibility is divided among so many people that he will never be accused personally of obstruction, 
muddle-headedness or plain ineptitude.  His attitude is an interesting one and should be examined very 
carefully.  

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The speech continues - 

Why is it that he does not want to get anything done?  Why does he rejoice in the Working Party, the 
profusion of committees, the endless co-ordinating authorities and the rest of the bureaucratic jungle in 
which he can hide so safely?  My own theory is that he lacks courage.  It is a special sort of quality, this 
courage to say “I did it” or “I was responsible”.  A type of courage sometimes lacking in those whose 
physical courage is beyond reproach.  It may stem from some type of mental insecurity, but these are 
fields into which I am not qualified to explore.  As the judgement of a layman however, and from 
considerable experience of these men, I would say that he is opposed to change on principle, and his 
mental attitude is “Really it is not fair on all the other chaps for me to settle this without giving them 
their chance to comment”.   

It is increasingly noticeable that tracking down a decision to the man who made it is becoming year by 
year more difficult, and if you are seeking him out from among some organisation in which he lies 
hidden, his colleagues will actively prevent you from finding him, as if you were doing something 
unfair or unsporting.  It is becoming almost indecent to ask “who made this rule?” - “who gave this 
decision?” - “who refused this permit?”.   

Only the other day I was told the story of an industrialist who wished to import some special machine 
tools, which he could not obtain in England, and which would have enabled him to speed-up his 
production and reduce the costs of his overheads.  He applied for the necessary import licence, but 
months later he was still arguing with the licensing authority, and in the meantime, he had lost overseas 
orders.  Again, I was told by a Danish friend of mine that he had had to cancel orders for certain English 
goods because he had experienced so much difficulty in getting his orders met on time and that a part of 
the trouble was due to British export regulations.   

If this country had a self-contained economy, it might be all right for us to indulge in this rather quaint, 
but very irritating way of conducting our affairs.  Unfortunately for us, Great Britain is, and so far as we 
can foresee always will be, in a very different position.  We will never be a self-contained economy.  
We will always depend upon inventing, producing and exporting to feed ourselves.  If we want to go on 
eating three meals a day and enjoying a reasonable standard of living, we cannot afford the endearing 
little characteristics which I have been describing.  We cannot afford the man, whatever his motives, 
who does not care whether things get done or not.  We cannot afford the administrator whose ‘pending 
tray’ is full, the committee that drags on endlessly and gives birth to a dozen sub-committees.  We 
cannot afford to consider everything and decide nothing.   

In the system which we are so laboriously building-up, mediocrity flourishes.  Since a committee 
usually works to the lowest common denomination of its members, a council of three brilliant men and 
five mediocre men produces mediocre results, and takes far too long to do it.  If it were not for the 
urgency which is part and parcel of our daily life in these Islands, this would not matter so much, 
though it would be a sad thing, but I say to you, that mediocre results are not good enough.  Lack of 
incentive to do better, lack of opportunity to originate and pioneer, and lack of scope to develop ideas 
will strangle us more surely than the attempts made by the submarine campaigns of two wars. 

So, we must consider what is at the bottom of this system that has grown upon us.  And how, without 
dislocating our national way of life, can we begin, as it were a series of setting-up exercises which will 
remove the surplus fat from our public bodies.  I should interject here that my criticisms are not aimed 
solely at our governmental machinery, they extend to every phase of our daily life. 

I think we must reverse certain trends, and reverse them consciously and strongly.  One of these trends 
is the centralisation of responsibility.  You no longer put a man in charge of a job and tell him to make 
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the decision necessary, adding, in an aside, that if he makes the wrong decisions you will fie him.  
Instead, you tell him that he is a Manager, probably responsible to a committee which will consider his 
problems and make recommendations on them to another body, who will, if life lasts long enough, 
produce a decision and transmit it back to him for his implementation.   

It might be possible, working on time basis, to decentralise responsibility so as to kill this evil.  In the 
modern world, - 

Honourable members should bear in mind that this is 1956 -  

every decision includes a time factor.  It may, therefore, be possible to share our ideas, so as to direct 
that time limits will be put on decision-making machinery, on some sliding scale of course.  We might 
in this way bring about some decentralisation of responsibility to people who are probably only too 
willing and anxious to accept it. 

We should, somehow, try to indoctrinate those who control our affairs in the practical problems of 
industrial and commercial life, and we should, I am certain, endeavour to simplify and reduce the 
number of rules, restrictions and regulations, so many of which are compiled by men who are 
completely out of touch with practical issues, and which only succeed in hindering and gumming up the 
smooth working of our affairs. 

All administration, and the principles governing administration, work from the top down, and how are 
we to bring a change of heart into the men at the top of the administrative tree is not for me to say, but 
the warning is clear. 

Over the years, this company has built up its position in the world by the initiative and drive of men of 
action in all the activities of life, not only in public administration, but in science and technology, in all 
its branches.  If we are to hold our position and improve it, I am certain that these men must receive 
more encouragement, more incentive and must be freed from the shackles of petty restrictions. 

If we do not change our ways, we will, I believe destroy the very foundations of our strength, which are 
our inventive genius, imaginative thinking, technical skill and ‘know-how’.  We cannot afford in our 
struggle for industrial and commercial survival to have our course made more difficult by the 
navigational hazards of bureaucracy, or our speed reduced by the drag of official inertia.   

The man who grows up in England with the fire of enthusiasm still alive within him has a disappointing 
path ahead.  he will find the things he must not do, are not confined to actual crimes.  Indeed, crimes 
form but a minor part of the prohibitions of life.  If he wants to get things done he must force his way 
into and through the treacle of well-meaning, legally-devised discouragement and obstruction, until 
either he emigrates or the fire is extinguished.   

We often admire and compliment our cousins of the Commonwealth countries for their very qualities 
which we are suppressing in ourselves.  I suggest to you that at least part of their national characteristics 
are due to the men who have emigrated from these Islands, and who prefer to launch out into a new 
world, rather than stifle in the restrictive environment which we are slowly coming to think is natural to 
us.   

I have nothing to say against this migration, I only warn you that if it goes on for too long, and the 
reasons that bring it about continue, we shall find ourselves in a steady, unspectacular and inevitable 
decline.   

I sincerely believe that we in this country have enough common sense to see the dangers before it is too 
late.  Do not let us wait until the eleventh hour, when we will have a long way to struggle back.  In this 
year of 1956, the golden opportunity lies before us.  Let us take it boldly, imaginatively and bequeath to 
our children and grandchildren a legacy which will make them proud of us.  To do so, we must alter 
course from that which we are now steering.   

GOODNIGHT   

It is interesting that in 1956 that motivated my father in that way.  I actually believe that, very sadly in Australia, 
we have been following the example of the so-called mother country.  I wonder whether we have not actually 
outdone the mother country.  We outdo it on the cricket field.  We outdo it in many different fields.  I wonder 
whether we might not have fully caught up with the mother country.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What do you think your father would say today?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do not know, and I certainly would not want to, as it were, misquote him in 
anticipation.   
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You think he will come back and haunt you!   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is right!  He would probably be horrified that I was in here!   

We need to streamline things.  Often decisions are made that become outdated.  Often by the time a decision, be 
it good or bad, is implemented, it is too late; the circumstances have changed, and it needs to be altered.   

I believe that in our political life, as both politicians and political parties, we need to change our priorities.  I am 
not casting aspersions on any member of this house, but I will give an example.  What I have enjoyed most in 
this chamber has been the privilege of seeing the performance of two of the most outstanding members in this 
place; namely, Hon Peter Foss on this side and Hon Nick Griffiths on the other side.  When legal matters are 
being debated, these two brilliant men excel.  It saddens me that our priorities have gone so far out the window 
that Hon Peter Foss has found himself in the position that he has had to move on, and Hon Nick Griffiths, who 
was an outstanding minister of this government, has been sidelined.  We have our priorities wrong.  We need to 
encourage these men, not sideline them.  The people of Western Australia, including members in here, are the 
losers in this process.  It horrifies me.  That is part of the reason that politicians, and things associated with the 
political process, are thought of so lowly by the public.  I believe that Hon Nick Griffiths was sidelined by the 
media.  Hon Nick Griffiths, with his years of legal experience, never gave the media anything to play with as he 
is careful in what he says, and I am sure they hated him for it.  The media have assassinated him and his role 
almost from the first day of assuming a place in the ministry.  The media are the absolute gutter and refuse of our 
society.  I wish that some of them were in the press gallery today to hear what I have to say.  Western Australia 
is the great loser from what has happened to these two fine men.  We will see a lowering of standards with the 
departure, of sorts, of these two men.  I am sure Hon Nick Griffiths will be part of this Council for some time, 
but his role has changed from being the outstanding minister in this cabinet to losing his place in the ministry.  
We all lose.  Every Western Australian has now lost the ability and integrity that that man showed in an 
important role.  Our priorities are wrong.  I urge political parties, particularly the major political parties, to have 
a really good look at themselves and sort out their problems.  The blood-letting that appears to be going on 
within the Liberal Party may perhaps bring a smile to members sitting opposite, but in reality it is bad for 
Western Australia.  It is bad for the public to see this blood-letting as it lowers the esteem of the entire process; it 
also reflects on those who sit opposite. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Bear in mind that the current Liberal team was preselected by Western Australians, 
whereas the federal ALP had to step in to save the careers of the likes of Hon Nick Griffiths. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That may be so, honourable member. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is pretty relevant. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I am not focussing on one side of the chamber or the other.  I say that both sides of the 
chamber need to learn from their experiences.  I am not trying to spoil anything for anyone.  I want to get across 
the message that if our system of democracy is to flourish and work properly, it is time to brush out the cobwebs 
and wake up to ourselves.  It saddens me that the direction in which we are heading might make state 
governments irrelevant.  The way of life in Parliament, as I have seen it in the few years I have been involved, 
does not encourage people to become involved as parliamentarians.  Something needs to be done about the 
media.  I have seen how more senior politicians are harried continuously by the media, which affects their family 
life - it is destructive.  The media’s role surely is to question, and to seek out the truth and expose it where 
necessary.  The role of honourable members is not to make the news by making up or distorting stories so that it 
becomes political assassination.  I believe I have really looked into the history.  It is not important enough, but I 
believe that I have probably set a bit of a record in this place.  I am not aware of any past member who has had 
his vote reduced by almost 18 000 in four years.  About 19 000-plus primary votes went my way in the 2001 
election, and just under 1 000 went my way in the recent election.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I am sure that that is not a reflection on the quality of your contribution.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is a kind thing to say.  Perhaps I should not be the one to stand and espouse how 
we need to improve a track record that the statisticians would love.  However, my conscience is clear.  I have 
very much enjoyed my time in this chamber.  I have made, I believe, a lot of friends on both sides of the 
chamber.  It has been a privilege.  I came into the Parliament at an older age than most people and with an 
obvious difference in expectations and hopes for the future, and I have probably expressed those hopes in the 
past three-quarters of an hour.  I want to see our political system flourish.  I want to see a political system that 
the people of Western Australia are proud of.  They are not proud of it; they despise it - or they despise us.  I do 
not think it is due just to our Australian tall poppy syndrome; I think it is due largely to misquotes by people who 
spend a bit of time in the press gallery.  That is probably the biggest reason of all.  How often do members know 
a story, but when they read about it in the paper, they find that it does not bear much resemblance to the truth?  I 
do not believe it often bears much resemblance to the truth.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  It is as though we live in two different worlds sometimes.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You can re-read some speeches in Hansard and get that similar impact; it is not just the 
media.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, I suppose some of us would probably be embarrassed.  That is right, but I wonder 
how often speeches are made for the benefit of the media.  Politicians and governments should not be answerable 
to the media; they should be answerable to the people.  I will personalise it.  Of all the Australian Prime 
Ministers in my time whom I despise for what they did, Malcolm Fraser would have to be right up there with 
them.  However, I thought his actions during an interview with Richard Carleton - I guess he was still with the 
ABC in those days - were brilliant.  Richard Carleton asked the Prime Minister the same question three times 
and he eventually said to Richard Carleton, “If you ask that question again, that will be the end of the interview.”  
Richard Carleton asked the question again and the Prime Minister walked out.  That is what more people should 
do.  That is what our Premier should do.  That is what our Leader of the Opposition should do.  The people in the 
media should be brought to heel and encouraged to do their job.  Who do they think they are?  They need to be 
made more accountable for their deliberate misrepresentation.  It must be deliberate; they could not get it wrong 
100 per cent of the time if it was not deliberate.  My father used to say that he had been interviewed by the media 
in many different countries over many years, and that the only time he had ever been reported accurately was 
when he was the President of the Farmers Union of WA, which had its own paper.  Is that not a sad reflection?  
It is not a new thing with the media.  Senior politicians say that the media are our lifeblood.  I believe the 
lifeblood is running out.  I believe that senior politicians must bring about a transfusion.   

In many walks of life accuracy is part of the responsibility of the job, a type of duty of care.  People, such as 
investment advisers, are responsible for the advice they give.  The Department of Agriculture has changed the 
way its advisers give advice to farmers, just in case something goes wrong.  The media should be made 
responsible for what they print.  They should be taken to the cleaners.  I think it is a great shame.  When 
Malcolm Fraser was Prime Minister he did not say that he would never ever be interviewed by that man again; 
that the man was rude and belittled the office of Prime Minister.  Although Malcolm Fraser was certainly not my 
favourite guy, he was the Prime Minister.  Respect needs to be shown for the position, no matter how much we 
might dislike the person or what the person stands for.  Would it not have been wonderful if the Prime Minister 
had said that no-one in his party would conduct an interview with the ABC for the next six months or whatever 
time - not eternity?  Do members think that the ABC would then put up with people like Richard Carlton and 
that type of journalism that is so destructive in our community.   

I do not know whether it is worse now than it was.  I suppose that I take more notice of it now than I did in 
Malcolm Fraser’s time.  All children have a wish list.  If I had one now, I think the media would be number one 
on my hit list.  I support 100 per cent the freedom of the Press, but it is a privilege, and with privilege comes at 
least one responsibility, usually more.  The media are negligent with their responsibility.  It seems that in no way 
are they held accountable.  They need to be responsible for what they write, in exactly the same way as a surgeon 
now has to be responsible for what he does.  He also must be open and accountable.  If vets perform an operation 
on an animal these days, all of the event is recorded.  I witnessed a friend of mine remove a cataract from the eye 
of a dog in Brisbane.  It was interesting that when he had finished the operation and we went into his office, he 
even documented the lengths of the two different micron stitching materials.  He specified even to that extent 
exactly what he had done.  He had to be accountable.   

What about the media?  Why do we not make them accountable?  I believe that life for Western Australians and 
people all around the world would be much improved if we were not bombarded with the extreme type of 
reporting we see on nearly every subject.  Some months ago in the house I made mention of the headlines of The 
West Australian reporting the last short period of life of Shirley de la Hunty.  That wonderful woman was 
probably right up there with the best of Western Australians.  She was a successful woman in many different 
fields, yet probably the last headlines about her in the newspaper did so much to destroy what she had done in 
her life.  I know that the family was involved, but that did not make it right.  We needs icons, and people, so that 
we can all lift our game.  The media should not be allowed to destroy her image.  She was not a criminal.  

Hon Ken Travers:  In the public mind she has not been destroyed.  The public are often much more discerning 
than you give them credit for.  They can discern that; they can take that information, but someone like Shirley de 
la Hunty is still held in high esteem and high regard by all Western Australians.  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I certainly hope Hon Ken Travers is right, and he probably often is.  I fear for the times 
when the public is not able to feel safe and certain.  

When we were young we lived in marvellous times.  Life was simple for us growing up, was it not?  We did not 
have all the negatives that young people seem to have thrust on them today.  When we came home from school, 
one of our parents was there.  Now the mother in a family is very often at work.  The children come home, get 
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themselves a sandwich, or whatever they do, and turn on the idiot box.  “Idiot box” is a fair description.  The role 
of the mother - it is usually the mother, although I have no problem if it is the father - is possibly the most 
important in life.  It is certainly right up there, but our society has them out at work.  We are hearing more talk 
on the federal scene that mothers do not have to be at work.  It is terrible that for the short-term gain of having a 
job now, mothers are not staying at home, bringing up their children, listening to their problems and helping to 
turn them into good and admirable citizens.  It is destructive to our society.  It is a real privilege to be a mother 
or a father, and we should emphasise the importance of it.  People do not mean to do it, but sometimes their 
actions bring about that situation.  I have heard people say to mothers that they must be pleased now that their 
babies are in child care and they are back at their profession.  That horrifies me.  There are exceptions, of course; 
everything has exceptions.  However, being a parent is a special privilege.  What a special time those young 
ladies are forgoing.  Hon Bruce Donaldson mentioned yesterday some figures on how quickly children progress 
and how much better their results are if their formal education commences at age four.  Heavens above!  Surely 
the most important time of all is the years up to age four or five, when children should be with their parents.  

I thank members for their time, and I very much commend His Excellency the Governor, Lieutenant General 
John Sanderson.  He is a wonderful man.  He does his job without political favour.  I repeat that that is to a great 
extent due to his military training.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  
 


