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CANNABIS CONTROL BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [5.10 pm]:  Before question time I was discussing the 
Community Drug Summit that the Government put together, as well as some of the issues that have caused me to 
be quite critical of the way the summit was conducted, the outcomes of the summit, and the analysis and 
conclusions of the Government.  The analysis and conclusions have caused us to be presented with this Bill. 

There is no doubt that some very good people were invited to the summit.  As I have said before, one delegate 
from Sweden was given only 20 minutes to speak.  I do not know how many hours it took him to fly to Perth, 
nor do I know what other opportunities he had to speak to other people when he was here, but only 20 minutes of 
his time was recorded.  He had an enormous amount of experience in his home country of Sweden.  The Chair of 
the Drug Summit, Hon Fred Chaney, said to the delegates - 

Before calling the next speaker, I apologise to our distinguished speakers for keeping a tight limit on 
their contributions.  It seems unfair, but that is the way the summit is being conducted.  I now invite Dr 
Joe Santamaria, who is the president of the Family Council of Australia, a consultant physician, and 
former director of St Vincent’s Hospital in Melbourne, to address the summit. 

Dr Santamaria is a person who, with his qualifications and experience, one would expect to make a vital 
contribution to a summit of that nature.  Unfortunately, the whole thing was contrived and made to look good for 
the general public.  It came up with results that the Government intended should be produced. 

We are talking about cannabis, which is a substance that goes by any number of names.  It is something that has 
been recognised for hundreds, if not thousands, of years - it has been used for that period.  Cannabis seed and 
hemp were used for food and textiles in China in 4000 BC.  Over the centuries different peoples have used it for 
different reasons.  These days we are aware that the substance provides euphoria, relaxation and distorted time-
space perceptions.  It has adverse effects that are well recognised.  Frequent smokers may experience apathy, 
loss of energy, reduced memory and concentration, increased risk of respiratory illness, reduced sex drive, and 
lowered sperm count or irregular menstrual cycles.  It provides some tolerance.  The way I have spoken to the 
House today definitely suggests that I do not smoke cannabis, because I have no tolerance for this Government at 
any time, but more importantly when we have before us a Bill such as this with the message it presents to the 
young people of this State. 

After using cannabis, people’s dependence on it can become both psychological and physical.  Users can become 
dependent in both senses if they smoke cannabis long enough.  It is recognised that a person cannot overdose on 
cannabis, but it is also recognised that it can cause enormous problems, not just when people smoke in their own 
homes but, more importantly, when they are out and about, particularly driving motor vehicles.  Regulations 
have been imposed in Western Australia regarding fatigue affecting truck drivers.  They have been imposed 
because the Government is concerned - as should everyone be - about fatigued drivers who continue to drive and 
create problems for other road users.  What is this Government doing when it appears not be concerned that 62 
per cent of drink-drivers have tested positive for cannabis?  Some cannabis users are also drinkers who have 
been in a position to create havoc on our roads. 

I have a copy of information report No 142 dated December 1999 from the Australian Institute of Criminology 
that states the number and percentage of arrestees who tested positive for different classes of drugs.  The most 
common drug was cannabis, which was represented by 67 per cent of arrestees.  For violent offences, 58 per cent 
of arrestees tested positive for cannabis.  For property offenders, 70 per cent tested positive for cannabis.  Of 
those who tested positive to amphetamines, three-quarters also tested positive to cannabis.  It proves that 
cannabis use is widespread.  Does that mean that we should continue to go down the path of allowing people to 
use it?  The Leader of the House interjected about speeding and the like.  He said that people can sometimes get 
away with it but often they cannot.  The point that needs to be remembered is that if a person speeds and is 
caught and then continues to speed and gets caught, the penalties increase.  This legislation proposes that 
offenders will continue to be fined a minimal amount.  That will continue irrespective of the number of times 
they are caught. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No.  The member misunderstands the legislation. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The Leader of the House will have to explain it much better than the legislation does.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The parliamentary secretary will do that at the appropriate time.  A persistent offender would 
face a drugs charge and a criminal charge. 
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am pleased to hear that.  How many times would he need to be caught? 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is something we can tease out during the committee stage. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is it in the legislation? 

Hon Kim Chance:  The opportunity exists for a charge to be laid at any stage.  A persistent offender - 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  So it is not in the legislation.  The decision will be made by somebody else; it is not a 
decision that has been made by this Parliament. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The prosecuting authority will make that decision in light of the case-by-case considerations, 
but that is something for the committee stage of this legislation.  I am happy to tell the member that much now. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is a possibility, just as it is a possibility for them to continue to get a slap on the 
wrist. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is most unlikely. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It may be unlikely, but unless it is entrenched in legislation - 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  If they are given that sort of flexibility, how do they know what was the intention of 
the elected members of this Parliament?  The member knows because she is in government.  I have just been told 
that it is not in the legislation - it is not stipulated, but it is something we can tease out at a later stage! 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Must we move an amendment from this side of the House to put something definite 
into the Bill? 

Hon Kim Chance:  The opportunity exists for the prosecution to lay a criminal charge for any offence connected 
with marijuana.  This legislation provides another option. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  In certain defined circumstances. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The same situation exists in South Australia. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  This is an unfortunate situation.  Again it is not the message we should be giving to our 
younger generation.  They should be provided with support and told in no uncertain terms how to get off these 
substances.  They should be provided with that assistance. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am sure we all agree on that point.  I do not think there is any difference between our points 
of view on that.  An 18-year-old with a single marijuana offence, a criminal offence, is denied the opportunity to 
work in a whole range of workplaces.  The courts should have the capacity to decide whether that is appropriate 
action to take. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What sort of workplaces? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Mining, in particular. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I find it very difficult to understand. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Someone with a drugs conviction cannot work on a minesite. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash)  Order, members!   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am finding it more and more confusing, because Hon Bob Kucera, in April 2001 
when he was Minister for Health, told a comorbidity forum that services for people suffering from coexisting 
mental health and substance abuse problems, or comorbid disorders, were being improved.  He said - 

Up to two-thirds of mental health patients use alcohol, tobacco and other drugs problematically.  . . . As 
many as 80 per cent of dependent drug users experience some level of mental distress. 

So there is this connection between the two.  I am not sure that this legislation will address anything like that.  
The Government is not going down the right path in addressing things like that.  This Government is concerned 
about whether someone ends up with a criminal conviction because of limited use of marijuana which may affect 
their job-hunting prospects at a later stage. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  If you are saying it is not health legislation, it would probably be true to that extent.  It does 
not set out to be health legislation. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Although it is coming through the Minister for Health.  The Government should decide 
why it is going down that path.  If the Government has not identified the problem and has gone through the 
wrong minister, it may have to start again.  What has been presented to us will not achieve what is needed.  The 
Government appears to be looking at one thing, and that is the criminal or civil penalty that is likely to be 
attached to the minimal use of cannabis. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  There is far more to it than that.  The honourable member will have her opportunity 
when she responds to the second reading debate. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, because I have very little time.  The honourable member will have unlimited time 
to speak. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am sure the member will.  Even the Premier at the Drug Summit in August 2001 
said - I do not think I am taking this out of context - 

However, this problem is too big, too vexatious, too divisive and too expensive in social and economic 
terms to ignore and hope it will simply go away. 

I agree with that.  This legislation does not recognise that fact.  It is going down one particular path to suit a 
vested interest or some minority interest, but it is not looking at something that is, without doubt, very large, 
divisive and expensive in social and economic terms. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.26 pm]:  I will not speak at great length because many aspects of the 
proposed legislation have been covered, but the Government seems to be more interested in window-dressing 
than taking positive action to stamp out the use of cannabis.  It is a matter of conjecture why it is doing that.  It is 
generally accepted that cannabis is a widely-used substance.  Governments and politicians could fall into the trap 
of not wanting to introduce legislation that is unpopular, and that may be reflected at the next poll.  I cannot say 
that is the reason, but quite a lot of people feel there is a strong connection.  It is a well-established fact that 
cannabis starts people on the slippery slide towards harder drugs, other crime etc.  I think that has been pretty 
well substantiated.  If we were able to almost eliminate the use of cannabis it would go a long way towards 
reducing the use of other stronger substances.  What seems to be a major problem with cannabis is the time it 
remains in the user’s body.  My understanding of this comes from listening to other people and doing a lot of 
reading and talking with various policemen in different areas, particularly over the past six months.  It is a 
subject of which I had almost no knowledge.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I am not talking about the legislation.  I am talking about cannabis.   

I was particularly fortunate in my younger, impressionable years to live at a time when cannabis use was not 
evident in the community.  That view would be shared by a number of other members in this place.  My 
understanding is that a fairly low or habitual user would smoke one joint a week.  I do not have detailed 
knowledge about this subject, but I imagine that the rate at which the effect wore off and the level of the drug in 
the body would be quite significant for the first couple of days following the smoking of a joint.  The rate at 
which that occurred would be considerably longer after someone had been smoking joints over a six-month 
period.  As people have different metabolic rates, the six-month period is flexible.  If people were smoking a 
joint once or twice a week over a period of weeks, the effect of the marijuana would build up and that could have 
dramatic results such as road accidents.  Members probably do not like to hear me referring to the good old days 
so I will use an alternative term.  When marijuana did not exist in our society but alcohol did -   

Hon Sue Ellery:  When do you think it did not exist?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  In any significant proportion? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  Yes. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Certainly not 30 years ago.  About 35 years ago it started to appear.  The use of 
marijuana was widespread 30 years ago; perhaps even 40 years ago.  I am thinking on my feet and I 
acknowledge that it is longer than I thought.  Back then, when people in country areas - I speak about country 
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areas because I am more knowledgeable about that area - particularly the younger generation, consumed far too 
much alcohol and had quite a distance to drive home, the majority slowed right down on the roads.  I am sure 
that some members in this House would have had that experience and that I am not the only one who realised my 
driving skills were not up to the standard needed in that situation.  Peopled in that condition generally slowed 
right down on the roads, and many drove home at considerably less than 60 kilometres an hour.  People have 
told me first-hand that when they smoke cannabis they feel that their reactions are much improved; therefore, 
they believe their driving skills are enhanced at speeds of 180 or 190 kilometres an hour.  It is not that cars could 
not go quite as fast in the old days as they do now; many cars could achieve a maximum speed of 150 kilometres 
an hour.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Only it was in miles an hour in those days.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Perhaps not 150 miles an hour, but I will leave it with those who have more 
mathematical ability than I do to adjust the figure.  I discussed this subject with a number of police in the past six 
months, and not one said that he did not believe that the combination of alcohol and cannabis is probably the 
greatest factor contributing to the high-speed carnage on the roads today.  The Government should not be 
window-dressing.  It should take stronger action to dramatically reduce the use of this substance.  We continually 
hear that the mixture of excessive speed and alcohol leads to fatal accidents.  However, we do not often hear - I 
gather that until fairly recently the testing facilities have not been available - that it is the combination of these 
drugs that appears to be causing the high-speed accidents on major highways.  Many things cause accidents but 
what seems to be fairly unique these days is the high speeds at which they occur.   

I have had experience with people using cannabis and I may have related this story to some members before.  
About 35 years ago my wife and I visited some friends in Perth.  We were sitting in the living room when the 
owner of the house said, “Do you mind if I smoke?”  I thought that was a rather funny question to ask, as in 
those days it was usually the visitor who asked that question.  However, I said, “Well, no, it’s your house.”  He 
started to smoke and it made a foul smell.  I was 101 per cent naive at the time and in due course said, “What 
tobacco are you using?  It’s foul.”  Then the truth came out about what he was smoking.  He and his wife then 
started to share this joint and asked if my wife and I wished to have a puff on this filthy thing.  We certainly did 
not take them up on the offer.  However, I asked them what effect they felt it was having on them.  They said 
that everything was so clear in their mind.  If only there had been a tape recorder going, they could have heard 
how their conversation had deteriorated.  They were repeating themselves - even more than I am now - and 
making themselves look foolish.   

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  No, it is not the after-effects of 35 years.  I can assure members that in due course this 
was not a place we wanted to be in and we left.  Sadly, that man was killed in a solo motorbike accident a week 
to 10 days later.  His body was found in an irrigation ditch about six or seven miles from the bike.  The accident 
could have resulted from mechanical failure but I did not find out the cause.  However, I often wondered whether 
cannabis might have contributed to that accident.   

I urge the Government to think again on this subject, and to be brave and introduce legislation that will 
dramatically reduce the use of this terrible substance.  It should not fiddle at the edges, as it appears to be doing 
now.   

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [5.40 pm]:  I oppose the Cannabis Control Bill 2003.  Under the 
proposed law reform, which we are told is the State Government’s response to the recommendations made by the 
delegates at the 2001 Drug Summit - we know how biased they were - the possession of 30 grams of cannabis or 
two plants will incur a monetary fine but not a criminal conviction - I think that is correct.  In my view, the 
legislation will promote a message of drug tolerance to our young people and that it is okay for people to grow 
their own dope.  That is a dangerous message to send to our community, especially our young impressionable 
citizens.  By allowing people to grow two cannabis plants, the Government will encourage the cultivation of 
cannabis.  The threat of a $200 fine is peanuts to a drug dealer or a potential drug dealer.   

Cannabis decriminalisation conveys a message to society, especially our young people, that cannabis is not 
viewed as a serious health issue and that it carries little risk.  I am sure that Hon Kim Chance would agree that 
smoking marijuana carries a large health risk.  We should do everything we can to discourage the use of 
cannabis.  The problem is that young people do not understand what the Government is trying to achieve with 
this legislation; the message they will receive is that it is okay to smoke marijuana, and that is very dangerous.   

I have read a fair amount of research on marijuana.  Certainly some people have a more relaxed view on 
marijuana.  However, a 2002 Morgan poll revealed that 60 per cent of Australians still believed that marijuana 
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should remain illegal.  I might add that it must also be seen to be illegal.  The Government’s reforms will 
encourage the use of cannabis by our youth.  How will we educate our young people about the harmful effects of 
drug use, including cannabis, when this type of legislation is passed by Parliament, the place to which they look 
for moral leadership?   

During a briefing on this legislation, I asked about complementary education programs that would be initiated as 
part of the decriminalisation process to discourage young people from this path of extreme danger.  I refer to 
education in our schools, not a cannabis infringement notice or a cannabis education session.  I was told that an 
education program specifically targeting potential users - that is, school children - would be put in place.  Given 
the tough budgetary times, I asked where the money will come from.  The education and health departments are 
already strapped for cash.  From where will the money come to educate people on the ill effects of marijuana?  Is 
the complementary education program just propaganda and a Labor Party spin from which nothing concrete will 
be achieved?  When I looked at the budget papers, I could not find provision for the education programs in either 
the health or education budgets.  Following that, I asked a question about these matters on Friday, 9 May.  I 
directed my question to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Education and Training and 
asked -  

(1) As a result of the Cannabis Control Bill 2003, will the Department of Education and Training 
modify the information about cannabis use that it provides to students in Western Australian 
schools?   

(2) If so, what changes have been or will be made, and will the minister table details of such 
changes?   

Members must remember that Friday, 9 May was quite a long time after the Cannabis Control Bill was 
introduced into this House.  I imagine the Bill will be passed fairly soon.  I was given the following answer -  

(1) Yes. 

(2) No changes can be made until the details of the legislation passed by the Parliament are 
available.   

We know what will happen.  We are aware what the legislation will be because we know that it will pass with 
the support of the Greens (WA).  This Bill will become law during this parliamentary term.  However, as far as I 
can tell, the Department of Education has done no work to help produce an education program that will tell 
students that despite the passing of this Bill they should not become involved with drugs.  What a compassionate 
Government.  If the Government has not already planned an education program in our schools, when on earth 
will it do so?  This Government shows scant regard for the children of this State.   

Clause 16(1) of the Bill reads -  

The purpose of a cannabis education session is to educate those who complete it about -  

(a) the adverse health and social consequences of cannabis use;  

(b) the treatment of cannabis related harm; and 

(c) the laws relating to the use, possession and cultivation of cannabis.   

That is all very laudable, or should I say laughable.  Let us be honest - we are all aware of the dangers.  Users 
decide to ignore the warnings or they do not believe them.  Will the sessions be another politically correct waste 
of time and money?   

Hon Kim Chance:  That depends on whether you think education has a role in drug abuse; we happen to think it 
does.  If you think it is laughable -  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No, I think education is important, and that is why I make the point that it should be 
aimed at young people in schools rather than waiting until they have already made the decision to use drugs.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  Drug education is already happening in schools.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  It does not relate to the legislation that will be passed.  There is some education on the 
health risks; however, it is not targeted in the way that it should be targeted.  Even the member’s own minister 
admits that it must be changed.  Does the member accept that?   

Hon Sue Ellery:  You started off by saying there is no education.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I did not say that at all.  I said that no program has been put in place to cover the changes, 
even though the minister agrees that such a program is required.  I was quite clear about that.   
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On many occasions Hon Simon O’Brien has stated that the education on cannabis decriminalisation in South 
Australia was not successful.  This is gleaned from the same research quoted by the Government in the briefing 
we had on this Bill.  It is quite interesting that the parts of the research paper that were quoted - I cannot 
remember its title, although I have it on my desk - were obviously the parts that supported the Government’s 
point of view.  I used the same research paper and found a different point of view, which is quite interesting, but 
that is normal for research.  The same research used by the Government to support its stance also refers to the 
number of criminal convictions.  I refer to the “Offprint From Journal Of Public Health Policy, Volume 21, 
Number 2, Summer 2000”.  The title of the paper is “The Impact of Cannabis Decriminalisation in Australia and 
the United States” and it is written by Eric Single, Paul Christie and Robert Ali.  It reads -  

The failure of many persons to realise that cannabis possession is not legal, noted earlier, and the lack 
of understanding of the legal consequences of an offender’s expiation options, highlight the importance 
of public education on the details and impact of legislative changes.   

Such an education program in Western Australia has not been planned.  

Hon Sue Ellery:  You should quote from the rest of that report.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I will quote from some of it.  As I said earlier, when a person quotes research they quote 
the part of that research that supports their argument.  That is normal practice and I am carrying out normal 
practice.  The same report has a number of interesting statements.  It states -  

In recognition that large numbers of people continue to receive criminal convictions for minor cannabis 
offences, the South Australian government has introduced changes to the payment provisions for 
expiable cannabis offences in order to increase the number of offenders who opt to pay their expiation 
fees.  These include an option for payment of expiation fees by installments and an option to substitute 
community service for the payment of fees.   

The reason I am reading this will become clear later on.  It also states - 

. . . substantial numbers of offenders still receive convictions because of a general “net-widening” in 
cannabis offence detections, and the failure of a substantial proportion of offenders to pay expiation 
fees on time, due in large part to a poor understanding by cannabis users of the legal consequences of 
not clearing expiation offences.  

More people are appearing in court, and police time is spent chasing non-payers of fines.  In my briefing I got 
the impression that the only purpose of this Bill is to make life easier for the police, with less time being spent on 
investigations and more time for fighting real crime.  They were the words of the people giving the briefing, not 
me.  Then I asked what real crime is. 

It is clear from anecdotal and factual evidence provided by the South Australian experience that the 
decriminalisation of cannabis, particularly its cultivation, has many adverse effects for the community.  In 
September 2001, the South Australian Minister for Police, Robert Brokenshire, disclosed that since the 
liberalisation of cannabis drug laws in the 1980s, supply of cannabis had reached record levels in South 
Australia.  He also said that liberalisation of South Australian drug laws in the 1980s had led to the highest usage 
of cannabis amongst 15 to 19-year-olds in the nation.  What is to say that this will not happen here in Western 
Australia?  We need to learn from the mistakes of South Australia and say no to cannabis decriminalisation. 

The major flaw in the Government’s cannabis reform is that it promotes the use of cannabis as being okay.  This 
message cannot be tolerated or endorsed.  The reform neglects to mention that cannabis is a dangerous, harmful 
drug and is illegal for a reason.  When I was in the United Kingdom recently I happened to buy a copy of the 
Daily Mail.  British newspapers are absolute rubbish.  This article is dated Wednesday 9 July 2003, and is 
headed “The cannabis timebomb”.  I will read just a part of it.  It seems that Geoff Gallop’s friend, Tony Blair, is 
doing the same thing for the UK that the Premier hopes to do here.  The article reads - 

Cannabis users are seven times more likely to develop mental illness, a devastating report revealed last 
night. 

Scientists said the drug affects the brain so seriously it was already one of the leading causes of 
psychosis in the UK. 

Now there are fears that its widespread use among youngsters could result in an epidemic of 
schizophrenia. 
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The study was produced by Professor Robin Murray, head of psychiatry at the Institute of Psychiatry in 
London and one of the world’s leading authorities on mental illness.  He warned: ‘The link is now clear.  
It’s something society needs to think about very carefully.’  

. . . 

‘The more cannabis that’s consumed, the more psychiatrists we are going to need.’. . .  

The rapid growth of the problem reflects the greatly increased strength of modern cannabis compared to 
that used by some parents of today’s teenagers, who often use their own experiences to back claims that 
it is harmless.  

The article goes on to quote a lot of research from Sweden, Holland, New Zealand, Israel and Scotland.  The 
bottom line is that smokers of two or more cannabis joints a week are almost seven times more likely to have 
psychotic symptoms three years later.  It is not just the Liberal Party of Western Australia that is saying this - 
people in other parts of the world, for mental health reasons, are saying no to the decriminalisation of cannabis.  
That has been explained many times today by speakers on this side of the House.  My greatest concern is the 
effect on young people of the perception that will be inherent in the passing of this Bill.  Bulletin No B41 of the 
Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, entitled “Cannabis and Crime: Treatment Programs for Adolescent 
Cannabis Use”, establishes a link between juvenile crime and cannabis use.  The bulletin is written by Lily 
Trimboli and Christine Coumarelos, and it reads - 

A strong relationship has been found between frequent cannabis use by juveniles and their participation 
in crime . . . 

Research has also suggested that adolescents who begin using cannabis at an early age and who use 
cannabis frequently are at risk of subsequently using ‘harder’ drugs, such as cocaine or heroin . . .  This 
progression to harder drugs is of concern not only because of the risk to the adolescents’ health, but also 
because there is considerable evidence that heavy users of heroin resort to income-generating property 
crime to fund their heroin use . . .  

I am more interested in the health of the person than the criminal behaviour.  The view of the Liberal Party is not 
an isolated one.  We have heard from Hon Ray Halligan quoting from the Minister for Agriculture, Hon Kim 
Chance.  I will not go through that now.  The risk to the public of cannabis use has increased as hydroponic 
operations have increased.  The quality of cannabis plants grown hydroponically is much worse for users than 
outdoor-grown plants.  Hydroponic plants are produced more quickly, which gives a greater opportunity for 
marijuana dealers to produce and sell more, and still be under the 30-gram limit provided for under the reform.   

In recent studies, cannabis has been linked with teenage suicides.  Professor Silburn of the Youth Suicide 
Advisory Committee stated his concerns in an article in the Sunday Times of 21 October 2001 entitled “Cannabis 
link to teen suicide”.  It reads - 

Smoking marijuana more than 50 times a year could double chances of youths committing suicide, 
according to a professor on the Youth Suicide Advisory Committee.  Professor Sven Silburn said young 
people had to realise the risk associated with the drug. 

“Most young people view occasional use of cannabis as relatively harmless,” he said.  Studies from 
Australia and overseas showed regular and heavy use increased the risk of suicidal behaviour, he said.  

“Because cannabis is easily available and existing legislation appears to offer little deterrence, our 
current approach to reducing the problems associated with this drug is clearly not working,” . . .  

Of the 572 suicides of young people aged 15-24 examined in the WA study, alcohol was found in the 
blood of 44 per cent of males and 36 per cent of females, and illicit drugs were present in a third of 
male and a quarter of female suicides.  

Once again, I am raising the issue of the message we will give to our young people.  According to many recent 
studies, cannabis use is linked with both depression and anxiety in youth.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Prior to the suspension my second reading debate on this Bill had focused on the health 
issues associated with this Bill, the effect this Bill will have on young people and the lack of preparedness to 
educate young people about the policies that will complement the passage of this Bill.  Just before the suspension 
I was about to read an extract from The Health Report titled “Cannabis and Depression”, which was broadcast on 
ABC Radio National on Monday, 25 November 2002.  Norman Swan was the interviewer on the program and 
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the interviewee was Professor George Patton from the Centre for Adolescent Health at the Murdoch Children’s 
Research Institute in Parkville, Victoria.   
Norman Swan gave a brief introduction about a seven-year study of teenagers who had been involved with 
smoking cannabis.  His first question related to the association between cannabis and future depression and 
anxiety in young women.  George Patton responded -  

George Patton:  For some time, Norman, we’ve known that there is an association between cannabis 
use and mental disorders.  A large part of the focus has been on the link between cannabis use and 
schizophrenia, but we’ve also known that there’s an association with depression.   

Norman Swan then described a study of 2 000 young Victorians aged from 14 to 21.  The interview continues - 
Norman Swan:  So what did you find?   
George Patton:  Well we found firstly in the young adults, at the age of 20, 21, was a very, very strong 
association between frequent cannabis use, particularly daily use, in young women and depression and 
anxiety.  Young women who were daily users had close to six times the rate of depression and anxiety 
after adjusting, so everything else might have been contributing, so we adjust it for other drug use and 
their family background, we still found this very strong association.   

That is, between cannabis use, depression and anxiety.  The interview continues -  
Norman Swan:  Why should you be picking this up in young women and not in young men?   
George Patton:  Well I think these problems with depression and anxiety are problems that when they 
begin in young women, tend to begin at this kind of age.  When they begin in men they tend to be a 
little bit later in life, in the late 20s, 30s.   

It would seem that the association between cannabis use, anxiety and depression affects very young women but 
also affects men in their early twenties and thirties.  In other words, it affects people quite early and into the start 
of - I do not know whether it is middle age - the age before middle age.  The interview continues -  

Norman Swan:  So this is the debate which we covered on The Health Report about whether cannabis 
either brings on a psychotic attack, or in fact causes it in the first place.   
George Patton:  Well I think that’s right, and all the evidence appears to be pointing in one direction, 
that cannabis use does cause not only a worse course of schizophrenia but also it does cause higher rates 
of schizophrenia . . .  
Norman Swan:  . . . what can governments do about this . . .  
George Patton:  Well I think governments are really faced with a very tricky course here.  There’s no 
doubt that there are too many young people using cannabis too frequently . . . but it’s undoubtedly true, 
we need stronger regulation around cannabis use than we currently have.   

Of course, that is not what this Bill is all about.  This Bill is about making it seem that it is okay to do dope.  
Cannabis use has also been linked with a probable increase in throat, lung, mouth and tongue cancer.  I refer to a 
report from the British Lung Foundation, titled “A Smoking Gun?  The Impact of Cannabis Smoking on 
Respiratory Health”, which was published on 11 November 2002.  It has been reported that cannabis when 
smoked is more dangerous than cigarettes, yet we spend vast amounts of money to try to stop people from 
smoking, or, more importantly, to stop people from taking up smoking.  Several medical journals show that 
marijuana has four times the amount of cancer-causing tars than cigarettes.  The associated health risks will only 
rise if cannabis is made more available or if the perception of young people is that it is okay to smoke cannabis.  
There is a vast amount of evidence that there are many associated health risks with cannabis use.  Why would we 
want to make such a drug more readily available and acceptable for the public to use?  This is what this Bill will 
do.  I understand that three cannabis joints a day cause the same damage to the lining of the airways as 20 
tobacco cigarettes.  Cannabis cigarettes contain 50 per cent more cancer-causing agents than tobacco cigarettes.  
All members - even the smokers - would accept that smoking cigarettes is bad for people.  I am sure many 
members who do smoke wish that they had never started, or at least that they could give up now.   
This Bill is stupid.  It was motivated by stupid people.  It was brought into this House by a stupid Government, 
and its effect will be to make more of our citizens, particularly our young, through the use of dope, intellectually 
stupid.  Governments have a duty to reduce cannabis use and availability.  Cannabis must never be legalised, 
normalised or tolerated.  I believe that this Gallop Labor Government, in conjunction with the Greens (WA), has 
failed the people of Western Australia by introducing and supporting this Bill.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [7.39 pm]:  I have carefully read every clause in the Cannabis 
Control Bill 2003, the second reading speech and the explanatory memorandum.  From that reading I have 
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derived a clear indication that this Bill is all about the promotion by the Australian Labor Party of the use of 
cannabis in Western Australia.  The Bill proposes that a person may carry up to 30 grams of cannabis for 
personal use and grow two cannabis plants at his or her premises for personal use.  There is no doubt that the 
ALP has been promoting the use of cannabis for some time, and it used the much-heralded Community Drug 
Summit in 2001 to legitimise its predetermined position, which was to encourage the use of cannabis throughout 
Western Australia. 
The impact of this Bill will be to send a message to the community that the use of cannabis is acceptable to the 
ALP Government, which in my view is clearly pandering to the comments and demands of those minority 
groups that advocate the experimentation with and use of marijuana or cannabis on a daily basis.  It is clear that 
the ALP has sold itself out to those minority groups.  By its actions and comments, the Gallop Labor 
Government is not in the business of discouraging the use of marijuana and, by extension, it seems intent on 
amending the law to sanction and encourage the possession of marijuana and the ability to grow it for personal 
use in Western Australia. 

We have heard much from Hon Simon O’Brien on the medical and scientific facts regarding the use of 
marijuana.  We have had more of those medical and scientific facts from Hon Alan Cadby.  I am at a loss to 
understand why the ALP does not seem to understand that there is a causal relationship between introducing a 
person to soft drugs and, after a period, the drug user progressing to more serious drugs.  The ALP Gallop 
Government does not seem to understand the correlation between drug use and mental illness, drug use and 
suicide rates, drug use and criminal activity, drug use and traffic crashes, and drug use and danger in the 
workplace.  I ask why any member of this House would want to support a Bill that will have the effect of 
poisoning and potentially destroying a person’s body and mind.   

Over a long period Hon Simon O’Brien has studied the effects of decriminalising the use of marijuana.  Over a 
number of days he detailed to this House in a well-researched, logically presented and eloquent speech the likely 
effect and impact on the community should this Bill be passed.  I take this opportunity to congratulate my 
colleague Hon Simon O’Brien for his helpful presentation and for the work that he has done to discourage the 
use of marijuana and other drugs in our community.  There is no doubt that Hon Simon O’Brien has gained a 
positive reputation in Western Australia as a person who crusades against the use of illicit drugs.  I believe that 
anyone who wants to know anything about cannabis and the adverse medical and scientific effects of its use need 
only read the speech of Hon Simon O’Brien and he or she will be much better informed on this subject. 
When this legislation was introduced into this House, I read it and asked myself this question: is the passage of 
this legislation likely to have a positive impact or outcome on the people of our State, or will this Bill have a 
detrimental impact and effect on our community?  From my reading of the Bill, having spoken to many people in 
the community about it and having listened to the comments of government members on it, I have formed the 
view that, if passed, this Bill is likely to have a significant detrimental effect on the people of Western Australia, 
and will have significant adverse sociological, physiological and psychological effects on those individuals in the 
community who will have been encouraged to use marijuana by the passage of this Bill and by the message 
being sent to the community, which is clearly implicit in the words of the Bill. 
I am totally at a loss to understand why this ALP Government has not taken into account the numerous medical 
reports that point to the causal effects of the use of marijuana as a gateway drug to the use of heavy-duty drugs.  
I am not a medical practitioner.  I do not claim to have the necessary medical or scientific qualifications to be 
able to apply scientific principles to determine first-hand whether cannabis is harmful to humans.  However, I am 
sufficiently qualified to ask the relevant questions of those who are professionally, medically and scientifically 
qualified to answer those questions.  I have spoken to many people who have the scientific qualifications to 
know the answers to various questions, and I have spoken to many people who do not have those scientific 
qualifications but who have had practical and personal experience of the effects of cannabis use.  Given the 
responses of those close to users, I have formed the strong view that cannabis is destructive to users.  I have 
spoken to many parents who are constituents of the North Metropolitan Region and, indeed, of areas much wider 
than just the electorate that I represent.  I understand that one of their greatest fears, as parents, is to find that 
their son or daughter is a drug user and, worse than that, has become drug dependent.  The unspeakable effects of 
drug addiction have destroyed not only many individual users but also many families.  I am sure that every 
member in this House could point to somebody with whom they have spoken who has been affected by the 
disastrous results when someone is a heavy drug user.  I understand why all persons to whom I have spoken who 
have had heavy users among their family members or who have been close to heavy users have implored me to 
vote against any attempt to make cannabis more easily and readily available to our young people.   
There is no doubt that illicit drugs represent the greatest current threat to our society.  I note the adverse impact 
and effect of alcohol and tobacco on our society.  I recognise the damage that those two drugs have done to 
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people, both users and non-users, because of course a person can be a victim of a drug user; a person does not 
necessarily have to be a user to suffer.  However, I recognise the problems associated with alcohol and tobacco. 

They are legal drugs in our country, and are generally legal in most countries across the world, although I 
recognise that alcohol is certainly not a legal commodity in some Middle Eastern countries.  I ask myself, why 
would anyone want to place our young in peril by supporting a Bill that is aimed at promoting greater use of 
cannabis in WA?  Why anyone would want to promote the greater use of cannabis in Western Australia just does 
not make sense to me. 

Like the other speakers, I want to refer to a number of publications setting out the facts and describing the 
impacts on a person who uses marijuana.  I assume members of the Government have read the first document to 
which I will refer.  I cannot understand, if they have read it, why they act in the way they do.  The first document 
I refer to is an article from the New Scientist news service written by a lady called Emma Young, dated 21 
November 2002.  The journal references relate to the British Medical Journal, volume 325, at pages 1195, 1199, 
1212 and 1183.  Under the banner heading “Marijuana Special Report” and a subheading “Cannabis link to 
mental illness strengthened”, the article states -  

The link between regular cannabis use and later depression and schizophrenia has been significantly 
strengthened by three new studies.   

The studies provide “little support” for an alternative explanation - that people with mental illnesses 
self-medicate with marijuana - according to Joseph Rey and Christopher Tennant of the University of 
Sydney, who have written an editorial on the papers in the British Medical Journal.   

One of the key conclusions of the research is that people who start smoking cannabis as adolescents are 
at the greatest risk of later developing mental health problems.  Another team calculates that eliminating 
cannabis use in the UK population could reduce cases of schizophrenia by 13 per cent.   

Until now, say Rey and Tennant, there was “a dearth of reliable evidence” to support the idea that 
cannabis use could cause schizophrenia or depression.  That lack of evidence “has handicapped the 
development of rational public health policies,” according to one of the research groups, led by George 
Patton at the Murdoch Children’s Research Institute in Melbourne, Australia.   

The works also highlights potential risks associated with using cannabis as a medicine to ease the 
symptoms of muscular sclerosis, for example. 

Then under another heading “Pharmacological effect”, the article states -  

Patton’s team followed over 1600 Australian school pupils aged 14 to 15 for seven years.  Daily 
cannabis use was associated with a five-fold increased risk of depression at the age of 20.  Weekly use 
was linked to a two-fold increase.  The regular users were no more likely to have suffered from 
depression or anxiety at the start of the study.   

The reason for the link is unclear.  Social consequences of frequent cannabis use include educational 
failure and unemployment, which could increase the risk of depression.  “However, because the risk 
seems confined largely to daily users, the question about a direct pharmacological effect remains,” says 
Patton.   

In separate research, a team led by Stanley Zammit at the University of Cardiff, UK, evaluated data on 
over 50,000 men who had been Swedish military conscripts in 1969 and 1970.  This group represents 
97 per cent of men aged 18 to 20 in the population at that time.   

The new analysis revealed a dose-dependant relationship between the frequency of cannabis use and 
schizophrenia.  This held true in men with no psychotic symptoms before they started using cannabis, 
suggesting they were not self-medicating. 

Then under a heading “Genetic factors” the article continues -  

Finally, researchers led by Terrie Moffitt at King’s College London, UK, analysed comprehensive data 
on over 1000 people born in Dunedin, New Zealand in 1972 and 1973.   

They found that people who used cannabis by age 15 were four times as likely to have a diagnosis of 
schizophreniform disorder (a milder version of schizophrenia) at age 26 than non-users.   

But when the number of psychotic symptoms at age 11 was controlled, this increased risk dropped to 
become non-significant.  This suggests that people already at greater risk of later developing mental 
health problems are also more likely to smoke cannabis.   
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The total number of high quality studies on cannabis use and mental health disorders remains small, 
stress Rey and Tennant.  And it is still not clear whether cannabis can cause these conditions in people 
not predisposed by genetic factors, for example, to develop them.   

“The overall weight of evidence is that occasional use of cannabis has few harmful effects overall,” 
Zammit’s team writes.  “Nevertheless, our results indicate a potential serious risk to the mental health 
of people who use cannabis.  Such risks need to be considered in the current move to liberalise and 
possibly legalise the use of cannabis in the UK and other countries.” 

Another document I have refers to cannabis effects in very general terms, but sufficient for non-medically or 
scientifically qualified people to understand what occurs when a person is a user of cannabis.  Under the heading 
“Cannabis effects” it states - 

Desired 
Low dose   Euphoria 

Mild enhancement of senses (smell, taste, hearing) 
Subtle changes in thought and expression 
Talkativeness 
Drowsiness 
Increased appreciation of music 
Mild closed-eye visuals 
Anaesthesia 
Decreased nausea 
Increased appetite.   

High dose  More pronounced visual hallucinations 
Altered sense of time 
Adverse Physical 
Short term 

Low dose  Diminished psychomotor performance 
Reddening of the conjunctiva of the eyes (bloodshot eyes) 

Smoking-related  Dry mouth/dry eyes 
Sinusitis 
Pharyngitis (throat inflammation) 
Bronchitis 
Long term 

High dose  Diminished psychomotor performance 
Dose-related tachycardia (increased heart rate) 
Immunosuppression, including decreased white blood cell count 

Smoking-related  Chronic sinusitis 
Chronic pharyngitis 
Chronic bronchitis 
Abnormality of cells lining respiratory tract 
Lung cancer.   
Adverse psychological 
Short term 

High dose  Anxiety 
Paranoia 
Panic 
Depression 
Dysphoria 
Depersonalisation 
Hallucinations 
Reduced ability to concentrate 
Tiredness 
Confusion.   
Long term 
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High dose  Shortened attention span 
Decreased judgment 
Impaired concentration skills 
Deterioration in interpersonal relations 
Profound short-term memory loss 
Attrition of planning, computational and reasoning skills 
Intense focus on present time and loss of future orientation. 

Clearly those effects seem to be adverse, as stated in this paper, and I am at a loss to understand why a 
Government would want to introduce a Bill promoting the use of cannabis which will cause those effects in low 
and high dose users.  Hon Alan Cadby talked about the scientific research that was done by Mr Patton.  I will not 
repeat that.   

I have been pleased to receive from the Drug Advisory Council of Australia a considerable number of bulletins 
about some of the problems associated with the use of cannabis and other drugs.  These bulletins have been e-
mailed to all members of Parliament, so no member of Parliament can say he or she has not received them.  One 
bulletin that is called marijuana fact sheet 23 talks about cannabis being the gateway to other drugs.  We have 
heard by way of interjection that the members of the Labor Party do not believe that cannabis will operate as a 
gateway to other drugs.  I say again I am at a loss to understand that reasoning, because all the medical evidence 
I have read indicates that there is a very strong correlation between the high-dose use of cannabis and a move to 
the use of other illicit drugs.  The bulletin states that the source of the fact sheet is “Journal of American Medical 
Association 22/29 January 2003”.  The bulletin states -  

A major Australia study of young people has found a clear link between early use of cannabis and 
progression to other illicit drugs.   
The study of twins indicated that a twin who had used cannabis by age 17, was 2 to 5 times more likely 
to use other drugs than a co-twin that had not used cannabis.   
The conclusion is that early access and use of cannabis may reduce perceived barriers against the use of 
other illegal drug and if this disobedient behaviour is not checked, it ESCALATES.   
Governments weakening laws against cannabis possession are making access extremely easy and 
increasing cannabis addiction.   
Increased use of psychoactive and addictive drugs will have an escalation of social and health 
consequences for our young people.   
Cannabis is now a major cause of drug related medical and psychiatric emergency room episodes.   

I can relate to all of those sentences.  They generally support the comments that I have made and are the sort of 
reaction that we get when we talk to people in the community.  Marijuana fact sheet 24 from the same 
organisation talks about how allowing legal cannabis plants will increase cannabis use.  It states -  

Governments that agree to allow people to grow their own cannabis plants can expect an explosion of 
cannabis use.   
The Queensland Justice Commission’s 1994 report disclosed that when South Australia allowed legal 
cannabis plants, between 1985 and 1993, 14 to 19 year olds increased their usage by 50% and 20 to 39 
year olds increased their usage by 32%.   
The Victorian Police Association disclosed one cannabis plant yields five crops a year of 500 grams per 
crop totalling 2500 grams.   
The Woodward Royal Commission disclosed that a three month old cannabis plant will produce at least 
500 grams of harvestable leaf or a crop of 2000 grams a year.   
Just 25 grams of marijuana produces 86 joints with 3% of THC, so one plant can produce up to 8600 
marijuana joints every year . . .    

That comment confirms the information that was provided to the House by Hon Simon O’Brien, who showed the 
House samples of what small packages of cannabis look like.  He was also constructive in providing the House 
with a sample of what foils look like, which is when cannabis is broken down into smaller lots.   
Again I am at a loss to understand why anyone would want to support the promotion of cannabis in Western 
Australia.  There is no question of the correlation between the use of cannabis and more serious drugs, and 
crime.  It is interesting that the Government of Western Australia recognises that link.  I refer to a document 
titled “The Justice Drug Plan”, which is dated May 2003 and was put out by the Department of Justice under the 
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signature of Hon Jim McGinty, the then Minister for Justice and Legal Affairs.  The document sets out the work 
that the Department of Justice is proposing to do in trying to tackle the problem of drug use by offenders and, as 
a document from the Department of Justice it relates clearly to offenders, many of whom are in custody or under 
the authority of the Department of Justice.  Page 3 of the foreword, which was written by Hon Jim McGinty as 
Attorney General and the then Minister for Justice and Legal Affairs, contains the following interesting 
statement -  

It is estimated that the economic impact of crimes associated with drug use costs the Western Australian 
community nearly $220 million each year.  It is impossible to estimate the social cost of the broken 
lives that drug-related crime leaves in its wake.  

It states also -  
With a significant amount of all crime in the State attributed to drugs, the justice system must do 
everything it possibly can to prevent relapse and re-offending.   

It is critical that the cycle of relapse into drug use and re-offending is broken.  Given the disturbingly 
high number of offenders with a lifetime of chronic drug problems, the Department of Justice has the 
opportunity to play a pivotal role in helping offenders turn their lives around.   

However the Department of Justice is not working with offenders for their individual benefit - but more 
critically, for the future wellbeing of the whole community as a result of reduced re-offending. 

I support those statements; they are very positive.  The Department of Justice is heading in the right direction in 
recognising that the use of drugs is linked very strongly to the crime pattern in Western Australia.  Clearly the 
Department of Justice wants to develop a drug plan to decrease the amount of drugs that offenders are using, 
obviously to try to change the lifestyle of offenders and assist them to not reoffend in the community, or at least 
to reduce the rate of reoffending.  Although I support that strongly, I come back to the fact that on one hand the 
Attorney General is saying we need to do something about the use of drugs because it is related clearly to the 
high crime rate in Western Australia, yet tonight we are discussing a Bill that will promote the use of cannabis 
across the State.  It just does not make sense.  It is almost as though one hand does not know what the other hand 
is doing.   
Hon Robyn McSweeney:  That is what marijuana does to people.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Is that so?  
Page 6 of the document states -  

Drug use has been identified as one of the key risk factors contributing to re-offending.  Failure to 
address drug use whilst in the justice system has a high correlation with the probability of reoffending.  

I understand what that means.  I agree with the substance of the statement and therefore ask why on the other 
hand the Government is considering promoting cannabis in Western Australia.  It does not make sense.  The 
document further states - 

The Australian Institute of Criminology’s Drug Use Careers of Offenders (DUCO) Report for WA 
examined the lifetime offending and drug-use careers of adult sentenced male offenders in WA.  

It found that almost 80 per cent are regular illicit drug users, almost 50 per cent had a high level of dependence 
and 80.3 per cent had used cannabis.  It tends to support the other arguments I raised earlier that cannabis, apart 
from having adverse physical and psychological effects, is also a gateway to heavier drug use.  The document 
also refers to drugs detected among police detainees in 2001 and reads - 

Cannabis was the most common drug detected among police detainees in 2001, consistent with its high 
prevalence of use in the community.  Overall, 57% of those tested for the DUMA project tested positive 
to cannabis, 17% of males and 28% of females tested positive for opiates, and 21% of males and 33% 
of females tested positive to benzodiazepines.  

The reference is to “Topp, Kay, Brown, Long, Williams, O’Riley, Fry, Rose and Dake. (2002) Australian Drug 
Trends.  Findings of the illicit drug reporting system, NDARC.” 

Further on the document, which I reiterate is a Western Australian government document called “Justice Drug 
Plan” of May 2003, released by the Department of Justice, refers to strong evidence to suggest that - 

•  Treatment improves health outcomes, reduces criminal activity and reduces the use of illicit drugs.   

That is a statement made in support of treatment programs that are to be introduced into prisons in Western 
Australia.  It further states - 
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•  People who attend treatment do better than those who do not enter treatment;  
•  Treatment does not have to be voluntary to be effective; and  
•  Among drug users there is a $4 to $12 return on every dollar spent on treatment, measured in terms 

of reduction in health care and crime costs.   
All that is positive and is something on which the Government should concentrate through the Department of 
Justice.  However, I ask why a Bill is in the House aimed at promoting the use of cannabis across Western 
Australia?  Many young people in the community believe that the Government is encouraging them; it is giving 
them a message that the use of cannabis will not do them any harm.  They believe that if they want to grow two 
plants in their backyard that is fine but they should watch out and be sure that they are not caught with more than 
30 grams on their body at any one stage and that 30 grams is to be for personal use, otherwise their actions will 
fall into a different category.  
The Department of Justice also refers to the return on investment funds ploughed into treatment programs.  It 
states - 

The “return on investment” is greater for drug-dependent offenders than for those who are non-
offending drug dependents.  And, because of the long-term health and social costs, the cost benefits are 
greater for treatment of young offenders.  

The Justice Drug Plan is committed to addressing the links between drug use and crime by adopting a 
collaborative approach to reduce the use of drugs in the criminal justice system.  

If it is the Government’s intention to work assiduously and develop treatment and other programs to reduce the 
use of drugs in the criminal justice system because it sees value by way of a reduced crime rate and beneficial 
health outcomes to users, why is it not the same in the general community?  Why is the Government not 
attempting to reduce the use of drugs right across the community rather than have this Bill in the Parliament 
tonight aimed at promoting the use of cannabis throughout Western Australia?  

Hon Allan Cadby and Hon Simon O’Brien referred to the situation in South Australia.  Hon Allan Cadby 
referred to the comments made by Hon Robert Brokenshire, a former Minister for Police in South Australia.  He 
was in Western Australia about two months ago.  Many members on this side of the House met him and he made 
it very clear that the cannabis experimentation in South Australia had been a dismal failure.  Robert Brokenshire, 
who is now the South Australian shadow Minister for Police, made it very clear that crime levels in South 
Australia had significantly increased, consistent with the freeing up of the use of cannabis in that State.  He 
warned members of the Legislative Council who met him at Parliament House that Western Australia should not 
proceed down this path because it would end up in exactly the same boat as South Australia.  The Victorian 
police have reports and other evidence, and they clearly believe there is a link between crime patterns in Victoria 
and the ability to grow cannabis reasonably freely in South Australia.  We have read reports in which senior 
police officers have said that they believe there is a transfer of cannabis across the border into Victoria, which is 
swapped for heavier drugs.  There is a trade in cannabis that is grown in South Australia.  Surely we should be 
trying to avoid those sorts of situations.  What do we have?  We have before us tonight a Bill introduced by the 
Gallop Labor Government that promotes the use of cannabis in Western Australia.  Many things in life come 
back to bite us.  I guess that in the past five or 10 years the American Tobacco Company and some of the other 
great tobacco companies around the world have experienced the cost to their respective companies of the 
damages awarded by courts to those who have suffered as a result of tobacco use.  I accept that it might not be 
possible to sue a Parliament.  However, it seems to me that in about 10 years, young people in Western Australia 
who have been encouraged to use cannabis as a result of this legislation and who have graduated into more 
serious and severe drugs, will be looking for someone to punish for the damage that is done to their health.  
Surely, we in this Parliament should have some regard for our youth and should be trying to map out a future for 
them that might lead them away from this type of drug related activity that we are talking about.  

I refer again to the Department of Justice report.  Even in prisons, where drug use has not been able to be 
stamped out - it would be impossible to stamp it out completely - the random drug testing that occurs from time 
to time, and the results indicated in this report, show that cannabis has been found to be the drug most prevalent 
when offenders have been tested in prisons.  Random drug testing results from the prisons in Western Australia 
in September 2002 show that 67 persons were tested.  Fifty-two produced a negative result - that is good news - 
and 15 produced a positive result.  Of those 15, 13 had been using cannabis and two had been using 
amphetamines.  Targeted drug testing results in 2001-02 show that there were 866 positive results for cannabis, 
28 for opiates, 72 for amphetamines, 68 for methamphetamines, 30 for alcohol and 197 had been using 
medication.  Again, cannabis is way out in front, not necessarily as the drug of choice but as the drug that is the 
easiest to get into a prison; yet this Government is promoting the use of cannabis right across Western Australia.   
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I need say no more because I think I have gotten my message out.  I am appalled that this Government, which 
came to power talking about improving social conditions for people in Western Australia and all conditions for 
people across Western Australia, would introduce a Bill when medical and general scientific evidence shows that 
the use of cannabis, in particular the heavy use of cannabis, is very detrimental to a user’s health, that there is a 
strong causal link between the use of cannabis and crime in Western Australia, and, more than that, that cannabis 
is often used as a gateway drug to the heavy-duty drugs, which we know will destroy both a person’s physical 
and mental capacity much quicker than even cannabis will.   

With those comments I indicate my total opposition to this Bill.  There is nothing that can be said to me, to the 
parents of those kids who have died because of drug use or to the victims of crime in Western Australia because 
of drug use that would ever support the notion and propositions contained in this Bill, and I totally oppose it.   

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [8.23 pm]:  I was not going to speak on this Bill, but I have heard so 
much bumf from opposition members that I am obliged to point out a few of the errors of their ways.  It appears 
that many members opposite have been living on another planet for a very long time.  They do not seem to 
understand that people all around the State are already smoking marijuana in very large quantities.  They do not 
realise that that is the case.  They want to impose strictures to control marijuana and they say that it is a gateway 
drug to harder drugs.  They do not understand that the same people who sell marijuana sell amphetamines, crack 
and all the other drugs.  They have not gleaned that this is about taking the power away from the dealers and 
getting people out of the control of those people.  Members opposite have said that they will protect young 
people.  A lot of young people who smoke marijuana probably are very decent young people who are rebelling 
and experimenting.   
Hon Murray Criddle interjected.   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Has Hon Murray Criddle made a speech yet?   
Hon Murray Criddle:  Yes, I have.   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Well, just shut up for a minute and let me make mine, because I am telling him something 
that he does not seem to understand; that is, giving young people who experiment with drugs a criminal record 
and putting them in prison does not help them get on in life.  It does not help them one iota.  On top of that is the 
absolute hypocrisy of members opposite, who backed a whole lot of conservative policies which never became 
law but which were almost identical to what is now being offered by the Government of the day.  

Hon Peter Foss:  Have you read it?  It does not apply to kids.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I have not read it in detail, but I know the principles of it.  What was the policy of members 
opposite?  When they were in government, they were not going to throw people in jail for minor indiscretions.  
Their policy was different.  I cannot remember whether it was one plant or two plants.   

Hon Peter Foss:  We did not have any plants.  You were not allowed to grow plants.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It was a certain amount.  It was a different quantity, was it not? 

Hon Peter Foss:  No, you were not allowed to grow plants.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Basically, that policy was a tiny variation of what is now being offered.   

Hon Peter Foss:  It was not.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  In this case -  

Hon Peter Foss:  You have shown that you have not read this legislation and you have admitted it.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order, members!  Hon Peter Foss will have time to make his 
contribution when he gets the call later.  Hon Jim Scott has the floor at the moment and I request that the 
member listen to him.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I heard exactly what the Leader of the House said about the legislation a little while ago.  He 
said that it will not prevent people from being charged.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I will talk to you about that.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  The Liberal Party did not have legislation because the member did not have the 
courage to introduce legislation.  He just wants to appear to be coming into the modern world when he is not.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You need to find out what it really is about, because you are showing how little you know.  The 
fact that you would stand up and admit that you have not even read this legislation and do not know what you are 
talking about is not a good start.   
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Hon JIM SCOTT:  I have listened to the debate and that is what has brought me here tonight.  I have heard 
members opposite say that it should be a criminal offence for somebody to smoke marijuana and then give those 
young people a record, even though within their ranks is a person who sold young people paraphernalia to smoke 
it with and who then claimed he did not know what it was even though he was selling large cigarette papers and 
T-shirts with pictures of marijuana on them.  I used to go to the Fremantle Markets and I saw what he was 
selling.  He knew and that is not true.  That is okay; we can be total hypocrites!  We can allow that sort of thing 
to go on.  The dealers are okay with members opposite, but young people who dare smoke marijuana once are 
criminals.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Read clause 5.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is what it is with these guys.  They think that somehow giving young people a criminal 
record helps them.  I can tell members that it does not.  It makes their life damned difficult, and going down the 
path members opposite want to go down will make it very hard for young people to stay away from drugs.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Would you like to read clause 5?  It says that it does not apply to a person who has not reached 
the age of 18 years, so it does not do much good for the people you are talking about.  Would you like to talk 
about the people over 18 with whom this legislation deals?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  So a person turns 19 and suddenly it is not an offence?   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is what this says.  When you turn 19 it is not an offence, but when you are under 18, it is.  
That is this legislation.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am referring to comments made by opposition members.   

Hon Peter Foss:  This legislation does not help people under 18 years.  It deals only with people over 18 years.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I think that what the Government is offering is almost as conservative as what the Liberal 
Party offered.  It does not really deal with the issue. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am not saying this is great legislation.  What gets up my nose is the hypocrisy of members 
opposite.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  What would you do?  What is your policy?  How many smokes would you allow?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  It is not about smokes at all.  The problem in this day and age is people trying to control 
every last little detail of life.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is what you do. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Every time young people want to do something that members opposite consider to be outside 
of social norms, they want to crack down on them and punish them permanently.  They want to give those 
people a criminal record and prevent them from ever being able to travel overseas.  There is no doubt that 
members opposite want criminal records for young people.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  What would you do?  Let us hear it.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I would not consider that as the issue.  The issue is the need to do something about the 
incredible boredom in our suburbs, where young people are drawn into a way of life because they have nothing 
better to do than to get into drugs.  I want them to have a bit of excitement in their lives.  I want them to be able 
to deal with real issues and have lives that enable them to develop as human beings rather than as suburban -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  What would you do about the cannabis problem?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I would decriminalise cannabis.  I know about the connection with hard drugs.  I am not 
saying that cannabis is at all harmless.  I do not want young people to smoke cannabis.  However, unlike 
members opposite, I recognise that the legality or otherwise of cannabis does not make an iota of difference to 
the number of people who smoke it.  The same numbers of people are reported as smoking cannabis in South 
Australia and other places in the world where it is legal as are reported as smoking it in places where it is not 
legal.  Further, it is probable that the levels reported in areas where it is illegal are underestimated because 
people are frightened to tell the truth.  I bet that even people on the opposition benches have smoked cannabis.   

Several members interjected.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is good.  I am glad he said that.  However, that is not the point.  This is like the silly idea 
of the Leader of the Opposition in the other place.  He wants to jail or impose huge fines on people for the 
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political protest of burning the flag.  The people who burnt that flag did so because they were disgusted at the 
behaviour of the Government, which lied about refugees and going to war.  The reality is that those people care 
about this country.  Members opposite think that jailing young people will somehow save them and their careers.  
That is not the answer at all.  The answer is providing them with good information, treating them in an adult way 
and giving them better alternatives to going down that path.  It is not about trying to control their every move.  
Conservatives like control.  They are control managers.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Order!  It is difficult to hear what Hon Jim Scott is saying.  
Some members will have an opportunity to speak later.  Hon Jim Scott should address his comments to the Chair 
and not encourage a participatory debate.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Chair.  I will certainly direct my comments through the Chair.  
Many people in this place seem to have the misapprehension that if marijuana is illegal, people will not smoke it.  
However -  

Hon Peter Foss interjected.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Hon Peter Foss cannot resist.  He must have his say.  He will not even let me finish a 
sentence.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is because you keep misstating our position.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  He does not want me to finish the sentence.  Here he goes again. 

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Madam Deputy President, you have made it very clear that Hon Jim Scott is to be heard in 
silence.  I think Hon Peter Foss’ continued refusal to take note of your direction is offensive.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I hope I have not offended the Chair.  I apologise if I have, but I pay no regard if I have 
offended the Leader of the House.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust):  Hon Jim Scott will continue his comments, and I am sure 
everyone will listen.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The point I hope I will be able to make is that a considerable amount of marijuana is smoked 
in this State now, even though it is illegal.  That has been the case for some time.  The reality, and the problem, 
is that something that is illegal is a commodity that people who want to deal in illegal drugs are able to make 
money from.  By being illegal, cannabis is immediately linked to amphetamines, heroin and every other type of 
drug that people who want to make money can get hold of.  It is crazy for us to continue to carry on in this way, 
because the policy has failed and it will continue to fail.  We must look at reality and ask how we can minimise 
the damage to young people from drugs.  Since I have been in Parliament, there have been times when huge 
amounts of heroin and very small amounts of marijuana have been available in Perth.  During those periods, 
heroin became very cheap and marijuana expensive.  Young people got into heroin because the people who sold 
them marijuana also sold heroin.  Of course, heroin is a much better drug for those people to sell.  We must deal 
with this in a sensible way.  We should not continue with the emotive claptrap of members on the other side.  If 
the debate is about sex or drugs, they go into some sort of frenzy.  They take up totally irrational positions to 
placate their more conservative supporters rather than deal with the issues in front of them.   

Hon Frank Hough:  They are honest, not irrational, positions.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  They are irrational.  I have listened to many speakers in this Chamber who have failed to 
understand that a large amount of marijuana is already smoked in this State.  There is a very high level of 
cannabis use, even though it has been illegal for some time.  The legality or illegality of marijuana will not make 
any difference to the amount that is smoked.  The difference that will result from its legalisation will be the 
breaking of the connection between the dealers and the users.  That is because people who smoke cannabis, who 
generally are young and do not have much money, will be able to grow plants in their backyards.   

We hear stories of people in prison having marijuana.  I bet an awful lot of those wish they had access to alcohol.  
I bet that many of them have eaten bread and done a lot of other things.  We could find in those people common 
traces of all sorts of things.  Unless we try to understand the social issues that underlie marijuana use, we will get 
nowhere.  It gets earlier all the time, but when young people reach their middle to late teens, they want to do 
things differently from their parents.   
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It happens earlier than that.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I said it gets earlier all the time.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  When did you start smoking?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I have never been a smoker.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I meant joints.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do not smoke joints. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What about bongs?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do not think I have had a bong, quite frankly.  The issue is not whether I have had a bong; 
the issue is how we can minimise the damage that smoking marijuana causes young people.  We cannot do that 
by recording a criminal conviction against them and thus ensuring that they cannot travel overseas.  That is not 
the way for a rational society to behave towards its young people.  It is as though the Opposition is determined to 
take away any possibility for young people to grow out of that phase of their life, which they will.  Most young 
people do these things and then become perfectly normal citizens.  Some of them probably even become 
members of Parliament.   

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Only on that side of the House.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Members on the other side are probably selling things to them.  We know that they did. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You do not know that.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We do know that.   

Point of Order 
Hon PETER FOSS:  The suggestion that members on this side of the House are drug dealers is offensive; that is, 
unparliamentary.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I didn’t know you were drug dealers.   
Hon Peter Foss:  He just said we were.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I never said they were drug dealers.  I said members opposite sold things to them.  They have 
recognised and admitted that they have sold drug paraphernalia.   
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, Hon Jim Scott!  I must deal with that point of order.  It 
is my view that the member’s comments were not a breach of the standing orders because Hon Jim Scott made a 
general reference and did not direct it to any particular member.  However, I suggest that Hon Jim Scott be 
careful when making any future comments about this matter.  It would be helpful if members of the Opposition 
did not invite comments.   

Debate Resumed 
Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  The issue is what to do about young people.  The 
difference between opposition members and me is that I do not believe it is helpful to put in place laws that make 
people criminals for what a large number of young people already do, especially when we know they will grow 
out of it and become good citizens.  They are not really bad people at all.  Members opposite want to punish 
young people in a way that is totally unrealistic.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is not in the legislation.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  What is the current legislation?   

Hon Peter Foss:  This Bill is about people aged over 18.  The reason that it is about people aged over 18 is that 
you don’t otherwise get a criminal record because people under 18 do not get records; that does not happen.  
That is why it does not need to be done.  We are not talking about whether young people should have a record, 
but about whether adults should be allowed to use this quantity of marijuana.  That is what it is about.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I understand Hon Peter Foss’s point perfectly.  However, he fails to understand that people 
under 25 are young people.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I would say that people under 50 are young!   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson has a more mature attitude about what is young and what is old.  
Maybe I should say that about anybody.  The people who are most likely to be picked up for this type of offence 
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are what I consider to be young people; that is, people under the age of 30.  They are at the beginning of their 
lives.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  They age pretty fast if they are on marijuana.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  They age pretty quickly if they are alcoholics.  They age pretty quickly if they get lung 
cancer from smoking too many cigarettes.  They age pretty quickly if they are sent to wars in other countries to 
kill people.  They age quickly in a lot of ways.  However, there is no point in our trying to add to the trauma of 
people’s lives.  Members in this place are supposed to improve people’s lives, not add trauma to their lives.   

The reality is that young people today will experiment with all sorts of things, whether it be high speed on the 
roads, drugs or anything else.  They will do it because they are risk takers.  Members opposite must recognise 
that and understand that it is a phase in people’s lives and that it does not stop miraculously the day people turn 
18; it goes beyond that.  We must ask what can be done for the benefit of our society.  Society does not benefit 
by putting people in prison for smoking one illegal drug.  No penalties are provided for using legal drugs such as 
cigarettes and alcohol, which are far more damaging.  Quite a number of members would have had a glass of 
wine over dinner.  There are no penalties for doing that. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you think that having a glass of wine over dinner is more damaging than having a joint?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do not think it is any more damaging.   

Hon Paddy Embry interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Most medical people recognise that alcohol causes greater damage. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you think that a glass of wine is more damaging?   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am referring to glasses of wine rather than a glass of wine. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  How many?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I do not know.  The member should ask the experts.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I want to know whether I am damaging my health.   

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I cannot pretend to be Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s physician.  I am not in a position to do that.  
However, the sorts of proposals that I keep hearing from members on the other side are based on the fear that our 
society will fall apart if young people go through a rebellious phase, which is ridiculous.  It is time that members 
were mature enough to recognise that the best way to deal with the problem is to try to minimise the harm done 
to those people.  The best way to do that is to educate them in a sensible way.  Some people will rebel and make 
mistakes.  However, to give them a criminal record is absolutely stupid and does nothing to help them.  In fact, it 
harms them for the rest of their lives.  It makes it harder for them to get jobs and to travel, for example.  It puts 
the mark of Cain on their forehead for the rest of their lives.  It is hypocritical.  It is time that this House 
recognised that and started bringing itself into the twentieth century, although it would be even better if it 
brought itself into the twenty-first century.   

To deal with the reality, we should consider methods that encourage people to take the proper path rather than 
punish them.  As far as this legislation goes - I would like to see it go further - I support it.   

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [8.48 pm]:  I object very strongly to this so-called Cannabis 
Control Bill.  My colleagues on this side of the House have given the Government many reasons why this 
legislation should be thrown in the garbage bin.  Hon Alan Cadby referred to cannabis and its links to youth 
suicide.  Later I will go into more detail on that subject.  At one stage of my life I was the mother of four 
teenagers.  I am a very practical person and a realist.  Teenagers will try marijuana.  I was very supportive of the 
previous Government’s legislation that introduced the cautioning system, because I believe that one mistake as a 
teenager should not label a person a criminal for life.  However, I object to the notion that this drug is a harmless, 
soft drug, and that it is okay for people to grow two plants in their backyard and carry around 30 grams.  It is as 
though the Government is saying that this drug is okay.  It is telling the teenagers in the community that it is 
okay; it is a soft drug.  It is not a soft drug.  With this legislation I have a saying: “Grow some dope.  Plant a 
green and Labor politician.”  That is how I feel.  This Bill is dopey.  It is a terrible Bill.  The Government is 
telling the kids in the community who will grow up with this legislation that they can have two plants in their 
backyard and it is okay.  It is not. 
When I managed a newspaper I received a fax.  It was an article quoting Dr Christine Sharp and states - 
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She stated that although she had not reviewed the results she was not surprised about the findings on 
cannabis and driving. 
“It is a well known fact that cannabis tends to make one far more cautious when driving and far less 
likely to speed or drive dangerously,” . . .  

I found it appalling that that statement would be made by a politician - someone who is meant to represent the 
State.  I looked at the latest research and went to see Acting Sergeant Graham Chitty of my local police station.  
He said that Dr Sharp’s statement was not worth commenting on, because he sees the effects of marijuana first-
hand.  He said, “I know this plant contains more than 400 chemical compounds, of which 60 are psychoactive 
compounds.  I see the results with the kids.  I’m the one who picks them up off the road if they kill themselves in 
a car.”  Members opposite should all think about that.  Marijuana and alcohol together are lethal, especially for 
country kids. 
Hon Jim Scott:  On the road, alcohol on its own is lethal. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Cannabis and alcohol together are absolutely lethal, and I will give some 
statistics on that in a minute.  With all the evidence that this Government has of the harmful effects of marijuana 
and the high content of tetrahydrocannabinol, it still continues to push through this legislation.  The children of 
Western Australia deserve more, because they are the ones who will grow up with this legislation.  
This Government contradicts itself.  Twelve young people have committed suicide in the south west.  I noticed 
that the last time I said that, there was a cry on the other side.  A link can be established between suicide and 
marijuana.  The Government has set up a committee to investigate teenage suicide.  That is very worthwhile.  
However, the Government should look at the statistics and what they indicate.  It is there for the Government to 
see why these kids are committing suicide and what is in their bodies when they do it.  I am not saying that those 
12 people in the south west had marijuana and alcohol in their systems.  However, I would like to see the results 
of tests on some of the others.  This cannabis Bill will result in the deaths of more kids, especially country kids. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  The statistics show that there is a high number of suicides of rural kids who are gay but are 
not accepted by - 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am not interested in the member’s comments.  God almighty, every time I stand 
in this place the member makes some comment that is totally outrageous and does not deal with the Bill. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You talked about youth suicide and said that you have some statistics.  Look at what the 
statistics tell us about youth suicides. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am commenting on youth suicide.  I do not know where the member is coming 
from.  I am concerned about all kids in WA.  I do not care what their sex is, for God’s sake.  It is really pathetic 
of the member to say that.  I refer to a paper entitled “Youth Suicide in Western Australia Involving Cannabis 
and Other Drugs” by Sharon Hillman, Sven Silburn, Andria Green and Stephen Zubrick from the TVW Telethon 
Institute for Child Health Research.  It states -  

It is now generally accepted that the rise in suicide among younger age groups over the past few 
decades has been associated with secular changes in the use of alcohol and other drugs over the same 
period.   
Almost half of male suicides and a third of female suicides had blood alcohol readings on post-mortem 
examination, which were above the WA legal limit for driving a motor vehicle . . .  
Nearly a third of WA male suicides in the 15-24 years age group and over a quarter of females had 
illicit drugs detected . . .  
The drugs most commonly associated with suicide in this age group were alcohol and cannabis, with 
cannabis detected in 20% of males and 11% of females.  The next most commonly detected drugs were 
stimulants . . . and opiates . . .  Young people with a history of drug use were significantly more likely 
to have had illicit drugs detected at post-mortem.   

The paper continues -  

A total of 2732 people died by suicide in the period 1986 to 1998, 571 of these were young people aged 
between 15 and 24 years.  Young people in this age group accounted for 21% of all suicides during this 
13-year period. . . .  

Young males accounted for 86% . . . of all suicides for people aged 15-24 years and young females 14% 
. . .  The rate of suicide in young people has remained steady over the thirteen year period, however in 
1998 a rise occurred in the rate for young males . . .  Continued monitoring of suicide amongst young 
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males during the next few years will be necessary in order to determine whether this rise is a one off 
phenomenon or the beginning of a trend. 

I suggest it is the beginning of a trend if the south west is anything to go by.   

There is a definite link between cannabis and alcohol.  The dangerous thing is that these kids are doing it on the 
spur of the moment.  They get themselves full of alcohol and marijuana, and for some reason it is sending them 
off.  It is a well-known fact that these kids can become psychotic and schizophrenic.  I have known parents with 
children who are heavy marijuana users.  They have tried their best to get their children off it, but by the time 
they become aware that their children are heavy users, their motor skills and intelligence have waned somewhat. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Were they taking it legally or illegally? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I guess in the future they will be taking it legally, will they not?  At least we have 
a chance now to say that this is wrong.  The member comes in at harm minimisation; I come in at no first, and 
then I would come in at harm minimisation.  We are saying that it is wrong and that people can become 
psychotic and schizophrenic.  Schizophrenia is a terrible disorder.  It has been proved that in the first 10 puffs 
some kids can become psychotic.  Does the member think that is okay?  I do not. 

Hon Jim Scott:  I do not think it makes a difference whether the drug is legal or illegal.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  That is where the member is wrong. 

Hon Jim Scott:  They become equally affected. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  No.  Hon George Cash has just told the House that in South Australia the rate 
increased by 50 per cent because it was open slather.  My husband worked in South Australia, and he was 
absolutely terrified working there. 

Hon Jim Scott:  Where did he get those figures? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The member should ask Hon George Cash.  He stated from where he got the 
figures for South Australia. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Hon Jim Scott made bald statements without a single fact to back them up.  He never even read 
the Bill. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Those in favour of cannabis legislation often claim that there are no reported 
cannabis-induced deaths.  It is important to understand what this means.  It means only that there are no reported 
deaths directly attributable solely and immediately to a toxic overdose of cannabis.  However, there are 
cannabis-related deaths.  The  Australian Bureau of Statistics reported a total of 184 cannabis-related deaths for 
the five years from 1997 to 2001.  It is a huge danger.   

Another article states - 

What has been consistently missing from the public debate on the safety or otherwise of cannabis as 
compared to other illegal drugs is the impact of smoking cannabis on respiratory health and the possible 
link with nicotine addiction in the form of tobacco smoking.  . . .  

Many young people will make decisions about whether they wish to use cannabis or not - regardless of 
its legal status. 

I understand that.  It continues - 

We have a duty to ensure that they do so with full knowledge of the risks associated with smoking 
cannabis. 

I do not think they have full knowledge of those risks.  I do not think kids really look at schizophrenia, psychotic 
behaviour or their motor skills not being as good as they could be.  They are not old enough to do that; they do 
not have the knowledge.  Kids will do something on the spur of the moment just because somebody else is doing 
it; they do not go into the detail of what is happening to them. 
Studies comparing the clinical effects experienced by habitual cannabis smokers versus non-smokers 
demonstrate a significantly higher prevalence of chronic and acute respiratory symptoms, such as chronic cough 
and sputum production in habitual cannabis smokers.  We all know the risks of cigarette smoking, but these are 
double standards.  Massive campaigns are used to stop people smoking - millions of dollars have been spent on 
stop-smoking campaigns - and this State Government is saying, “Hey, kids, if you want to be psychotic, off you 
go.  If you want to get schizophrenia, we’ve got something for you.  You can grow it in your backyard now.  
You can carry 30 grams around in your pocket; we don’t care.”  That is what the Government is doing. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  Those actions are illegal.  Please read the legislation. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have read the legislation. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Those actions carry a sanction.  Before you start talking about the legislation, please try to 
understand it. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I do.  The Government is virtually legalising marijuana. 

Hon Kim Chance:  What you are saying is directly contradictory to the facts. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  No, it is not.  The Government is virtually legalising marijuana. 

Hon Kim Chance:  While you go around telling people it is legal, you are sending the wrong message.  Wrong, 
wrong, wrong! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  That is the intent of the Bill. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is the wrong message. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  No, it is not.  

DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Hon Kim Chance is getting angry because his legislation - 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am not angry. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  He damned well should be, because the legislation he is putting through will 
affect our Western Australian teenagers.  He should tell that to the parents. 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Robyn McSweeney has the call, and it would be helpful if 
she addressed the Chair rather than invite interjections. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  They are such good interjections, I cannot help but take them. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I wish you would take notice of them. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am fighting for all Western Australian children.  I worked for seven years in 
child welfare and I saw a lot of drug cases, a lot of kids who were dependent on marijuana and a lot of parents 
who were at their wit’s end and did not know what to do with these teenagers.  While we say no in our society, 
and while we still have the decency to say, “No, this is what marijuana will do to you”, it will remain a good 
society, but this Government is making it very hard to be a parent in Western Australia. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do you think marijuana is a problem in society now? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I ask Hon Robyn McSweeney to address the Chair in making 
her comments. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Hon Kim Chance just asked me a question.  Yes, I do think it is a problem, but 
while we continue to say no, people know it is illegal and they will not smoke it; they will not continue to smoke 
it.  However, while the Government is saying it is open slather, which is what this Bill virtually promotes - 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is what you do not understand. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I do understand.  They can have two plants in their backyard with all that 
tetrahydrocannabinol, and the damage that those two plants can do to Western Australian children is enormous.  
The Leader of the House should look at what marijuana does to the body, especially with long and prolonged 
use. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not disagree with you. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  How can he sit there as a father and put this legislation through?  I am appalled at 
what this Labor Government is doing. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Because I think it will help the situation rather than hinder it. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am absolutely appalled that the Government can bring such legislation into this 
Parliament. 
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HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [9.05 pm]:  I join my colleagues on this side of the House in opposing this 
legislation.  We have all heard terms such as grass, mull, pot and weed, which are often used to describe 
cannabis, but with the Government hell-bent on liberalising cannabis laws we will need to get used to a range of 
other names, such as gunga, leaf, smoke and green, as use of this dangerous drug proliferates.  From the little 
interchange I heard a moment ago, the Government is seeking to pass legislation in this House that will permit 
the proliferation of cannabis, its availability and use in our community.  The Government says it is not legalising 
marijuana, but it is allowing the proliferation of marijuana without penalty, and there lies the rub.  Marijuana is 
also described by the common word of dope.  If the cap fits, wear it.  The people promoting this legislation 
deserve to have that term applied to them.  This legislation will obviously make small business men in the drug 
trade very happy as well.  They will be able to manufacture their own little crops.  They will be able to enter the 
small business world and pick up all the harmful traits of running a small business in the drug trade. 

The message has already got out into the community.  Even though the legislation has not been passed, the 
perception is already out in the community.  The latest find in my part of the world - one kilogram of cannabis - 
was the sixteenth in the area since November.  I put these notes together in May, and I am sure there have been 
considerably more since then.  There were two in November, five in January, five in March, one in April, three 
in May and another couple recently.  Just as disturbing was the seizure of a self-loading, six-shot shotgun - 
unregistered, of course - in a recent police swoop, which clearly indicates a link between the world of cannabis 
use and availability and crime and violence.  Somebody should tell the community that the Government has not 
already gone soft on drugs, because the message is already out there. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Or the laws are not working.  That is why we are trying to reform them. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The names I started with at the beginning of my contribution were grass, mull, pot, 
weed, dope, gunga, leaf, smoke and green, which can all be accessed through the State Government’s Drug and 
Alcohol Office web site.  While on the one hand the web site warns of the dangers of cannabis, on the other hand 
the Labor Government is saying that it is okay to grow and use it.  The web site tells a person all he needs to 
know about cannabis - what it is, where it comes from, how to use it, what it costs, how it may affect job 
interviews, what it does to a person and so on.  According to the web site, a small dose of cannabis can produce 
the following immediate effects: a feeling of wellbeing, loss of inhibitions, loss of concentration, a tendency to 
talk and laugh more than usual, impaired balance and coordination, increased appetite - the munchies, increased 
heart rate, reddened eyes, and tunnel awareness, when a person focuses his awareness on one thing and ignores 
all others. 

Hon Jim Scott:  It sounds just like alcohol. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am sure that alcohol consumed in excess produces most of the same effects.  It states 
also that larger doses can produce confusion, restlessness, detachment from reality, feelings of excitement, 
hallucinations, and anxiety or panic.  It states that cannabis can also affect short-term memory, logical thinking, 
motor skills and ability to perform complex tasks.  It states that some of the long-term health effects for frequent 
and heavy cannabis users can include increased risk of bronchitis, lung cancer and respiratory diseases, because 
people who smoke cannabis tend to draw the smoke more deeply into their lungs than cigarette smokers and, in 
addition, marijuana cigarettes have a higher tar content than tobacco.  Other effects can include a change in 
motivation; some frequent and heavy users, particularly young users, find that they lose energy and drive.  It can 
also cause decreased concentration, memory and learning abilities.  Long-term cannabis use may decrease a 
person’s concentration and memory, which are essential to learning.  It can interfere with sexual drive and 
hormone production - that is dangerous!  It can also precipitate schizophrenia in those who have a predisposition 
to the condition.  This is all pretty damning of the Labor Government’s push to allow the proliferation of 
cannabis in our community.  The closing warning on the Government’s web site states under the heading 
“Taking Care” that smoking cannabis can lead to similar health effects as tobacco smoking; that people should 
not drive or operate machinery, because these activities can be dangerous while under the influence of cannabis; 
and that because using cannabis can have harmful effects, users may find themselves in dangerous situations, 
therefore they should not be left alone, and if the situation becomes unsafe, people should call for help 
immediately.  

I have asked myself whether I am missing something here.  The Government’s own information put out through 
the Drug and Alcohol Office web site states all of these facts about cannabis, yet we in this Parliament are being 
asked to permit the proliferation of cannabis into our community on a much wider scale.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Who is asking that?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  This legislation will permit that.   
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Hon Jim Scott:  I read it differently. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Hon Jim Scott has not even read the legislation, so I am not at all surprised at how 
confused he is.   

I do not think that the link between the cocktail mix of cannabis when consumed in conjunction with alcohol and 
other substances has been documented properly yet, but enough evidence exists to suggest that it is having a 
dangerous impact on road statistics.  I read a statistic the other day that close to 50 per cent of road accident 
victims have traces of cannabis in their bloodstream.  There is ample evidence of road deaths caused by cannabis 
use or cannabis use in conjunction with a host of other substances.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  It is not just themselves but also other people who are affected.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right.  Road users are entitled to feel pretty nervous about the current situation.  
With the proliferation of cannabis that will be promoted by this legislation we will face an even more dangerous 
situation.  All of us probably have anecdotal examples of people we know who use cannabis and of what it does 
to them.  I will give one example that is very relevant to a member of Parliament’s office staff.  About one 
month ago a man came into my electorate office and demanded that we get him a Health Card.  He had been 
asked to leave a nearby doctor’s surgery because of his aggressive behaviour.  He said he was suffering from 
depression.  He threatened my staff and said he would return in about three hours and there would be problems if 
the Health Card was not waiting for him.  My staff very sensibly rang the police.  When they gave the police the 
man’s name we were told that he and a group of other people he lived with were well known to them, and that 
while other people had a cup of tea or coffee in the morning, this fellow and his friends had something else.  In 
the Margaret River community we now have many kids who are second-generation drug users.  Their parents 
have been constant users of cannabis and perhaps other drugs for all of their lives, and the kids have been 
brought up in a home in which cannabis use has been normalised.  That is what the Government is seeking to do 
with this legislation for the whole of the community, not just the people who have chosen that path up until now.  
Normal people who are going about their normal business should not have to put up with this sort of behaviour.   

Some groups argue that cannabis is a harmless drug.  Recent medical research has shown that that is clearly not 
the case.  That is admitted even in the information that the Government has put out, and has been amply 
demonstrated to this Chamber by Hon Simon O’Brien in contributions over the past couple of months, and by 
other members.  A recent report from the Royal Children’s Hospital in Melbourne has found that there is a 
strong correlation between cannabis use and mental health problems.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that more 
than 25 per cent of people in the mental health system are dealing with issues relating to cannabis use.  That on 
its own is a pretty frightening statistic.  Medical evidence has also linked cannabis with an increased risk of 
contracting throat, mouth, lung and tongue cancer, as well as reproductive problems, asthma and chronic 
bronchitis.  Using cannabis while pregnant also increases the risk of a child being born with low birth weight, 
leukaemia and birth defects.   

The evidence is damning.  The Labor Government, supported by the Greens (WA), has got it absolutely wrong.  
The Government is sending out a totally confusing and mixed message to the community.  It indicates that the 
Government cannot make up its mind.  The result is that it creates confusion among very vulnerable sections of 
the community, in particular young people.  The Government rightly plays a role in education programs and in 
the regulation and policing of certain activities.  That is one of the most important roles of government.  The 
Government has a lot to say about how we should not drink and drive, we should not drink to excess, we should 
not drive if fatigued, and we should not speed.  It has a lot to say about how smoking kills.  It regulates smoking 
in indoor venues and around food outlets.  It promotes healthy lifestyles through its physical activity task force 
and via Healthway funding and promotion.   
Hon Jim Scott:  That is not being hypocritical.  They are exactly the same.  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, they are not.  Hon Jim Scott has missed a serious chunk of the logic involved in this 
matter. 
Hon Jim Scott:  They are all harmful things, but they are not illegal.  It is warning against them.  They are 
exactly the same.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Healthway messages are very valid and important messages.  We are told that we 
should eat more fruit and vegetables and find 30 minutes a day to exercise.  We also have Multanovas around the 
place - far too many - that stop us from speeding.  Actually they do not stop us from speeding; they just provide 
a penalty if we are caught.  There are restrictions curtailing and controlling gambling activities.  The 
Government has identified a range of harmful activities and products and has set out to restrict the impact of 
those activities and products by restricting their availability in the community.  The public expects the 
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Government to police those activities, and the Government is correct in policing them.  However, we now have 
this totally mixed message in which although the Government maintains that cannabis use is harmful, it wants to 
extend its availability and promote its production in the community and turn a blind eye to cannabis use and 
possession.  That is a mixed, hypocritical message.  In other words, the Government is asking the Parliament to 
say that a little bit of an illegal and harmful activity is all right.  
Hon Jim Scott:  How is that different from using alcohol and cigarettes?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Does that mean that a small part of murder is okay?   
Hon Kim Chance:  No, but a small part of alcohol in a driver’s blood is okay.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is it okay if someone breaks a couple of someone else’s legs?  It is not quite murder. 
Hon Peter Foss:  A small part of speeding is okay.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, a small part of speeding is okay.  Does it mean that it is okay for bikie gangs, the 
ponytail brigade or organised crime to poke out a bloke’s eye - not both eyes because he should not be totally 
blinded?   
Hon Kim Chance:  That is about the most absurd argument I have heard in an evening of absurd arguments. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is a parallel argument with what the Government is asking the community to 
swallow with this legislation.   

Hon Kim Chance:  As I said, a small amount of alcohol in a driver’s bloodstream is legal.  A large amount is not 
legal.  That is the corollary.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is a small part of grievous bodily harm therefore okay, but a lot is not? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Of course not.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is the message the Government is sending out.  

I assure the Government that the perception that has already been sent to the community is that a little bit of this 
harmful, illegal substance is okay, and the Government will even encourage it a little more.  Unfortunately, that 
message has reached our young people already.  A common topic of conversation among schoolteachers is that 
children are already saying in the schoolyard that they are permitted to carry or use a certain amount of dope.  
Although we have clearly established that it does not apply to children under 18, that is the perception in the 
community.  

Hon Jim Scott:  They have been doing that since the 1970s.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, they have not.  In introducing this legislation into the Parliament, this Gallop Labor 
Government has failed the people of Western Australia by failing a major test of leadership.  The public looks to 
the Government for leadership.  Leadership requires many things, but two essential elements are consistency in 
decision making and the aim to legislate for all people in Western Australia, not just minorities.  The 
Government has failed on both counts.  The hypocritical message being sent to the community is very clear on 
the Government’s attitude to smoking, alcohol, obesity and all the other harmful activities or products in the 
community compared with the message in this legislation on cannabis-marijuana use, which is a hypocritical, 
mixed message.  

This is another example in a series of legislation in the past two and a half years of the Government legislating 
for minorities, not the full population of Western Australia.  It does not do us any harm to remember these 
things.  We should remember the legislation and the Government’s decisions we faced in the past two and a half 
years starting with the forest policy to appease a minority; legalisation of sodomy aimed at a minority; the 
industrial relations legislation, which swung the pendulum too far back one way aimed at a minority of militant 
unions; the recent decision on Mauds Landing; and other decisions aimed at appeasing a minority.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  You are joking.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  In this case a noisy minority sitting over there in the corner.  

This legislation is aimed at a minority group which wants to see the proliferation of a harmful drug in our 
community.  Community leaders are pretty horrified on the whole about this trend led by the Gallop Labor 
Government.  

Hon Jim Scott:  Who are the community leaders?   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Would the member classify a bishop as a community leader?   
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Hon Kim Chance:  It would depend on the bishop.  
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I suppose one might be selective and probably not classify a bishop as a community 
leader after I have read this letter.  Christopher Saunders from the diocese of Broome wrote a letter to Hon Geoff 
Gallop, the Premier of Western Australia, which he also released to the media.  I am not sure whether it has been 
previously quoted in this Parliament.  However, it is a very comprehensive five-page letter that sets out his view 
of this legislation and what it will do to the vulnerable community under his charge.  
It reads in part - 

Dear Dr Gallop  

A report that your Government has introduced legislation into State Parliament to decriminalize 
marijuana is a tragedy.  I believe the legislation represents little understanding or appreciation of the 
damage this drug causes in our towns and remote settlements.  In particular, many of our youth are 
affected in a manner that is destroying the social fabric of our delicate community.  It is my experience 
that incidents of self-harming among young people can be directly tied to the abuse of this drug.  In this 
context, plainly this bill is an irresponsible, inadequate and dangerous response to the drug crisis we 
presently face.  

I say this with humility and I write from a position of ministerial experience and pastoral care.  What I 
write has its origins in twenty-eight years of pastoral service in remote communities and towns of the 
Kimberley.  I also speak from the point of view of compassion for the victims of the Drug Crisis in WA 
- the families and the users.  Further, I speak not only for myself but also for so many of our people who 
are suffering because of the prevalence of this predatory drug.  Many parents and a considerable 
number of drug users have encouraged me to take this public stance against the legislation.  

I have read the bill together with the Second Reading and the explanatory notes.   
I suggest that he is one up on some members of this Chamber.  He continues - 

I understand the approach is novel but it is apparent to me that it will have undesired consequences.  
Families in the Kimberley, and in the rest of Western Australia for that matter, cannot easily bear more 
detrimental consequences for their health, their peace and their family lives.  They suffer grievously 
now in the knowledge that their calls for assistance from authorities have been left unheeded.  Drugs 
continue to be freely available on our streets, in public places and in many homes.  This legislation will 
not change any of that.  In short, it is a cop out.  It is not only irrelevant to solving the drug crisis, it will 
exacerbate the situation.  

Hon Jim Scott:  The legislation will not change the problem that is already in place. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I will read the last sentence again so the member can hear it again.   

It is not only irrelevant to solving the drug crisis, it will exacerbate the situation.   

Does the member understand what exacerbate means?   

Hon Jim Scott:  Yes, I do.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  He continues -  

I point out the vast amount of medical evidence that condemns marijuana as a dangerous drug.  It is not 
the harmless appetency that some people have presumed it to be.  Knowing that it is harmful - 
physically and socially and psychologically - and to introduce legislation which trivializes and 
exacerbates the problem, is a careless position to take.   

That is a pretty damning commentary from a community leader that the Government is adopting a careless 
attitude to this legislation by not understanding or caring about the effects it will have on the community that this 
bishop supervises.  He continues -  

For the victims of drug abuse, the users and those who live with them or around them, the legislation 
offers the worst possible outcome.  What is being proposed is an abnegation of responsibility by 
Government that will have a devastating impact on families and individuals across the social divide.   

The Legislation promises negative outcomes none of us wish to see.  The proposed laws treat the 
problem of marijuana abuse as something trivial, on a par with breaching traffic laws.  This 
undoubtedly is an action that will sanction the use of marijuana in the minds of many.  According to 
this Legislation, to be caught in possession with a small (but not insignificant) amount of marijuana, to 
grow up to two plants only, will mean merely an infringement notice.  This means a standard fine or the 
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forced attendance at a single lecture.  Multiple infringements on the same day will effectively be treated 
as one offence.  Not only does this law trivialize the illicit use of the drug but also it effectively 
normalizes the offence - like parking on the footpath in the town of Broome.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Which brand of religion is this bishop?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  He is the Roman Catholic Bishop of Broome.  He continues - 

A sure outcome of this legislation regarding marijuana is that we will get more of it.  That is, the 
amount of marijuana presently available to users and would-be users will increase at an alarming and 
dangerous rate.  The drug will be cheaper.  It will be easier to get when grown so freely without 
considerable threat.  It will raise more difficulties for the police to control drug and drug-influenced 
anti-social behaviour.  More marijuana in the community when mixed with alcohol will mean an 
increase in violence.  It will increase the numbers of dealers - there will be more buyers and more 
sellers.  It will increase poverty among users notwithstanding it will be cheaper.  Users will simply use 
more of the drug and more people will enter the market place.  It will increase the number of adult users 
and the number of children who use it.  Presently, there are children as young as ten who smoke the 
drug.  What parent who now cannot prevent their children from pinching cigarettes will be able to 
protect a leaf or more on a shrub grown on the back verandah?  This legislation will act as a subsidy to 
forthcoming social disaster.   

It is a lengthy letter and it goes on for another three or four pages.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You should have it incorporated into Hansard.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not sure whether the House would agree to my doing that, but I have read a portion 
of it.  I am happy to table it if anyone wishes me to.  It goes on in the same vein.  This legislation will impose a 
terrible outcome on many already dysfunctional and socially disadvantaged communities and people.  That is the 
point the bishop is trying to relay and he relays it very comprehensively in this letter to the Premier.   

That sums up what I wish to say about the legislation.  It is a backward step, which the Government is promoting 
as something that will try to solve a problem in the community.  In fact, it will exacerbate it.  It will encourage 
the proliferation of a harmful and illegal substance in the community, which can lead only to more social 
deprivation for many people.  It is not governing in a consistent manner for the people of Western Australia and 
the legislation should be opposed.   

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [9.34 pm]:  In my salad days when I was green in 
judgment, I was quite indifferent to drugs.  When the Press presented stories that other people read as harrowing 
tales of young people being found behind the toilet of the local park dead from an overdose of an illicit drug such 
as heroin, I was quite indifferent.  I was unmoved by it.  I used to think, well, that was their choice.  They knew 
they were dealing with a lethal drug.  They knew the risk.  If they injected themselves, they died.  That was their 
choice.  That was the indifferent position I had.  It did not affect me.  I had a laissez-faire attitude to it.  I suppose 
I had the same sort of laissez-faire attitude to smoking.  I grew up in a household of smokers.  My father told me 
that when he turned 18 in 1932, his mother, my grandmother, presented him with an ounce or two ounces of 
tobacco and a packet of cigarette papers, probably Rizla, and said, “Well, Bert, you’re a man now; you should 
smoke.”  That was the attitude - “You’re a man; therefore you smoke.”  He did not because he did not like it.  In 
1943 the Australian Red Cross used to send comfort parcels to the troops.  Dad was serving in New Guinea with 
the Air Force and he received from the Australian Red Cross his comfort parcels, which contained cigarettes.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  He traded them.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  He traded them.  I do not know what he traded them for; he did not tell me that.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Food!   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Something more comforting!  One night when he was on guard duty, it was 
dark and he was afraid.  He did not know whether one of the enemy was out there waiting to kill him, so he was 
frightened.  He thought that perhaps one of those cigarettes might be comforting.  He died at age 84 of lung 
cancer.  From 1943 until his death he was an addicted smoker.  One of my childhood memories is sitting 
watching my father prepare his cigarette - rubbing the tobacco, expertly rolling it into the cigarette paper and 
lighting it.  One of my enduring and warm memories of my father is watching him prepare his cigarette.  He died 
of lung cancer.  Shortly before he died, I was sitting on the bed with him when he started to weep.  He said, 
“Derrick, I think I am going to die soon.”  The realisation of the imminence of his death had arrived.  I held his 
hand and said, “Yes, Dad, I think death is coming soon.”  He wept and said that he wished he had never smoked.  
His death was very unpleasant.   
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During his lifetime he saw that process of realisation about the harmful effects of tobacco.  It started when he 
was 18 and his mother said, “You are a man, my son, here is your rite of passage.  Here is your symbol of 
adulthood.  You are a man.  Smoke this tobacco.  Demonstrate your manhood.”  It continued with the comfort 
parcels sent to our dying troops.  They were sent cigarettes as a comfort.  That process continued further during 
the 1960s, when there was a growing awareness of a link between nicotine and lung cancer, and the denials that 
the link did not exist and could not be proved because it depended upon epidemiology, which was an inexact 
science.  Eventually, there was awareness of the undeniable proof of that link.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  As Hon Jim Scott very wisely observed, people still smoke, particularly young 
people, in spite of all that we have done to try to prevent them doing so.  The incidence of death from lung 
cancer amongst women is increasing in proportion to the incidence of young women taking up smoking.   

Hon Jim Scott:  All without a criminal record.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  All without a criminal record.  We spend a lot of money trying to keep people 
alive, make people’s deaths as comfortable as possible and convince others not to smoke.  We do not learn.  
People had the same sort of attitude to marijuana.  The attitude was that if people wanted to smoke marijuana, 
we should let them smoke marijuana.  It did not induce me to smoke marijuana.  I have never been moved to 
smoke marijuana.  Alcohol is my drug of choice.  I thought that if people wanted to smoke marijuana, that was 
their choice.  I have listened to the arguments about whether cannabis is a harmful substance.  They are very 
much like the arguments we heard about tobacco: charge and countercharge, proposition and denial.  I think the 
argument about marijuana is at the stage the argument about tobacco was in the 1960s.  It is about a generation 
behind.  In a generation, irrefutable proof of the dangerous effects of marijuana will have been accepted and we 
will be spending billions of dollars trying to prevent people from dying, make people’s deaths comfortable and 
persuade others not to smoke marijuana.   

My indifference to marijuana changed as a result of a rather dramatic experience.  There is a lot of talk about 
marijuana having medicinal qualities.  It is said that if people who suffer certain pains or are undergoing 
chemotherapy ingest marijuana, their pain or nausea will be minimised.  There is also the suggestion that 
marijuana helps people sleep.   

A person I know suffered from insomnia for many years.  He woke at two o’clock every morning, stayed awake 
until five, dozed for a while and then got out of bed at six.  It was a regular pattern.  One of his mates had been a 
marijuana smoker since the two were at school together.  On one occasion the mate visited and left a few seeds 
behind.  The person had read about marijuana having medicinal qualities, so at 10.30 at night he mixed the seeds 
with a bit of butter, spread it on a bun and ate it, because he thought it would make him sleep.  At two o’clock 
his heart rate was 220 beats a minute.  At eight o’clock, he was picked up on the street and taken to hospital.  By 
three o’clock that afternoon, he was starting to come down from his psychotic high.  I sat with him until he went 
to sleep at 11.30 pm, 24 hours after he had ingested the massive overdose of marijuana.  It was a traumatic 
experience to sit with a person for eight hours while he went through a psychotic episode induced by marijuana.  
I learnt that young people have a mantra: “Don’t get caught in the trap.  If you get caught in the trap, drink lots 
of water.  Don’t go to sleep.  Stay awake till sunrise and you’ll be okay.  Don’t get caught in the trap.  Don’t get 
caught in the trap.  If you get caught in the trap, drink lots of water.  Don’t go to sleep.  Stay awake till sunrise 
and you’ll be okay.”  Many 13, 14 and 15-year-olds learn that mantra because, as Hon Robyn McSweeney said, 
they know that some of them - those rebellious ones Hon Jim Scott talked about - will have a psychotic response.  
Having experienced that, I cannot help but wonder why we as a society do not learn.  Why do we not look at the 
experiences we have had with other, quite legitimate and socially acceptable, substances?  We have promoted 
tobacco and alcohol, which are dreadfully lethal substances.  We went through generations of denial and 
propositions about the harmful effects of tobacco.  We are now going through the same thing with marijuana.  

I have listened with some interest to the debate on this Bill.  An offence under section 5(1)(d)(i) of the Misuse of 
Drugs Act - the possession of smoking implements - is currently a simple offence.  An offence under section 
6(2) of the Misuse of Drugs Act - the possession of cannabis in this case - is a simple offence.  An offence under 
section 7(2) of the Misuse of Drugs Act - the possession or cultivation of plants - is a simple offence.  These 
offences will be changed from simple offences to offences dealt with by infringement notices.   

The Bill relates to persons over the age of 18.  It is silent on the group that Hon Jim Scott wanted to defend.  I 
confess that I had some sympathy with part of what the member said.  Adolescence is a time when people 
challenge the limits of their own existence.  They challenge authority and test themselves to the point of death.  
They defy death, because young people do not die.  It is a time when we must let young people explore that.  It is 
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part of the process of becoming an independent human being - an adult.  I have some sympathy with what the 
member said.  However, I cannot understand why we would encourage young people to indulge in these lethal 
substances, whether it be alcohol, tobacco or, in this case, marijuana.  Hon Jim Scott is looking at me quizzically 
because the Bill is about people over the age of 18.  It relates to adults; it is not about children.  Children are still 
dealt with under the Misuse of Drugs Act.  Hon Jim Scott wants us to believe that they would be branded with 
criminal offences.  The Bill does not affect them.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Until they are 18.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Until they are 18, they are children.  The issue is how the Bill will encourage 
young people to smoke cannabis.  Some offences will be dealt with by issuing infringement notices.  An 
infringement notice says that a person may pay a certain amount, that he may choose to defend the matter in a 
court, or that he may undertake a cannabis education program.  People who undertake cannabis education 
programs will be told that cannabis is not good and has only bad effects.  They will get a certificate and then go 
and smoke it again.  It is exactly the same situation with traffic offences.  People can choose to pay a fine and 
accept the demerit points or they can plead not guilty and defend themselves in a court and pay double the fine 
and get double the demerit points.  There was a time when the State experimented with penalties for traffic 
offences.  Instead of paying a fine, people could attend an education program and learn all about the nastiness of 
speeding and the nastiness of driving under the influence of alcohol.  They did not get a certificate; it failed.  Are 
we once again learning from experience?  What we have already done with traffic infringements we are now 
doing with cannabis.  We will tell people that it is not nice.  We will put signs up saying that cannabis is nasty.  
We will give people a certificate saying that they have been on a course.  It will have the same effect as the 
process we had for traffic infringements.  We do not learn, do we?  We keep on reinventing the same stupid 
wheel.  It goes round in the same diminishing circles.  One day it will disappear up its own fundamental orifice. 

One matter in this Bill causes me a great problem, and that is this question of “may”.  The word gives a 
discretion.  A police officer may issue an infringement notice for possessing a smoking implement, cultivating a 
plant or possessing cannabis.  If the police officer may, the police officer may not.  It is extremely important.   

The members may have their conversation.  I will ignore the rude - 

Hon Peter Foss:  Talking in the corridors? 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Yes. 

If a police officer may, a police officer may not.  An important principle of policing is that a police officer has 
discretion.  It is fundamental to justice.  The problem here is that it does not appear to be a choice; that is, an 
officer may offer an infringement or may charge, as in the current Misuse of Drugs Act; the Bill simply says 
“may”.  When a simple offence is looked upon as only possessing marijuana, only possessing a bong or only 
cultivating a plant, which are socially acceptable, a police officer will not waste time serving an infringement 
notice.  What does it mean?  It is okay.  I hear Hon Jim Scott, Hon Robyn McSweeney or another member 
saying that young people now are saying that it is okay.  Already before the legislation is passed they are saying 
it is okay.  It was okay when my father was 18 years of age to smoke tobacco, but it was not okay when he was 
84 years of age.  This legislation treads a dangerous path if it is saying that it is okay to indulge in this deadly 
habit.  There was a time when I was green in judgment and I felt that it was okay; that if people wanted to knock 
themselves off it was their choice.  Now I am a legislator and I have a quite different responsibility.  I have to 
make a judgment about what is okay. 

The fundamental principle of law is that the law defines the limit of what is acceptable in our society.  This law 
says that it is acceptable and we will allow police officers to make a decision.  As much as I think it is important 
to allow police officers discretion in the pursuit of justice, I am also aware that this legislation sends a signal not 
only to society that we will tolerate that but also to police officers not to bother with that.  The legislation also 
says to me that we will allow police officers to abuse their discretionary authority. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 10.00 pm 

__________ 
 


