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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 30 March. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [12.07 pm]:  Thank you, Mr President.  In reply to the 
Governor�s opening address to Parliament, I take this opportunity to make some introductory remarks as the 
newly elected member for the South Metropolitan Region.  I will be here for only a few short weeks, so I beg 
your indulgence in allowing me to address a range of issues relevant to this Parliament.  During my brief term I 
look forward to the opportunity to progress electoral reform and to contribute carefully to decision making in the 
Legislative Council.  

By way of introduction, members will hear from my accent that I am an immigrant to Australia.  Thanks to 
Rotary International�s youth exchange program, I studied for a year in Albany in 1979.  It was in Albany that I 
experienced that �aha� moment.  On a spring day, atop a granite outcrop overlooking the blues and greens of the 
Australian bush, I realised that �everything matters�.  

Back in the Mojave Desert in my home state of California I pursued journalism studies and worked at a small 
daily paper.  I returned to WA three years later and eventually settled in Perth where I used my skills as a 
technical writer and desktop publisher establishing my business that I had for seven years.   

I shied away from public life until my thirties when live exports from the port of Fremantle triggered my sense 
of outrage at cruelty and my passion to make a difference.  I wish to acknowledge the support and 
encouragement I have enjoyed from friends and fellow activists in the People Against Cruelty in Animal 
Transport, Animals Australia, the Greens (WA) and many other community groups, including many people in 
the public gallery today.  

My American parents have supported me in many ways but were not too pleased about my home address being 
halfway across the globe.  My late father, who retired as an Air Force major, would be proud of my political 
achievements, although he would be more comfortable sitting on the other side of the chamber.  And while my 
mother would be comfortable there also, I am especially proud of her for setting up the local chapter of Parents 
and Friends of Lesbians and Gays, even though I lived on another continent when I came out as a lesbian.   

Living in Australia for the past 23 years has given me a perspective on America that most Americans should 
compulsorily acquire.  Growing up in America during the Nixon-Watergate-Vietnam years gave me an 
interesting perspective on accountability, peace, democracy and the American political system.  Like many other 
citizens around the world who enjoy freedom of speech, I am critical of American foreign policy.  This stance 
would be irrelevant in many Parliaments outside the United States of America.  However, in Western Australia, 
we have a strange relationship with that foreign power.  Without the consent of this Parliament, the US military 
is using Fremantle as an �away port�, a de facto base to refresh its soldiers and supplies.  It also uses Lancelin as 
a bombing range.  Like many Australians, I am opposed to the military presence of a foreign power, especially 
when decision making about the level of risk to our communities is not open and accountable, but by secret 
arrangement, as in the sea-swap program.  Of further concern is the fact that the presence of nuclear-powered 
engines, nuclear weapons and depleted uranium munitions is without our knowledge or consent.  

As a Greens parliamentarian and activist, I have a responsibility to raise the community voice in this chamber, 
and raise it I will, especially on matters of injustice, indifference short-sightedness and cruelty.  I believe another 
world is possible and that each member here has a part to play in bringing about this transformation.  As Patrick 
Parkinson wrote in a standard law text - 

The challenge for the future of Australian law is to develop its inherited legal tradition to meet the 
changing needs and aspirations of Australian society at the end of the 20th century.  In shaping that 
tradition, the words of the Apostle Paul seem apt: 

�Test all things; hold fast to the things which are good.� 

Here is a short list of what I believe should change - 

give the community the right to participate in planning decisions; 

reclaim our seabed off Coogee Beach that the Gallop Government tried to sell to developers; 

stop the destined-to-fail marina housing project, and develop Port Coogee for the people of Perth as a 
regional recreation zone with sustainable development;  

give the community full access to information about the clean-up of toxic materials under South Beach 
so that they can keep their babies and other children safe; 
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delete stage 8 of the Roe Highway from the metropolitan region scheme and save Beeliar regional 
wetlands and wildlife from destructive road building and unsustainable transport planning;  

establish an urban growth boundary for Perth; 

develop a sustainable transport plan, including a light-rail network, to position Perth to be a thriving 
city during a period of declining oil supplies; 

enforce the Animal Welfare Act and stop live exports from Western Australia; and  

free asylum seekers from detention on Christmas Island and at the Perth Immigration Detention Centre 
in Western Australia. 

The community has the right to participate in decision making, and this must be more than only rhetoric about 
community consultation.  Developers and governments currently wield all the power in the planning processes.  
During the last round of planning system reform, communities lobbied unsuccessfully for a right to appeal 
planning decisions that affect them.  The planning system needs to include a right for communities to participate 
in the decision making. 

I follow in the footsteps of the Greens (WA)�s first member of the Legislative Council, Jim Scott.  Jim is a 
pioneer of Greens politics.  He was elected in 1993, and I came to work for him in 1997.  He resigned on 
Australia Day this year to contest the lower house seat of Fremantle.  Although he was unsuccessful in breaking 
into the Legislative Assembly on that occasion, it is only a matter of time before a Greens voice is heard in that 
place.   

The Greens have doubled the number of Green voices in the Senate.  Western Australian Senator-elect Rachel 
Siewert will take her place in July next to Senator-elect Christine Milne from Tasmania, Senator Bob Brown 
from Tasmania and Senator Kerry Nettle from New South Wales.  Rachel will be the fourth woman from the 
Greens (WA) to serve in the Senate in the legacy of former Senators Jo Vallentine, Christabel Chamarette and 
Dee Margetts.   

Although our numbers in the Legislative Council will fall come May, make no mistake - the Greens, firmly 
supported by our pillars of participatory democracy, peace and non-violence, social justice and environmental 
sustainability, are here to stay as an alternative to the old political parties.  Around the world there are more than 
70 green parties with 500 elected members in national and provincial governments, and thousands more in local 
government.  Representatives of the global green movement converged on Canberra in 2001 to sign our historic 
charter.  Among the keynote speakers was the Columbian Green Oxygen Party�s presidential candidate Ingrid 
Betancourt, who made a huge impact on me at the conference.  Only a few months later, guerillas kidnapped her 
and Vlara Rojas, her vice-presidential running mate, and they remain as hostages three years later.  Ingrid�s 
kidnapping illustrates that political activists, even those who campaign for peace through non-violence, are 
targets for violence. 

We witnessed this much closer to home last weekend when human rights activists at the Baxter Immigration 
Detention Facility in South Australia were set upon by an elite riot squad and mounted police.  Reports tell us 
that flying kites and balloons triggered a violent assault by the police.  Senator Vanstone is moaning about the 
cost to the taxpayer of what I would call an over-the-top police reaction, but what is the cost to our society when 
peaceful protest is met with aggressive force?  Will this government response serve to stifle the refugee justice 
movement?  About 80 people from Western Australia attended the Baxter detention centre convergence this 
Easter, and six were arrested and several suffered bruises and scratches.  One young man was cut on the face 
during his arrest.  What were they trying to achieve?  They outlined the matter in their own words, which I have 
noted as follows -  

. . . five of us crossed a small perimeter fence and then used a nylon rope and small metal hook to pull 
off some strands of electrified wire running along the top of the main fence.  We did this away from the 
main protest activity and police presence.  We then dropped our equipment and stood with our hands in 
the air, peacefully giving ourselves up for arrest as the police arrived. . . .  

�We state that the damaging of this fence is non-violence, believing that in fact this fence 
represents the violence inflicted on innocent human beings by our inhumane policy�. 

We also want to draw attention to the hypocrisy of our �justice� system where we who have committed 
a crime are free to travel and enjoy our comfortable lives, while those who have committed no crime are 
imprisoned indefinitely. 

Members may chose to condemn or applaud those protesters, but I ask members whether they will spare a 
moment to think, or to feel something, about the men, women and children who are living day after day in 
indefinite detention.  As George Bernard Shaw put it -  
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The worst sin towards our fellow creatures is not to hate them, but to be indifferent to them; that�s the 
essence of inhumanity. 

Western Australia breeds inspirational activists.  One of these activists, Greg, was arrested last month at the 
South Street entrance to the Kwinana Freeway for failing to leave a small block of bushland in the face of a 
bulldozer.  Greg, who was camped several metres up an ancient eucalypt, was making the last stand for Beckley 
bushland.  I met Greg only briefly when he was setting up the tree dwelling that was to become his home for the 
weeks ahead.  Greg displayed courage and determination shared by activists around the globe who put their 
convictions before their financial security and their fiscal comforts because they believe another world is 
possible.  Eighty per cent of Beckley bushland was cleared for a parking lot.  It was banksia-eucalypt woodland 
with old-growth marri trees, Christmas trees, grass trees, jarrah trees, paper bark and four species of banksia.  It 
contained the world�s third largest population of a declared rare flora that is unique to Western Australia in the 
grand spider orchid.  Yes, a small area, 0.8 hectares, was set aside to try to preserve the orchids, but with little 
hope of survival.  The activists and friends of Beckley bushland might find it difficult to trust the government�s 
commitment to protect the biodiversity, especially when a larger multistorey parking lot could have been built on 
the opposite side of the freeway with no loss of biodiversity. 

Even if people do not value biodiversity for its own sake, there is a human-centred argument for setting aside 
wilderness areas.  Peter Singer, the father of animal liberation and professor of bioethics at Princeton University, 
put it like this -  

At present, there are still both wilderness and nonwilderness areas.  If we destroy the wilderness, that 
choice is gone forever.  Just as we will spend large sums to preserve cities like Venice, even though 
future generations conceivably may not be interested in such architectural treasures, so we should 
preserve wilderness even though it is possible that future generations will care little for it.  Thus we will 
not wrong future generations, as we have been wronged by members of past generations whose 
thoughtless actions have deprived us so many possibilities, like the chance of glimpsing the thylacine 
when walking through Tasmanian forests.  We must take care not to inflict equally irreparable losses on 
the generations to follow us.   

I also agree with Peter Singer�s argument that the infliction of suffering on other sentient creatures should be 
given as much weight as we would give to the inflictions of suffering on human beings.  For that reason, I 
believe we must immediately stop the live export of sheep, cattle, goats and whatever other poor animals 
exporters choose to abuse in this way.  This barbaric practice of shipping animals thousands of kilometres for 
weeks at a time results in the suffering and barbaric slaughter of millions of Western Australian sheep and cattle 
each year.  Almost six million sheep are exported from Fremantle port each year - the numbers depend upon 
whether Saudi Arabia is in the game.  Horrific suffering on board sheep ships during transport and at their 
destination is well documented.  Almost two years ago, the Gallop Government was given evidence of suffering, 
death and unnecessary cruelty, yet it still fails to act.  A thousand sheep died after what was regarded as a voyage 
in good conditions aboard the Al Kuwait.  It is extremely concerning to me that the director general of a 
government department has been called before the Supreme Court to defend allegations of a failure to do her 
duty in relation to a breach of the Animal Welfare Act.  This complaint was handballed from the police to the 
Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and to the local government department in what can only 
be described as gross mismanagement.  Is the Gallop government waiting for the clock to run out so the case is 
never heard?  Could this case prove once and for all that the trade cannot be conducted humanely and is illegal?  
The path to a new industry has been carefully laid out by successive inquiries.  A transition strategy has been 
drafted.  Does Geoff Gallop have the political will to stop this cruel practice and support farmers changing to a 
chilled and packaged product or is his ministry flouting the laws that this Parliament has passed?  It is heartening 
that some farmers are embracing the marketing opportunity for clean, green produce.  Biodynamic, organic, non-
genetically modified and free-range labels, which used to be limited to specialty stores, now grace the shelves of 
our supermarkets, and vegetarian choices appear there too as well as on restaurant menus.  The treatment of farm 
animals is not only a measure of our humanity, but also an issue of sustainability.   

The Gallop government proudly points to a state economic growth rate of 7.5 per cent over the past four years 
and predicts a five per cent rate this year.  The economy is linked to the natural environment, without which 
nothing can be produced.  However, most economic policy treats the environment as a limitless supply of raw 
material with a bottomless pit into which we can continue to pour our waste without a second thought.  Endless 
economic growth is still being pursued, regardless of the limits of our finite planet.  As this is the chamber of 
second thoughts, it is appropriate that we reconsider this headlong race for growth and put sustainability first.  If 
we continue to foster unsustainable industries, our growth bubble will burst.  We need to be serious about 
assessing projects using a triple bottom line approach.  We should direct our capital into developing sustainable 
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industry and stop propping up unsustainable ventures, which see our raw resources shipped out without 
investment in a sustainable future for WA.   

One particularly gross example of selling off our assets for a song is the sale of the Cockburn Sound seabed at 
Coogee Beach for a private marina-style housing development.  This development is not only challenging our 
common law right to the seabed, but also appropriating an important regional beach and placing future residents 
at risk due to rises in sea level and severe storms that are related to climate change.  Perhaps worst of all it 
destroys hope of sustainable development in this region. 

We know from the government�s process of community consultation that Western Australians want a more 
sustainable urban environment to retain their quality of life, but why has the request for an urban growth 
boundary fallen off the agenda?  Other cities have demonstrated success with such boundaries along the 
principles of smart growth.  There is growing concern that current development patterns dominated by what 
some call �sprawl� are no longer in the long-term interests of our cities, existing suburbs, small towns, rural 
communities or wilderness areas.  Through supportive growth, communities are questioning the economic costs 
of abandoning infrastructure in the city only to rebuild it further out.  Spurring the smart growth movement are 
demographic shifts, a strong environmental ethic, increased fiscal concerns and more nuanced views of growth.  
The result is both a new demand and a new opportunity for smart growth.  Perth deserves more from its 
government than lip-service to community consultation and sustainable development.  One way forward is to 
begin to inspire communities and local planners about how we can develop within an urban growth boundary.   

When it comes to sustainable development, we still have a lot to learn.  Take, for example, the development 
recently approved for South Beach.  South Beach, located just south of the Fremantle Sailing Club, is a popular 
family beach with a kiosk, playground, gazebo, grassed area and nearby heritage-valued Wilson Park.  It is in 
walking distance for most South Fremantle residents and a portion is zoned for use by dogs.  A former factory 
owned by ANI-Bradken, a manufacturer of polyvinyl chloride, grows derelict within metres of the beach, and a 
freight rail line along the coast divides the beach park from Wilson Park.  Behind the factory are the former 
Robb Jetty and Fremantle tip sites.  The Greens (WA) find many problems with the proposed village as 
approved.  The plans for the eco village, which we have seen, do not include nearly enough elements of 
sustainability, and the development is located too close to the coastal zone; it is within the recommended 100-
metre setback from the first line of vegetation.  Nearby residents are seriously concerned about plans for site 
remediation.  In fact, the development is now before the courts.  The public did not see a remediation plan until 
after it was approved by government.  The Greens� policy states that what is required is full and timely public 
engagement with affected communities before the remediation of contaminated sites.  Sustainability would 
necessitate that any remediation is done safely without risk to workers or residents.  The tightly packed and 
eavesless buildings are not oriented to the north, calling into question the passive energy qualities of new homes.  
A grassed park in the centre of the village may well be both water intensive and, if it relies on artificial 
fertilisers, a source of ground water contamination.  The development is also car based despite being located near 
a rail line.  Therefore, are current planning processes that approved this development adequate to ensure 
sustainability?  We would say no.   

Finally, I would like to reiterate my principled commitment to participatory democracy.  Along with other 
Greens, I commend the Gallop government for trying to address the inequities of our voting system.  However, 
we must not lose sight of the challenge to involve all Western Australians, no matter where they live.   

Our global Greens charter articulates that we strive for a democracy in which all citizens have the right to 
express their views and are able to directly participate in the environmental, economic, social and political 
decisions that affect their lives so that power and responsibility are concentrated in local and regional 
communities and devolved only when essential to higher tiers of governance.  This includes but is not limited to 
- 

individual empowerment through access to all the relevant information required for any decision, and 
access to education to enable all to participate; 
breaking down the inequalities of wealth and power that inhibit participation; 
strong support for giving young people a voice through educating, encouraging and assisting youth 
involvement in every aspect of political life; 

all electoral systems being transparent and democratic, with the backing of law; 
each adult having an equal vote in all electoral systems; 
all electoral systems being based on proportional representation, and all elections being publicly funded 
with strict limits on and full transparency of corporate and private donations; and  
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all elected representatives being committed to the principles of transparency, truthfulness and 
accountability in governance.   

The Gallop agenda for electoral reform is an important opportunity to improve participatory democracy in 
Western Australia.  Moving away from vote weighting is but a part of that overall picture.  Decision making in 
cabinet, the role of political parties and the independence of elected members, as highlighted by the opposition 
yesterday, are another part of that picture.  We all must face the challenge of ensuring the fair representation of 
people who live away from the population centre.   

I thank you, Mr President, for this opportunity to voice the concerns of our community, and I hope that in the 
coming months our decisions reflect their worth.   

[Applause.] 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [12.29 pm]:  I sincerely thank 
the house for the opportunity to continue my remarks today, bearing in mind the rush that we have experienced 
over the past couple of days with the opening of Parliament, the delivery of the Governor�s speech and the need 
to proceed immediately with the Address-in-Reply.  I listened with some interest to Hon Lynn MacLaren�s 
inaugural speech.  It used to be called a maiden speech, but the term has been changed for reasons of which we 
have all become aware.  I am sure that her predecessor, Hon Jim Scott, would be very proud of the comments 
she made today.  I have not noticed him, but I suspect he is in this place listening.  I am sure that Hon Lynn 
MacLaren is also pleased that a member of the Australian Labor Party will fill her seat after 21 May.  I am sure 
the Greens (WA) are also very pleased to know that the ALP won two of the three seats they lost.  It seems like a 
pretty good coalition when it works like that, if one happens to be on the Labor Party side of things.   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  The parliamentary secretary does not have the call; the Leader of the Opposition does. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is interesting to note that the Greens have lost three seats; two of them have gone 
to the Labor Party and one has gone to the Liberal Party.  Fortunately, as I said yesterday, that seat happens to be 
in the Agricultural Region.  By winning that fourth seat, the Liberal Party was able to ensure that the Labor-
Greens alliance - if I can call it that - will not have an absolute majority in the Legislative Council after 21 May. 

I want to make some comments today as part of my Address-in-Reply on the issue of federalism.  It is probably 
coincidental that there is a motion on the notice paper about industrial relations.  However, it is my view that 
Australia today has the most centralist government since the Whitlam government.  It gives me no pleasure to 
criticise my own side of politics, as it is unhelpful in the overall scheme of things.  However, when I joined the 
Liberal Party, I did so because I believed that it was a party that supported the notion of federalism and, indeed, 
was actively opposed to the notion of centralism.  I joined the Liberal Party during the time of the Whitlam 
government.  Part of the reason I joined was that I saw the excesses of centralism exerted by the Whitlam ALP 
government.  As I took a greater interest in politics in those days, I became aware of the ALP�s fundamental 
centralist policies.  I find it fascinating today that the minister should argue that somehow the Labor Party in 
Western Australia has a different view of centralism from the ALP federally.  I suspect that the Labor Party�s 
policies generally - its federal policies take precedence - are centralist policies for the whole of Australia.  
Indeed, back in the days of Whitlam, regional government of the sort that I suspect the Greens would support 
was created, which ignored state boundaries.  It was those days that encouraged me to become active not only in 
the Liberal Party but also in the arguments surrounding the creation of the Federation back in 1901.  In fact, the 
colonies of Australia created the Federation, federal Parliament and the Constitution, which clearly delineated 
the responsibilities of the federal government and left everything else to the states.  As we all know, over time 
the power of central government has increased through referendums, High Court decisions and devious political 
manoeuvrings by federal governments of both persuasions. 

The federal Liberal government, in my view, is engaging in centralist policies that are very similar to the sorts of 
policies that the Whitlam Labor government sought to introduce, although it has not yet gone to quite the same 
extent.  However, I wonder what the federal government, given control of both houses, may seek to achieve.  As 
a member of the Liberal Party, I have an obligation to express my concerns about the direction in which my 
federal colleagues are headed.  I do not do so because I support what the state government of Western Australia 
or, for that matter, any of the state governments in Australia are doing at this time; I do so because I want to 
reinforce to my colleagues that the Liberal Party is essentially a federalist party and believes in a federalist 
governmental system in Australia. 

I want to talk today about several areas in which the federal coalition government is conducting itself in a 
centralist manner.  We have already debated industrial relations at a time when the federal Liberal government is 
seeking to introduce national industrial relations legislation.  I do not support national industrial relations 
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legislation because I believe it is the right of each state to pass legislation to create an environment of industrial 
relations based on the policies and attitudes of the government of the state.  There is also a more pragmatic 
reason than that; that is, if this state was subject to a national system of industrial relations, there is no question 
that a future federal Labor government would be elected and the whole country would then be burdened by 
national Labor Party industrial relations policy.  I could live with federal Liberal industrial relations policy, as it 
is very similar to the state Liberal Party�s industrial relations policy and it would be better for Western Australia 
to have that sort of policy in place.  However, I believe it is more important that we maintain the federalist nature 
of this country and wear whatever policies we get at state level, as it demonstrates the difference between the 
two sides of politics.  It gives people a choice of environment in which they want to operate and it can also 
provide competition between the states� and commonwealth legislation.  That would provide a competitive 
environment that would be very important to this state�s economy. 

As I said yesterday, the current economy of Western Australia is in great shape.  The reason for that is that the 
resource sector is going gang busters, and it is going gang busters because of the demand for our resources 
overseas, particularly from China.  The resources industry - that is, mining and petroleum - is where it is all 
happening.  Nothing is happening in Perth�s industrial parks, Kwinana and all other industrial areas in the 
metropolitan area that is not in some way related to the resource sector.  I said that last night.  If the resource 
sector gets a problem, the manufacturing and industrial sector gets a bigger problem because they are 
intrinsically related.  The reason the resource sector is going so well is the existing industrial relations 
environment and the significant demand for the sector�s products.  However, bear in mind, Mr Deputy President 
(Hon George Cash), because you know this as well as I do, that it is still a competitive world.  With iron ore, for 
example, the Brazilians are going flat strap to get as much as possible of their iron ore into the Chinese market.  
Other parts of the world are seeking to get their liquefied natural gas into the Chinese and other markets.  It is a 
competitive world.  Therefore, our resource sector companies must be competitive to compete with those other 
countries that want to be part of the action.  The reason that companies like Rio Tinto Ltd, BHP Billiton Ltd, 
Western Mining Corporation - or WMC Resources - and Alcoa World Alumina Australia are so competitive is 
that they have industrial relations systems in place that make them competitive and provide them with an 
opportunity for productivity at a level that is necessary for that competition.  I should perhaps put a line through 
Alcoa because it has one of the most backward industrial relations systems in Western Australia, which goes 
back to the days when it granted a 35-hour working week to its employees, thinking that that was the way to go.  
The most productive companies are those that have implemented individual workplace agreements.  The Court 
government introduced workplace agreements.  The day after the Court government�s industrial relations 
legislation was passed, companies, particularly those in the Pilbara such as Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd, could not 
wait to get into the new industrial relations regime.  Their employees could not wait either.  Hamersley Iron, 
which was a highly unionised company during the 1980s, was bedevilled by strikes over all sorts of trivial 
issues.  Only three workers in that company, which was almost totally unionised, remained members of a union 
when the workers had the choice to either accept union membership and award conditions or individual 
workplace agreements that were provided under Graham Kierath�s industrial relations legislation.  Members 
opposite know it and I know it.  At that time a state Liberal government and a federal Labor government were in 
office.  The workers of the Pilbara chose the state industrial system because it provided better opportunities for 
them.  The Gallop government then introduced its industrial relations regime and abolished state workplace 
agreements.  What happened in the resource sector as a consequence?  All the workers transferred to Australian 
workplace agreements.  Virtually every employee in the resource sector these days works under an Australian 
workplace agreement.  Without that industrial relations system, which was introduced by the federal Liberal 
government, our resources sector would be much less competitive than it is today.  If it were less competitive, 
the prospect of achieving the levels of economic growth we are now experiencing would be severely diminished. 

I am in a very serious quandary.  Western Australia needs an industrial relations system similar to the system 
provided by the commonwealth government rather than the system provided by the state government.  Our 
economy demands flexible workplace conditions.  It is regrettable that the federal government must tell Western 
Australia and the other states that the states� strong productivity is a result of the federal government�s industrial 
relation system and that if the federal government adopted the states� industrial relations systems, productivity 
would diminish.  When the Minister for Education and Training spoke a while ago I asked her whether she did 
not understand why the federal government wants to take over the state�s industrial relations regime.  I said that 
she should put herself in the Prime Minister�s shoes.  The Prime Minister looks at the Western Australian and 
national economy and asks himself which industries are going well.  He recognises that the resource industry of 
Western Australia is going very well.  He asks himself why that is the case and he can see that one of the reasons 
is the industrial relations climate in which the companies operate.  He knows very well that if the state�s 
industrial system were paramount and the employees of Western Australia were forced to operate under the 
state�s industrial relations system, productivity would diminish dramatically. 
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Hon Paddy Embry:  The workers up there know they are doing very well. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They chose to go on the workplace agreements.  Nobody forced them.  That is what 
they wanted to do.  They want the flexibility that goes with the workplace agreement and they also like the 
money and the working conditions.  The Minister for Education and Training made a comment about wanting to 
halve people�s salaries, put them out on the streets and all sorts of things.  She should give me one simple 
example of that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I cannot remember making a comment to that effect.  You put words in my mouth.  
You should be ashamed of yourself. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The longer the minister remains the Minister for Education and Training, the 
quicker she will destroy her credibility. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would have thought that the minister, who is a member of Parliament by virtue of 
her union membership and the support she has within the trade union movement, would understand more about 
how the system works. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The electors of the East Metropolitan Region put me here, and you know it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I reckon if we asked them whether they knew the name of one of the upper house 
members, they would not have the faintest idea.  That applies to every region in Western Australia.  The minister 
should not claim she is different from anybody else.  At least I was elected as an individual to this Parliament 
under the old system of provinces.  I stood for the seat and was elected as an individual.  Not many of us in that 
category are left. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are a unique individual. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am unique in that respect.  From memory, Hon Tom Stephens is the only other 
member who also stood for election under the old system. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Hon Bill Stretch. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course; he may have been the last member elected in that way. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are not unique after all.  There are about a dozen of you! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The federal government is being forced to contemplate taking over or seeking to 
take over the states� industrial relations systems because of the ignorance of state governments and the inability 
of their industrial relations systems to meet the needs of the modern workplace.  That is the problem the federal 
government faces.  I just wish it were not seeking to do it.  I wish that the people of Western Australia 
recognised that there was a better way of doing things.  The only way the people of Western Australia will come 
to realise how bad Labor Party industrial relations policies are will be through the election of a federal Labor 
government and the subsequent introduction of federal Labor industrial relations laws.  During the last federal 
election when Mr Latham travelled the countryside and visited the north west, he was told in no uncertain terms 
by the workers there that they did not want his collective bargaining, union-controlled industrial relations 
system.  However, he told them to get lost and that that is what they would get anyway.  Had Mark Latham 
become the Prime Minister last year and had the Parliament passed Labor�s industrial relations laws, the 
resources sector of Western Australia would be facing a very bleak future.  That is the fact of the matter, whether 
or not members opposite like it.  We will talk more about industrial relations in due course, so I will save my 
other comments on the matter until then. 

A couple of other areas concern me, including education.  Dr Nelson, the federal Minister for Education, Science 
and Training, is one of the most centralist federal education ministers of all time.  I was offended when the 
federal government told the states that their federal funding was dependent upon the states complying with a 
range of proposals that the federal government wanted them to implement.  The proposals included 
schoolchildren wearing school uniforms and the Australian flag being flown at schools.  Education in this 
country would be vastly improved if the federal government got out of it altogether.  Members opposite can 
listen to this and say how nice it is to hear a Liberal member criticise the federal government.  However, federal 
Labor Party ministers were doing the same thing.  When I was the Minister for Education, I was confronted with 
a scenario in which the then federal Minister for Employment, Education and Training, Mr Beazley, and his 
Labor colleagues, who constituted a majority on the education ministerial council, were hell-bent on introducing 
a national curriculum.  It was all stitched up and organised.  The same curriculum was to be implemented in 
every school.  Western Australia�s curriculum was to be the same as the school curriculums in South Australia, 
the Northern Territory, New South Wales, Queensland, Victoria and Tasmania.  It was to be one big national 
curriculum.  Some people might agree that each student should follow the same basic curriculum in each school.  
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We should not have that type of system.  We should have a system whereby each state determines its own 
curriculum based upon its requirements and the nature of its society. 

The biggest concern I had about a national curriculum was who would write it.  Who would tell the kids in each 
school in Australia what they should learn?  Where would those people be based?  They would be based in that 
part of Australia that has the least to do with the rest of Australia than any other part of the nation - Canberra.  
That is a totally alien environment.  The bureaucrats of Canberra were lining up in their dozens behind Mr 
Beazley to write a curriculum for all students in each school of Australia.  Do members know why that national 
curriculum was not implemented?  It is because I stopped it.  I organised the numbers on the first ministerial 
council I went to and we jettisoned the whole thing.  Kim Beazley complained and whinged and whined.  He 
talked about different railway gauges and the whole works.  However, we stopped it.  The problem I have is that 
the setting up of a national curriculum is back on the agenda again.  Whose agenda is it?  It is the federal 
government�s.  It is not Mr Beazley�s agenda - although it probably still is on his agenda.  It is being promoted 
by Dr Nelson from the Liberal Party.  I will say the same thing to him as I said to Mr Beazley: it is not his 
business.  It is the business of the states to set the curriculum and to improve it in a competitive way that makes 
one state�s curriculum considered to be better than the curriculum of the other states.  Let us be competitive 
about education.  Competition brings out the best in people.  Competition brings out the best education systems 
that we can have.  I am offended by a federal Liberal government attaching strings to its state funding for 
education, and by it wanting to create a national curriculum.  Every time Dr Nelson opens his mouth about what 
the federal government might or might not do in education, I blush and am embarrassed.  I wish that he would 
stop doing it and that he would realise that education is a responsibility of the states in Australia and not of the 
commonwealth.  The tragedy of federal politics is that both sides of politics at the national level support the 
same fundamental principle.  The Labor Party has always been a centralist party.  Regrettably, the Liberal Party, 
which used to be a federalist party, has now changed its view at the federal level.   

I turn to the issue of training.  We now have the absurd proposition from the federal government that it will 
create federally funded technical and further education colleges.  I am trying to work out what that means.  It 
was announced during the last federal election campaign that federal TAFE colleges would be developed.  The 
federal government is actually going ahead with that.  I thought that it might be the sort of thing that a party 
would suggest before an election, but that it would wake up after election day and discover that it was not its 
responsibility and that it did not mean to say it.  However, it is actually happening.  One such college will be 
created in the Pilbara.  The Pilbara already has two TAFE colleges, in Port Hedland and Karratha, which the Sir 
Charles Court government created.  They were both built as community colleges but are fundamentally TAFE 
colleges.  The present government amalgamated them.  That was a dopey decision, in my opinion.  There are 
already TAFE colleges in the Pilbara.  There are major campuses in Port Hedland and Karratha and further 
campuses in Newman, Tom Price, Paraburdoo and Roebourne.  Why do we need a commonwealth-funded or 
operated TAFE college?  What will it do?  Where will it go?  Will the federal government build a new one?  I 
am blowed if I know.  I still cannot work out what the federal government is seeking to do.  I inadvertently 
noticed an advertisement in today�s newspaper that called for expressions of interest for the development of 
these federal TAFE colleges across Australia.  I think that three such colleges will be developed in Western 
Australia. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Two, I think.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thought that there would be one in the Pilbara and two in the metropolitan area, 
but the minister might be right.  We do not need any of them.  I will again try to put myself into the mind of the 
federal Minister for Education, Science and Training and ask, �Why am I doing this?�  The federal government 
believes, with some justification, that TAFE colleges at the state level are not up to scratch.  The TAFE colleges 
regrettably languish under the regime that has applied in them since time immemorial, under which the courses 
provided for students have far more to do with the qualifications of the lecturers than with the needs of industry.  
All these colleges trot out wonderful courses which bear no relation to the demands of industry but which relate 
to the people who work in the TAFE colleges and who cannot be got rid of because they happen to be members 
of a strong union. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You destroyed the TAFE sector.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not at all.  The TAFE sector had a chance to survive under our legislation.  I hope 
that the minister - 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You destroyed it.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will tell this dopey minister, who simply does not understand - 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.   
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Minister for Education and Training, do not be 
forced to leave the classroom.  That would be a tragedy.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The only way in which the TAFE system in this state will survive is if each TAFE 
college is given the capacity to make decisions based on the needs of its community, including those of the 
industries that it supports and serves.  We simply cannot have a government-run TAFE system, which is what I 
suspect this government will do; it will make them a part of government departments again.  I look forward to 
hearing about that in due course.  Our government gave TAFE colleges some autonomy and an ability to be 
competitive and to respond to the needs of their local communities.  The biggest problem has always been, and 
still is, that even though some directors and managing boards of TAFE colleges have sought to provide the 
training that is needed by industry, they have been constrained by the staff profiles that they inherited and are 
stuck with.  That is one of the reasons for the current skills shortage.  Underwater macrame is still taught in 
TAFE colleges if anybody wants to do it.  Stacks of courses relate to all sorts of things but they bear no relation 
to the resource sector.  That is why the federal government wants some of its own TAFE colleges and wants to 
get rid of the industrial relations system that applies in TAFE colleges.  It wants to set up new structures and to 
provide training in a different environment.  Again, I have a problem with that.  It is not the business of the 
federal government to be involved in these things.  It is the business of the federal government to provide the 
funds to the states, out of the taxes that it collects from the states, to enable the states to deliver top quality 
training for its citizens.   

Again, I am in a quandary.  The problem lies with the state government.  The state government cannot simply 
say, as the minister is about to say, that I destroyed the TAFE system.  If she has the vaguest intention of going 
back to the State Employment and Skills Development Authority and the Department of Education and Training 
running every college, I assure her that we will go backwards at a rate of knots.  The Labor Party needs to break 
the shackles and the ideological rubbish that it has had around its head for the past 20 years and must work out 
what the future of TAFE must be.  Its future must be totally related to industry.  TAFE colleges must respond 
quickly and responsibly to the demands of industry, so that they can provide the skills needed for future jobs and 
not for the jobs that used to be around and about which the lecturers used to lecture.  It is a wonder that TAFE 
colleges do not still provide courses on blacksmithing and so on.  They probably still do, because a couple of 
lecturers in blacksmithing are still hanging around because they have not yet retired.  I am being facetious, but 
the point I am trying to make is that the state government is responsible for making sure that our TAFE colleges 
are responsive to industry�s needs and for getting rid of the impediments to that.  The federal government might 
then go away and mind its own business.  I sure hope so.   

I seriously wonder what on earth the federal government is seeking to do by creating its own TAFE colleges.  
How that will work is beyond me.  It is the last thing that we need.  The next thing the federal government will 
say is that it does not like our secondary schools, so it will run a few of those.  It will then not like our primary 
schools, so it will run a few federal primary schools.  It will then not like our kindergartens, so it will run a few 
federal kindergartens.  There will suddenly be a duplication of everything across the state.  That would be a gross 
waste of money and effort.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  They would probably run schools for profit.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  The federal government should abandon this proposition for TAFE colleges.  
However, it should make sure, through the Australian National Training Authority structure, that the states get 
off their collective backsides and deliver what the nation needs.   

The federal Minister for Health and Ageing, Mr Abbott, has been talking about the federal government taking 
over our hospital system.  A few of the state governments might be happy for that to happen.  In fact, I think Mr 
Carr has already said that the federal government can have control of his state�s health system tomorrow if it 
wants it.  However, if the states give away everything that causes them a problem, there will come a time when 
nothing will be left.  The problem with the health system is that the federal government makes the policy 
decisions on money and the states must deliver on the ground.  The policy decisions of federal governments, of 
both persuasions, have always been contrary to the obligations of the state governments and their capacity to 
deliver health services on the ground.  There must be some amalgamation of decision making on policy issues, 
so that policies on private health insurance, for example, do not militate against the running of a public hospital 
system at the state level.  In my view, Mr Abbott cannot have our hospitals.  However, he should give us some 
decision-making power at the state level, which would affect the way in which the private health system and 
supply and demand for health services operated.  That is the way to go.  Mr Abbott is not the only one who 
wants to do this.  I suspect that the federal Labor Party would be quite happy to continue that system and would 
take over our hospitals tomorrow, given half the chance.   
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There are a couple of other issues, such as state and federal financial relations.  Yesterday I made a speech about 
how much money the state government has.  It has vast amounts of money.  It has never had more money than it 
has now, and, for that matter, it has never spent more money than it has now spent.  The surplus is flimsy to say 
the least.  However, I am concerned at the trend of the federal government telling the states what they should do 
with their taxation regimes.  It also says that if the states do not do what it wants, they will find themselves in a 
spot of bother as far as the commonwealth is concerned, and that the GST arrangements might change.  That also 
offends me.  However, I must again put myself in the mind of the federal Treasurer.  The state government of 
Western Australia can afford tax relief in Western Australia.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Prior to the luncheon adjournment I was describing a number of areas in which the 
federal government is intruding into the state�s affairs and I was seeking to demonstrate that at present we have a 
very centralist federal government.  I was referring to the financial relations that exist between the states and the 
commonwealth and how, at present, the federal Treasurer is seeking to encourage, in the nicest possible way, the 
states to reduce some of their taxes.  I was also indicating that although I do not get much comfort from the fact 
that the federal government is seeking to do that, I recognise why it is doing what it is seeking to do.  As I 
explained last night, the state government of Western Australia has seen massive increases in revenue during its 
term in office, largely brought about by the goods and services tax revenue, the increased royalties on the 
significant resources boom and also because of the major broken promise of the Gallop government to increase 
taxes on the poor citizens of Western Australia.  When those increased taxes are coupled with the increase in 
economic activity and the boom in the housing market, they show a government that has money coming in in 
very large quantities from the citizens of Western Australia.  I did the sums to show how much money the state 
has received in addition to that which it anticipated receiving in 2001, and until the end of this financial year it is 
my estimation that the government has received some $7 billion more than was anticipated.  An amount of 
$7 billion is about seven-tenths of the state�s annual revenue in 2001.  Almost a whole year�s extra revenue has 
been received in the past five years.  That $7 billion has been spent by this government in a massive spending 
spree that culminated in the situation during the election campaign, or indeed from the last budget through until 
now.  When one takes into account some of the government�s belated tax cuts, together with the increased 
expenditure it was committed to, there has been something like a $4 billion change in the bottom line of the state 
budget.  This is a government that claims that it cannot afford to give tax relief.  It claims that the federal 
government is out of order for asking it to do so.  I am saying to the state government that it has plenty of money 
for tax relief.  Considering some of the things it is spending money on, it should start giving some serious 
thought to providing tax relief.  The massive spending that we saw during the election campaign and the 
commitments made by the government are extraordinary.  However, I am in a quandary, because my side of 
politics is the federal government and it is intruding into the state�s affairs in respect of finances, but I can 
understand why. 

Another issue that concerns me is this question of royalties, particularly royalties on offshore developments, 
particularly offshore developments in commonwealth waters.  When the North West Shelf was developed, the 
then Premier and the then Prime Minister, Sir Charles Court and Malcolm Fraser, were able to negotiate an 
agreement for the royalty regime of the North West Shelf, which is in commonwealth waters.  As I remember it, 
the deal was 65 per cent to the state and 35 per cent to the commonwealth.  There was a reason for that, which 
was the decision by the state government to build what eventually became the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas 
pipeline.  The fact that the government built the pipeline and entered into a take-or-pay contract for the supply of 
the gas had some influence in convincing the federal government that the state should be entitled to a share of 
the royalties because of the risk the state was taking and the expense it was engaging in to make sure that that 
project got off the ground.  In retrospect, had that decision to build that pipeline not been taken when it was, that 
pipeline, in my view, would not have been built and the North West Shelf would have been in jeopardy at that 
time.  It may have been built later if circumstances changed.  That decision about royalties and that cooperative 
arrangement between the federal and state governments is the sort of model that should be applied now, but it is 
not.  The most recent example of a royalty package for a resource development in commonwealth waters is the 
Gorgon project.  As we know, having dealt with the state agreement act in this chamber, all the royalties go to 
the commonwealth and the state gets nothing.  I have argued that the Gorgon project will provide very little 
benefit to Western Australia as a state.  It will provide massive projected benefits to the commonwealth - 
something like $16 billion to $18 billion in royalties.  The state will get payroll tax, which, based on the number 
of people who will be employed during the production stages, will be minimal to say the least.  I was surprised 
that the state government did not argue harder and put on a bigger performance about the commonwealth�s 
intransigence in this matter than it did.  It was almost as though the state government rolled over; there was 
certainly no public debate about it, nothing like the sort of debates we had during the Charles Court-Malcolm 
Fraser years when the state Premier was prepared to take on his federal colleague in a very public debate about 
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what the states should get out of these types of projects.  It still remains that the state of Western Australia - 
indeed all states - are very actively involved in attracting resource projects, and Western Australia more so than 
others because we have such enormous resources around the state.  The state is still involved in providing 
infrastructure, it is still involved in the approvals processes, it is still involved in environmental assessment and 
all the planning processes allowing these things to happen and yet the return is nil.  It is time that the federal 
government acknowledged the fact that the states do play a major role in resource development and enable them 
to obtain a major share of the royalties that come from these projects. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Does the federal government have costs or not, or does it get its money for nothing? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will come to that in a minute, because that is another part of the intrusion that is 
taking place at present.  In fact, I will come to it now, because, for most of the recent history of the resource 
sector in Western Australia - when I say recent, I will go back to the early 1960s - all the work to do with 
attracting resource development companies and putting in place the infrastructure, the approvals processes and 
all the rest of it has been done by the states.  The commonwealth was virtually not involved at all, and probably 
only to the extent that it granted export licences and that was it.  It did nothing.  If the project was offshore, it got 
something.  That does not include in the equation the notion that the Commonwealth Grants Commission spends 
our royalties anyway by taking money away on the other hand.  The commonwealth was not involved in 
resource projects at all.  

Another disturbing feature of the modern central Canberra government is that the federal minister for resources 
now has his finger in every little pie around the countryside.  The federal and state ministers are, side by side, 
trying to curry favour with the resource companies.  They are trying to get themselves all the kudos from a 
resource project.  Mr Macfarlane, the current federal minister for resources, is strutting his stuff around the 
countryside and trying to create the impression that somehow or other the commonwealth government is creating 
this development.  Again, in my view, it is not the commonwealth�s business.  It is time the states stood up to the 
commonwealth and said, �Out of this.�  The issue that concerns me about the state government in Western 
Australia is that it is probably quite happy for this to happen ultimately, because the Labor Party is beholden to 
its national policies and its national policies will prevail over its state policies.  Ultimately, a federal Labor 
government would love to inherit Australia with a very centralist system of government, particularly if it is put in 
place by a Liberal government.  I am sure it would not be able to believe its fortune; it would save it from taking 
anybody on.  It would just say that if the Liberal Party could do it, why could it not do it and that people should 
not whinge about it.  The federal minister for resources is getting himself involved in the minutia of resource 
development projects, and he should not because it is none of his business.  The commonwealth needs to be 
involved only in the decision on whether an export licence can be granted.  However, another way in which it 
got involved - a way that my previous leader Colin Barnett opposed, and I supported him totally - was in getting 
rid of the accelerated depreciation provisions for resource projects, mining operations and so on and replacing 
them with a system of grants to companies that met certain criteria determined by the government.  It was about 
picking favourites.  The commonwealth government has a big bucket of money, which is actually our money.  I 
keep reminding people that the money that goes to the commonwealth coffers comes from the states; it does not 
come from Canberra.  The money is generated in the states and that is where the people live and businesses 
operate.  The commonwealth is now dishing out to companies this big bucket of money it gets from the states on 
the basis of picking favourites.  This means that it becomes a player in the process, because the companies must 
go to the federal government and say that they need its money.  Instantly, the federal government is involved, 
and a federal bureaucracy is needed to support the minister work out who will get the money.  It is a classic way 
of using the purse strings to control the agenda.  That is another area of great concern to me, because it means 
that the companies that operate in the resources sector or the manufacturing sector get federal government 
assistance only if they are one of the favoured few.  The accelerated depreciation regime meant that everybody 
benefited if they were in the business of creating a project.  That is fair and equitable in my humble judgment, 
and we should go back to that.  It is a pity that the government of the same political persuasion as I brought that 
in over the strident opposition of Liberals within Western Australia.   
Also on projects, we now have the intrusion, in a very up-front way, of the federal environmental agencies.  
Until relatively recently, the commonwealth was not very much involved in environmental approvals processes, 
and the state environmental agencies carried out the assessments of the various projects.  With the advent of the 
current federal legislation, which, if my memory serves me correctly, was brought in by the Labor Party, a very 
proactive and active federal environmental agency now wants to get involved in everything that is going on in 
Australia and wants to be involved in environmental assessment programs for virtually anything that goes on in 
the various states.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  It is another level of bureaucracy that we do not need.  It is non-productive.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Gorgon project has been given approval by this Parliament to go ahead, subject 
to environmental approvals, which is one of the requirements.  One would think that the state Environmental 
Protection Authority would be quite capable of doing an assessment of the Gorgon project�s environmental 
requirements.  However, the commonwealth is doing it too.  Two agencies - a federal agency and a state agency - 
are assessing the environmental impacts of the Gorgon project.  This means that the company must go to 
extraordinary lengths to meet the requirements of two agencies, which will work not in tandem but in 
competition, because that is the way it works.  We could even get two outcomes; one might say that it is okay 
and the other might say that it is not.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  And it lengthens the whole process.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is just silly.  The whole thing is just stupid.  The federal legislation allows for the 
commonwealth to subcontract its obligations to the state environmental authority.  It has been done on a number 
of occasions, which is what should happen.  However, it has not been done on this particular project.  Again, the 
commonwealth picks and chooses which project it wants to get involved with.  The federal government is 
involved in the environmental approvals for the Gorgon project.  The federal government is taking all the 
royalties and the federal minister is trotting around the place and getting involved in the sale of gas and a number 
of other matters, which used to be done, and done very well, by the states.  The states are being supplanted and 
removed by an aggressive, centralist federal government.   
I have raised a number of issues about the notion of federalism within Australia.  I have talked about industrial 
relations, education, training, health, state and federal financial relations, royalties, resource development 
projects, environmental approvals and the like.  They are just some of the examples that readily come to mind in 
which there is a massive intrusion by the federal government into the affairs of the states.  As I said, it gives me 
no pleasure to be critical of my side of politics at the federal level, but the time has come for the Liberal Party to 
have a serious look at whether we are still a party that supports federalism or whether we will be a party of 
centralism.  I have tried to explain to the house that I believe I understand why the federal government might 
think it should get involved in each of these particular circumstances.  The reason in every case was the concern 
of the federal government with the competence of state governments to carry out their responsibilities.  The 
classic example was industrial relations.  That means that federalism will survive in this country and states will 
retain their responsibilities and rights only if they do it properly and well.  If the states go about their business 
incompetently, and in some cases in a way that is designed to ensure that nothing happens - such as this state�s 
industrial relations regime - and if avaricious governments will not do anything about cutting tax but rely on the 
federal government to provide all their revenue and states sit around and take the benefits that come from 
growing economies and spend all the money without taking any responsibility for improving their circumstances, 
we will finish up with a central government running everything that goes on in Australia.   
One thing I have discovered in my lifetime is that all wisdom does not reside in Canberra.  In fact, virtually none 
resides in Canberra if it is related to the circumstances of the average Australian.  As I said earlier, for some 
reason Canberra is the least representative part of Australia.  The people who live there do not comprehend what 
it is like living outside that cocoon, which is privileged in a way that the rest of Australians can only envy.  The 
bureaucrats, politicians, academics and residents of Canberra hang off the central system.  They are so out of 
touch with real Australia that to give them any more power would be frightening.   

In concluding my comments on the notion of federalism, I point out a similar problem within Western Australia.  
People who live in my electorate think that Perth is really not much different from Canberra.  It is a place where 
power resides and where money is collected in large quantities from the people who live in the regions and then 
spent in large quantities.  The view taken by the regions of Western Australia toward the state government is 
similar to the view taken by the states of Australia toward the federal government.  I was interested to hear Hon 
Lynn MacLaren�s comments about the notion of getting power to the places at which people are affected by it.  
That was the one thing in her speech that rang a positive response in my mind.  The notion that decisions should 
be made by people who understand the outcomes is a good policy and philosophy.  Centralism is quite the 
opposite.  It is the concentration of power in the hands of a few who dish out orders and goodies to everybody 
else on the basis of their own policies, philosophies and attitudes.   
Although I argue strongly for a federal system, I am also cognisant of the fact that within Western Australia the 
state government, whether it be a Labor or Liberal government, has to pay due respect to the demands and needs 
of the regions of Western Australia.  All our energy and attention should not be devoted towards the growth of 
the Perth metropolitan area, which is what seems to have happened.  The most recent Liberal government was 
beaten up on that issue.  I suspect that there has been no change with the current Labor government.  The 
regions, quite rightly, feel that they are being ignored because they are just too far away.  That is the concern 
about centralism at any level: people who are furthest away from the centre of power receive the least attention.  
It is easy for me to blame the federal government and to criticise its policies because they go against what I 
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believe the Liberal Party stands for; however, I understand absolutely clearly that it is doing what it is doing 
because of the incompetence of state governments in many areas.   
I have raised a couple of those issues today.  The challenge for us in Australia is to work out what things should 
be done at which level of government and make sure that those things stay there.  The founding fathers of the 
Constitution thought that they had come up with that proposition.  However, over time that has changed, 
particularly as a result of High Court decisions but also because of referendums and avaricious federal 
governments that have used the purse strings to get their own way.  As a nation we have to resist this trend and 
reverse it.  That will happen only if the major political parties in this country recognise that that is what needs to 
happen.  The Labor Party unashamedly is a centralist party.  That is what it supports.  I do not know what its 
views are on the states, but there was a time when it wanted to get rid of the states and replace them with regions 
and regional governments.  That was in the Labor Party�s platform way back in the early days.  I do not know 
whether it is still a part of its platform.  It wanted to get rid of the Senate and the other upper houses, but I do not 
know whether that is still the case.  Policies change as circumstances change.  However, there is no question that 
the Labor Party is a centralist party, and there is no doubt in my mind that federal Labor members of the 
Parliament are sitting back watching the Howard government, licking their chops and saying to themselves that 
the Howard government is doing it all for them.  When they get back into power - as will happen eventually - it 
will all be there; the central trend will be inexorable.  Those members will be delighted with the outcome.  If the 
state government of Western Australia thinks that that is the wrong way to go - as the Minister for Education and 
Training tried to suggest today during the motion on industrial relations - the state Labor Party will have to stand 
up to its federal colleagues and say that it will not be part of the centralist ambition of the Labor Party because it 
believes in federalism.  It must say that it is a federalist thinking and believing Labor Government.  If it does not 
do that, it will be seen to be a hypocrite that whinges when the federal government tries to take over its 
responsibilities while at the same time supporting a federal party that wants to do that anyway.  The history of 
the Australian nation has reached a point at which these issues have to be sorted out once and for all, otherwise 
the future of the states will become limited and irrelevant.  They will have nothing to do because the federal 
government will do everything.  That is bad news for places such as Western Australia.   
I conclude by thanking the Governor of Western Australia for his address.  I advise the government that over the 
next four years we will do all that we can to make sure it is held accountable.  We will make sure that it delivers 
on its election promises.  We will expose the broken promises that will inevitably arise.  We will do our best to 
make sure that the people of Western Australia know what this government has promised to do and what it does 
do.  As a house of review, we will carry out the functions that we are obliged to carry out; that is, to scrutinise 
the government�s behaviour, activities and particularly its legislation.  We will make sure that the people of 
Western Australia have an opposition in this Parliament that does its job properly and makes sure that the 
government is held accountable over the next four years.  
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [2.27 pm]:  I, too, want to join in the Address-in-Reply debate.  
I take this opportunity to thank His Excellency the Governor (Lieutenant General John Murray Sanderson, AC) 
for the speech he was pleased to deliver to the Legislative Council last Tuesday.  Like the Leader of the 
Opposition, I, too, will be looking very carefully at the legislative program the government brings forward over 
the next four years.  I look forward to taking part in the debates that will ensue as a result of what could be 
described only as a very ambitious legislative program.  The bottom line, of course, is that we in the opposition 
will support the legislation that we consider will benefit the people of Western Australia and provide for the 
betterment of Western Australia generally.  We will vigorously oppose legislation that we believe will 
disadvantage the people of Western Australia. 
The primary purpose of my comments today is to make preliminary comments about the need to revisit 
commonwealth-state relations and the operation of the Federation today, which, as we all know is a result of the 
expansive interpretation by the High Court of Australia, is not the Federation that our founding fathers believed 
they were supporting 104 years ago.  I also want to touch on the issue of whether the intended constitutional 
Federation that was proposed by our founding fathers in the late 1890s - which came into operation on 1 January 
1901 and which has now changed dramatically as a result of the attitude of the High Court - is, in fact, the 
Federation that, 104 years later, our founding fathers would have contemplated.   

Members will be aware that prior to becoming a federation on 1 January 1901, the Australian colonies were all 
self-governing.  However, at that time they were separate legal entities with obligations and responsibilities to 
the British Crown.  The history of Australia shows that in October of 1889, Sir Henry Parkes, in what became 
known as the Tenterfield address, called on all Australians to recognise the potential benefits inherent in the 
creation of a national government in Australia.  At that time, there was considerable publicity on the remarks of 
Sir Henry Parkes.  The colonies of Australia were generally looking forward, and this notion of a national 
government for Australia was certainly capturing the minds and hearts of many people, so much so that the 
concept of a national government gained significant credence.  In February of 1890, a constitutional convention 
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was held in Melbourne that was attended by representatives of all the colonies and also New Zealand.  At that 
time, New Zealand was very much a participating member, and there was talk of New Zealand being part of the 
federation that would have included Australia and New Zealand.  At that constitutional convention in 1890, the 
national Australasian convention was formed for the purpose of drafting a constitution.  It was agreed at that 
convention that the draft constitution should be put forward and considered by the various colonies in due 
course.  Over a period of years, a number of constitutional conventions were held and it was not until 1897-98 
that the national Australasian federation convention was held when a draft constitution, which in fact proposed 
the establishment of a federal system of government in Australia, was put forward and debated.  It was agreed at 
that particular constitutional convention that the draft constitutional proposal should be put forward to the 
respective colonies for a constitutional referendum of their particular people.  There were revisions to the draft, 
but in July 1900 a constitutional referendum was held in Western Australia, and it was agreed that we would 
support the proposed constitution.  Western Australia�s constitutional referendum was held after the 
constitutional referendums in other colonies because, at the time, Western Australia was concerned that because 
of its remoteness it might be significantly disadvantaged by the formation of a national government, especially 
when that national government was to be based on the east coast of Australia.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I think they were right.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, and that is the very point.  Perhaps our forefathers in Western Australia did have 
the insight to recognise that because of our remoteness, Western Australia could be disadvantaged by joining the 
federation.  Some 104 years later, they may answer the question by saying yes we were, but at the time they 
believed that in the interests of furthering Australia as a nation it was worth participating in a federation. 

The particular model that was chosen for our constitution followed the American model in respect of the division 
of defined powers between the commonwealth of Australia and the states, and it generally followed the British 
model for the establishment of the Parliament.  Unlike the Constitution of the United Kingdom, which is an 
unwritten Constitution, the Australian Constitution is a written document and formally sets out the specific 
defined powers of the national government, which have been granted to the commonwealth by the states.  I make 
the point that those powers were granted to the commonwealth by the states.  It was the states that gave birth to 
the commonwealth of Australia, or the Federation, and the states at that time believed that, in handing over 
certain powers to the commonwealth, it would be for the advancement of Australia.  However, at all times the 
states believed that they were defined powers and that the residual powers - that is, everything that was left apart 
from those powers transferred to the commonwealth - would well and truly be held by the states.   

The Constitution itself is contained in an act of the United Kingdom Parliament.  That act is known as the 
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act 1900 and it was assented to in Westminster on 9 January 1900.  
Our Australian Constitution comprises eight chapters and 128 sections, and it is a document that was certainly 
carefully thought out at the time.  However, given a century of foresight, perhaps our founding fathers would 
have expressed it differently had they been able to anticipate the very expansive attitude of the High Court of 
Australia over a long period.  I talked about the eight chapters within the Constitution, and I made it clear that 
while every section of the Constitution is important, there are a number of key sections that define the extent of 
the powers that were granted by the states to the commonwealth Parliament.  One just has to turn to chapter I, 
part V and, in particular, section 51 to look at the specific powers that are set out in that section.  Section 51 
contains a substantive heads of power that were clearly stated by the founding fathers and were written in such a 
way as to clearly define and limit the powers of the commonwealth Parliament in the context of the debates of 
the constitutional conventions of the 1890s as it was then agreed.  Section 51 of the Australian Constitution 
comprises 39 subsections, each of which deals with a particular area or areas of power that the commonwealth 
now enjoys, courtesy of the states.  I will not go through the 39 subsections because I am sure that every member 
has a copy of the Australian Constitution, but it certainly covered some broad areas.  For instance, section 51(i.) 
deals with the head of power of trade and commerce with other countries and among the states.  There have been 
some interesting High Court decisions based on that particular subsection of section 51 over the years.  Section 
51(iv.) deals with the borrowing of money on public credit of the commonwealth.  Section 51(xii.) deals with 
currency, coinage and legal tender, which I would suggest is very much a national responsibility.  Section 
51(xx.) deals with foreign corporations and trading or financial corporations formed within the limits of the 
commonwealth.  It could not have possibly been anticipated at the time that that subsection would be used in the 
way it has been used by the federal government, courtesy of the High Court.  In fact, the change to the industrial 
relations laws that are proposed by the current Howard federal government relies on powers contained within 
section 51 as interpreted by the High Court to allow it to do the things that it is suggesting it will do.  I am very 
aware that some of the states have indicated that they will challenge any federal legislation in respect of a 
takeover of industrial relations all the way to the High Court.  Some of the states believe that it is an area that 
should not be intruded upon to any greater degree than is currently done by the federal government.   
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It is interesting that we now have a situation in which the federal government, with Mr Howard and the coalition, 
is running the national government.  We have a federal opposition, but one that generally agrees with the 
propositions being advanced by the conservative federal government.  Therefore, in the end we are likely to have 
the ironic situation in which the true opposition in Australia is the state Parliaments around Australia, and they 
will be competing against the national government.  I find it interesting that it is likely that the state Labor 
Premiers will be the ones who will be raising the sorts of issues that one would normally associate with the 
conservative side of politics, and the organisation against which they will be raising those issues is the 
organisation of which I am a member and that is currently in power in Canberra.  As the Leader of the 
Opposition has already pointed out this afternoon, the more centralist the current national government becomes, 
the more opportunity it will provide for a future federal Labor government in due course to pick up the pieces 
and run even further down the centralist path.  I find that very distressing, because when I joined the Liberal 
Party it was very much steeped in federalist traditions that had been running through the Liberal Party for many 
decades.  It is interesting to go back in history and look at the writings of Deakin, and at the writings and 
philosophy of Sir Robert Menzies, the founding father of the Liberal Party of Australia, and to contemplate what 
those two people would think of the current situation.  I do not think Sir Robert Menzies would recognise the 
current national government as being a Liberal government, due to the changes and the push towards centralism 
that has occurred in recent times.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  Politics does indeed create strange bedfellows.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It does indeed.  I have no doubt that the national government believes that the decisions 
that it is making are in the best interests of Australia.  It is entitled to hold that view.  That view is quite easily 
held if one is sitting in Canberra and remote from the real people of Australia.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I doubt whether Don Chipp would recognise what the Democrats have become today. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That may be the case.  As Hon Bill Stretch implied, things change over time.  I had 
hoped that they would always change for the better.  However, I fear when we talk about centralism in Australia 
that it is not for the betterment of Australia generally.  It is time that state members of Parliament stood up and 
expressed their views on this issue.   
Another interesting area that I believe is certainly the province of the national government is section 51(xxvii.), 
which is the head of power that deals with immigration and emigration.  I believe the Howard coalition 
government has done exceptionally well in recent years in that area in expressing the will of the Australian 
people and ensuring that the laws of Australia are upheld.  Another interesting power that has been interpreted 
very widely by the High Court of Australia over the years is section 51(xxix.), which is the external affairs 
power.  As a result of High Court decisions, the federal government is now able to contemplate and undertake 
particular activities that one assumes would never have been in the minds of the founding fathers when they 
discussed the federation during the constitutional convention debates of the 1890s.  I am reminded in particular 
of the Tasmanian dams affair, when Gareth Evans directed the Royal Australian Air Force to fly over parts of 
Tasmania and photograph what was taking place.  The federal government later invoked the external affairs 
power that it was clothed with under the Constitution to prevent the then Tasmanian government from building a 
dam in that area.   

Chapter III of the Constitution deals with the judicature.  That is contained in sections 71 to 80.  The critical 
sections in that chapter are 76 and 77.  Those sections are important because they grant to the commonwealth the 
head of power that gives it the right to confer original jurisdiction on the High Court with regard to any matter.  
Section 76 is widely couched.  It states -  

The Parliament may make laws conferring original jurisdiction on the High Court in any matter --  

(i.) Arising under this Constitution, or involving its interpretation: 

(ii.) Arising under any laws made by the Parliament: 

(iii.) Of Admiralty and maritime jurisdiction: 

(iv.) Relating to the same subject-matter claimed under the laws of different States.   

It then goes on, just to make sure that the High Court will have absolute jurisdiction, so to speak, on almost any 
area, to say in section 77 that -  

With respect to any of the matters mentioned in the last two sections the Parliament may make laws --  
(i.) Defining the jurisdiction of any federal court other than the High Court: 
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(ii.) Defining the extent to which the jurisdiction of any federal court shall be exclusive of that 
which belongs to or is invested in the courts of the States: 

(iii.) Investing any court of a State with federal jurisdiction.   
It seems to me that this power, while no doubt well intended, has been used almost as a destructive weapon 
against the states to expand the powers of the commonwealth, to an extent that could never have been anticipated 
or contemplated in the context of the constitutional convention debates of the 1890s.  It is almost a complete 
turnaround in respect of the authority of the federal Parliament.  As I have said, the states created the 
commonwealth or federal Parliament in the belief that they would have all the residual powers.  The states 
certainly did not believe at the time that the High Court would interpret the Constitution in such a way as to 
clothe the federal Parliament with so much absolute power that it would turn on the states in a centralist way and 
become their fiscal master.  Australia is probably the most fiscally centralised federation in the world today, such 
is the extent of the changes that have occurred as a result of the expansive interpretation of the Constitution by 
the High Court. 
One interesting section in the Constitution, which was, no doubt, put in by the founding fathers so that the states 
would have some protection, is section 128.  That section describes the method by which alterations can be made 
to the Constitution and provides -  

This Constitution shall not be altered except in the following manner -- 
The proposed law for the alteration thereof must be passed by an absolute majority of each House of the 
Parliament, and not less than two nor more than six months after its passage through both Houses the 
proposed law shall be submitted in each State and Territory to the electors qualified to vote for the 
election of members of the House of Representatives. 

That was meant to be the saving grace clause.  However, unfortunately the states have somewhat tripped 
themselves up by opposing many of the proposed alterations to the Constitution over the years, sometimes based 
on what could be said to be right, and sometimes based on what I believe to be wrong.  I guess in retrospect 
section 128 does come into play in so much as the Constitution cannot be altered unless a majority of people in 
the majority of states agree.   
Given the 104 year history of the federation of Australia, an interesting question is whether the States intended 
the federal government to be the unbridled monster or oppressive majority shareholder that it has become 
whereby it now threatens and cajoles the states into submission at almost every turn.  A further question might 
be whether the states have created a monster that has turned against and upon its own creators.  That is the way 
that many people feel about the way in which the federal government has treated the states over a long period.  
My major area of interest today is the fiscal changes that have occurred as a result of Federation.  Members are 
no doubt aware that in 1900, prior to Federation, the states and local governments raised all their own revenues.  
Ten years after Federation, in 1910, the share of the total taxation revenue raised between state and local 
government and the commonwealth government was a ratio of approximately 80 to 20 in favour of state and 
local government.  Most of the revenue was raised by state and local governments.  Some 90 years later, by 
2002, the ratio had reversed in which approximately 80 per cent to 20 per cent is now in favour of the 
commonwealth.  That is a massive turnaround in taxation revenue raised.  Many a time we have heard the 
comment that he who pays the piper calls the tune.  There is no question that that is now very much the operative 
situation in Australia.  The massive shift in the capacity of the commonwealth to raise revenue has seen a 
dramatic, and some would say a disastrous, shift in the balance of power between the commonwealth and the 
states in Australia. 
I was interested to read a working paper dated November 2003.  It is the twenty-second paper from the Centre 
for Strategic Economic Studies at Victoria University in Melbourne.  It was written by Bhajan Grewal, the 
deputy director, and Peter Sheehan, the director of the centre.  It is titled �The Evolution of Constitutional 
Federalism in Australia: An Incomplete Contracts Approach.�  Within that article is table 4, which is headed 
�Major Changes in the Constitutional Division of Powers - Selected Landmarks�.  It sets out various landmarks - 
so to speak - over the past 100 years that have all added to the significant shift in the balance of power between 
the states and the commonwealth.  For instance, in 1908, soon after the Constitution had come into effect, the 
states lost their constitutional right to at least 75 per cent of the commonwealth�s surplus revenue under section 
94.  The High Court case was between New South Wales and the commonwealth.  The impact of that case was 
greater dependence of the states on the commonwealth.  In 1911, section 87 of the Constitution expired, which 
had provided for the distribution to the states of 75 per cent of the net commonwealth revenue from customs duty 
and excise.  A jump of approximately 10 years takes us to 1920, when the High Court decided new legal doctrine 
concerning the �Engineers Case�, which favoured the commonwealth government.  The case very much 
involved industrial relations across Australia.  It involved the Amalgamated Society of Engineers, which was a 
national union that had served a log of claims for a pay rise on employers across Australia.  There was an 
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ensuing dispute that was heard by the commonwealth arbitration court, which had been established by the 
commonwealth government under the Conciliation and Arbitration Act 1904.  It had given the court power to 
hear any disputes extending beyond the territorial limits of any one state.  It is interesting to know that the then 
Western Australian Minister for Trading and Commerce challenged the court on the basis that he claimed the 
federal act did not apply to state government enterprises.  As a result, the case was remitted to the High Court.  
The question the High Court was asked to answer was whether the Parliament of the commonwealth had the 
power to make laws binding on the states on conciliation and arbitration for the prevention and settlement of 
industrial disputes extending beyond the limits of one state.  After much debate and with other states 
participating in the case, the High Court made its decision and held that the act was a valid exercise of the power 
of section 51(xxxv) of the Constitution.  In making that decision, the High Court also made it very clear that the 
doctrine of implied prohibition could not continue to sustain any support for the notion that the states were a 
protected species when it came to the valid exercise of constitutional power under the federal constitution.  In 
some respects this particular decision of the High Court was the most significant decision at the time, which very 
much formally shifted the power from the states to the commonwealth.  There are many other examples within 
table 4 in the article that are worth looking at because they clearly set out a great ladder of changes that have 
occurred that shows the shift in power from the states to the commonwealth. 

I talked earlier about the financial relations between the commonwealth and the states.  Perhaps the most 
significant act I can find that was passed in recent times between the commonwealth and the states that contained 
an agreement that benefited Western Australia was the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act and the ancillary 
commonwealth-state agreement that commenced at the same time.  Thankfully, it has no end date.  The Act deals 
with the recognition of royalties that were flowing from the North West Shelf gas project.  Sir Charles Court was 
very much involved.  His government was the government of the day.  The North West Shelf gas project is 
located in commonwealth waters.  As a result of other legislation, the minerals that are found in commonwealth 
waters provide a royalty to the commonwealth.  It is known as a petroleum resource rent tax.  It enjoys the 
benefits that flow from that particular mineral find.  Although Western Australia enjoys royalties from the 
terrestrial minerals - certainly the minerals found in the territorial sea - because the North West Shelf gas project 
is located in commonwealth waters, had it gone ahead without any agreement between the commonwealth and 
Western Australia, Western Australia would have lost out significantly on the rent tax that has flowed from what 
has been a spectacular gas project.  At the time, Sir Charles Court was able to stand up for Western Australia.  
He argued with the Fraser federal government and was able to negotiate an agreement whereby Western 
Australia would enjoy 60 per cent of the royalties that flow from the project with the commonwealth enjoying 
the other 40 per cent.  Over the years that agreement has meant hundreds of millions of dollars of revenue to 
Western Australia.  It is one of the critical agreements that has been made in recent years.  We are now faced 
with a situation concerning the Gorgon gas fields, which are also located in commonwealth waters west of 
Onslow.  The gas field extends approximately 100 kilometres west of Barrow Island, which itself is located 
approximately 80 kilometres off the Western Australian coast.  We are now faced with the very clear situation 
that if all the conditions in the Barrow Island Act 2003, which was agreed to by this house, are met and the 
Gorgon gas fields become producing fields, on current agreements only the commonwealth will benefit from that 
project. 

The construction costs of the project are estimated at about $11 billion.  It is suggested at the moment that annual 
gas sales are likely to be about $2.5 billion.  In fact, an agreement in principle has already been negotiated with 
China that involves the sale of gas worth about $30 billion over 25 years.  Therefore, that annual gas sales figure 
of $2.5 billion is likely to rise significantly over time.  The project is currently expected to yield to the 
commonwealth about $17 billion in royalties, or petroleum resource rent tax, over the life of the project, and the 
state is likely to derive about $300 million.  In my view, that is very unfair.  It is an inequitable situation, given 
that the Western Australian government will be responsible for much of the infrastructure that will make this 
project a reality.  If we did not provide the roads, the ports and all the rest of it on the land side, so to speak, it 
would be impossible to service the rigs offshore; yet the amount of infrastructure that Western Australia is being 
required to provide is not being recognised.  That is the very point of the argument that Sir Charles Court made 
so many years ago when he negotiated a 60-40 deal in favour of the states on the North West Shelf gas project. 

It seems to me that there is a great opportunity for the new Minister for State Development to make his mark for 
Western Australia by negotiating a fair and just agreement between the commonwealth and Western Australia to 
protect the future interests of the people of Western Australia.  As both the Leader of the Opposition and I said 
during the debate on the Barrow Island Bill in 2003, the state government of Western Australia would enjoy the 
support of the opposition in negotiating such an agreement.  We believe that such an agreement should be based 
on fair and equitable principles.  At the moment Western Australia is losing out by not pressing its point with the 
commonwealth government.  It is very easy for the commonwealth to say no, it is not interested.  It is less easy 
for Western Australia to stand up to the commonwealth.  However, I believe that the Western Australian 
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Minister for State Development would be very strongly supported by the Western Australian community if he 
were prepared to stand up to Canberra on this issue.   

In fact, on the state Department of Treasury and Finance�s web site, a series of papers are available that discuss 
commonwealth-state financial relations generally.  One of the papers discusses economic development.  In fact, 
it refers to the Gorgon gas project and also to other processing on the Burrup Peninsula.  That document is, as I 
said, part of the documents of the Department of Treasury and Finance.  It deals with commonwealth-state 
finances.  This paper on economic development was last updated on 29 October 2004.   

It starts by saying - 

Current Commonwealth-State funding arrangements lead to large imbalances in the bearing of 
fiscal costs and the sharing of revenue benefits across governments.  This potentially discourages 
economic development. 

It then goes on to refer to the Gorgon gas project.  It also refers to the revenues that will flow to Western 
Australia from that project.  It is suggested in the document that the increased revenues for the state will be about 
$1 billion to $2 billion, but, importantly, in brackets it then states �excluding Grants Commission impacts�.  
However, it then goes on further to note - 

However, after taking into account State expenditures to service the increased population resulting from 
the Gorgon development, and the redistribution of net revenue benefits by the Grants Commission, 
Western Australia�s forecast net revenue benefit is only $300 million. 

That of course highlights, in part, that in the case of the revenues that are derived in Western Australia, we are 
very much net contributors to the national pool, and we get back significantly less than we put in.  I will deal 
with that in a moment.   

This paper, which is headed �Economic Development�, also discusses the Burrup Peninsula gas processing 
developments and refers to the Methanex project and other projects on the Burrup Peninsula, but very much 
indicates that the inequitable situation at the moment is disadvantaging Western Australia when it comes to 
development of what is a great state. 

One of the other documents is headed �Commonwealth-State Financial Relations Overview�.  It is dated 2 
March 2005 and again comes under the heading of commonwealth-state finances.  In part, that document states - 

There has also been a long term decline in Commonwealth funding support for the States, without 
commensurate increases in alternative economically or socially desirable revenue bases for the States 
(Western Australia is the only State to have resisted broadening its gambling revenue base to address 
budget pressures). 
GST revenue grants form the bulk of Commonwealth funding.  However there has been no GST 
bonanza for the States to date, as these grants have simply replaced previous State revenue sources.  
2003-04 was the first year in which Western Australia received a net financial gain from the GST 
funding arrangements.   
The allocation of GST revenue grants between the States is determined by the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission.  The Commission takes into account States� relative costs of providing services and 
relative capacity to raise revenues from their own taxes, charges and royalties.  

When we talk about the Commonwealth Grants Commission, I am reminded, of course, that this government 
commissioned a report on the operations of the Commonwealth Grants Commission.  That report was published 
about two years ago, and it was quite critical of the current modelling and formulas that the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission uses in determining the revenue distribution for the states and territories of Australia. 

In another document titled �Commonwealth Funding Levels� - this document is also under the commonwealth-
state finances heading and was last updated in March 2004 - the following point is made about commonwealth 
funding levels - 

The risks for the States from their high dependence on Commonwealth grants were highlighted from the 
mid-1980s when the Commonwealth commenced a series of cutbacks resulting in a large reduction in 
the level of Commonwealth grants to the States, as measured as a share of Commonwealth taxes. 
. . .  
The State Governments� budgets have been exposed to substantial stresses, as the Commonwealth has 
reduced its funding to the States over the past 20 years from around 32 per cent of Commonwealth 
taxes to only 21 per cent of Commonwealth taxes (representing a funding loss of $20 billion per annum 
nationally, and around $2 billion per annum for Western Australia). 
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There are also graphs within that document that show a very significant fall in commonwealth grants to the states 
when calculated in percentage terms over that period.  Earlier I mentioned that Western Australia is a net 
contributor when it comes to revenue enjoyed by the commonwealth.  The Department of Treasury and Finance 
released a paper headed �Commonwealth Fiscal Impacts�, again relating to commonwealth state finances, which 
was updated as at 6 May 2004.  Part of that document states - 

Western Australia�s per capita net contribution to the Commonwealth far exceeds that of any other 
State.  This partly reflects the high level of company tax and other Commonwealth revenue generated 
from its resource sector, as well as the low level of social security and health benefits received by 
Western Australians. 

That document contains a table headed �Each State�s net fiscal subsidy to the federation�, and it indicates that in 
2000-01, Western Australia contributed a positive $1 366 per capita, whilst New South Wales contributed a 
positive $678, Victoria contributed a positive $625, Queensland contributed a negative $1 065 - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Queensland? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes; Queensland contributed a negative $1 065.  South Australia contributed minus 
$1 708, Tasmania contributed minus $3 545 and the Northern Territory contributed minus $9 754.  Those figures 
represent the per capita subsidies to the federation: only New South Wales, Victoria and Western Australia are 
stated in positive terms; the remainder is in negative terms.  That statistic shows that Western Australia is 
certainly pulling its weight and is making a significant contribution to the national economy.  I acknowledge 
that, in the 2004 review of Western Australia�s goods and services tax revenues, which GST revenues are 
distributed among the states according to recommendations from the Commonwealth Grants Commission, using 
the principle of horizontal fiscal equalisation.  This increased our revenue by $231 million, which was up $117 
on a per capita basis, which was the best positive return of all the states.   

Some will say that the GST has been a great godsend for the states.  In the Department of Treasury and Finance 
documentation dated March 2005, the �Latest News� section states - 

In 2003-04 Western Australia received for the first time a net benefit (of $126 million) from the GST 
tax reform arrangements.  This was earlier than expected at the time of the 2003-04 State Budget.  The 
earlier gain reflects the faster than expected growth in GST collections, which were in turn driven by a 
strong Australian economy. 

In balance, I mention that so I cannot be accused of knocking the commonwealth all the way, so to speak. 

There is no doubt that the time has arrived for the states to stand up and face the commonwealth fairly and 
squarely.  We need to assert our rights.  We need to remind the commonwealth of the intent of the constitutional 
convention debates of the late 1800s, which formed the foundation for the Australian Constitution.  It is not 
helpful for anyone to say that we should bail out of the Federation or that we should get rid of the Federation and 
return to solely independent colonies or states.  It is up to state governments around Australia to face up to the 
commonwealth and make it very clear that the massive revenues that are now enjoyed by the commonwealth, 
compared with the revenues that are enjoyed by the states, were never contemplated by our founding fathers and 
a significant revisiting needs to be done to commonwealth-state fiscal arrangements so that once again the states 
are on a relatively equal footing to the commonwealth.   

This morning I received on my desk, as I am sure other members did, a copy of the Institute of Public Affairs 
Review magazine, being a quarterly review of public affairs, volume 57, No 1, March 2005.  That document 
contains a very thought-provoking article from Professor Greg Craven, the Executive Director of the John Curtin 
Institute of Public Policy and also Professor of Government and Constitutional Law at Curtin University in 
Western Australia.  He has produced an article headed �A Constitution That Deserves Better Mates�.  I urge all 
members to read this article.  I can quote only parts of it because I do not have time to read the whole article.  
Professor Craven states, in part - 

In its casual abandonment of its federalist conservative heritage, the administration of John Howard 
now appears to be embarked upon the greatest centralization of power in Australia since the Second 
World War.  Then, at least, inroads upon Australia�s federal character could be justified as a response to 
the demands of total war.   
Consider the fronts upon which Howard�s troops are moving.  Health Minister Tony Abbott would like 
to control hospitals.  Howard himself, and Employment and Workplace Relations Minister, Kevin 
Andrews, wish to dismantle State industrial relations sub-systems.  Attorney-General Philip Ruddock 
seems determined to impose uniform defamation laws.  Education Minister Brendan Nelson, easily the 
most enthusiastic of the power accumulators, wants Commonwealth control of universities, a national 
education certificate and Commonwealth technical colleges. 
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The article continues - 
In their unadorned determination to exploit power while the going and the Senate is good, many of 
Howard�s ministers display no parallels with a Deakin or a Menzies, who reluctantly understood that 
constitutional restraints upon the untrammelled exercise of power are a given good, even if and - 
perhaps especially - when they most irritatingly restrain you. 

Further on, the article states - 
The irony, of course, is that the Howard policycrats eventually will go the way of their Labor 
forerunners.  After their little span in power, the immense national machines they have worked so hard 
to create will fall cyclically into the hands of their enemies, and from the industrial relations to the 
universities, they will be turned against them.  The Nelsons and the Howards will moan aloud, and talk 
of �balance� and �federalism�.   
In the meantime, where is anyone who really does believe in such arcane concepts to look?  Apparently, 
not to the sullied heirs of Deakin.  Perhaps Labor could take some new partners for the new 
millennium? 

This is a very thought-provoking article by Professor Greg Craven, one of our leading Australian constitutional 
lawyers, whose work is respected by all. 

In conclusion, the opportunity is with us.  It is up to state governments and state oppositions to stand up for their 
respective states and make it very clear to the commonwealth government that the states are in fact significantly 
disadvantaged and diminished by the arrogant attitude of not just this commonwealth Parliament, but also 
succeeding commonwealth Parliaments.  The time has come for us to look very closely at just how the finances 
of both the state and the commonwealth are distributed so that it is more equitable for the states.  I support the 
Address-in-Reply.   
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  
 


