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officer of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, about what he thought about Ansett.  I will not recall the 
rather colourful language in the newspaper about his views of Ansett, except to say that it was not complimentary.  It is 
important, when considering aviation policy at state and national levels, that we examine the way the federal 
Government appears to be positioning itself on aviation services, particularly in the light of some of the commentary by 
aviation reporters.  If what is being reported is true, there are very significant implications for Western Australia, 
because it means that the State will have one very dominant and very significant major Australian player.   

Along with other members of the House, I am concerned about the capacity of the Government to service regional 
communities, to ensure competitive airline services to regional communities and to continue to grow the tourism 
industry.  The Government will need to do considerable work to come up with a policy prescription that meets all of 
those objectives.  Some considerable research has been done in the past, and will be done in the future, to seek the best 
available option.  Airlines seats are very price sensitive, so any form of cross-subsidisation, which has been raised as an 
option to assist the ports that have lower volumes, is likely to be resisted by other locations, which consider they will be 
disadvantaged by cross-subsidies.  This is not an easy matter, but the Government must address it when the market has 
been allowed to settle, the services offered by existing carriers can be determined and an understanding exists about the 
future of Skywest and Ansett.  The Government will need to know the corporate plans and intentions of the owners of 
those services.  Ultimately the State can make a determination about the degree to which it wants to intervene in the 
market. 

The only saving grace is that this responsibility is placed on the Government outside the peak period for the tourism 
industry in the north of the State.  This does not mean the Government can ignore the issue, but there is a short period 
within which the Government can address it.  Significant impacts will be felt if the Government is unable to address this 
issue by the start of the tourism season next year, which can be as early as April.  It will not be easy to find a solution.  
When a decision is made, it will be difficult to accommodate all ports of call, but it is a responsibility the Government 
does not shirk.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and I will give the matter detailed consideration and will 
come up with the best policy prescription that meets the needs and demands of regional Western Australia, and those 
who wish to travel there.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr BROWN:  The Leader of the House raised another very significant point.   

Mr Johnson:  He said, �Please do not sit down; I want you to keep going until 5.30 pm.�  The minister was about to sit 
down.  

Mr BROWN:  The Leader of the House was drawing my attention to other matters that should be discussed in this 
debate, and I am deciding whether or not to raise those at this time.  

Mr Sweetman:  The best thing the minister has said is that he is in favour of competition.  The crux of this private 
members� debate this afternoon is that the conduct of the Government to date indicates, on the face of it, that it is doing 
the bidding of one airline, at an inappropriate time, when tenders are in for Skywest.  I am not simply favouring 
Skywest and saying that it should retain routes it currently has.  While tenders are in bidding for that business, the 
Government should be talking to it as well.  

Mr BROWN:  A ministerial task force has been looking at the impacts on tourism.  Skywest and Qantas representatives 
have been attending meetings with that ministerial task force.  It has not been a situation in which one airline has been 
favoured over another. 

Debate interrupted.  

Sitting suspended from 5.30 to 7.00 pm 

ACTS AMENDMENT (LESBIAN AND GAY LAW REFORM) BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS GUISE (Wanneroo) [7.00 pm]:  I would like to share with members the pain that parents and their homosexual 
children experience as a result of silence and fear.  In a book entitled Homophobia - how we all pay the price, B. Jaye 
Miller tells the following story - 

In the early, predawn of 27 August 1983, Bobby Griffith, who had just celebrated his twentieth birthday two 
months earlier, did a backflip off a freeway overpass in the path of a semi-truck and trailer.  He was killed 
instantly.  Later that morning, his mother, Mary, was called from her workplace to receive the news.  When 
she came down to the lobby and saw her older daughter crouched in the corner, crying uncontrollably, she 
knew that something horrible had happened.  For four years, Bobby and his parents had been struggling with 
the fact of Bobby�s homosexuality.  Parental pressure, �Christian� counselling, and the antihomosexual 
attitudes of society had proved too heavy a burden to bear; suicide seemed the only way out.   



6496 [ASSEMBLY] 

His story, however tragic, is sadly not unique.  Mary Griffith has become a leading figure in Parents and Friends of 
Lesbians and Gays in the United States.  That organisation thankfully also exists in Australia, and is primarily a support 
system for parents whose children are gay, lesbian or bi-sexual.  Given the continuing silence about homosexuality and 
the family, PFLAG groups can be a tremendous consolation to parents who imagine that they are totally alone.  The 
group sponsors and offers referrals to social and support groups for young homosexual youths of both sexes.  Few can 
speak more convincingly of the need for public education about homosexuality and of the importance of civil and social 
rights for gays and lesbians than members of PFLAG.   

Many observe that discrimination and fear can be a constant strain.  Young people report family relationships breaking 
down and the constant battle between revealing the truth, the true nature of their relationships, risking shock and 
prejudice and even criminal charges, and actively hiding the truth, which leads them to feel their lives are a lie.   

In the book Inside out - An Australian collection of coming out stories, edited by Erin Shale, Joy Anderson, a mother 
and nurse writes -  

James committed suicide in September 1997, two weeks after his nineteenth birthday.  He gassed himself, 
quite methodically and deliberately, in his car, about ten meters from where I was sleeping. . . .    

James was just seventeen and very drunk when he found the courage to tell me he was gay.  He had to get 
drunk even to tell his own mother.  I said, �I love you.  You are my son,� but I was absolutely devastated. . .  

Little did I know that while I was going through this period of adjustment, James was suffering badly at school 
with harassment and ostracism from other students and his so-called friends.  I knew about some incidents but 
James couldn�t talk about how terrible it really was day after day.   

It got so bad for James at school that he had to leave in the middle of his final year. . .  

I wish to God that his school had done something to protect James from the bashings, the hurt, the humiliation 
of a whole class standing up and moving away from him when he came into the room.  I wish I�d known that 
he was too afraid to take the school bus.  How can schools let that happen?  I wish to God that we weren�t 
brought up to avoid talking about the things that really matter.  

Recently I was fortunate to meet Kenny at the Freedom Centre.  He said I could share his story with members.  Kenny 
sent me an email, which states -  

Good afternoon everyone 

My name is Kenneth, I am 17 and I Gay.  Because of this I have a very personal perspective on law reform. 

Some of you may have seen my face in advertisements that GALE ran in the paper recently. . .  

I agreed to model for the advertisments because I beleive strongly about equality for all australians.  Why 
should I and any partners I might have be considered criminals in this state, just because of our sexuality - 
especially when my non-gay friends are not in this position. . .  

This is not right, this is not fair, and it�s time that this law is changed. 

I came out to my family and friends when I was 14.  The word got around the school that I was attending then 
that I was gay. 

People started to taunt me, I got smacked in the face once or twice and everyday I would go to the bike shed to 
find my tyres had been let down.  The bullies would wait there for me and shout out abuse.  Then they would 
follow me home, screaming abuse and throwing rocks. 

I didn�t report it to the school mainly because of the existing preducies and bias�s of the community and 
because there was no support. 

During school time I would get called �poofter� and �faggot� and no one would sit with me, not even my so-
called friends.  I became an outsider.  Teachers and students would exclude me from class activities and group 
discussions and if I tried to talk, they would exclude me. 

I couldn�t cope with the abuse for much longer and I eventually went to speak to some teachers about it, but 
no-one would help. 

I felt discriminated against.  If anyone from any other minority group was being bullied, the school would have 
gone out of its way to help, but because I was gay they didn�t. . .  

I am now, at age 17, trying again to complete year ten so I can make something of my life. . .  

While the whole experience has been far from easy, overall it has made me a much stronger person and people 
often ask me for advice when they have to deal with their own problems relating to homophobia. 

But it shouldn�t have to be like that. 
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Support the Changes of laws, change the policies, train the teachers and the school staff. 

Don�t let the next generation of gay students go through what I went through. 

You CAN make a difference. 
One of the most important issues of concern to PFLAG is education.  Its members have first-hand knowledge of the 
many abuses that students suffer, including verbal and physical abuse, about their sexual orientation.  In March 1994, 
the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Employment, Education and Training produced a report entitled 
�Sticks and Stones: report on violence in Australian schools�.  Evidence was given to the committee by the Gay and 
Lesbian Teachers and Students Association of violence occurring in our schools towards gay and lesbian students.  In 
1996, an organisation of which I was a member - the Australian Council of State School Organisations - commissioned 
a report entitled �Towards safe and supportive learning environments: strategies for parent groups and school councils�.  
The report recognises the dimensions of violence in schools, including homophobic vilification and emotional and 
physical harm.  The report also notes that suicide has become the third biggest killer of young Australian men.  In 1994, 
for example, 437 people under the age of 25 took their own lives, and six of them were under 14 years of age.  As a 
former president of the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, I can attest that schools have 
developed policies to deal with bullying, harassment, assault and abuse - both sexual and psychological - homophobia, 
infectious and communicable diseases, HIV-AIDS and other issues relating to welfare, behaviour, protection, safety, 
equity, health and drug education.  However, without more change and a distinct attitudinal shift, nothing will change.  
The bullying and victimisation will go on.   
The curriculum framework is designed so that students can learn about safe and supportive relationships and it makes 
no value judgments.  Health curriculum materials have been developed to deal with a range of issues pertinent to safe 
sex.  It must be remembered that health education is not about taking students though the many pages of the Kama 
Sutra.  Sex education is always dealt with sensitively and sensibly and it is not used to promote sex, whether the sex 
education be to heterosexual or homosexual students.  The current situation allows any teacher who does not feel 
equipped to answer questions on the subject to defer to others in the school who can; the school nurse and the school 
psychologist, for example, often play a key role.  I also point out that section 72 of the School Education Act allows 
parents to withdraw a child from attendance at classes at which a particular part of a course of study is taught.  I cannot 
stress enough how important it is that young people be given the opportunity to discuss important matters such as their 
personal development, health, safety, safe and supportive relationships, suicide prevention, abuse and mental health 
issues.  Among the information being circulated by some groups, the one I found most offensive was a deliberate fear 
campaign which shows a distinct lack of knowledge and understanding about the difference between homosexuality and 
paedophilia.  The Families at Risk advertisement in The West Australian of Saturday, 3 November stated - 

If the government succeeds in passing legislation to implement these changes: 

! The age of consent for sodomy and other male homosexual acts will be lowered from 21 to 16 years of 
age, so that men of any age can legally have sex with 16 year old boys. 

It is obvious that some people do not let the truth get in the way of a good story.  One proposed legislative amendment 
will restrict the use of a mistaken belief defence to cases in which the accused is no more than three years older than the 
victim.  That amendment will ensure greater protection for minors, both male and female, and is long overdue.  It 
should be noted that the amendment offers protection to young girls for the first time in this State.  In the past a 60-year-
old male could have argued in his defence that he believed a girl to be 16 years of age, which is totally unacceptable. 
I shall finish discussion on the age of consent by sharing with members a letter printed in The West Australian on 14 
April 2000 from Brett Gerrity of Mosman Park, titled �I am not a sex offender�, which reads - 

I would like your readers to hear of the experience of someone who has been affected by the age of consent 
law relating to same-sex couples in WA.   

In October 1998 I was happily involved in a long-term relationship with an 18-year-old man.  Through 
circumstances beyond my control I was arrested and charged as a sex offender. 

My crime?  Loving someone of the same sex as me. 
The letter continues - 

How is it possible to say that an 18-year-old male is incapable of deciding whom he wants as a partner?  My 
partner is an adult male and must do all that is expected of a mature member of society - but his sexuality is 
deemed to be inappropriate. 

My reward for reciprocated love was a 2½-year prison term. 
The letter continues - 

Why is it that females may live together in a loving relationship when 16, but males must wait until 21?  How 
is it possible for consenting young males to live together in a relationship while the State Government views 
this as ghastly and punishable by a term of imprisonment? 



6498 [ASSEMBLY] 

The law will change eventually, nevertheless, I will be forever labelled as a sex offender because I love 
someone of the same sex. 

How many more lives will be destroyed by legislation discriminating against same-sex couples? 

The most telling of all the e-mails I received was one from a parent, which highlighted a mother�s fear for her child 
under the current legislation.  It reads - 

Dianne, we met recently at a PFLAG meeting.  I am planning to write to some politicians to ask them to 
support the changes to rights for gays and lesbians.  I am however concerned about the confidentiality of any 
letters I send.  As my son is only 16 I would prefer to remain anonymous, but feel my letter would not have 
any strength doing that.  If I ask the recipient to keep the name and address confidential do you think this 
would happen or is there a danger it would carelessly be used? 

From . . .  

a mum still in the closet! 

For the record, I have removed the identification so as to protect the wishes of the mother and her child. 

There are many other issues in this Bill and I will run out of time before I can mention them all.  I cannot do what the 
member for Hillarys did the other day because I do not have the right in the time given to me.  However, I say to 
members that other issues in this Bill affect people every day.  In dealing with the health issues of a partner, can 
members try to imagine how devastating it is to be denied the right to be at the bedside of someone they love who is 
dying because they are not designated the next-of-kin?  Members should try to imagine how it would feel to have no 
right to participate in decisions about funeral arrangements.  That is totally unacceptable.  Prejudice, discrimination and 
bigotry will prevail in the absence of laws protecting gays, lesbians and transgender individuals.  This Parliament can 
lead the way to a future that promotes dignity and acceptance, celebrates diversity and gives equal rights freely to all 
members of society by eradicating ignorance, fear and hatred.  I say to the House again from very personal experience 
that the current laws offer no protection for our homosexual, lesbian, bisexual and transgender children.  I beg members 
to consider that, keep it close to their hearts and think of them as they debate this legislation.  On that note, I commend 
the Bill to the House.   

MR BOARD (Murdoch) [7.16 pm]:  This is indeed very important legislation.  In many ways it goes beyond the words 
drafted in the Bill.  It deals with the very essence of the fabric and building blocks of society.  It deals with birth, 
relationships, human sexuality, how we relate to one another as human beings, children�s rights, marriage and our 
acceptance of what has become a practice in not only the Western Australian community, but also the world.  From that 
point of view it is cutting-edge legislation in not only this State but also this country.  We, as a Parliament, must 
consider the legislation with a great deal of intelligence and compassion and a spirit in which we must move forward 
but at the same time reflect the total community�s wishes. 

Having listened to the member opposite, I find that often the question arises of whether it is the role of the Parliament to 
lead community standards or in fact to reflect them; and whether it is the role of the Parliament to lead, particularly with 
laws relating to economic development, justice and equity and things of that nature.  Is it the role of the Parliament with 
social reform of this magnitude to dictate what that reform should be, or should the Parliament reflect the development 
of the community itself?   

Mr D�Orazio:  It is our role to remove prejudice. 

Mr BOARD:  This is the debate we are having and this is an important part of this legislation.  I say that because the 
member for Wanneroo read many e-mails about compassion, support and concern for people in gay and lesbian 
relationships. 

[Quorum formed.]  

Mr BOARD:  One of the tragedies about the way this debate has developed in the media is that people who do not 
favour the reform in its totality are shown as having adopted a homophobic view or as not promoting equity or 
understanding of gay and lesbian relationships.  The picture is being painted that unless a member supports the whole 
Bill, he does not support those people in our community who live in gay and lesbian relationships.  That is not the case 
at all.  It has been well established that members on both sides of this House accept the equity of those who live in gay 
and lesbian relationships.  That is accepted under sexual discrimination law.  A range of activities provide that 
understanding.  However, what is embodied in parts of this Bill goes far beyond acceptance of those relationships and 
the issue of equity.  Issues have been raised about what is considered to be the fabric of our society, what is considered 
normal, and what should be promoted.  However, because the Liberal Party takes exception to parts of this Bill, its 
members have been painted as people who lack understanding, tolerance or support of people who find themselves in 
gay or lesbian relationships.  That is the case for not only me but also other members of my party.  It is not about that.  
The Bill will be taken far beyond that point.  That has not been the practice anywhere else in Australia.  Parts of this 
Bill determine issues that have not been debated or accepted in our community.  Although there may be different points 
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of view, the Opposition argues that there should be greater debate and understanding of what lies within this Bill before 
it can be accepted in its totality.  The Opposition has argued for the Bill to be split so that the different parts can be dealt 
with in different ways.   

During his second reading speech, the Attorney General spoke about the Bill giving effect to the simple principle of 
equity before the law, regardless of sexual orientation.  The Opposition argues that it is not a simple principle; it is a 
highly contentious principle that goes to the heart of family values and religious convictions that are embedded within 
our community.  It is not a simple principle.  It needs to be deliberated on for some time and not just over a couple of 
days, which is the speed in which the Government is trying to get this Bill through the Parliament.  The Attorney 
General also said that citizenship gives certain rights to people.  That is what we have and what is promoted in Western 
Australia and Australia.  However, people who live in heterosexual or homosexual relationships are not the only 
citizens.  A third party is involved: children.  The Opposition argues that children have equal rights as citizens in the 
fabric of Australian society.  This Bill fundamentally changes the acceptance of the rights of the child. 

Mr McGinty:  How does it do that? 

Mr BOARD:  It has been an accepted practice and principle in the Australian community that a child, under normal 
circumstances, is cared for by its mother and father.  That accepted principle has been embodied in law.  This Bill 
fundamentally shifts that.  This is the major principle by which -  

Mr McGinty:  It is only one criterion: the interest of the child. 

Mr BOARD:  Yes, the interest of the child.  The Opposition argues that although a child might be adopted into a loving 
and supportive relationship, that child has no control over the decision.  This legislation seeks to provide that a 
homosexual relationship is as normal as a heterosexual relationship.  That is a fundamental shift in our thinking.  
Regardless of tolerance, equity, or the acceptance of gay or lesbian relationships, the mere fact that a homosexual 
relationship will be accepted as normal is a quantum shift in thinking for our community.  That has not been debated or 
explored by the Western Australian community.  The Opposition asks the Attorney General to separate the contentious 
parts of the Bill from the equity, tolerance and understanding issues that members accept are overdue for reform in 
Western Australia.  We do not take any exception to those issues.  To take the quantum leap and say that a homosexual 
relationship is as normal as a heterosexual relationship for the purposes of in-vitro fertilisation and the adoption of 
children, who have no rights or consideration in that adoption, is wrong.   

I accept the argument that children already live in loving homosexual relationships in which the children are well cared 
for and protected.  However, those children are there as a result of the mother�s previous relationship or involvement at 
some stage with a male.  This Bill takes a quantum leap from that situation to one in which a third party is invited into 
that relationship from outside of what might have been a previous involvement.  The child will be adopted, or conceived 
through the use of IVF treatments.  The Opposition takes exception to that.  The Government seeks to impose a 
homosexual relationship on a third person as being normal.  That is a quantum leap.  That is a cutting-edge change in 
Australia.  It has not been accepted anywhere else in this country.  Parts of the Bill that deal with equity and tolerance 
veil other parts of the Bill.  Although the Opposition might want to amend some of those parts, it accepts many of those 
principles and agrees that some are probably overdue.  It would be a quantum leap to accept the bringing of a child into 
a homosexual relationship and it is in that regard that the Opposition takes exception to the Bill.   

Mr McGinty:  Can I throw a question to you? 

Mr BOARD:  I will take some interjections a bit later.  It is a bit hard to understand where bisexuality fits into this Bill.  
If members accept that people who enter gay and lesbian relationships are born that way, which is well accepted in 
many parts of our community, how does bisexuality fit into aspects of the Bill?  A bisexual is someone who can be 
involved in a male or a female relationship, which is within the bounds of what are being called stable relationships.  

As a result of that, will the Government allow adoption and in-vitro fertilisation for people in bisexual relationships?  If 
it allows that, it is taking a further quantum leap. 

Mr Kucera:  What do you mean by bisexual relationships?  Define them. 

Mr BOARD:  Bisexual relationships are those in which a person has sexual relations with both a male and a female, I 
suspect.  As a result, the Government is saying that third, fourth or fifth people may be involved in the relationship.  If 
that is the case, the Government is taking a further quantum leap in the context of families and what is acceptable in 
adoption and IVF, because it is now talking about a group situation. 

Mr Hyde:  No, we are not. 

Mr BOARD:  Yes, the Government is; or it may or may not be.  That is the nature of the confusion. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BOARD:  No, I am not.  Honestly, I do not have a bias.  I am saying that the Government is talking about a number 
of people being involved, and it will allow adoption and IVF in that situation.  I do not think that the Western Australian 
community will find that acceptable. 
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Four major aspects of this Bill need to be dealt with.  The four areas of major debate in our community are the lowering 
of the age of consent for male-to-male sex from 21 years to 16 years, homosexuality education within the school 
curriculum framework, and access to adoption and IVF for gay and homosexual couples, and, as a result of that, access 
to IVF by single women and people in other relationships.   

First, I will deal with the lowering of the age of consent for male-to-male sex.  Many States have dealt with this issue.  
Although some have come down on the side of 16, 17 or 18 years of age, Western Australia has retained the age of 21 
years.  Regardless of what people feel about that, at what age do people feel that young males can deal with male-to-
male sex in the context of their sexuality?  The age for heterosexual sex for young females and males is 16 years.  
People have different views on whether they support that, but that is the current law.  The question is whether all 16-
year-old boys who find that they are homosexual are capable of making the right decisions about their sexuality and 
about male-to-male relationships - I will not talk about predatory males or deal with that issue - maybe with older 
males.   

This Government and the former Government have put a lot of money and energy into providing additional support in 
our schools for young males.  The feeling is that young males are not achieving academically and socially, and that they 
have not reached the same maturity at 16 years as have females.  That is the reality of the situation.  Regardless of the 
fact that a number of boys will be mature about, and comfortable with, their sexuality at 16 years of age and will be able 
to make the right, mature choices, a number of boys will not be able to do so.  They will fight their homosexuality.  
They will be concerned and maybe confused about it.  Some will hide it from their parents, and others will not be sure 
where their sexuality lies.  It is a question of when, as a State, we consider that it is appropriate that those boys engage 
in male-to-male sex.  Whether or not they engage in it, it is a question of this State recognising when they are mature 
enough to do so.  The Opposition argues that, in the case of males, the age should be more than 16 years.  I know that 
other people have different points of view on that matter, but that is the position the Opposition adopts. 

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

Mr BOARD:  I will deal with the issue of education.  I know how important it is to have sex education in schools.  
There is a problem with sexually transmitted diseases and unwanted pregnancies among our young people at present.  
Therefore, it is important to have sex education in our schools.  The Opposition promotes and supports that.  I do not 
have a problem with young people being informed and understanding that homosexuality exists in our community and 
that people practise it.  What must be explored is the extent of homosexuality education that is envisaged.  That must be 
explored and understood by this Parliament, the Minister for Education and the Attorney General to make sure that 
homosexuality is not promoted in our schools.  I know that the Government says that will not happen and that is not its 
intent.  However, it must have a greater understanding of what it is endeavouring to do and the messages it is sending 
out about homosexual education in our schools as a result of this legislation.   

The two major issues that the Opposition finds abominable in this legislation are adoption by and IVF for homosexual 
couples, bringing a third person into the relationship.  I have no concerns about those people who live in gay and 
homosexual relationships.  That is their choice.  In some cases, those relationships are successful and work well for the 
individuals involved.  However, in the case of adoption, heterosexual couples have in many instances waited to adopt a 
child for many years and find it incredibly difficult to satisfy all the criteria for adoption in this State.  More families are 
waiting to adopt children than there are children for adoption.  Why should we take a quantum leap and bring a third 
person, who has no choice, into a homosexual or gay relationship?  Regardless of what other people think about that 
relationship, people who are not the child�s mother and father will be inflicted onto a child.  Two males or two females 
will be inflicted onto a third person.  That may or may not be successful.  However, why do it?  Where is the push for 
that in the Western Australian community?  I recently attended a function at which I asked 20 people whether they 
would accept that, and every one of them said no.  I am sure that many people in gay and lesbian relationships would 
dearly like to adopt a child, but should that be considered normal in our community and given equal status to the 
adoption of a child by people in a heterosexual relationship?  To do so would be a major quantum leap and would take 
us far beyond what any other State in Australia has done.  We must consider that situation carefully.  

Another issue is IVF.  It is a contentious issue.  This House will be aware that there has been a High Court challenge in 
Victoria involving issues under the Infertility Treatment Act.  The Federal Court ruled in favour of Dr McBain, a 
gynaecologist in Victoria, and against the State of Victoria.  It found that Victoria�s Infertility Treatment Act 
discriminated against infertile single women who could not access IVF under the Victorian legislation.  

As a result of that, the federal Government has moved to give certainty to antidiscrimination laws in Australia and give 
States the right to protect their legislation in respect of fertility laws.  That is, fertility treatment should be available to 
people in heterosexual relationships and other relationships in which people have had a program of artificial 
insemination that has not worked.  In-vitro fertilisation is available to people in those situations.  To allow IVF to be a 
first option is a quantum leap for the community.  The legislation may allow single fertile women to avail themselves of 
IVF.  If that is the case, it is another quantum leap.  In Victoria, the Bracks Government is discussing psychological 
infertility.  It is infertility caused by a woman not wanting to produce a child through normal means although there is no 
physical reason why she cannot.  As a result, a single fertile woman may qualify for IVF treatment.  The Government 
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appears to follow the Bracks Government on some issues.  It will be another leap that takes the social agenda of this 
State far beyond community expectations. 

I will reiterate a number of points about this Bill.  The Bill has a lot of good things in it.  Parts of it discuss equity for 
homosexuals.  Some reforms are overdue in this State.  The Opposition will support many of the reforms.  Veiled in the 
Bill are changes to the social fabric of our community that go far beyond simple reform.  We take huge exception to 
parts of the Bill that affect a third person by giving rights to other people.  Many third persons will lose their rights and 
we take exception to that.  Through adoption or IVF a child will no longer have the expectation of having a mother and 
a father.  It is a major change to accepted legislation throughout Australia.  That is what is veiled in this Bill.  It will be 
a major concern to the community, if and when it knows about it.  At present, the community does not know. 

The Bill is not understood in the community and it is veiled in the belief that it provides rights for homosexuals.  It 
does, and many of those rights are justified and supported.  What is not known in the community is the quantum leap 
the Bill takes beyond that.  That is the part that the Opposition believes desperately needs to be debated and supported 
by the Western Australian community if it is changes that the Government believes must happen.  If the Western 
Australian community accepts the changes, the Opposition will understand that.  The Opposition believes that large 
numbers of the community do not support the changes.  The Government is pushing through a dramatic change in a 
very short period that is veiled in an omnibus Bill that changes equity and tolerance for homosexual couples.  The 
Opposition supports the changes to some degree although it will seek to make amendments.  Beyond that, the Bill 
makes quantum leaps, particularly regarding the rights of children.  Those changes are not acceptable and have not been 
debated in the Western Australian community.  The Government will find that it is out of step with most of the Western 
Australian community on those parts of the legislation. 

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [7.44 pm]:  I am ashamed to be a member of the Western Australian Parliament today.  I am 
ashamed to share this House with members of the Australian Labor Party, some of whom I have a deal of respect for.  I 
am embarrassed to think that some members of the community might think that I, by virtue of the fact that I am a 
member of this Parliament, played some small part in the passage of this Bill.  The Bill sells out the interests of young 
people in Western Australia in favour of noisy minority groups.  It is a Bill that repulses decent, mainstream, 
hardworking Western Australians who just want to work hard, play hard and look after their families.  The Bill repulses 
those people.  The Bill was introduced by a Government that is morally bankrupt.  The Bill is motivated by self-interest 
on the part of the Australian Labor Party, its members and members of Parliament in this House.  That is the motivation 
for this Bill.  It is not about a philosophical crusade to make all Western Australians equal.  It is about appeasing 
members of the Australian Labor Party who sit in this House.  Some members should declare a personal interest in this 
Bill. 

Points of Order 

Ms RADISICH:  The Speaker said earlier that members should not make personal references during this debate.  I 
request that be drawn to the attention of the member for Kalgoorlie. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I respectfully suggest that there is no point of order.  The member for Kalgoorlie was not reflecting 
adversely on any member of the House.  He simply asked that certain members who may wish to declare an interest, do 
so. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr BIRNEY:  Before I was rudely interrupted I asked whether any member in the House wanted to declare a personal 
interest in this Bill.  As such, they should not vote on this Bill.  When the vote is held, the Sergeant-at-Arms could usher 
them from the House in an orderly fashion and we will see who wins the vote then.  One may think that is a somewhat 
flippant remark.  I made the comment because members of the Australian Labor Party who sit in this House and who 
have an alternate sexual orientation are the real drivers of this legislation.  This is not a philosophical crusade to make 
all Western Australians equal.  That is not what the Australian Labor Party is about.  It is about appeasing those 
members of the Labor Party who are pushing this legislation through for their own self-interest.  I would like to see 
them declare their interest.  Let us see what happens then.  The legislation will be finished; it will end up at the bottom 
of the river. 

Let us talk about priorities.  The Government has been in power for nine months.  What is it doing about our hospital 
system that is falling down around its ears?  What is the hapless Minister for Health doing?  What is the Government 
doing about our Police Service that is facing many challenges?  What is it doing about jobs for young Western 
Australians?  What is it doing about these things?  It has been in office for nine months.  What is the Government�s 
priority?  Sodomites committing sodomy!  That is the priority of the Australian Labor Party in this House after nine 
months.  It is absolutely disgraceful!  The people of Western Australia think it is utterly disgraceful.   

While we are on the subject of priorities, whose priority is this legislation?  It is the priority of the Attorney General.  
One man in consultation with people with a vested interest has brought this legislation to the Parliament.  The Attorney 
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General is the hero of the homosexuals, the leader of lesbians, the bloke sitting side saddle on the horse at the front of 
mardi gras receiving rapturous applause from the masses.  That is the bloke who has brought this Bill forward.  Those 
people are not the masses.  The masses live in the mainstream in Western Australia; they want to work hard, play hard 
and look after their families.  They are the masses.  Those people offering that rapturous applause to the Attorney 
General are the minority, as opposed to the majority.  I see the Attorney General smiling.  He has an amicable 
demeanour.  He is still smiling.  The Attorney General�s smile reminds me of those glistening bits on the top of a coffin.  
His demeanour betrays what he is about.  When one reads this guy�s legislation it will give one an insight into what he 
is all about.   

My position and that of the Opposition is not necessarily about homosexuals or sexuality; it is about children and the 
rights of children.  Nobody has sorted out the rights of the child in this whole debate.  The Labor Party seems to think 
that everybody except the child has a right in our State.  The Labor Party is ignoring the rights of the child.  This is 
about protecting children from the Labor Party.  Somebody will have to protect our children from the morally bankrupt 
position of the Labor Party.   

Let us talk about the adoption of children.  How does the Attorney General propose to operate a new adoption system in 
which a homosexual couple will be permitted to adopt children?  This is like a game of Russian roulette.  Which 
children will the Attorney General send to the heterosexual family and which will he send to the homosexual family?  
The Attorney General is playing a game of Russian roulette with the lives of the children of Western Australia.  This is 
what the Attorney General is about.  Those children who wind up with a same-sex couple will be forevermore denied 
the input of a male and a female parent.  That is what this is all about.  We all have a masculine side and a feminine 
side - some more so than others.  I am not looking at the member for Ballajura for any reason other than he was smiling 
at me at the time.  I am seeking to make a very important point about children whose lives are uprooted and who find 
themselves with an adoption agency for a number of reasons:  One reason might be that their parents have tragically 
died, another is that their parents decided to put them up for adoption - perhaps they did not want them or they were not 
quite ready for those children.  Those children�s lives have been uprooted already, yet the Attorney General would seek 
to hand deliver those children to a couple of the same gender and to deny those children the right to be influenced by 
both a male and a female during their formative years.  The people in Western Australia do not think that is a good idea.  
What a cruel Government we have in charge of our State.  This Government seeks to deny to a child the stability and 
the sanctity of a traditional family unit.   

Let us think about the nature of gay or lesbian relationships for a minute.  Those people do not enter into a marriage.  
They do not go down that path.  They do not think about getting married, becoming engaged and making that life-long 
commitment to each other.  Statistics tell us that gay and lesbian relationships are more inclined to disintegrate 
compared with heterosexual relationships.  The Attorney General and the Labor Party would seek to place a young child 
into a relationship which statistics tell us is more inclined to disintegrate.  Once again I say that this Government is 
devoid of all morals.  

I will tell members what the final report of the Adoption Legislative Review Committee said.  It said that adoption is 
about ensuring that the welfare and best interests of the child are met, not about creating families for couples.  That 
message, I am sorry to say, has been lost on the Labor Party.  Homosexuals do not have a right to adopt children.  
Married couples do not have a right to adopt children.  Nobody in Western Australia has a right to adopt a child.  The 
child has a right to be placed in a good home with a traditional family unit.  That is the right of a child.  Nobody has the 
right to adopt a child.   

Section 45 of the Adoption Act 1994 enables birth parents to stipulate their wishes concerning the child�s upbringing 
and the preferred attributes of the adopting family.  What if the birth parents decide that they do not want a gay or 
lesbian couple to adopt their child?   

Several government members interjected.   

Mr BIRNEY:  The goon gallery cannot help themselves; they are running off at the mouth.  Somebody should deliver a 
bib to the whole lot of them.    

How does the Attorney General propose to deal with that kind of discrimination?  

Mr McGinty:  We will allow discrimination in those circumstances, because it gives effect to the relinquishing mother�s 
wishes.   

Mr BIRNEY:  Now the Attorney General will allow discrimination.  I thought the Attorney General was against 
discrimination.  Will the Attorney General allow the birth parents to say that they do not want a homosexual couple 
adopting their child?  Is that not discrimination against homosexuals?  Is the Attorney General not discriminating 
against homosexuals?  This is the Labor Government that we have seen in action for the past eight months.  Members 
opposite purport to come from a super-principled position, but when we explore their position we see it is fatally flawed 
not just on this legislation but also in other areas. 

Several government members interjected.   
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!  I ask members to my right to please calm down 100 decibels.  The 
member for Kalgoorlie has the floor.  I am not sure whether he is inviting interjections, but let us spend the next eight 
minutes in relative quietness.   

Mr BIRNEY:  I thank you for your timely protection, Mr Acting Speaker.    

I advise the House of the final report of the Adoption Legislative Review Committee.  The number of submissions to 
that review eludes me for a moment; I think it was in excess of 100.  The final report did not contain one submission 
that gay and lesbian people be allowed to adopt children.  That brings us to this whole point of consultation.  With 
whom did the Labor Party consult before it arrived at this principled position?  It consulted with a committee of people 
consisting of 13 gay and lesbian people and two people who purport to be straight.   

Point of Order 

Ms RADISICH:  The member for Kalgoorlie may have been casting adverse reflections on the two straight members of 
the committee, and I ask him to withdraw that comment.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr BIRNEY:  I ask the Attorney General to state, by way of interjection, if the proposed legislation would allow for 
three gay men, in a three-way relationship, to adopt a child.   

Mr McGinty:  Currently, a single person, gay or straight, can adopt.  There is no prohibition on that.  A married couple 
can adopt, but a gay couple cannot, nor can a de facto couple.  This legislation proposes to remove any reference to the 
sexuality of the adopting people and replace it solely with the criterion of the best interests of the child.  

Mr BIRNEY:  Therefore, theoretically, three gay people in a relationship could adopt a child?  

Mr McGinty:  I do not think so, but I would need to check the wording of the legislation.  That situation is so fanciful 
that it has not been contemplated.  

Mr BIRNEY:  However, it is theoretically possible that three gay people could show up to the adoption agency and 
walk out with the ultimate accessory.  Children are not an accessory; they are a national treasure, and an asset to our 
State.  That message is lost on the Labor Party.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I am not sure quite what I heard then, but if it is what I though I heard, I will name those 
members to my right.  I wish to make it very clear that the expression that I think I heard is totally unacceptable.  
Members may interpret that in any way they wish.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr OMODEI:  I distinctly heard the member for Riverton call the member for Kalgoorlie a pornographer.  I ask that he 
be directed to withdraw.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I did not hear that remark, but if the member did say that, I ask him to withdraw it now.  

Mr McRAE:  I withdraw the remark.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr BIRNEY:  So the member should withdraw.  Perhaps he will wish to withdraw from the Chamber.  I am sure he 
would receive a big round of applause.  

What a sad reflection it is of our times when a duly elected Government seeks to allow a 60-year-old sexual predator to 
prey upon a 16-year-old boy! 

Mr O�Gorman interjected.  

Mr BIRNEY:  I think the member for Joondalup will find that he has not read the Bill correctly.  The provision he is 
talking about involves a juvenile under the age of 16.  The Government�s legislation seeks to make 16 the age of 
consent.  If the member for Joondalup wishes to make a contribution to the debate, he should first read the legislation.  

Children are not a commodity that can be traded off.  They have rights of their own, and only the Government of the 
day has the ability to protect those rights.  It is a very sad reflection of our times when the Government of the day seeks 
to disintegrate the rights of the child.  

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

Mr BIRNEY:  Statistics tell us that homosexuality is not the norm in our country today.  It is practised by a minority of 
people in Australia and around the world.  A child of 16 years of age who is contemplating following a path in life that 
involves homosexuality needs to be protected by legislation for a few extra years before that practice becomes legal.  
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We should not be sending the wrong message to the people of Western Australia that we legitimise this practice by 
lowering the age of consent to 16.  If members do not remember anything else about my speech tonight, I hope they 
remember that point - that the Government of Western Australia should not be sending out a mixed message.   

An issue that has blown up in the past week or so is the teaching of homosexuality in schools.  The Attorney General 
and the Minister for Education have been at loggerheads over this issue.  Each appears to have his own views.  The 
Attorney General has been on the airwaves talking about these issues being discussed in schools, while the minister 
responsible for schools has been required to take a fairly strong stand and say that that will not be the case.  The general 
public could be forgiven for being confused about this issue, but perhaps I can throw a bit of light on the issue.  The 
Attorney General and the Labor Party have said that they intend to repeal the Law Reform (Decriminalization of 
Sodomy) Act 1989.  Section 24 of that Act says very clearly that it shall be unlawful to promote and encourage 
homosexuality in our schools.  That is a key point.  The Government wants to repeal that.  Then it has the hide to say 
that it will not be taught in schools.  Why does the Attorney General not repeal the rest of the Act, and leave that section 
in place?  

Mr McGinty:  The Government wants to deal in a balanced way with sex education for people in schools, including 
same-sex attracted youth.  It is as simple as that.  

Mr BIRNEY:  Let me tell the Attorney General that, of all these issues - the adoption of children, in-vitro fertilisation, 
and lowering the age of consent - none has attracted a bigger backlash from the public than this one.  The potential now 
exists to promote and encourage homosexuality in schools.  When section 24 is removed from that Act, the only 
impediment to promoting and encouraging homosexuality in schools will be gone.  I know members opposite are a little 
simple, but I am sure that even they can grasp this very basic concept.  When that law is removed, the floodgates will be 
open for the promotion and encouragement of homosexuality in schools.  The community is up in arms about it.  
Parents are very frustrated, because they have no control over what their kids are taught at school.  A woman 
telephoned me yesterday after listening to the radio and reading in the newspapers about the Attorney General�s great 
plan for schools.  She told me that if they started teaching homosexuality in the school that her children attended, she 
would take them out of that school and teach them herself.  She is a good reflection of the strength of feeling out in the 
community.   

In New South Wales that provision was also removed from the law.  The New South Wales Education Department 
homophobic resource unit declares to schoolchildren that homosexual behaviour is natural, and that between one in 
seven and one in 10 students and teachers have gay or lesbian feelings.  It is only a matter of time before the Labor 
Party will have this rubbish peddled around in our schools as well.  It has a hidden agenda.  

Mr Johnson:  They are following the line of the loony left labour councils in the United Kingdom back in the 1970s.  

Mr BIRNEY:  That is right.  This Labor Government is unlike any Labor Government of the past.  It has this way-out 
philosophical bent that is veiled in this concept of principle.  The Opposition has shot so many holes in the Labor 
Party�s concept of principles that it is just not funny.  The party no longer represents its traditional base, known as the 
working man.  There are a lot of pubs in my electorate, and many of them could be considered working-class pubs.  
Being partial to a drink, I often visit those pubs.  The ears of the members opposite must be burning if they do not know 
what people are saying in the front bars of those pubs.  Those people are the blue-collar workers who have voted Labor 
all their lives and gotten out of bed for the past 30 years because they were a member of the Labor Party - that has been 
their motivation.  The chardonnay set on the other side should get out into a few of those front bars and listen to what 
those people are saying.  Those people are repulsed by this Government foisting its values onto the people of Western 
Australia.  Those values are nonexistent. 

Article 10 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights states -  

The widest possible protection and assistance should be accorded to the family, which is the natural and 
fundamental group unit of society, 

This Government is about to do irreparable damage to the family unit.  History will treat it very harshly, as will the 
people of Western Australia.  The mums and dads in the State of Western Australia are fiercely protective of their 
children.  If it comes down to a contest between the Australian Labor Party and the children of Western Australia, I 
know who the voters will choose. 

MR QUIGLEY (Innaloo) [8.12 pm]:  I accept the challenge of the last speaker to declare my interest in this matter.  
My experience at the bar is that judges often remind juries that no-one in the community is without a bias.  However, 
when they take the oath to sit on a jury, they are duty bound to put that bias aside and decide a case on its merits.  As I 
start my address today, conscious of the lesbian and gay people that have come into the House for this day, I must 
declare my bias.  The member for Kalgoorlie wanted my bias declared so I will put it on the table. 

As I said in my maiden speech, I am 53 years of age, divorced and the father of three beautiful children, who most 
members have seen: Jack, who has just finished his tertiary entrance examination and rowed for Aquinas College; 
Isabella, who is in year 10 at John XXIII College, and Maggie May - my precious baby - who is in year 6 at Iona 
Presentation Primary.  My bias is towards heterosexual family life, although, as I declared in my maiden speech, for 
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errors of mine, my marriage foundered.  The second bias I put on the table is that I am a fourth generation Irish-
Catholic.  I do not hold myself out in this Chamber in any measure as a good example of a Catholic parishioner, but I 
would like to hold myself out as one who tries to embrace what I have been taught in that regard.  I come to this debate 
biased towards heterosexuality from my life and my family life, and I hope for that for my children, as most family 
people do.  In my spiritual life I have already put that on the table.  I know that my church is opposed to this legislation.  
Having put all those biases on the table, which is not a bias towards homosexuality, member for Kalgoorlie.  I must now 
approach my task as the elected member for Innaloo and legislator of this august Parliament. 

Mr Birney:  We thought you were going to come out.  

Mr QUIGLEY:  I am coming out.  I am coming out after the member for Kalgoorlie after his speech. 

From the time I took my oath at Government House before the Governor, I decided that my duty in this Chamber was to 
put my biases aside and make sure that in the discharge of my sworn duty, I attempt to do it even-handedly and with 
equity for all law-abiding members of this community.  

Mr Johnson:  Was it to represent the majority of the people in your electorate? 

Mr QUIGLEY:  It was to represent all law-abiding citizens and not just the majority.  The Liberal Party is about 
representing perceived majorities and then driving a wedge between groups and then a truck over minorities.  The 
Liberal Party did that when people tried to conscientiously object against the Vietnam War and it is doing it on this 
issue.  The Liberal Party marginalised the police in Western Australia and then had them come out against the Liberal 
Party during the election.  The Liberal Party cannot go around supporting marginal groups and then push them under.  
A certain amount of arrogance is involved in that attitude.  It is the collective arrogance of this Chamber that the mere 
promulgation of a law in this Chamber will affect social conduct - I have seen it when I practise in the Supreme Court.  
That is an arrogant assumption.  The members for Murdoch, Nedlands and Cottesloe - not the member for Kalgoorlie - 
have recognised that many in the community have already accepted that some people are born to express human love 
towards someone of their own sex.  That threshold has been crossed by those members.  What do we do about the law?  
It is an unreal belief or expectation of some members on the opposite side that the mere promulgation of a law will 
change human behaviour.  I have never known that to happen.  There is no question that it can invoke penalty.  
However, when love is involved, no penalty will deter. 

Mr Omodei:  You try to drive down the freeway at 110 kilometres an hour and see whether a penalty affects your 
behaviour. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I know what happens to my behaviour.  I did my licence for three months and have only just got it 
back - the member is a goose!  The member should not tell me about what happens when one drives down the freeway 
too fast.  I know more about that than he does. 

The law, by mere promulgation, cannot change human behaviour.  A member opposite said that it is fundamental right 
of every child to have a mother and a father, and that that area of this legislation has not been explored.  What a lot of 
bunkum.  It is explored in litigation in the Family Court every day.  That very criterion is explored and judgments are 
passed on it every day.  What do the judges do?  They look to the child�s needs to give that child the best chance in life.  
For example, in a lesbian relationship, the natural mother of a child can seek everyday care and control of her child if 
she can demonstrate to the judge her ability to provide that with her partner.  I dare you, Kalgoorlie, to go down there 
and try to provoke those judges with the abhorrent comments you just made in the Chamber.  You will find yourself 
down in the cells as quick as you could say Jack Sprat. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BIRNEY:  It has been a long-held tradition in this Chamber for members to refer to other members by their 
electorate rather than their origin.   

Mr QUIGLEY:  I withdraw, and I challenge the member for Kalgoorlie to go down to the - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  Order!  I must make a ruling on the point of order.  The member for 
Kalgoorlie is correct.  It was obviously a slip of the tongue.  The member for Innaloo has indicated that he will address 
the member for Kalgoorlie in the appropriate manner. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I challenge the member for Kalgoorlie to go to the Family Court and spruik to the judges the nonsense 
he has spruiked here.  He would be cracked over the members� for six.  This matter is explored every day in that forum.  
The members for Kalgoorlie and Murdoch presented the wrong premise.  The judges say that during trials the most 
weighty responsibility rests with the media.  Will the media be irresponsible and publish the comments of the members 
for Murdoch and Kalgoorlie?  I hope and trust that that does not happen.  They said that the Government was creating a 
regime that would remove the rights of a child to have its interests considered first.  It was an irresponsible thing to say 
given the state of the law in Western Australia and the fact that no changes have been proposed to that part of the law.  
Adopting agencies will look, as do the Family Court judges, to apply the same criteria; that is, the best interests of the 
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child.  I have every confidence that they will.  They are the people to whom the member for Kalgoorlie does not have 
the guts to repeat his ruddy nonsense. 

Was it not a telling moment in the debate and did we not think he would fall off his horse?  It is said that the member 
for Kalgoorlie has a bit of go in him.  I have seen witnesses like him in the Supreme Court.  One traps them and proves 
their lie and they keep rolling on as though nothing has happened in the hope that the jury will not notice.  The member 
said a child would be given to a same-sex couple, irrespective of anything else.  

Mr Omodei:  Do you agree with that?   

Several members interjected. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  The great distraction is on, because he would - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  The Liberal Party does not recognise that the parents giving up the child will have a right of veto which 
will be maintained and which has been explained by the Attorney General.  It worries me that right-wing propaganda is 
spruiked in this Chamber, not in the discharge of any oath to proceed in an unbiased way but to grab a headline - that is 
what he was trying to do - and to deny the law.  That is the most irresponsible act I have seen in this Chamber since I 
have been here.  The member for Kalgoorlie had the law in front of him when he was trying to mislead the media and 
the public of Western Australia.  

Several opposition members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members on my left! 

Mr Birney:  Put your view on the record!   

Mr QUIGLEY:  I will do that.  I suggested that the member for Kalgoorlie go to the Family Court and spruik his 
homophobic tommyrot.   

I will put my view on the record now.  I am biased towards heterosexual relationships.  I am also biased towards 
Catholicism.  That is John Quigley and that is how I was brought up.  However, in the discharge of my legislative 
duties, I will not countenance any law that denies equality to all law-abiding people in Western Australia.  

[Interruption from the gallery.]   

Mr QUIGLEY:  The Liberal Party set up systems to deal with police corruption that represent a great travesty of justice.  
Members opposite voted for those measures.  I notice the smiling opposition spokesperson for police.  He is laughing 
about what they did to the coppers.  I want that recorded in Hansard.  Everyone will see the member for Warren-
Blackwood�s hypocrisy exposed in its colourful fullness.  

The member for Kalgoorlie said that the Labor Party was foisting its values on the people of Western Australia.  Have I 
come into this Chamber to foist Catholicism on the people of Western Australia?  No!  That is my value.  Have I come 
into this place to foist heterosexuality on the people of Western Australia?  No!  That is my value.  I have come into this 
place to recognise the rights of other people who think and love differently from me and to protect those rights, not to 
foist my values on anyone.   

I have watched for 25 years the tactics of a divisive Liberal Party.  Members opposite want to cut up the community in 
an attempt to rule.  That is what they do; they indulge in wedge politics.  The member for Kalgoorlie challenged me and 
got involved in some drivel with the member for Murdoch.   

I am voting for equality and its preservation.  I cannot wait for these debates to unfold in the Parliament.  The member 
for Murdoch said - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  Does the member for Kalgoorlie accept that?  The member for Murdoch said that the Liberal Party 
accepts that the laws are due for reform.  

Mr Birney:  Yes.  

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

Mr QUIGLEY:  They sat on the Treasury bench for eight years and did nothing about it.  They let all these people be 
discriminated against -   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I point out to people in the public gallery that it is important that they have 
the right to observe the proceedings.  However, they should in no way interfere in the debate.  That includes applauding 
and talking.  Even though members do so, it is prohibited in the gallery.   

Mr QUIGLEY:  Before resuming my seat -  

Mr Johnson:  What were you doing during the WA Inc years?  
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Mr QUIGLEY:  I was examining the processes of government.  I learnt that members opposite are hypocrites.  When 
they got into government, they closed down the town and tried to dry up information sources.  They did that using the 
Freedom of Information Act, and I can show them how they did it.   

I want to return to the age of consent.  I will make my contribution personal.  I love my family, and I speak with 
experience as a parent.  I do not hold it against the member for Kalgoorlie that he is not a parent; that will come later in 
his life.   

Mr Birney:  How do you know? 

Mr Quigley:  When it does, he should be careful.  It is amazing what kids can do.  They can turn up gay or this or that.  
The member should be careful in what he says now, because his children will read it one day.  

To return to my family, Jack is 18, Isabella is 15 and three-quarters and Maggie May is 11.  On 3 March 2001, Isabel 
will attain the age of consent.  That worries me, because I love my daughter.  I have watched her develop and I do not 
think she is emotionally ready to exercise that consent.   

Mr Bradshaw:  Spot on. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I do not think that. 

Mr Birney:  Are you voting against it? 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I am.  Therefore, I would try to encourage my daughter to think about things for a while until her 
emotional development caught up with her sexual development.  However, all other girls in this community can 
exercise that right if they want to; and that has been the case ever since I was a little boy. 

However, if, speaking hypothetically, my 18-year-old son were homosexual - I will not talk about his sexuality in this 
place - he would be a criminal if he exercised his consent.  Isabella could find an expression for her love but Jack would 
be deemed to be a criminal.  That is abhorrent to people in Western Australia.  I have been involved in inquiries into 
suicides more than has any other member in this Chamber.  Acting for the police, I have appeared at probably 80 
Coroner�s Court inquests into suicides.  One aspect which stuck out and which stayed with me through those inquests 
was that when young people are marginalised and put down as different or criminal, we start to run a death watch.  We 
are running right into the possibility of youth suicides.  Western Australia has the fifth highest number of youth suicides 
in the world.  More than half of youth suicides in Australia occur in this State with the majority in country areas.  We 
must stop marginalisation in all sorts of areas of the law.   

I notice the member for Kalgoorlie slithering like a snake out of the Chamber before the debate is finished.  I withdraw 
that.  He has come back into the Chamber to accept the challenge because he knows that I have declared on the table 
every challenge he has thrown down to me.  I have put on the table the way in which I will vote because I am proud to 
be a member of this egalitarian Australian Labor Party.  It is the only party that is prepared to cross the road and hold 
out its hand to minorities to help them up to true fulfilment and happiness in our society.  God bless the Australian 
Labor Party! 

MR WALDRON (Wagin) [8.32 pm]:  The members in the House should have a drink and take a deep breath. 

I will not speak for long on this Bill.  That does not mean that I do not take the Bill seriously.  I take the Bill and the 
matters contained in it very seriously.  Although it is a controversial issue and one that I take seriously, it is also a very 
personal issue to most people.  I wish to present to the House the majority view of the people in my electorate because it 
is my duty to do so.  In the past few months I have spoken about the Bill with many people throughout my electorate to 
ascertain their feelings and to be clearly informed of their views.  It was made clear to me that the vast majority of 
people in my region oppose the Bill, although not all parts of the Bill.  They oppose the proposed lowering of the age of 
consent for male homosexuals to 16 years of age, the proposal to allow same-sex partners to adopt children and the 
proposal for lesbian couples to access in-vitro fertilisation and artificial insemination.  That is the overwhelming 
message that has been sent to me from my region, which is what I represent in this place.  Generally people support the 
clauses of the Bill dealing with equal opportunity for all people, in particular in the workplace, for housing and those 
types of issues. 

The finer details of all areas of the Bill have been presented well by many of the previous speakers.  No doubt these 
areas will be argued fully at the consideration in detail stage and I look forward to that.  I will listen intently to each 
clause of the Bill as it arises.  I will not go into the detail of the Bill tonight as other speakers have.  However, members 
should understand that it has been made abundantly clear to me in the past few weeks that the people in my region are 
concerned about the promotion of homosexuality in schools.  I, and most people, accept that there must be open 
discussion and sex education in schools, especially at the appropriate age level.  I have no problem with that and I 
believe it is a responsibility of schools; it is also very much a responsibility of parents.  However, I and the majority of 
people in my region, believe that the promotion of homosexual behaviour in schools goes too far and that there should 
be a guard against that. 

Ms Guise:  Member, we do not promote heterosexual or homosexual sex in schools. 
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Mr WALDRON:  Yes, but I am relaying a concern that people have that it may happen.  I want to let members know 
that those concerns are valid and I am airing them because I am concerned about that aspect of the Bill.  Sex education 
should be an open discussion.  I have four daughters, two older and two younger ones, and we discuss that openly in our 
family.  It is my right and my duty as a parent to be open and to allow my children to make up their minds as time goes 
on, and that should also happen in schools.  However, I realise that it can be a hard job for teachers, who are sometimes 
in a difficult position when openly discussing aspects of sex education.  However, there should be a guard against the 
possibility that some teachers will go overboard.  I do not say that it will happen, but it is a fair concern and I raise it in 
all honesty. 

Another genuine concern of people is the breakdown in the family unit and family values in our community and the 
many problems that arise as a result of that.  They believe that this Bill will contribute to that breakdown and it is the 
reason for their concern about parts of the Bill.  They are also concerned at the effect the Bill will have on the rights of 
children and the influences on them.  I share those concerns.  I will always try to support the rights of children on any 
issue on which I speak in this place.  I am very close to my children.  I was a single parent for three years and I believe 
that I have some personal knowledge to share.  I know that members on the other side of the House also share those 
concerns.  However, parts of this Bill are a threat to children.   

I will be opposing the Bill on behalf of the vast majority of people in my region.  I stress again that those people have 
no problem with most of the equal opportunity clauses.  As speakers before have said, it would have been better to have 
split the Bill into different parts because many people agree with and support many of the issues in the equal 
opportunity part of the Bill; I am one of those people.  However, as it is coupled with other issues in the Bill, the 
majority of people in my area cannot support it.  They support it as far as it relates to equal opportunities in the 
workplace, accommodation and those types of areas, but they do not support - and I concur with them - the lowering of 
the age of consent to 16 for male homosexuals and the clauses relating to adoption, in-vitro fertilisation and artificial 
insemination.   

I repeat that people are concerned about the promotion of homosexuality in schools; that possibility is perceived by the 
community.  I stress again that the main concerns of people are about the family unit.  They are genuine concerns of 
people who are not homophobic and do not have a great desire to do harm or anything else to homosexual people.  They 
have a true and honest belief.  That should be noted.  Perhaps the biggest concern is with the rights of children.  That is 
something that all members should think seriously about.   

On behalf of the people of my electorate, I will not be supporting the Bill. 

MR CARPENTER (Willagee - Minister for Education) [8.39 pm]:  I will speak briefly on this Bill because it is one of 
the most important pieces of legislation that will be enacted while I am a member of this Parliament.  It is one of those 
times and debates which makes me very glad that I am a member of Parliament.  It reaffirms my belief that I have done 
something worthwhile in getting involved in public life.  If members are like me, they daily want to contract back into 
their own lives and forget about the rest of the world, so that they do not have to deal with other people�s issues.  
However, we must make a decision in life about whether we want to be concerned with our own interests or with the 
world and bigger interests that impact upon our family, community, neighbourhood, nation and so on.  By taking the 
step to go into public life, a person offers himself the opportunity to do just that; to get involved in bigger issues that 
extend in importance and impact beyond one�s life.   

I was very glad that this legislation was coming on today.  I thought about it this morning.  I am privileged to be in the 
Parliament when this piece of legislation is coming through.  I thank and congratulate all members of this Parliament 
who will support this legislation.  I do not denigrate the people who oppose this legislation, but by supporting it, we are 
doing something important and beneficial for the State of Western Australia and the people who live here now and in 
the future.  If we achieve nothing else than this little bit, it will, in my mind, make our entire political careers 
worthwhile.  I will be part of this because this legislation will be passed.  The passing of this legislation will give me 
something to look back upon when I am no longer in political life for one reason or another - if I get out or am booted 
out.  I will be able to say that I was a part of the process that improved the State of Western Australia by making a 
fundamental change - removing discrimination against people on the basis of their sexuality.  There should be no 
discrimination against people on the basis of their sexuality.  It is totally unacceptable.  That mentality belongs in the 
past.   

Just as we are with other issues that come up, members are lucky that they can be involved in this process.  We are 
lucky that we can be involved in the process that will remove hurtful, harmful and despicable discrimination against 
people purely on the basis of their sexuality.  There is no place for it.  Not one person in this Parliament, in the 
community or in the State of Western Australia wants to be discriminated against.  We do not have the right to 
discriminate against other people on the basis of their sexuality.  I am very firm in the view that there is no longer any 
place for that sort of behaviour.  I can understand the historical basis upon which this sort of discrimination sprang - 
from a lack of understanding, awareness, and sensitivity to the human condition.  However, in 2001, with thousands of 
years of philosophical thought and social development behind us to embolden us as individuals, there is no excuse for 
discriminating against individuals in this State or anywhere else in the world on the basis of sexuality.  
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Mr Pendal:  Do you condemn the sacking of the chaplain at Edith Cowan University?  You are the Minister for 
Education.  That goes to the heart of what you are saying. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I call the member for South Perth to order. 

Mr CARPENTER:  I will take the interjection.  I do not condone discrimination against people on the basis of their 
sexuality.  That is the point I am making.  I congratulate the Attorney General.  We are being criticised by the other side 
of politics -  

Mr Board:  No, you are not. 

Mr CARPENTER:  The member should listen.  We are being criticised for being a Government that is too intent on its 
social agenda.  This Government is not too intent on its social agenda.  This Government was elected to do things.  The 
Labor Party was elected because we said we would do things.  We did not come into this Parliament to sit around, do 
nothing, retire and take away our superannuation.  That is not the purpose of being a member of Parliament.  The 
purpose of being a member of Parliament is to come into this place on behalf of the people.  They elect us to do things, 
to change things for the better.  We are changing things for the better.  To all people in Western Australia, heterosexual 
and homosexual, I say that this Government will support the rights of all people to go about their lives as they see fit, 
without being discriminated against for any reason.  For that reason, I congratulate the Attorney General and all the 
brave people over the history of humanity who have fought against discrimination.  I also congratulate the brave people 
in our community who are prepared to put up their hands in difficult times to say, �I am homosexual and I want to fight 
against discrimination against me and other people on the basis of our sexuality�.  I congratulate those people.  We have 
brought that view into the Parliament and will pass legislation to remove that discrimination.  I am glad to be a part of 
that. 

MR OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [8.45 pm]:  This is complex legislation.  I will indicate to the House my concerns 
about the legislation that has been brought to Parliament in a rush.  The legislation amends more than 20 pieces of 
legislation.  I support parts of the legislation.  However, because of the way the legislation has been brought forward, I 
suspect there is a political agenda behind it.  If this legislation were brought in just prior to an election in the same way 
as it has been today, the Government would be turfed out on its ear.  The Government has spoken about consultation.  If 
the Government is so intent on passing this law, why does it not send the Bill back to a standing committee and allow 
the community to have a say about the legislation and all its different parts.  There are many contentious parts to the 
legislation.   

Nobody in the community, and particularly in this Parliament, wants to discriminate against people because they are 
gay or lesbian.  However, people are concerned about some of the acts that homosexuals undertake.  That has been 
borne out in legislation that goes back for many years.  I understand that the legislation has been amended on a number 
of occasions, such as in 1978 and 1989.  The preamble to the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act 1989 
reads -  

WHEREAS, the Parliament does not believe that sexual acts between consenting adults in private ought to be 
regulated by the criminal law; 
AND WHEREAS, the Parliament disapproves of sexual relations between persons of the same sex; 
AND WHEREAS, the Parliament disapproves of the promotion or encouragement of homosexual behaviour; 
AND WHEREAS, the Parliament does not by its action in removing any criminal penalty for sexual acts in 
private between persons of the same sex wish to create a change in community attitude to homosexual 
behaviour; 
AND WHEREAS, in particular the Parliament disapproves of persons with care supervision or authority over 
young persons urging them to adopt homosexuality as a lifestyle and disapproves of instrumentalities of the 
State so doing: 

The preamble discouraged homosexuality, yet the law, as it was amended in 1989, decriminalised the act of sodomy in 
private.  Historically in Western Australia, the act of bestiality and the act of -  

Ms McHale:  Anal sex? 
Mr OMODEI:  No. 
Ms Sue Walker:  Incest. 

Mr OMODEI:  The act of incest has always been outlawed in this country.  I have taken particular notice of the 
legislation that has been mooted for some time.  However, I do not think the community has had access to the 
legislation.  As a member who represents a fairly large area in the south west of Western Australia, I have had very few 
or no personal approaches from people who support this legislation.  However, I have received a number of letters from 
people who oppose the legislation, as well as correspondence from those who support it.  This morning I received 
correspondence - many members would have received the same correspondence - from Dr Allan Shafer, a socio-analyst 
and clinical psychologist, who wrote - 
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As West Australian mental health professionals, we urge you to support law reform which will end 
institutionalised discrimination against gay men and women. 

He goes on to say - 

Collectively we have worked with countless younger and older men, women and families whose lives have in 
many ways been deeply affected by the attitudes and actions which are supported by the current status of the 
law.  

We appreciate that there are concerns about the specific proposed changes which equalise the age of consent 
for all people at 16 years.  We believe these fears to be quite unfounded.  Indeed the many myths perpetrated 
about homosexual people promote such anxieties. 

That is signed by a number of clinical psychologists. 

I have also had in my possession for some time correspondence from the Australian Family Association.  I must confess 
my bias, as has the member for Innaloo.  Both Ros and I are members of the Australian Family Association, and we are 
practising Roman Catholics.  The document is quite large.  It comments on the strategies of the gay lobby.  Obviously, 
there are arguments for and against this legislation; and I will talk about the legislation later.   

Mr D�Orazio:  What is fair and equitable? 

Mr OMODEI:  We are all in favour of what is fair and equitable.  However, certain acts are criminal acts, and have 
been for a long time.  The concern of the Australian Family Association, in its document, is about the militant, vocal 
homosexual lobby.  It says that it does not believe that that lobby represents all homosexuals.  The document also refers 
to homosexual people being allowed to do what they want to do in private, and so on.  It says that people of all types 
should be treated with respect, love and compassion.  At the same time, it indicates that the association believes that 
society has a legitimate right to dislike and censure activity that is not acceptable in society by the majority of people.  
We disapprove of alcoholism, but at the same time we seek to help those individuals affected by it. 

The document deals with a number of matters.  It states - 

So successful has the homosexual lobby been in this campaign . . . one only has to look at how public 
perception of homosexuality has changed over the past few decades. 

People would have to admit that from 1978 to 2001, there has been a change, particularly in the way that the Labor 
Party has supported the decriminalisation of the act of sodomy and homosexual behaviour.  The document continues - 

�Even in purely nonreligious terms, homosexuality represents a misuse of the sexual faculty and, in the words 
of one�educator, of �human construction.�  It is a pathetic little second-rate substitute for reality, a pitiable 
flight from life.  As such it deserves fairness, compassion, understanding, and, when possible, treatment.  But it 
deserves no encouragement, no glamorization, no rationalization, no fake status as a minority martyrdom...� 

The source of that quote was Time magazine in 1966.  I must admit that time has marched on since then.  The document 
continues - 

. . . �The greatest single victory of the gay movement over the past decade has been to shift the debate from 
behaviour to identity, thus forcing opponents into a position where they can be seen as attacking the civil rights 
of homosexual citizens rather than attacking specific . . . antisocial behaviour.� 

The document deals with the activities of homosexuals, the number of partners they have and the risks of disease, 
particularly HIV.  It states that children have the right to be raised in a loving, stable, committed relationship, and that 
homosexual relationships do not seem to provide that stability and permanence.  It then refers to a range of sexual 
practices and damage to different organs.  I suppose the other side of the argument is that heterosexual behaviour can 
involve similar things.  It is not very good reading.  It refers to The Gay Report, which contains testimonials about acts 
with animals and so on - things in which I do not have a great deal of interest. 

The document refers to the estimated percentage of gay and lesbian people in Australia.  We have heard that the report 
states that the figure is between seven and 10 per cent.  This document refers to evidence from the United States, 
France, Britain, Canada, Norway and Denmark.  In all cases, the average figure is one, 1.4 or two per cent.  I have taken 
the time to research this matter, and the evidence I have obtained is that between two and three per cent of people in the 
community are deemed to be gay and lesbian.  That is vastly different from the figure of 10 per cent that has been 
mentioned in the debate in this place. 

The document refers to the militant homosexual movement.  While sympathising with those gay and lesbian people 
who have been discriminated against, the document refers to the famous quote from Michael Swift entitled �For the 
Homoerotic Order�, in the Gay Community News of 15 to 21 February 1987.  He said - 

�We shall sodomize your sons, emblems of feeble masculinity, of your shallow dreams and vulgar lies.  We 
shall seduce them in your schools, in your dormitories, in your gymnasiums, in your locker rooms, in your 
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sports arenas, in your seminaries, in your youth groups . . . Your sons shall become our minions and do our 
bidding.  They will be recast in our image.  They will come to crave and adore us.� 

That kind of comment certainly does no good for the homosexual lobby anywhere in the world.  The document goes on 
to deal with gay rights, the gay agenda and so on.   

One might ask why the Australian Family Association has put forward such a document.  I could read into Hansard a 
lot more information from this document that is derogatory of homosexuals, their activities and their agenda.  However, 
the Australian Family Association is an organisation that supports the normal family unit; that is, a mother and a father, 
and children with a grandmother and a grandfather etc.  As I said before in this place during the debate on the 
amendments to the Family Court Act, the family unit is the fundamental unit of society.  It is the basis of society in the 
world as we know it.  The question of gay and lesbian people is a minority issue.  They have rights, as do black people, 
yellow people, Italians and people from any background, and they should be treated equally.  I agree with that.   

I will tell the House a little story.  Last week I spoke to a Roman Catholic priest in my area, who has been a Labor 
supporter all his life.  He said that he was concerned that the type of legislation being brought into the Parliament today 
would change society as we know it forever.  

Mr D�Orazio:  Did the whole society change in 1981? 

Mr OMODEI:  I am just telling the House what a very good friend of mine said, and he has been a supporter of the 
Labor Party.  His comments were volunteered.  I did not instigate the discussion.  The agenda of this Labor Government 
in Western Australia is obvious.  In the first year of its term, its deliberate political strategy is to ensure that these 
matters are well and truly out of the way before the next election.  It is very obvious.  It will change society as we know 
it. 

Mr Kucera:  Will you change it back? 

Mr OMODEI:  It will be an option for a new conservative Government.  The Government�s agenda will create dramatic 
changes in our society as we know it.  The amendments to the Family Court Act have virtually destroyed the Family 
Court in Western Australia as we know it.  The amendments have introduced same-sex marriages - something on the 
agenda of the Labor Party - and de facto relationships.  This legislation provides for same-sex couples to adopt children 
and embark on in-vitro fertilisation treatment.  The Attorney General is not in the House.  I was going to ask him the 
question raised by the member for Kalgoorlie.  It is very pertinent.  Will the Government countenance same-sex couples 
adopting young children?  Same-sex couples adopting children and in-vitro fertilisation approval for lesbians is 
anathema to the society I know.  Members of the Labor Party have a blinkered view of the situation in the community.  
Members should correct me if I am wrong, but that is the feeling I am getting.  Large numbers of people have not told 
me that they support this omnibus legislation.  Indeed, very few people have told me that they support it.  Everybody 
acknowledges how important this legislation is to the community; that gay and lesbian people should not be 
discriminated against.  We agree with that.  When I was the Minister for Disability Services I found that the best carers 
and advocates for people with disabilities were gays and lesbians.  I respect them greatly for their ability to 
communicate and empathise with disabled people.  That may be the case for a number of reasons.  It may be as a result 
of their being discriminated against.  It may have made them more sensitive to the things to which disabled people are 
subject from time to time.  That has been my experience.  As far as I know, none of my close friends is gay or lesbian.  I 
know a number of people who are and I respect them for their abilities and what they contribute to society.  I am not 
homophobic, although I do not agree with the act of sodomy.  I will continue to oppose it.  I do not agree with same-sex 
couples being able to adopt children, embark on in-vitro fertilisation programs or raise children.  I do not think it is 
natural.  The natural family unit is a grandfather and grandmother with a mother and father and children.  That is a 
normal family relationship.  I understand how family breakdowns impact on children.  I am concerned about the repeal 
of the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act and its impact on education in schools.  I understand the 
arguments of members opposite about the impact on young people, the pressures to which they are exposed and the 
incidence of suicide.  The member for Innaloo made a comment about young people being marginalised.  Young people 
can be marginalised in a whole host of ways.  It is part of growing up in society.  They would be better cared for and 
nurtured in a normal family arrangement.   

Members of Parliament cannot ignore the views of people in the community or those of the Australian Family 
Association.  We cannot ignore the views of the Roman Catholic Archbishop of Perth.  It has been my experience that 
most of these people are reluctant to make public comments of a political nature.  We should respect their views as we 
are putting them in a very difficult position.  There is an easy solution.  The Bill should be sent to a standing committee 
so the community can thoroughly scrutinise what the Labor Party intends to do.  At the same time, the community can 
become aware of the Government�s social agenda.  Why is it that the Government is hell-bent on passing this legislation 
before Christmas in its first year in office?  The strategy is obvious.  The legislation will be forced through in the hurly-
burly of the last sitting days of this year�s Parliament at all hours of the night.  It will be forced through when the energy 
of members is low and their thought processes are not as sharp as they could be.  The House debated the DNA 
legislation last night.  It finished the consideration in detail at about 11.30 pm.  That would have been the appropriate 
time for the House to rise and allow the minister to respond later.  The debate should have been finished today in a 
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sensible and rational way.  I can predict what will happen tonight.  We will sit in this House until all hours of the 
morning so that the Labor Party can rush this legislation through the Parliament.  That is what this is all about.  This is 
not a mechanical Bill; it is social reform.  It is something very important to society in this State.  It will change society.  
The people of Western Australia are entitled to know what is in this legislation.  They have a right to have time to digest 
what is in the legislation and contact their local member of Parliament so their opinions can be relayed to the House.  I 
am very concerned about the Government�s approach to this legislation and the impact it will have on families in 
Western Australia.  We are treating some groups that are impacted on by this legislation with contempt.  The legislation 
is comprehensive; it amends a range of issues.  It would be better to split the Bill into contentious and non-contentious 
parts.  The non-contentious parts could be dealt with quickly and the contentious parts could be referred to the 
community for its response.   

I have an open mind about the content of the legislation.  Discrimination in the workplace is anathema to me.  I strongly 
support any legislation that prevents it.  If that could be done by introducing separate legislation, I am sure the 
Government would receive cooperation from this side of the House.  My family suffered discrimination in its early 
years in Australia.  It is something one grows up with and one learns to get on with life.  I am very fortunate that my 
family is very stable and what I regard as normal.  However, I am not in the House to talk about my family.  I am 
concerned about this legislation.  The Government should allow sensible debate on this legislation.  If not, the 
legislation will come back and bite the Labor Party in a big way.  If this legislation is forced through I will make it my 
business to ensure that people, particularly in my electorate, are reminded of this Government�s social policy at the next 
election.   

MS RADISICH (Swan Hills) [9.09 pm]:  I support the legislation.  I realise that it is difficult and sensitive in nature.  
However, I recognise that there are a number of views in the community, some of which are based on personal 
experiences, some on value systems and some on a lack of information.  I have a commitment to reformist legislation.  I 
am pleased to support the Premier and the Attorney General in this matter.  The elimination of discrimination against a 
significant group in our society - that is, gay and lesbian people - is an extremely worthwhile initiative and one that I am 
glad to be part of.  This legislation will positively affect the lives of gay and lesbian people in Western Australia in so 
many ways.  Importantly, the legislation will not impinge on the liberties enjoyed in society by people who are not gay 
and lesbian.  That is an extremely pertinent point to make.  All we are doing is balancing things out for people who have 
been marginalised and discriminated against for years and years.  That does not affect other people in society.   

The focus in my speech this evening is youth suicide which, unfortunately, is a tragic reality that occurs 
disproportionately among young people in Western Australia, particularly among young gay and lesbian people.  This 
occurs especially in outlying centres of the metropolitan area and in regional and rural centres in Western Australia.  
The statistics that I have read indicate that youth suicide is the leading cause of death among young adolescent people in 
our State.  There has been a significant growth in this trend over the past 40 years.  A significant aspect of this problem 
facing youth today is mental health disorders, in particular, depression.  Youth suicide, depression and issues 
surrounding homosexuality are intrinsically linked.  There is some scientific evidence to support this contention.  In a 
recent Uniview publication by the University of Western Australia a social work graduate, Ms Gillett says -  

. . . local research indicates that about one-fifth of those who identify as gay or lesbian (or are questioning their 
sexuality) have attempted suicide.  

She reports - 

While mainstream youth support agencies are now very inclusive, within schools the topic of homosexuality 
remains taboo and that stops kids who may be confused about sexuality from discussing the issue.  

Isolation and stigma affect young gay and lesbian people every day.  This legislation goes a long way to making sure 
that that does not happen any more.  As the Minister for Education reflected earlier, if we can help just a small number 
of people and make their lives better while not harming anybody else, that is a good thing.  It is hard enough for young 
people to come to terms with their sexual development, but from talking to a number of my gay and lesbian friends, it is 
a hell of a lot harder for a gay and lesbian person to deal with those issues.  They need an especially supportive 
environment, even more so than young heterosexual people.  This includes a supportive legislative environment, one 
which has been severely lacking in this State.  That means the law that we apply to our citizens must apply equally to all 
of them.  It also includes the attitudes and acceptance of differences by community leaders - that means us.  The 
positive impact of this legislation on the lives of so many gay and lesbian people in Western Australia cannot and 
should not be underestimated.  A lot of people out there are committing crimes every day of their lives by being with 
the people they love and who want to be with them; that cannot be fair.   

Turning back to youth suicide, a recent United States study indicated that 25 to 40 per cent of young gay and lesbian 
people have attempted suicide at some stage in their lives.  These statistics are supported by further information 
provided by the Freedom Centre, which is located in Perth.  The United States study further indicated that 65 to 85 per 
cent of young gay and lesbian people had at least thought about committing suicide.  That is a huge number.  In addition 
to the raw facts on suicide, another body of information refers to attempted self-harm or inflicted self-harm by young 
gay and lesbian people coming to terms with their sexuality, particularly in unsupportive environments.  In 1998, 834 
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young people in Western Australia were admitted to hospital for attention to these sorts of injuries.  I suspect that a hell 
of a lot more people have inflicted this sort of harm upon themselves, which was never reported or brought to light and 
do not form part of these statistics.   

The information I have read indicates that about 11 per cent of the population identify as gay, lesbian or bisexual.  
Arguably gay and lesbian people constitute a large, silent proportion of youth most at risk.  Certainly, I would argue that 
they are more at risk than their heterosexual counterparts.  They are forced to live their lives and exist within a culture 
of systemic societal homophobia.  I firmly believe that is the culture that exists presently in Western Australia.  I am 
pleased to be part of a Government that is attempting to change that systemic discrimination.   

Young people are often forced to internalise their fears.  One report indicates that 80 per cent of young gay and lesbian 
people who are living at home have not come out to their parents.  Imagine living a life in which they cannot bring 
boyfriends or girlfriends home to have dinner with the family, where they have to live a secret life hiding from the 
people they love and who care about them.  That does not seem right either.  It is our responsibility to eliminate this sort 
of fear of discrimination in the family, the school, the community and in our society in general, instead of forcing 
people to move out of home, often forcing young gay and lesbian people into undesirable living circumstances and 
poverty and other flow-on social effects.   

I am pleased to report that a number of organisations in our community are working to redress these sorts of inequities 
and to support people who are facing this sort of discrimination every day.  In particular, I note Gay and Lesbian 
Community Services of WA, which helps provide various counselling including an under-26 group, and tries to address 
the needs of people living in regional areas.  The service also has a toll-free number that people can contact.  The 
service also works in conjunction with the Freedom Centre, which operates in the Perth metropolitan area.  It is an 
excellent drop-in service for young gay and lesbian people.  It offers a chance for them to network and to share the 
problems and successes in their young lives.  The Freedom Centre is staffed by a range of fully-trained volunteers who 
work tirelessly to support young gay and lesbian people in WA.  It is a collaborative effort and I commend them for 
their efforts.  Importantly, the Freedom Centre has phone and Internet access for people who cannot get to their 
premises in Stirling Street.  I keep in contact with a number of people who frequent the Freedom Centre.  It is great that 
people from outlying centres in the Perth metro area can easily travel into the central business district.  A number of 
young people - they are not constituents yet - who are members of the Swan Hills community from places like 
Mundaring and Gidgegannup travel in by bus and train and attend the centre.  That is good for them, because the 
services provided in outlying regions are not as good as they are in the metropolitan area.   

Gay and lesbian people pay taxes, they have families, they work, study, sing, dance, sleep and eat; they are just like 
anybody else.  Too many issues in our society are buried in the sand - issues like incest, homelessness and domestic 
violence.  We must not let homosexuality be one of those issues that we, as community leaders, bury in the sand.  My 
gay and lesbian friends and gay and lesbian people in my electorate are contributing to the community and they are 
making a difference.  However, right now they are considered to be second-class citizens.  That is not acceptable, and 
that is why the Government is legislating - to attempt to stop this alienation, self-harm and suicide that confused and 
desperate young people resort to in order to express themselves.  Sometimes the societal framework we offer them 
simply does not adequately address their needs.  I support this legislation to promote greater equality in Western 
Australia, and at least some equality for gay and lesbian people in this State, who have been done over for many years.  
It is about time they received the same recognition as everybody else.  
MR EDWARDS (Greenough) [9.20 pm]:  I accept many parts of this Bill, as do many of my colleagues.  The speakers 
on the other side of the House are taking the view that the Opposition is being discriminatory.  We are not.  We have 
particular concerns with specific parts of the legislation.  It needs more public consultation and a much more reasoned 
debate in this House.  That is the reason that most of us who have stood to speak to this Bill, have advocated splitting it.  
The Opposition is comfortable with most of it, but there are three or four specific issues, which I will deal with a little 
later.  I bring a conservative view to this Parliament.  I come from a conservative environment, and represent a 
conservative-leaning electorate.  My comments, therefore, will probably lean towards the more conservative side of the 
argument.   
I find the Government�s priorities somewhat surprising.  The House is debating a Bill that, in the scheme of things - and 
with the greatest respect - is not a matter of public urgency.  Many parts of this Bill seem to have been cobbled together 
in a very hasty manner.  Perhaps it would have been better if more time had been spent on drafting the Bill.  The plight 
of 85 businesses, and the jobs of some 1 000 people in the south west of the State, people who are suffering the 
indignity this Christmas of not having their businesses or their jobs, would possibly have been a little more important 
than this Bill.  That was an enforced policy decision of this Labor Government.  If I were to have a cheap crack, this 
probably means the Government has no great concern for those people.  I believe in the inherent dignity of and respect 
for all people in our community.  I am opposed to personal discrimination, vilification and derogatory remarks or 
attitudes of people, irrespective of their race, religion, sexual orientation, etc.  Some of the remarks I will make a little 
later may possibly fly in the face of those comments, but I say them genuinely.   
This Bill requires the wisdom of Solomon.  Its complexities and the questions that arise from it are confronting, and to 
some degree painful for those of us who wish to take a compassionate but different stance on some of the issues raised.  
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I can accept the notion that the Attorney General puts forward, that citizenship confers certain rights, one of which is 
equal treatment before the law.  However, other human factors need to be considered in this debate.  It is an undeniable 
fact that sodomy - I use that word, rather than homosexuality or lesbianism - is not normal.  I will illustrate that 
statement with an analogy that was put to me not so long ago.  I hasten to add that it is not intended to be amusing or 
judgmental.  Two male power points put together do not produce power.  Two female power points put together do not 
produce power.  However, if a male and a female power point are put together, they produce electricity.  That might be 
a simple analogy, but if that reasoning is followed to its logical conclusion, normality is a male and a female, with the 
expectation and result of children.  That is part of this debate.  Society is, and has been based on a Christian ethos.  It 
underpins our way of life.  I will digress just for a moment.  To many people of my generation and older, that situation 
has always been the acceptable norm.  Even my children�s generation accept that as a normal relationship.  Their 
generation, however, is far more accepting of other relationships.  I have spoken to many people across the social divide 
and the generations, and in general they have sympathetic views on homosexuality and lesbianism.  It is necessary, 
however, to question whether our traditional moral values should be fundamentally altered from what society now 
considers normal.  I am advised that the report of the ministerial committee that addressed lesbian and gay law reform, 
was a representative committee of gay and lesbian people.  Out of the 15 members, I gather that 13 were of gay and 
lesbian orientation.  I am disappointed that that was the case, because without representation from the mainstream 
community, it suggests that the impartiality and integrity of the recommendations has been clouded.  This leads to a 
perception of a biased view.  

In introducing this Bill, the Attorney General emphasised that the law must be administered in the interests of the 
individual.  However, our law has always balanced individual liberty against the good of society as a whole.  The 
unfettered exercise of the rights of some individuals could be detrimental to the rights of others or to the good of society 
as a whole.  For example, the Attorney General would not absolutise individual freedom of speech.  There is in fact a 
dark threat that public criticism of a gay lifestyle will not be tolerated.  The sop to people with religious convictions is 
that they may hold their views in private.  This legislation goes far beyond removing discrimination to ensure the rights 
of those who wish to live a gay lifestyle.  It redefines the laws of marriage and family life completely.  Gay partnerships 
are to be accepted as equal and normal.  Law is being used as an instrument of ideology, not simply for 
antidiscrimination purposes.  On a number of occasions the Attorney General seeks to dissociate law reform from 
morality.  Notions of justice and equity, he said, are fundamental concepts that inform and influence the formulation of 
law, not moral opprobrium.  Yet the Attorney General expresses moral opprobrium concerning perceived inequalities.  
He says that it is not a primary function of the criminal law to impose a moral standard, rather to identify the types of 
actions that warrant punishment.  However, is not punishment a moral concept?  If morality is not the basis for 
punishment, what is?  Let us not pretend.  There is no avoiding moral principles, whichever side one takes.  The 
Attorney General is saying that he does not want traditional morality.   

This debate brings me to a fairly painful episode in my life, which I have revisited after some 40 years.  The age of 
consent is a concept I have grappled with.  I find it difficult to make this submission in this place.  

As a child of 12 and 13, I was the target of a predatory schoolteacher.  I was in the boarding school system between the 
ages of seven and 17.  I do not believe that I need to go into any great detail.  However, the experience is still in my 
memory after 42 years.  The irony and tragedy is that that schoolteacher, who was in his 30s, committed suicide six or 
12 months later.  As a result of that experience, I have concerns about the age of consent.   

The adoption and artificial conception issues have been addressed eloquently by other members.  I do not intend to go 
into detail about those issues, but I will refer to school sex education.  I do not believe that homosexuality and 
lesbianism should be lit up as part of school sex education.  I have no problem with sex education per se.   

Mr Kucera interjected. 

Mr EDWARDS:  The Minister for Health may shake his head.  I am genuine.   

Mr Kucera:  I have seen the curriculum and it certainly does not light up anything.  

Mr EDWARDS:  I want the opportunity to put my view.  I have no problem with sex education per se being part of the 
school curriculum.  If the minister had waited, he would have heard what I intended to say.  However, I do object to an 
ideologically driven viewpoint that promotes one sexual orientation over another.  Repealing the legislation and making 
it an offence to promote homosexuality in schools begs the question: why is it necessary if there has been no call for it 
from parents and teachers?  Perhaps there is a more sinister reason.  

Our children�s place in this debate seems to have come down to rights.  I do not believe children are a right.  They are a 
gift and need to be recognised as such.  As one of my colleagues has already stated, our children are the future and it is 
vital that they be given every opportunity to develop to their full potential in stable, loving, balanced relationships and 
backgrounds.  The interests of the child are paramount.   

The proposed reforms represent a fundamental alteration of what society considers is normal.  To some degree, I see 
this as social engineering.  I would support a motion that this Bill be referred to a standing committee.  I reiterate: 
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members on this side of the House are not being discriminatory.  Some factors need further consideration and debate, 
and that is what we are trying to achieve.   

MR MARSHALL (Dawesville) [9.35 pm]:  I do not approve of this legislation.  More importantly, the people I 
represent in the seat of Dawesville are not happy about it.  This Bill has so many clauses and amendments that it should 
not be rushed through this place.  Last night we sat until 2.00 am and tonight we will again sit late.  Apparently we will 
sit to all hours of the night tomorrow night until this Bill is passed.  That is not fair.  The tradition in this place is for the 
House to adjourn at 5.00 pm on Thursday nights, so that country members can catch planes or drive to their electorates 
and honour electorate commitments on Friday.  Such is the Government�s determination to push through this 
legislation, that that tradition has been abandoned.  We will stay here tomorrow night until the Bill is finally passed.  
That urgency concerns me.   

Mr Barnett:  It will probably be guillotined.   

Mr MARSHALL:  That could happen.  When something is not done in a well-planned manner that suits the style and 
conventions of this House, we must assume that something is wrong.  This is a huge Bill and it needs much more 
consideration.  I can assure members that the hasty drafting of this Bill will cause many problems that will compound as 
the years go by.   

I would like this Bill to be withdrawn and the controversial clauses redrafted.  The committee that examined it does not 
understand commonsense, morality, community expectations or the importance of marriage and families in this 
community.  The equal opportunity clauses should not be included in this legislation, particularly because heterosexual 
relationships have not been considered.  I also do not agree with the anti-family aspects of the Bill.  I find it degrading 
and an affront to the high esteem in which we hold marriage and the family in our community.  Similarly, the clauses 
dealing with adoption rights for unmarried couples are a compromise of marriage and family ethics.  The artificial 
insemination clauses make the hairs on the back of my neck stand up.  I am afraid of the repercussions.  The clauses 
dealing with the age of consent for sodomy do not accord with my principles.  I simply ask: do we concede that male-
to-male sex is normal behaviour for 16-year-olds?  If we do, our philosophy on life has become very confused.  The age 
of consent for homosexual sex should not be lowered to 16 years.  Adolescence is hard enough for young lads without 
their having to deal with predatory men looking for sex.  These men regard 16-year-old lads as prey to be hunted down 
for sex.  I am not happy that that could happen.  

Mr Johnson:  The Premier is.   

Dr Gallop:  You should withdraw that. 

Withdrawals of Remarks 

Mr McRAE:  Madam Deputy Speaker - 

Mr Johnson:  Here he goes!  

Mr McRAE:  The member for Hillarys said that the Premier was in favour of legislative changes that would encourage 
predatory sexual behaviour towards children under the age of 16.  That is clearly unparliamentary and it casts - 

Mr Johnson:  No it is not.  You should teach him something.   

Mr Barnett:  Sit down.  You have finished your point of order.   

Mr McRAE:  I am waiting. 

Mr Barnett:  Sit down.  Do not intimidate this Parliament!  

Mr McRAE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I ask that you require the member to withdraw.   

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Riverton does not know what he is talking about.  I did not refer adversely to the 
Premier or any other member.  I stated an absolute fact; that is, the Premier is leading a Government that is putting 
forward a Bill that will allow old homosexuals to treat 16-year-old boys as prey.   

Mr Hyde:  That is a disgusting lie!  You are full of filth!   

Mr BARNETT:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I demand that you ask the member for Perth to withdraw that.   

Mr HYDE:  I withdraw. 

Mr BARNETT:  It was clearly unparliamentary.  He should withdraw. 

Dr Gallop:  He did withdraw. 

Mr BARNETT:  I want him to withdraw properly.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member has withdrawn.   

Mr HYDE:  Do you want me to take the condom off too?   
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member stood and withdrew.  I ask the member to make his comments only from his 
seat and to ensure that -  

Mr HYDE:  I apologise.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The member was merely stating an opinion.  Whether or not it is 
a fact, I am sure will be ascertained as the debate ensues. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARSHALL:  I was talking about why I believed the age of consent for homosexuals should not be lowered to 16 
years of age.  Young boys are coming into manhood at that age, are feeling their way and learning at a fast rate and are 
experimenting.  At 16 they are not allowed to vote because they are immature.  They cannot drink in a hotel for it is not 
safe for them to learn how much alcohol they can handle and how to get home.  They cannot get a drivers licence - 
although that is debatable for 16-year-olds in the country.  In many areas they are not deemed old enough at 16 to have 
authoritative responsibilities.  They cannot go to war at the age of 16.  Why the heck does this Labor Government want 
to embrace homosexuality for 16-year-olds? 

Mr Johnson:  Shall I tell you why?  It is because the minister set up a ministerial committee of 13 gays and lesbians and 
two ordinary, straight people to advise him.  Therefore an unbalanced report became the basis of this legislation that the 
Premier is sitting very quiet about. 

Mr MARSHALL:  I said that I would prefer the Bill to be redrafted because the committee that recommended it did not 
come up to scratch in the eyes of many people.  This legislation will come back to haunt the Labor Government.  People 
are already saying that it will be a one-term Government because of what it has done so far.  The whole public of 
Western Australia is talking about this legislation.  I am told by everyone who talks to me that they cannot wait to vote 
out the Government.  That is enough about what I think.  All members in this place were voted into Parliament to 
represent their electorates. 

Mr Kucera:  All of your electorate. 

Mr MARSHALL:  That is what I am saying. 

Mr Kucera:  You just said your electorate.  You are representing all of your electorate.  Are you suggesting that nobody 
in your electorate is gay or lesbian? 

Mr MARSHALL:  I have not yet made a disparaging comment about gay and lesbian people.  I have played lots of 
sport and come across people of that ilk but that has not upset me.  This legislation upsets me.  I wholeheartedly 
approve of parts of the legislation and I have mentioned the parts about which I am not happy. 

I return to the point that members are voted into Parliament to represent the constituents in their electorates.  I took a 
poll on the Bill, as I did with the abortion legislation.  My office is in a shopping centre and every time we conduct a 
poll we get a complete cross-section of the community.  Varying groups were represented in the poll - males, females, 
professionals, business people and lower educated people.  Next to my office is a dentist, then an ice cream parlour, a 
delicatessen, a fish and chip shop, a hardware store, a pharmacy, a newsagency, a medical centre and a Supa Valu 
Supermarkets store that employs up to 28 people.  It is a place where lots of people come and go and, therefore, we 
conducted a poll.  It is interesting how pollsters work; they call at random a cross-section of people.  We do not ring 
people at random.  We just asked questions of the people as they came by the office and we visited all the people 
employed in the shopping centre.  A total of 73 out 100 people responded to the poll.  I asked the girl who works for me 
and who conducted the poll why people were reluctant to answer the questions in the poll.  A couple of people said that 
they were not interested in such legislation as it was below their morals.  The Premier looked intently at me a moment 
ago.  He might like to know the answer because in three years people will vote in the same way.  A total of 54 of the 73 
people polled opposed these changes to the legislation.  However, to put the Premier at rest, of those 54 people, 50 were 
over 36 years of age.  The Premier will find that there is a division in the community.  People over the age of 36 have 
been reared to a different standard of belief - I am not saying it is right or it is wrong, member for Perth.  Young people 
are becoming highly educated and better read.  Whether or not they agree with the Bill, they are more tolerant of the 
situation.  Older people are more negative and I appreciate that younger people have a broader view.  Four people 
supported the change.  Congratulations!  Three of those four were women.  That is an interesting statistic too, because 
most of the people I have spoken to who can tolerate the changes are women. 

Mr Kucera:  Probably mothers. 

Mr MARSHALL:  That is an important thing to gauge.  However, what about the men?  Are they not entitled to have 
their voices heard on the passing of legislation in this State?  A total of 14 people were unconcerned either way and one 
person was undecided.  I thought that poll would be interesting to the Government because of the sheer weight of 
numbers - out of the 73 people, 54 were opposed to the Bill.  I have to represent those people and I must let the 
Government know that people in my electorate believe it is doing the wrong thing. 

Dr Gallop:  We are not a poll-driven Government. 
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Mr MARSHALL:  I have the greatest respect for the Premier, but he continues to tell me that he is a Premier who 
listens to the people of Western Australia. 

Dr Gallop:  All the people, not just one group. 

Mr Johnson:  Why are you afraid to go out and talk to them about this? 

Dr Gallop:  What do you mean afraid of them?  I talk to them every day of the week.  A lovely 80-year-old lady from 
Rowethorpe retirement village came up to me and congratulated me on this legislation because for the first time in 
Western Australian history her son will be recognised as an equal under our law. 

Mr MARSHALL:  I hope that was recorded in Hansard, because I want to talk about the hundreds of e-mails, letters 
and faxes that the Opposition has received, almost in the same numbers as we received during the abortion debate and 
all with the same intent.  I shall read a few of the extracts of the mail that has come to me.  I remind the Government 
that if it listened to the people of Western Australia, it must have slipped along the line in the past 10 months, because it 
is definitely not listening to them now.  I would like the Premier to listen to this e-mail and then make his judgment.  It 
reads - 

I write as a saddened and concerned voter and citizen of Western Australia. 

It is with great concern and consternation that a Government Party of any persuasion should set about 
attempting to implement deliberate, planned steps to destroy the sanctity of family life with the Lesbian and 
Gay Law Reform Bill. 

A later part of the e-mail continues - 

Why did the pre election speeches not indicate any such plans. 

That referred to the Labor Government�s pre-election speeches.  I say to the Premier that those questions arise all the 
time.  Why did the Premier not say in his pre-election speeches that he would slam through Parliament legislation like 
this so hastily that he would break all the rules of debate and sit long nights to get his own way? 

Mr Johnson:  Because he treats them like mushrooms. 

Mr Barnett:  Because he does not actually believe in the community having a say. 

Dr Gallop:  It is a funny thing that the Liberal candidate for the seat of Joondalup ran on that very issue and lost the 
seat.  He therefore seemed to know it was on our agenda. 

Mr MARSHALL:  The person who sent that e-mail also asked for a referendum to be held.  When one is in a 
dictatorship-kind of Government naturally there will be no referendum.  Another e-mail came from another lady.  The 
Minister for Health suggested that the ladies were the concerned ones and they certainly are.  The e-mail states - 

It has come to our attention that the Western Australian Government intends pushing through legislation this 
coming week, which could legalise the teaching of homosexual practices in schools.   

The comment was made that she did not want her grandchildren to be taught that homosexuality was normal.  
Comments have also been made that this legislation has the power to change the moral landscape forever in an even 
more devastating manner.  I hope that the Premier is listening.  Another comment was that every time a Government 
legislates in this manner, it destroys another pillar of our society, which is based on the family unit.  A family is a male 
father, a female mother and their children. 

Mr Kucera:  Have you read the curriculum material that is provided in schools?  Do you know what happens within the 
sex education curriculum? 

Mr MARSHALL:  I am talking about what the people in the community are concerned about.  An old story says that if 
the pupil has not learnt, the teacher has not taught.  If these people write to me, as they have done to all members, the 
Government has not taught the community what this legislation is all about.  The member for Yokine should not ask me 
if I have read it.  The Government should do its job and educate people a little better.  The pupil has not learnt.  I do not 
agree with some of the Bill.  Another letter that was e-mailed to members states -  

I don�t have a problem with homosexual people, they are entitled to do what they want in the privacy of their 
own homes the same as other people. 

No-one is worried.  The letter continues -  

However I do have a problem with this homosexual lifestyle being glorified and offered as an alternative to 
being a heterosexual.  The Pride parade is such a tool that is used by the Homosexual Movement to achieve 
this. 

I know a lot of this stuff comes in and I know how flippant one can be, but it is important to know that besides members 
here, and those who are pushing the legislation through, a tremendous number of people in the community have an 
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opinion on this issue.  I keep reminding members that that opinion will cost the Labor Party government in three years 
time.  The letter continues -  

I have a problem with the fact that older homosexual predators will prey on our young adolescent children 
legally, luring them to this lifestyle for their own pleasure. 

The next letter from which I will quote was addressed to the Premier.  It states -  

Hello Dr Gallop.................. For your information, I totally support the action of the protesters against your 
governments HOMOSEXUALITY & GAY RIGHTS BILL outside the Parliament Thursday 8 Nov.  I agree 
with all their objections as outlined in the WEST AUSTRALIAN Sat 3 Nov. 

I will quote from only a few more letters.  I could have read hundreds and asked for extra, extra time. 

Mr Quigley interjected. 

Mr MARSHALL:  No.  Does the member for Innaloo want them copied and sent to him?  They will be tabled.  I do not 
know whether that is in order.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind the member for Innaloo that it is unparliamentary to make comments from a place 
other than his appropriate seat. 

Mr MARSHALL:  I like the member for Innaloo, because he likes to have a go.  However, I would like him to know 
that this matter is serious.  The member for Innaloo stood and cleared the air.  He told us everything about his family 
and where he stands.  It was very impressive.  I like that. 

Mr Board:  He didn�t address one issue in the Bill. 

Mr MARSHALL:  Hang on.  I want him to know that I am representing the people who want their voices heard.  Other 
people have different points of view.  Another letter addressed to the Premier stated -  

Dear Mr Gallop, 

We are writing with deep concern at the proposed Gay and Lesbian Law Reform. . . .  

We request a new ministerial committee with balanced representation -  

We keep repeating that point -  

to address Lesbian and Gay issues. . . .  

We also strongly object to the lowering of age of consent for male homosexual behaviour and the loopholes 
which allow in certain circumstances for people to get away with having sex with 13 year old boys.  We have 
three sons and bring to your attention -  

Mr Hyde:  Oh! 

Mr MARSHALL:  Who said �oh�? 

Mr Johnson:  It was the member for Perth. 

Mr Hyde:  It is wrong. 

Mr MARSHALL:  Does the member for Perth have any children?  These people have children and they are concerned.  
The letter continues -  

the devastating, permanent, emotional and physical impact of such an act happening to them and then being 
protected (thereby encouraged) by the law. 

Please, as our government representatives, we request the immediate withdrawal of this bill and Mr McGinty, 
in particular, we ask that you seriously consider the short and long term damaging effects these proposed and 
endorsed reforms have on the institution of marriage and the well-being of the family unit. 

I kept the best for last.  The letter from a person in Morley simply states -  

I do feel sorry for those who registered protest votes at the election.  Few would have even dreamed they 
would be fostering a �Homosexual W A� 

This legislation is complex.  As I have already said, the legislation contains many amendments.  It is controversial.  For 
that reason, it should not be rushed through Parliament.  If the Government provided more time so that members had a 
chance to study the legislation, and if we thought it was fair, I could go along with it a little better, but I do not like the 
fact that the Government is pushing it through. The Government has an agenda to push it through.   

I believe that this is a sad day for this Assembly.  Members of the Labor Government will vote this legislation through 
because they have the numbers.  That is despite wanting to vote as individuals.  When they do that, they will throw 
away their beliefs, moral standards and sense of fairness.  All that will go out of the window to vote en bloc for this 
legislation.  I know that it will be on the consciences of some government members for a long time.  I want them to 
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know that they will be voting themselves out of government in the next three years.  The public reprisal from this 
legislation will be enormous.  Government members will hang their heads in shame.  I want government members to 
know that I am the one who told them.  I oppose the Bill. 

MR BOWLER (Eyre) [9.56 pm]:  I will not speak for too long on this Bill; I will leave it to other members to go into 
greater detail.  One of the most profound influences on my life was a woman who is now in her mid 70s and who lives 
in Victoria.  She was around when I was a young child.  She was a wonderful person who had a great influence on my 
life, on the whole family and on anyone who came in contact with her.  As my five boys grew up, she maintained that 
contact with our family and has been a wonderful influence on them.  One of the sad things is that, for reasons of her 
own, she has never confided to me that she is gay.  I know that she is gay.  I think it is sad that she has not been able to 
express that to me.  The reason is obviously because she grew up with prejudices when she was young.  She grew up in 
wartime Australia and in the 1960s and 1970s, when there were many prejudices.   

Growing up in the goldfields, I saw many other prejudices.  One was against Aboriginals.  In my own electorate when I 
grew up, Aboriginals were not allowed on the streets of Boulder after dark.  They were taken into Kalgoorlie or out to 
the bush.  That prejudice existed within my lifetime.  Another prejudice that I grew up with at South Kalgoorlie Primary 
School was against children who were left-handed.  All members will remember that children who were left-handed 
back then were caned - a ruler was put across a child�s hand if he tried to write left-handed.  That was a taboo.  A child 
was sent to Coventry if he persisted in trying to write left-handed.  That was a prejudice when I grew up in the 1950s 
and 1960s. 

Mr Board:  We are talking about children, not left-handers. 

Mr BOWLER:  I am talking about prejudices.  That is what this debate is all about - stigma and prejudices.  The current 
prejudice is about sexuality.  We laugh now when we talk about the prejudice against left-handed people.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The level of conversation must diminish or cease altogether because I am having difficulty 
hearing the member with the call, and I am sure Hansard is having the same problem.  With due respect, I ask members 
to cease their conversations. 

Mr BOWLER:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  As I said, we would never countenance going back to the days of 
the 1950s and 1960s when children were virtually banned from writing left-handed; they were banned from doing what 
was natural.  Those prejudices existed and we have gradually eased through them.  The prejudice against Aboriginals in 
the goldfields is gradually being eased.  There is still some prejudice in the community and we cannot totally stop it, but 
at least it is no longer in the legislation.  As we get better educated and become a more enlightened community, those 
attitudes will gradually change.  It has been said here tonight that the bulk of the community does not support what we 
are doing.  Maybe they are right.  I concede what the member for Hillarys said -  

Mr Johnson:  We don�t support a part of what you are talking about.  We support a great deal of the Bill, but not the 
very contentious parts of it, where children are involved. 

Mr BOWLER:  Exactly.  The member is right that maybe all of it is not popular.  However, I remind members about 
Adolf Hitler in Nazi Germany in the 1930s.  Most of the Germans were persecuting the Jews.  It was unpopular to stand 
up against that tide of emotion at the time.  Because the popular belief in Germany at the time was that that was what 
people should do, does that mean it was right?  No-one would suggest that it was right.  In hindsight, it has been proved 
that it was wrong.  I suppose all those Germans now wish they had stood against what was wrong at the time.  This 
legislation may be unpopular.  However, there comes a time in life when people must do what is right.  The 
Government is doing what is right, and that is why I totally support this Bill. 

MR HYDE (Perth) [10.00 pm]:  I thank members on both sides for their comments and for the spirit in which the 
debate has been conducted.  I apologise for having had to withdraw eight of the only 10 words I have said in the past 
two weeks.  A fundamental issue in this debate is the furphy that the community is not aware of what the Government is 
doing and that it has not been consulted.  As far back as the 1980s, Yvonne Henderson first introduced, from the 
opposition side, Bills to decriminalise prejudice and provide equal rights and human rights.  People would have to have 
been on another planet or spent 12 months in the Antarctic not to know that a vote for Labor means support for equal 
rights for gays and lesbians.   

In the last election campaign, I listened to the Premier on talkback programs on radio station 6PR.  On three different 
occasions, I heard the Premier say that a Labor Government would introduce gay and lesbian reform legislation.  
Adoption, fertility and everything else were thrown in.  I almost hesitated, because I did not know the Premier that well.  
I thought that as he was a politician, he could go to ground, wait until after the election and then introduce contentious 
legislation.  However, no, he was 100 per cent up front.  If people were voting Labor, they knew they were voting for 
this Bill.  There is no doubt about that.  Mr Chris Baker�s horrific comments about what Labor�s legislation would do 
received a lot of coverage on television, on radio and in the newspaper.  People all over the State were very much aware 
of what was happening and what a vote for Labor would mean.  The content of this legislation was endorsed at the ALP 
annual conference.  When I was doorknocking, the issue was raised with me.  A number of members have mentioned 
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what their electorates want them to do.  I could take the easy way out, say what the people in my electorate want me to 
do and say that I will vote that way, because in my electorate there has been a resounding vote for real human rights.   

Some Liberals, some Independents, some homophobes and peddlers of hate have made this a big issue.  This is not an 
issue because the legislation has been introduced; it has been made an issue by the spin that has been put on it by those 
who have another agenda.  What is equality if it is not comprehensive?  It is like watching Gone with the Wind or some 
of those American Negro movies from the 1920s and 1930s in which people say, �We�re not racists, but back in the 
barn we�ll give you a little bit more milk and arrowroot biscuit with your supper; but we love you peoples; you�re fine.�  
I know that people are saying that in their personal relationships they have gay and lesbian friends, or that their boarders 
or cleaners are gay or lesbian.  They also say that gay and lesbian people are great with the disabled; we nurture and do 
all that sort of thing.  However, they do not want us to be equal in the context of adoption and other basic human rights.  
To say that the discrimination an elderly driver faces by being required to sit an annual driving test is equal to 
entrenched, institutionalised discrimination against gay and lesbians, as detailed in this Bill, is mischievous and 
illogical.   

Equality for women in this State came too late.  Surely, no party in this House will go to the next state election and say 
that the vote and equality for women should be removed.  Legal equality for Aboriginal people came way too late.  
However, surely, no party in this House will go to the next election and say that the vote and equality for Aboriginal 
people should be removed.  Equality for gay, lesbian and transgender Western Australians is also coming far too late.  
The Gallop Government is not moving too fast on this human rights legislation.  Very few issues in our community 
would have been subject to as much debate, comment, hysteria and inaccuracy as this issue.  As a journalist, as are other 
members in this Chamber, I could do a topic search on the files in The West Australian and find that gay and lesbian 
issues are at the top of the list, along with the issue of curtains fading with daylight saving.  Very few people are not 
aware of this issue.  Other States and countries around the world went through this years, and often decades, ago.  In 
those places, the sky has not fallen in.  Divisiveness is no longer being fanned in those places.  Heterosexual families 
are as nurturing, loving and dysfunctional as they were before human rights legislation for gay and lesbian people was 
introduced. 

Tasmania, once the bête noir of human rights, now has one of the most progressive political climates.  Coincidentally, 
its economy has turned around, business confidence is on the up, and the future in the Apple Isle is bright.  Perhaps it is 
a recovery led by human rights.  In Western Australia, opinion polls taken in non-hysteria induced times show support 
for reform.  That is why the Liberal Party promised to introduce gay and lesbian reform during the state election 
campaign before last.   

I will deal with the issue of section 24, the Foss preamble and schools.  Homosexuality is not caught.  People are gay, 
lesbian and straight.  Homosexuality cannot be promoted, just as being Greek or Italian cannot be promoted.  That is 
why the Foss preamble has never got to court.  It is bad, silly legislation; it means nothing.  Shortly before the section 
24 issue, there was the issue of the horrendous section 28 in the United Kingdom legislation.  I was living in the UK at 
the time.  I am sure that the upper House in Western Australia modelled section 24 on the UK section 28.  Under section 
28, nobody went to prison, and schoolteachers respected the rights of students.  Sexuality was still explained in a proper 
fashion in health education in schools.  The UK Government got rid of section 28; this Gallop Government will get rid 
of Western Australia�s section 24.   

I do not think some members appreciate how offensive and hurtful that Foss preamble is and what it says to gay and 
lesbian Western Australians about what they are worth; that is, that they are worth less than other citizens in this State.  
It is a credit to gay and lesbian people in this State that that preamble did not stop gay and lesbian loving relationships 
and activity.  Just as the Taliban may have legislated against kite flying, it did not stop kids having fun.  Those who are 
using this legislation to peddle hate and to vilify and who are piggybacking on this issue for their own agendas, and 
perhaps survival, are whipping up hysteria and creating divisiveness.   

The member for Kingsley, who spoke very well, mentioned that her office has been receiving pleas, 10 to one, against 
the reforms.  My office is running at 20 to one in favour of them.  Straw polls in narrow geographic hot points during a 
climate of hysteria are no way to evaluate well thought-out, overdue human rights legislation.  

Some of the anecdotal assessments by members opposite of gay and lesbian relationships - in short, �never mind the 
quality, feel the width� - are offensive and inaccurate.  Similar thought patterns would draw the inaccurate and 
offensive conclusion that because 90 per cent of paedophilia occurs within heterosexual families, we should 
institutionalise discrimination against heterosexual families.   

Adoption is the next furphy in this debate.  Just as our legislation provides protection to under-age females for 
the first time, the new amendments proposed by the Attorney General firmly put first the rights of a child to be 
loved and nurtured.  Many States and countries have had same-sex couple adoption for many years.  The sky 
has not fallen in.  The rights of children and what is best for them are being looked after.  This side of the 
House has said time and again that gay and lesbian singles adopt well.  Single heterosexuals adopt well.  
Straight de facto couples and gay and lesbian couples are suffering discrimination.  Relinquishing a child to 
adoption is the right of the mother.  If a mother does not want a gay or lesbian couple to adopt her child, it will 
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not happen.  Similarly, if a mother did not want a redneck or a heterosexual to adopt her child, her wishes 
would be respected.   

There has been a lot of psychobabble about lesbian adoptions and the need for boys to have male role models and an 
older male friend.  It is very curious.  I am waiting for someone to advocate a return to the practices of ancient Sparta, 
when male lovers were prized in the army for their ferocity, loyalty and success, which was attributed to their 
homosexuality.  Let us stop using the word �normal� to justify prejudices.  Male-female relationships are normal; same-
sex relationships are normal; abstaining from sex - nuns, monks and others - is normal; and two aunts raising a child is 
normal.  Relationships are very diverse.  Let us recognise and celebrate that. 

I thank the Archbishop of Perth, Dr Peter Carnley, and my local Jewish rabbi, Josh Aronson at Temple David, and 
many other clergy and Catholic clergy for their support of gay and lesbian reform.  The word �moral� has been spouted 
in this debate.  The only moral certitude around this debate is that there is no moral ground for members who were 
previously in government to argue that the 16-21 years of age conflict should become an 18-18 years of age issue.  The 
previous Government had a full eight years to become concerned about 16 year-old girls and it failed to act.  If 
members truly believe in equality, they have to support 16-16 years of age consent.   

The prejudice and discrimination behind our laws is nowhere more obvious than in the different treatment of lesbians 
and gays already in law.  Queen Victoria gave her birthday to customs in the Legislative Council.  Her inability to 
comprehend lesbianism means that female same-sex acts at the age of 16 are legal while male same-sex acts are not.  It 
does not make sense.  Ministers have quoted from The West Australian.  I was an employee of the newspaper, as was 
the member for South Perth.  The paper is subject to as much interpretation and misuse as the Bible.  One member 
repeated The West Australian�s mistake over GALE.  It stands for gay and lesbian equality, not what The West 
Australian printed.  The paper wrongly repeated the urban myth in an editorial that everyone on the Attorney General�s 
reform committee was gay or lesbian.  Will we now have The Thunderer tub-thumping because we have tourism 
operators on tourism task forces or because we have fisher folk and scientists forming the majority on fisheries task 
forces and ministerial advisory groups?  The concept of splitting the Bill is a furphy; it is time wasting.  Let us be 
honest.  We have had so much debate on this Bill that we can all be home by midnight and have the Bill through.  
Everyone has had their say and put very valid points for and against the legislation.  To go on about splitting the Bill is 
time wasting. 

The oratorical similarity between the Third Reich�s distaste of Jewish and gay activities and some of the oratory in this 
House is eerie.  I am waiting to hear that jarrah dieback only pertains to gay trees and is justification for prejudice and 
discrimination.  I am very proud of the Labor Party and the Independent members and others who will vote for this Bill.  
People voted for Labor for myriad reasons.  Gay and lesbian reform was one of the important reasons that we are in 
government and the Opposition is not. 

During my first two elections as a councillor, my opponents suggested that because I am gay I was not a proper person 
to be a representative.  My vote went up by five per cent each time.  At my last mayoral election and the state election, 
no issues of sexuality were brought up.  The Western Australia community has moved on.  As the Premier and others 
have indicated, the one opposition member who went to the election on this issue, Chris Baker, got thumped.  He is no 
longer here.  The community is tired and disgusted by prejudice and discrimination and so are the many victims of that 
hatred.  I pay thanks to the member for Girrawheen and all the people on the ministerial task force for the tremendous 
job they have done.  In doing that I congratulate the people on my security of payments task force, the people on the 
potato board and all the footballers on the football commission.  They are all doing a great job.  A particularly great job 
was done here. 

I attach the word �member� to the member for Kalgoorlie.  I know he took issue before when someone left off �the 
member�.  I want to ensure that he has a firm hold on his member status.  I refer to him as the member. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BARNETT:  Mr Speaker, you made a specific statement in this House about decorum and standards.  No-one minds 
a bit of humour, but that comment was not an appropriate use of this Parliament. 

The SPEAKER:  The reference to the member for Kalgoorlie in that manner could be offensive to the member.  I ask 
the member for Perth to withdraw the comment. 

Mr HYDE:  I withdraw the comment. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr HYDE:  I pay credit to the member for Kalgoorlie.  The debate had the potential to become fractious and it has not, 
except on a couple of small occasions.  I commend the member for Kalgoorlie for the way he has operated in this 
House.  I am happy to repeat a comment made in the House of Lords about the many issues that the member for 
Kalgoorlie brought forward.  The member for Kalgoorlie clearly uses his memory for his jokes and his imagination for 
his facts. 
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I thank members on this side of the House and other members.  I include the Leader of the Opposition and the member 
for Nedlands and others who have taken upon themselves to visit the Freedom Centre and elsewhere.  Even though 
members opposite are voting against this Bill, I thank them for taking the time to obtain their information and treating 
gay and lesbian people in this State, particularly gay and lesbian youth, with dignity.  That is all that the minority of 
Western Australians in this State want.  They want to be treated with dignity.   

MRS HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [10.19 pm]:  I have laboured long and hard about what to say during this debate.  
There have been times during the debate when I have felt a sense of disappointment that members interject on one 
another about their personal views.  From the outset I would like to draw from my experiences.  First of all, I place on 
record that I was raised in a Christian household and I have certain core beliefs and values that I hold dear.  When I 
speak tonight, I will wear my heart on my sleeve.  Although I may say things that could possibly offend other members 
in this place, I hope that I speak in a sensitive, considerate and thoughtful way.  My mother raised me with the view that 
one should never stand in judgment of another person unless one has walked a mile in their shoes.  As the young 
daughter of migrants who came to this country in the early 1950s, I faced many prejudices while I was growing up.  
However, as a strong-willed and, probably, as my mother would say, an obstinate child, I never allowed those 
prejudices to stand in my way.   

My core values and principles are such that I believe that the legislation we are dealing with today in many aspects is 
anti-family.  I have traditional values.  I believe that children should be raised in a loving environment with a mother 
and a father.  In a perfect world that would happen, but the world is not perfect.  All sorts of different circumstances 
impact on people�s lives.  In my own life I have dealt with some adversity of late, and that has been a severe blow to me 
as well.  I realise that although I hold the view that children should be raised in a family that has a mother and a father, 
that is not always the case.  There are couples in the community who may have started off in a heterosexual relationship 
and may have children, but because of circumstances, have since moved on and are now raising children in an 
environment in which they are part of a same-sex couple.  It is not the way I would like children to be raised, but it 
happens and I accept that.   

I oppose certain aspects of this legislation.  I oppose the changes to the Adoption Act, the Artificial Conception Act the 
Human Reproductive Technology Act and the issue about the age of consent.  When speaking about the age of consent, 
often we get caught up in discussing this issue of equity and whether young people can participate in consensual sex at 
the age of 16.  Young people are experimenting with sex at all ages - 12, 13, 14 and 15 years of age.  We do not 
persecute those young people.  However, we must establish some boundaries that provide protection for young people.  
I am talking about not just gay and lesbian children in the community, but also heterosexual children.  It is clear to me 
that it is important that we protect young people against those who would prey on them.   

This legislation should not be hurried.  Earlier today the member for Kingsley outlined articulately the Opposition�s 
concerns.  The Bill should be divided in two.  Members on this side support aspects of the Bill.  However, I do not 
support the notion of allowing adoption, artificial insemination and IVF for same-sex couples.   

I have received a great number of letters from my community outlining their concerns about this legislation, and I raise 
their concerns in this place.  Their view is that the legislation is being rushed and we should take time to consider this 
carefully.  The biggest problem we have as legislators is that we do not go out and win the hearts and minds of people in 
the community.  That is important.  I have no problem with gay and lesbian people.  A constituent came to see me 
recently who reminded me that as Christians we should love the person, but that does not mean we necessarily have to 
love the act.  However, it is important when we are dealing with such sensitive issues that we engage in proper 
consultation, discussion and debate in the community about these issues.  It is important that we do not divide the 
community over this.  I do not believe that is healthy in the grand scheme of what we, as legislators, want.  We all want 
to take the community with us when we make some determinations about such serious issues.   

During my time in this place I have had the opportunity to be a member of the Select Committee on the Human 
Reproductive Technology Act 1991, which discussed a number of these issues.  The Minister for Community 
Development; the former member for Kalgoorlie; the former member for Joondalup; the chairman Kevin Minson, who 
was the former member for Greenough, and I discussed the issue of same-sex couples being able to access human 
reproductive technology.  I have tried to outline here today - I hope in a sensitive and reasoned way - that I believe a 
child has a right to have a mother and father in the perfect world.   

Today the Attorney General proposed a new clause, which reads - 

Page 40, after line 22 - To insert the following - 

70. Section 21 amended  
(i) the means of identifying, for the purposes of sections 24 and 26, the person or 

persons on behalf of whom any gametes, egg in the process of fertilisation or 
embryo are stored, kept for implantation or developed which, in accordance with 
consents given, may be - 
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(i) a woman or man; or 

(ii) a couple who are married, or in a de facto relationship with each 
other whether they are different sexes or both female; 

That may raise the issue of surrogacy.  I hope that at the consideration in detail stage I can ask the Attorney General 
some questions on that, because that opens up a different aspect to this legislation.  I will not support the legislation.   

MS SUE WALKER (Nedlands) [10.30 pm]:  I acknowledge that this Bill will go through, regardless of my vote, 
because of the strength of the Government�s numbers.  This legislation amends about 18 Acts.  I will not be supporting 
this Bill because, while I support some of the legislation, there are aspects that I cannot support on behalf of my 
electorate.  I have given this Bill a lot of thought and consideration for a long time.  I have done a lot of research on 
both sides of the argument, and after considering the views of my electorate, which I am bound to do, I find there are 
aspects of the Bill which I cannot support because of the representations made to me.  It is a shame the Bill affects so 
many Acts.  The member for Kingsley pointed out that the Opposition has no problem, for instance, with the 
amendments to the Equal Opportunity Act, apart from the fact that we are not quite sure that heterosexuals are 
mentioned in that Act. 

I did not consult the member for Kingsley about the content of her speech beforehand, but the same four areas that are 
of concern to her are also concerns within my electorate, though possibly for different reasons.  The four areas are:  the 
age of consent, in-vitro fertilisation, education and adoption.  The legislation has occupied my mind for several months.  
I have a personal view on these issues, which I will come to later, but I am paid to do a job.  I am paid to get off my 
bottom, research the issues, and find out what my community wants.  Many people do not want to look at difficult 
issues, and this legislation does raise difficult issues with which many people are uncomfortable.  In terms of my own 
professional life, it is a bit like a difficult file that came across some people�s desks.  Some people would handle it, 
others would put it to one side and pretend it did not exist.  I have attempted to deal with the issues raised by this 
legislation on behalf of the gay and lesbian community, and on behalf of my community. 

I will deal first with the lowering of the age of consent.  I understand the amendments the Bill will make to the Criminal 
Code - which was my bible for about 12 years - but it is clear that there is a tension in the community about this issue.  
Not one person in my electorate has called me or e-mailed me to ask me not to vote to lower the age of consent to 16.  I 
have had many letters and visits from people in my electorate who have asked me to vote for the legislation.  Members 
may wonder, then, why I have difficulty with the legislation, but I will come to that.  I have wrestled with this issue 
because, having looked at the arguments put up by various people against this legislation, personally I cannot find any 
argument against it.  I am not here, however, to put my personal views.  I come from a very conservative background, 
but I have had the experience of working in the criminal justice system as a prosecutor for 12 years.  That has exposed 
me to many things that people normally would not see.  It gives me a different perspective, and has enabled me to deal 
with victims, disadvantaged people, people who are discriminated against and those  who are vulnerable.  I have 
probably developed more compassion having done that.  However, I am paid to proactively find out what the issues are 
and what my community feels about them.   

The gay and lesbian lobby in my electorate, and their parents and friends, are concerned that the age of consent is 21, 
firstly, because of the discrimination, and, secondly, because of the effect that discrimination has on them.  Members on 
both sides of the House have talked about their feelings, but we do not often hear of their understanding of the feelings 
of the people affected by this legislation.  I visited the Freedom Centre, which I will deal with in a moment, and I did 
some research on the level of suicide in young males.  I refer to an article in Youth Studies Australia of December 1998, 
which states -  

In recent years Australia, along with New Zealand and Norway, has shown a substantial increase in the male 
youth suicide rate; . . .  

These consistently high rates are accounted for by the increases in the male youth suicide rates, which have 
risen rapidly since the early 1980s and currently account for approximately 25% of all deaths in this age group.  

Youth Studies Australia is not a gay or lesbian publication, which is why I picked it.  I deliberately did not pick a gay or 
lesbian publication, only because it might have been seen to be biased.  The article continues -  

These statistics indicate that while suicide remains a health issue for both genders and all age groups, 18- to 
24-year-old males are increasingly at risk. . . .  

Although homosexuality and suicide have long been linked in popular culture, until recently few researchers 
have investigated their relationship.  Research conducted primarily over the past 11 years indicates gay youth 
may constitute a significant risk group for suicidal behaviour experiencing greater psychosocial difficulties and 
lower levels of support.  

That is because there is a perceived sense of isolation among young male youths from having to conceal their sexual 
orientation.  They also feel a loss of support after coming out.  Young gay males, when they discover their sexual 
identity, feel the discrimination, and they are exposed to a greater risk of suicidal behaviour.  Interestingly, the research 
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also shows that, because they are vulnerable at that stage, they more easily become the prey of predatory older males.  I 
respect the position of the member for Perth, and I have listened to his interjections, but I know from my own work and 
people here will know from reading the newspapers that older male predators are a very serious problem for young 
males.  I also know from my experience that there is a greater level of predatory behaviour from heterosexual males 
directed at young women.  I am making the point, however, that young gay males, because they are vulnerable and 
exposed, become even more vulnerable to these men who sit and wait and know what the young men are going through.  

I am pleased that young males are offered the services of the Freedom Centre in Stirling Street, Perth.  It is a youth 
service that specifically targets gay, lesbian and bisexual people who are unsure about their sexual orientation.  Its main 
aim is to provide information, support, referral and advocacy and recreational opportunities.  I visited that centre and 
spoke to Midge Turnbull.  I was fairly blunt with her.  I had just about reached a position on this issue, and I spoke with 
her and explained what my views were and how I came to them.  

It was suggested in an article in The West Australian on 1 August 2001 that the isolation or stigma that young 
homosexuals feel is in part in the preamble to the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act.  We have heard a 
lot about that Act today.  It was a Labor Government initiative.  I do not want to score points, but I must get the facts 
right.  I have also heard much today about Nazis.  When I read the first two paragraphs, I do not know why, but 
Auschwitz came to mind.  I understand the point of view expressed by the member for Perth that homosexuals would 
feel very offended.  I found the words very chilling; they went beyond high-handed, self-righteous and pompous.   

Mr D�Orazio interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am making that point.  

Mr D�Orazio:  It was good social policy.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  I will come back to that.  I have asked parents in my community what they think, and I must take 
their views on board.  I have spent time with them going through this issue, and their clear message is that setting the 
age of consent at 21 does discriminate.  They are comfortable about it being 18 years of age, but not 16.  Regardless of 
whether members like it, these people feel that their boys will be exposed to older male predators.   

The recent editorial in The West Australian was absolutely correct about the Gallop Government�s problem with this 
legislation.   

Mr Kucera:  We do not have a problem with it.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  No, but the Government will have.  It could have handled this better.  The legislation is being 
rushed through this place.  I am not talking along party lines; I am saying what I feel in my heart.  The Government 
could have done a better job with this legislation.   

Parents are concerned that their children�s protective layers will be eroded.  They believe that the law is discriminatory, 
but that this legislation goes too far in stripping back -  

Mr Kucera:  Are their children gay?  I apologise, I am interrupting and taking up the member�s time. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I will take the interjection.   

Mr Kucera:  I am serious.  They are the parents to whom I have spoken.  I have a fairly hard-nosed, pragmatic view of 
life.  If you were to ask mothers and fathers whose children are in this vortex, you would have a very different view.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am telling the Government not only what parents think but also what other people think.  I hope 
members opposite accept that people have different points of view.  I have had to accept that myself.   

Mr Kucera:  That is the point I am making.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am paid to do that on behalf of my electorate, and I will discipline myself to do so.   

I know from my experience with hundreds of sexual assault cases over 12 years that children are more at risk from 
heterosexual men.  The community does not know that.  Even if it did, that does not mean we should expose our boys to 
that risk.  That is the tension that exists in the community.  I have researched other material.  I looked at the report of 
the ministerial committee, and in particular pages 118 and 119 and the tables demonstrating the age of consent in 
various jurisdictions.  It is clear that not all States have the same age of consent for homosexuals and heterosexuals.  
Some have the same age but do not allow anal intercourse until 18 years of age.  The Queensland legislation contains 
that restriction.  I accept that the age in the Western Australian legislation is higher.  The age of consent in overseas 
jurisdictions is interesting.  The table indicates that in the United Kingdom the age of consent is the same for both 
homosexuals and heterosexuals.  I recently read that that measure had been blocked in the House of Lords.   

Dr Gallop:  The House of Lords cannot block legislation.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  It can.  

Dr Gallop:  Not forever.  Something happened in 1911.   
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Ms SUE WALKER:  I will check that and get back to the Premier.  I am sure I read that recently.   

In considering my views on this issue, I have read the Anglican Church General Synod�s and the Anglican Social 
Responsibilities Commission�s submissions.  They wrote to me seeking my support for this legislation.  They agree 
with the amendments to the Equal Opportunity Act, and so do I.  They want me to support the amendments to the 
Family Court Act, and I have.  They also want me to support the changes to the age of consent legislation and the 
clauses relating to IVF, but not those relating to adoption - they did not mention them.  I have taken those views on 
board.  I am aware that the General Synod represents more than 400 dioceses in Western Australia.  However, I must 
still take on board the views of the majority in my electorate. 

Like all other members, I received today a letter from Dr Allan Schafer urging support for the Bill.  Psychologists 
Schafer, Williams, Clayton, Sandy Williams, Jones, Lazarus, Self, McEvoy, Franklin, Incorvaia, Krupenia, Anderson, 
Brueschke, McCrea, Rymarski, Harries, Cohen, Wolman, Cairney, York, Lloyd, Lund, Crawley, Calver, Turnbull and 
Langdon have written to members.  I will read two paragraphs of their letter because they have taken the time to write 
and their views should be considered.  The letter states - 

There are no valid social or psychological reasons as to why the ages of consent for heterosexual and 
homosexual people should be different.  In fact, the criminal stigma applied only to gay youth contributes to 
increased levels of fear, anxiety and depression in many young people 

We work daily with the fears, sadness and pain of younger and older people and there is no doubt that the 
consequences of discrimination (enshrined in law) and rejection for them - and their families - are a much more 
significant concern.   

We therefore support age of consent laws being made equal for homosexual and heterosexual people.  

Against that background, I have considered the position I will take.  I do not agree with the way in which the 
Government proposes to amend the Criminal Code; that is, by lowering the age of consent to 16 and coupling it with the 
defence of mistaken belief.  That is not acceptable to the majority in my electorate.  The consideration in detail stage 
could have produced consensus.  The Government does not need consensus, because it has the numbers.  However, in 
the long term, at the next election, it might count.  

Mr Barnett:  We need consensus for the long-term survival of this legislation.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Government could have reduced the age of consent to 18, and decriminalised consenting 
sexual behaviour between 16 and 17-year-olds.  I have thought about this issue at length.  We accommodate the two 
divisions in the community.  The effect of this legislation is the establishment of clear lines of demarcation for sexual 
relationships between males; for instance, a sexual relationship with a 16 or 17-year-old is completely off limits for an 
18-year-old.  It also sends a clear message to 16 and 17-year-olds that they are no longer marginalised or discriminated 
against by the community.  There is no criminal sanction imposed on them.  That was a possible suggestion that would 
have been better than the one proposed by the Government. 

I shall briefly refer to education, which involves the Law Reform (Decriminalization of Sodomy) Act 1989.  That Act 
was first introduced into the Legislative Council by Hon John Halden of the Labor Party.  The Premier ran with that Bill 
in the Legislative Assembly at that time and voted on it, but did not talk on it.  It was not a coalition Bill.  The Premier 
at the time was Peter Dowding.  It is interesting historically because of comments that I will raise.  Barry MacKinnon 
was the Leader of the Opposition at the time.  I shall read from the Hansard of the Assembly debate, at page 6340 of 7 
December 1989, in which Mr MacKinnon said - 

This Bill is a very cynical attempt in the light of several other facts: Firstly, the Government made no attempt 
prior to the State election, publicly or otherwise, to indicate that it would be moving this legislation.  A few 
months ago, when we went to the polls, this Bill was not announced and the Government promoted a range of 
issues including, of course, support for the family.  The family policy did not state that the Government had a 
commitment regarding the law on homosexuality. 

This appears to be déjà vu, because we as the Opposition are in the same position today. 
Dr Gallop:  That�s funny, we have had the same policy now for over a decade. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Premier may laugh. 
Dr Gallop:  Do Liberal Party members live in caves?  Don�t they know what is going on in the community?  We have 
had the same policy since 1989 and they still don�t know about it. 
Ms SUE WALKER:  The Premier should listen to this and eat his words.  Mr MacKinnon continued - 

This is cynical in the extreme because the Government, and the Premier in particular, has not had the guts to 
come into this place to sponsor the Bill.  

The next part is amusing.  It reads - 

Why is the Minister for Health sitting over there with a blank look on his face . . .  
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Dr Gallop:  What are you saying? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Just a moment, please, and I will tell the Premier what I am saying.  Mr MacKinnon continued - 

This is an attempt to divert attention and it has backfired completely.  The hypocrisy of the issue is shown 
when no Minister is prepared to step forward to sponsor the Bill.  It is cynical and hypocritical to deny that this 
measure is part of ALP policy, yet the Premier has publicly attempted to deny the fact that it is part and parcel 
of Labor Party policy.  When asked recently on a radio talk back program about the issue he stated the 
following - 

. . . the Labor Party platform as far as I�m aware and certainly the Labor Government�s view is that 
nowhere do we promote homosexual behaviour as a desirable role model. 

Dr Gallop:  What are you talking about? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  The Premier just said that the Labor Party had that policy for 10 years.  Mr MacKinnon 
continued - 

One has only to look - 

This is disturbing in relation to education.   

at Labor Party policy in 1986 and 1989.  It is quite clearly printed in that policy what the party intends to do in 
that regard.  It states - 

Ensure that in sex education programmes, homosexuality is presented as a capacity fundamental in 
some human beings, the expression of which is basic and natural. 

I recall that was the reason in part that the Act was promoted. 

Mr Kucera:  When was that? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  1989. 

Mr Kucera:  I thought you said 1986. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am sorry, 1986 and 1989.  It has been Labor Party policy for a long time.  I raise it in this place 
because when I visited primary schools recently, we got talking about this legislation and they are very concerned about 
what may happen. 

Dr Gallop:  Who are �they�? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  My constituents - the parents of primary schoolchildren.  I am only telling members opposite what 
they think.  I am in this place, paid to do a job to speak for them and I am doing it.  I wish the Government would let me 
do it.  The Government could have dealt with this legislation a lot better by telling them what it is and allaying their 
fears.  It is dealing with the legislation on the run.  Their fears could have been allayed but they are not allayed at the 
moment.  The Government has caused problems for itself.   

I find this Bill difficult to support because I look at the way the Government has handled it and I do not know what it 
will do.  I therefore cannot support the legislation. 

Dr Gallop:  You were going to support it though, weren�t you? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  What? 

Dr Gallop:  You were going to support the legislation but you changed your mind. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  No.  Can the Premier explain himself? 

Dr Gallop:  I thought you were going to support it. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Could the Premier please explain from where he got that notion? 

Dr Gallop:  From your maiden speech and other comments that you made about being a Liberal; but obviously you are 
not.   

Ms SUE WALKER:  All I can say is that the Premier is obviously very tired. 

I have six minutes left and I want to talk about the in-vitro fertilisation program.  I have always been concerned about 
IVF per se for all groups because of the interests of the child.  That is not just a platitude, and I shall tell members why.  
I was interested to hear the Liam Bartlett radio show when I was driving to Merredin for the recent by-election. 
Mr Barnett:  You had to have something to stay awake, didn�t you? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I usually go to sleep when government members are talking.   
As luck would have it, a young girl named Geraldine Hewitt came on the program.  She is a New South Wales teenager 
and a child of an IVF program.  She has known since she was five years old that she was conceived using donor sperm.  
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As part of a project for her Higher School Certificate this year, she conducted a study of donor-conceived adults, called 
�Missing Links�.  She interviewed 46 people aged between 11 and 55.  All of those people had a major concern about 
their identity.  She found that very few studies had been done into the way people who had been conceived using donor 
material viewed themselves.  How would members see themselves if all they knew was that they came from a donor 
sperm?  They would not know their genetics or whether they were marrying their half-brother or half-sister.  Identity 
information about donors is strictly forbidden under the Human Reproductive Technology Act. 

Ms McHale:  We want to change that legislation. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Sure.   

Dr Gallop:  Do you want to ban IVF? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  No.  I like the way the Premier asked that, because it is a good test. 

Dr Gallop:  It is a good question, isn�t it? 

Ms SUE WALKER:  Yes, and I can respond.  I am not saying that IVF should be banned.  I am saying that the 
legislation should be examined.  The identity problems that exist for IVF children should be nutted out.  The 
Government should not be gung-ho and produce more problems for young kids. 

Ms McHale:  The legislation was examined in 1997. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I need to finish my speech.  Geraldine Hewitt�s study was the largest international study of donor-
conceived adults ever undertaken.  It was a very balanced study.  She said that many of the people studied had deep-
seated problems as a result of not knowing their biological parents and their genetic make-up.  A total of 43 out of the 
46 studied felt that a piece of their identity was missing; 50 per cent of their social and medical history was missing; and 
there was a lack of a reference point for donor-conceived adults when they had children.  People who later discovered 
the circumstances of their conception and the fact that they could not know who was their other parent had known that 
something was amiss and were angry about being deceived. 

Mr Marlborough:  Your heart�s not in this. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am sorry, my heart is in this.  Who said that to me? 

Mr Barnett:  The member for Peel. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I will forget it.  If it had been the Attorney, I may have given that comment some credence.   

When Geraldine Hewitt was 12 years old, the knowledge of her conception finally sunk in and she started to think about 
what it would mean for her, for her children and for her grandchildren.  Her children would not know who their 
grandfather was, and so it goes on down the line.  There is also a real problem with intermarriage for donor-conceived 
children in that they do not know whom they are marrying.  I thought long and hard about that issue because I have an 
empathy with people who are at risk. 

I feel that my suggestions for handling this legislation are superior to those of the Opposition and would not divide the 
community.  I am most concerned about the interests of children in relation to the IVF donor legislation.  I can let 
members on the other side have a copy of the Liam Bartlett tape, because this matter is a problem.  On the bases I have 
outlined, I will not be supporting the Bill.  

MR McNEE (Moore) [10.59 pm]:  Here they go! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  It is inappropriate to have that level of interjection before the member for Moore even speaks.  I ask 
members to give the member for Moore the same respect that has been granted to other speakers in this debate. 

Mr McNEE:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  It is with great concern that I stand to speak on this legislation.  I make it clear 
that I have to be politically correct these days.  I cannot call a black boy a black boy any more; I have to call it a grass 
tree.  I am pretty sick of that.  The Attorney General will be in fits before I am finished with him.  That is the point I 
make.  I am not allowed to call a fisherman a fisherman; I must call him a fisherperson or some strange thing so that I 
do not know what he is! 

Ms McHale:  An angler. 

Mr McNEE:  An angler!  There are plenty of them in the Labor Party; the only thing is that they do not know about the 
angle.  Not one person in my electorate - 
Mr Kucera:  They wouldn�t dare. 

Mr McNEE:  The mess that the Minister for Health is making with health care means that they will not get sick either.  
If the minister wants to talk about health, I am more than happy to do so. 
Not one person has asked me to support this Bill.  I want to make it clear - I am sure this also applies to the people in 
my electorate - that I do not wish to discriminate against somebody who wants to be a gay or a lesbian.  I do not want 
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those people to be disadvantaged in any way.  I am sure the people in my electorate agree with that.  However, when 
there are people like the Attorney General, it is not quite that simple.  At a function I attended in my electorate on the 
weekend, people told me that they thought the Government�s priorities should be focused more on the economy of this 
State and where we are going.  A headline in the paper today said that 1 000 poor buggers would lose their jobs.  The 
other day the Treasurer bemoaned the fact that world oil prices were going down.  He has probably never been in 
business, but he should understand that many people are affected by movements in the world oil price, the dollar or 
grain and sheep prices.  They are up and down all the time and we must handle it.  This mob does not know what to do.  
They are terrified that they will lose the AAA credit rating.  The Premier will lose more than the AAA credit rating 
before he is finished.  He will be stark bollocks naked of any financial credibility, because he has no idea.   

Dr Gallop:  You are the expert on this.  Just remind me how many jobs were to go from the timber industry under your 
Regional Forest Agreement? 

Mr McNEE:  I am not worrying about that. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  What I am saying is that 1 000 jobs are going.  A coalition Government would not have lost anywhere 
near that number of jobs, because we had a real policy.  The Labor policy is being driven by its Greens mates.  We will 
come to all that later.  I thought this Government would focus on the important issues and would not make another 
attack on the family, because that is what this legislation is.  Members should make no mistake about that.  The 
Attorney General can do what he likes to cover it up, but that is the unfortunate truth of the matter.  The Government 
will not agree to split the Bill.  Agreement could be reached on some aspects of the legislation if the Bill were split.  
However, that will not happen because the Government wants to pull all the little evil bits into the legislation.  The 
Attorney General has illustrated that time and again.  He is not happy to get part of what he wants; he wants to ram the 
whole lot through.  The Government wants to do it by tomorrow night.  This legislation will produce a major change in 
the culture of Western Australia, and the Government wants to do it by tomorrow night. 

Mr McGowan:  I want to hear about the sheep. 

Mr McNEE:  I will come to the old ram in a minute.   

Mr Johnson:  I find it interesting that the members of Parliament on the ministerial committee were all from the upper 
House. 

Ms Quirk:  No they were not. 

Mr Johnson:  Apart from yourself. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr Johnson:  What I meant to say was that the gay members of Parliament on that committee were all from the upper 
House.  Why weren�t there any gay members from this House? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McRae):  Order, members! 

Mr McNEE:  We listened to a speech on bias.  I accept that it was a good speech.  There was huge bias on that 
committee.  Was it 15 and 13?  Has anyone heard of that? 

Mr D�Orazio:  What? 

Mr McNEE:  I wish we could get some sort of farmers� committee loaded in that way.  We could get great things 
without any trouble at all.  We could convince even this Government that it was wrong, but, of course, we cannot do 
that.  The Government will not move.  The Labor Party does not have a history of moving.  Government members 
might not remember, but in about 1977 or 1978, a Bill was introduced into the upper House which was referred to as the 
Vaughan Bill.  That Bill was to do away with anything -  

Dr Gallop:  Our policy goes back to 1977 and you still didn�t know about it in the last election! 

Mr McNEE:  The Labor Party kept it under the carpet during the election campaign.  I cannot remember the Premier 
ever saying anything about it.  I do not listen to radio station 6PR that much.  Is that not the Labor station?   

Mr Johnson interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  Yes, with the old talkback.  The Labor Party kept it under the rug.  A Labor MLC - Hon Ron Thompson - 
opposed what the Labor Party wanted to do. 

Dr Gallop:  He did; he crossed the floor. 

Mr McNEE:  No he did not.  He opposed what the Labor Party wanted to do and spoke against it.  He apparently stayed 
outside the Chamber during the vote.  That was his way of voting against it.  What did the Labor Party do with this 
dreadful man who was standing up for something?  Caucus passed a motion of condemnation and he left the party after 
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43 years as a member, 18 of which were spent as a member of Parliament.  The newly elected members are just getting 
used to their seats and jobs.  Unless they stand up like a lot of the old fellers who were around when I first came into 
this place, when there were real Labor men and I knew what they stood for, and not all these yuppies -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  Those members should stand up or they will not last in this place.  I have seen members before in this 
place who have been full of fire.  They were going to support all this sort of rubbish.  What happened in the next 
election?  They were hung or something, but they were not returned.   

Mr Johnson:  It will be very interesting to see which members on the other side of the House will be paired for divisions 
on the vote. 

Mr McNEE:  They might try the lock them in the loo trick.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  I am always accused of being 10 yards behind the play because I have been around a while.  I have been 
up and down a lot of these tracks and I know that they lead to misery.  I can remember in the 1960s -  

Ms Radisich interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  The member for Swan Hills probably cannot remember the 1960s.  I can remember the introduction of the 
biro pen, can she?  I bet she cannot.   

Ms Radisich interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  No, that is right.  That is my good luck and her good fortune if she ever gets that far.  The member should 
thank God every day for the day he gives her today and pray that he will give her the one tomorrow.  Many people I 
know never made that day.  I remember the 1960s when the contraceptive pill was introduced for women.  The drug 
companies and others thought that if women were put on the pill, that was the answer. 

Ms Sue Walker:  It was. 

Mr McNEE:  It might have been.  The drug companies said that it would give women access to all sorts of things.  They 
are the facts.  I was around when the argument was taking place.  It was said that the pill would lead to happier 
marriages and fewer divorces, and there would be no worries.  It would also mean the end of abortion. 

Mr Logan:  What happened?  Please tell us. 

Mr McNEE:  The member should have learnt about that in Croydon, should he not? 

Mr Johnson:  He should have done.  He did not learn a lot in Croydon. 

Mr McNEE:  One day the member for Hillarys will have to tell the story.  In any event, what happened?  There was an 
absolutely massive increase in the number of divorces and dislocated children.  If members opposite deny that, they are 
absolutely dopey.  It is not a laughing matter; it is very serious.  The experts at universities thought they had it right.  
However, they had it wrong.  Many kids were in the care of strangers. 

Mr McGowan:  Because of the pill? 

Mr McNEE:  One day, after the member has been up and down a few tracks, he will be quick enough to learn that a lot 
of the stuff pushed at him is simply bunk.  The Attorney General wants me to believe today that his legislation will 
resolve the situation.  All he will do is make a bad situation even worse.  Of course, a massive increase in abortions 
followed the introduction of the pill.  It did not work. 

Mr McGowan:  Because of the pill? 

Mr McNEE:  If the member wants to deny it, he should start denying that the sun will come up in the morning.  He 
should start thinking about that.  If he wants to deny a fact, he can go ahead and deny it.  The Premier knows that if he 
were to give his people a free vote, he would not get this legislation through.  Government members do not have to 
stand up to the Premier.  I am told that the Attorney General runs the agenda in the caucus room; he is the boy who runs 
the show.   

Let us look at what the Government intends to do.  It wants to lower the age of consent to 16 years and allow adoption 
by same-sex couples.  How does one handle that?  Have those opposite thought about the poor kid who goes along to 
school and says, �I�ve got two dads, and one is my mum�?  That is a fact. 

Dr Gallop:  It is happening now, my friend.  What will you do about it? 

Mr McNEE:  Whether or not it is happening now, I do not think it should be.  I do not approve of it. 

Dr Gallop:  Will you take those kids off their parents?  Is that what you are saying? 

Mr McNEE:  I am not saying that at all.  I am making this speech.  If the Premier wants to make a speech, he should ask 
the Acting Speaker (Mr McRae) if he can do so, and I am sure the Acting Speaker will let him have a go. 
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The Attorney General said - this is a worry - that all youths must receive appropriate information about healthy 
lifestyles.  I want to know what constitutes a healthy lifestyle.  What is it?  The Attorney General can answer that later.  
The Government must get the support of the Greens (WA) to get this Bill passed.  

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

Mr McNEE:  Incidentally, the Government must also get the support of the old Greens to get its electoral reform 
legislation through.  The Attorney General and the Premier talk incessantly about the fact that they do not believe in 
discrimination.  Why do they have dummy voters in that foolish electoral reform legislation?  How is that not 
discriminatory against the people in my electorate?  

Mr Johnson:  Because it suits it. 

Mr McNEE:  That is right.  As I said before, the Government has hawked that everywhere.  It is changing a law because 
it suits it.   

Let us look at what the Greens think the policy of sexual education in schools should be.  I am advised that they support 
changes to the curriculum in schools to include discussion of sexuality and non-condemnatory treatment. 

Mr Kobelke:  Are you serious? 

Mr McNEE:  This is what they have told me.  All primary, secondary and tertiary institutions support discussion on 
lesbian and gay lifestyles, relationships, sexuality, history and culture.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  Of course he does.  It does not matter what the Attorney General supports, because the Greens have got 
him by the throat, and he must do whatever they tell him to do.  The Greens support things that I am sure a lot of people 
do not support. 

Mr Barnett:  They have him by the ankle. 

Mr McNEE:  They sure have. 

Mr Johnson:  The Minister for Electoral Affairs needs their support to get the one vote, one value legislation through the 
upper House. 

Mr McNEE:  That is absolutely right. 

Mr Johnson:  Dirty deals are being done. 

Mr McNEE:  Yes.  That is why I said that there are more angles on the other side than one could imagine.  Of course 
there are.  There is every angle that one could ever think of, and some that have not been thought of. 

Mr Johnson:  He is dirty dancing with his dirty deals. 

Mr McNEE:  That is right.  There are plenty of them.   

Mr McGinty:  At what age do you think people should be allowed to engage in anal sex? 

Mr Johnson:  They should never be allowed to do so at any age. 

Dr Gallop:  He says they should never be allowed to do so.  What do you say? 

Mr McNEE:  The Premier can make his own speech later.  As the member for Kalgoorlie said, those opposite are such a 
morally bankrupt bunch that, according to them, people should not teach students about God.  However, it will be 
compulsory to teach them about homosexuality.   

Mr Kucera:  An old saying is that people in glasshouses should not throw stones. 

Mr McNEE:  I can remember the Minister for Health�s mob throwing rocks at our health glasshouse.  It is about time 
we threw back a few bricks, because the Government is not travelling very well in that department, or any other 
department, for that matter.  Those opposite want to deny me my beliefs, and they can have a go.  I am happy to take 
them on at any time they like.  However, that is what they stand for, which is most unfortunate.   

My wife and I brought up four children.  They are all fine; they are not a problem.  When I look back, we did not have 
any problems.  I do not remember our children coming home and talking to me about homosexuality.  Perhaps they 
talked to their mother - I do not know.  However, they were pretty well-adjusted kids who grew up well. 

Mr Johnson:  It was not encouraged in schools in those days.  

Mr McNEE:  No, it was not.  I do not know whether it is a disability or what it is.  Whatever they have, I do not want to 
see them discriminated against.  I do not believe that it should be forced upon those who do not want to be part of it.  I 
question how they should be taught.  The Government talks about same-sex adoption.  One cannot legislate for that.  
Members on the other side of the House may think they are gods, but I tell them they cannot legislate for that because it 
is wrong.  I am a simple character.  I was brought up in the bush.  People from the bush can pick the shysters from the 



 [Wednesday, 5 December 2001] 6531 

 

sharpies pretty quickly.  I was thinking about how my kids grew up.  They were surrounded by natural things.  The pigs 
had piglets and the cat had kittens.  Members opposite might think that is funny. 

Mr Quigley:  The sheep had rams! 

Mr McNEE:  The member would not know a ram from a hydraulic ram.  I have never seen two rams trying to mother a 
lamb. 

Mr Johnson:  They will have to under their legislation. 

Mr McNEE:  That is right.  If something is not meant to happen, it does not happen.  What about the poor children?  
They have no rights; none at all.  The children are being discriminated against in the crudest way.  If members opposite 
support that, good luck to them.  I bet they do not. 

Mr Kucera:  I feel sorry for you. 

Mr McNEE:  Do not bother feeling sorry for me.  I feel sorry for the people opposite.  They are barren of any moral 
thought. 

Mr Watson:  Go and live in your electorate. 

Mr McNEE:  If I were to stand next time I would win my electorate but I do not think the member would win his.  The 
member could not win my seat if he started yesterday.  What did they get in the Merredin by-election?  About seven per 
cent of the vote. 

Mr Barnett:  Eight per cent. 

Mr McNEE:  They lost their deposit.  That followed on their worst federal result for 70 years despite all their reform 
agenda and all their rubbish. 

The sensible way to go is to split this Bill.  The non-controversial part would be passed before Christmas.  The 
Government should have the guts to take the controversial parts to the electorate.  The electorate should have time to 
think about it.  The Government should then hold a referendum. 

Mr Kucera:  The other side is good splitting things - it split the coalition. 

Mr McNEE:  We never had one. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McRae):  Order, members! 

Mr McNEE:  The minister should stick to health.  What is meant by lesbian couples being �socially infertile�?  Does 
anybody know?  If anyone knows, he is keeping it to himself.  I do not know what it means.  Perhaps the Attorney 
General can tell me. 

Mr McGinty:  The Bill only covers medically infertile women. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McNEE:  Someone in a lesbian relationship has to be the mother.  That is the first decision.  Which one will be 
mum?  I will not go into the detail given by the member for Nedlands as she explained it very well.  A child will be in 
an unnatural situation.  All its rights will be removed.  The child will find itself in a strange situation.  That is worse for 
the child than its growing up and being gay or lesbian.  The child would receive far more harassment from that situation 
than the other one.  If there is a problem with a person being gay or lesbian, we must get the public to understand it, and 
cope with it and accept it.  The Government is fighting against perceptions, that is one of its problems.  The 
Government talks about the stolen generation.  It loves to talk about it.  What sort of stolen generation is the 
Government creating?  Come on, Premier! 

Dr Gallop:  Show some respect for people. 

Mr McNEE:  I am showing respect.  Do not ever talk to me about respect! 

Dr Gallop:  It is always the morally righteous people like you that do not show respect. 

Mr McNEE:  I listened to the Premier this morning bleating about this very issue.  Let me tell the Premier: I have no 
prejudice.  The only prejudice I have is if people are misbehaving socially.  I do not care whether they are black, white 
or brindle.  That is fair enough.  No-one can criticise me for that.  I am not like the Premier, I do not try to hide things in 
mumbo jumbo like the Premier hid his policy.  He knows he did. 

Dr Gallop:  Like we did in 1977, 1989 and 2001?  We have only had the policy for about 30 years. 

Mr McNEE:  People never thought the Premier would do this for even one minute.  They feel betrayed.  People talk to 
me about the Galloping Government.  The Government is galloping along making decisions.  The Government is 
making decisions in a hurry.  The only thing it will not do in a hurry is anything beneficial.  The Premier�s actions have 
denied 1 000 people their jobs.  It is because of the Premier that $200 million of development capital is tied up in Jurien 
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in my electorate.  The Premier and the Government are too stupid to see that unless they keep the economy moving they 
will go so broke that they will not know which way is up.  The Premier has no idea about what he is doing to the future.  
The Premier is putting defenceless children in a ridiculous situation. 

Mr Barnett interjected. 

Dr Gallop:  The Leader of the Opposition is an unprincipled leader with no agenda.  He comes to the Parliament on a 
daily basis grumpy and unhappy. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr McNEE:  The Premier has broken his own rule.  The Premier heard the Speaker talk about that sort of comment 
being unacceptable.  The Government is responsible for discriminating against unborn children.  They will be put into 
an untenable position.  I cannot believe it.  I cannot believe what the Government wants to promote in schools.  It wants 
to promote those practices in schools.  Why would the Government want to do that?   

Mr Johnson:  It is part of their social agenda.   

Mr McNEE:  It is a very dangerous social agenda.  One thing I do know is that any Government that has gone down a 
track like that has not lasted very long.  A lot of people out there are praying fervently.  We will vote against this. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kobelke (Leader of the House).  

NOTICE OF MOTION 
Leave to Give Notice 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [11.31 pm]:  I seek leave to give a late notice of motion.   

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  Has the Leader of the House discussed this with the Opposition?  It is generally a courtesy in this 
Parliament to discuss late notices of motion.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McRae):  What is your point? 

Mr BARNETT:  I am attempting to clarify whether this matter has been discussed. 

Mr McGinty:  Check with your own side.  

Mr BARNETT:  I was just checking that the Leader of the House had shown the courtesy that I displayed to the 
Opposition for eight years. 

Debate Resumed 

Leave granted.   

Mr KOBELKE:  I give notice that at the next sitting of the House I shall move - 

That leave be given for the Education and Health Standing Committee to meet during the sittings of the 
Assembly for the remainder of this year.   

House adjourned at 11.32 pm 

__________ 


