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NOTE TO READER 

Readers of this oral history memoir should bear in mind that it is a verbatim transcript of the 
spoken word and reflects the informal, conversational style that is inherent in such historical 
sources. The Battye Library is not responsible for the factual accuracy of the memoir, nor for 
the views therein; these are for the reader to judge. 

Bold type face indicates a difference between transcript and tape as a result of corrections 
made to the transcript only, usually at the request of the person interviewed. 

[ ] are used for insertions, not in the original tape. 

FULL CAPITALS in the text indicate a word or words emphasised by the person interviewed. 

[ ... ] are for deletions from the transcript but not from the tapes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This is an interview with Raymond Laurence Young recorded for the Parliament of WA and 
the JS Battye Library of WA History. 

Ray Young was born in Mt Magnet, WA in 1938 and brought up in East Perth, attending 
Maylands Primary School and Perth Modern School. He then studied accountancy and after a 
period of National Service qualified as a chartered accountant, working in a partnership and 
then going into practice on his own. 

In 1971, Ray Young entered Parliament as the Member for the safe Liberal seat of Wembley. 
He was Member for Scarborough from 1974 to 1983. He served as Government Whip from 
1974 to 1975, as Parliamentary Secretary to Cabinet 1975-76, and as Minister for Health, 
Community Welfare and for Housing and Consumer Affairs for various periods between 
1978 and 1983. 

Since losing the seat of Scarborough in 1983, Ray Young has returned to a business career, 
and at the time of interview was chairman of Aerodata Holdings Ltd, a company involved in 
airborne geophysical surveying. 

He has been married three times, firstly to Valerie Sopp (one son, one daughter), then to 
Roma Rappaport. At the time of interview he was married to Sheenagh Francis and had two 
more children, Laura and Angus. 

In the interview he discusses his personal background, his political career including the major 
high profile issues with which he was involved such as the Tresillian affair, the main political 
figures of his time and various matters concerning the way government was administered 
under both Court and O'Connor governments. 

Since leaving Parliament Ray Young's membership of the Liberal Party has lapsed and he has 
been active in campaigning on behalf of independent former Liberals Paul Filing and Alan 
Rocher. This is also discussed as is the need for reform in the WA Liberal Party. 

There are 12 tapes recorded by Stuart Reid between December 1995 and July 1996. 
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The Hon Ray Young 



VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT 

This is an interview with Ray Young recorded by Stuart Reid for the parliamentary 
history project and the Battye Library of Western Australian History, recorded on 4 
December 1995 at Mr Young's offices in West Perth, Western Australia. 

SR Could we begin with your full name and date of birth? 

YOUNG It is Raymond Laurence Young, 7th September 1938, born in Mt 
Magnet. 

SR And your parents - what were their full names? 

YOUNG My father's name was Laurence Jesse - J-e-s-s-e. He'd turn in his grave 
if anyone called him Jessie. My mother's name was Grace Eleanor Smith. My father 
was about a fourth generation Australian and my mother came from England in the 
early 1920s with her family. 

SR What sort of work did your father do? 

YOUNG My father originally was a. .. He was born in a sawmill town. I think 
when he was very young he probably worked in the sawmills. Then he went to the 
goldfields during the Depression, as most young Western Australians did, because there 
was plenty of work there, funnily enough. He worked underground in the Hill 50 
goldmine in Mt Magnet. Then he decided that he'd become an assayer and he went 
to the School of Mines in Kalgoorlie. When war broke out he joined up and went 
away and fought in North Africa and was at Alamein and places like that. When he 
came back he didn't want to go back to the goldfields so he did a rehabilitation course 
and became a printer, eventually. He remained that way until he retired. 

SR What about your mother? What sort of a background did she have? 

YOUNG My mother had an interesting background. Her father was a forester in 
England working on a fairly large estate. They came to Western Australia in the early 
1920s, as I said, but my mother had previously won a scholarship in England in the 
11 plus examinations to go to a grammar school. Having missed out on that, when she 
arrived in Australia she was just in time to sit for the scholarship to Perth Modern 
School, which she apparently won, but her father wouldn't let her take it up because 
he was of the old breed who said that girls had to stay in the house and get married 
and do domestic work and get out to work as soon as possible. So she was working 
by the time she was 14 and missed two opportunities to take up scholarships, which she 
always regretted very much. 

SR What sort of work did she do? 

YOUNG She did domestic work. She worked in hotels as a domestic and in 
tearooms and restaurants. Then she met Dad in Mt Magnet when she was working up 
there at the hotel and they got married. 
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SR So what are your recollections of Mt Magnet? Were you there long 
enough to know? 

YOUNG No, I wasn't there long enough to know, although there is a snapshot in 
my mind that my mother says could only have been of a slag heap at Mt Magnet when 
she was taking Dad's lunch down to him at one stage. But we left there before I was 
a year old. 

Then we went to a place called Youanmi, which was a mining town out in the desert. 
I can't quite remember where it is, but we were there for another year before Mum and 
Dad went down to Kalgoorlie. I had an elder sister, incidentally, who was also born 
in Mt Magnet. 

SR What was her name? 

YOUNG Her name is Maxine - Maxine Anne. Her married name is McLinden. 

SR Whereabouts was it that you had your early years up to, say, school age? 
Was that mainly in Kalgoorlie? 

YOUNG Actually we weren't in Kalgoorlie that long before Dad joined up and 
went away, so Mum came down to Perth and lived with her sisters-in-law for a while - 
they and with relatives of some kind. And going from one place to another eventually 

we ended up in a house in Joel Terrace in East Perth, just down from St Anne's 
Hospital, right on the river, and that's where I spent probably the best years of my 
entire life, between the age of, say, four and 13. Shangri-la! 

SR Describe it a little more. 

YOUNG Well, it was a great big old house and the property ran all the way down 
to the river. We had our own little creek that ran up from the river into our property. 
We had a little jetty that was pretty rickety but it was good enough for kids to walk out 
on and dive from to swim and catch fish and catch crabs, push boats out and have a 
wonderful time. It was lovely. 

SR Were the family fairly well-off to be able to afford that sort of. . 

YOUNG No, no, they were renting it, in addition to which, although it was a 
fairly long term lease, during wartime if you got a lease on a house the lease couldn't 
be broken virtually until the returning soldier came home and even then for some time; 
so you had pretty good security of tenure. It was also not a fashionable area. It was 
still called East Perth, although nowadays you pay an arm and a leg to live on Joel 
Terrace; the prices are absolutely exorbitant. No, it wasn't expensive and we weren't 
well-off by any means. 

SR What about school? Where did you go to school? 
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YOUNG Well, I went to school for one year in what would nowadays be called, 
I suppose, pre-primary at a little school in Mt Lawley, across the railway line from 
where we lived. Then my sister and I went on then to Maylands State School. And 
with my mother's passion for somebody winning a scholarship [laughs] and getting the 
opportunities that she never got, we were both encouraged pretty strongly to do the 
best we could. Maxine wasn't particularly interested in the academic side of life. I 
didn't quite know what I wanted to do but I knew I had to win this scholarship, so I 
did and I then went to Perth Modern School on that scholarship. 

SR Were there any other people who were strong influences on you in those 
primary years - teachers or people outside of the family? 

YOUNG Yes, as a matter of fact they were - not friends or people outside the 
family. The funny thing about those days was that Australian society was pretty basic 
in its attitudes to what you should or could be, particularly the areas in which I moved 
or the communities in which I moved. I was a tiny, skinny kid and people would say, 
"Make him a jockey. If you make him a jockey he's got a great future in front of him 
and he'll become famous." My father used to say, "I'll cut his hands off before I 
make him a jockey", and I could never work out whether Dad was going to cut my 
hands off and then make me a jockey [laughs] or whether this was something that he 
was not going to allow under any circumstances. Mum and Dad, they encouraged me 
to take no notice of those sorts of things. 

There was no outside influence apart from those rather strange little intrusions. But 
there were teachers. It's quite amazing how there will always be a teacher in the 
background in primary school that you remember as being the one that said okay, you 
can do it. When I look back on it, it's amazing how difficult some teachers make life 
for people without realising what they're doing, and how easily some people can make 
it for their pupils. I remember the first real influence was from a teacher named Chris 
Barbetti, who I've heard of a few times in education circles in later years. He was an 
outstanding teacher who would actually spend the time to encourage the kids not so 
much to do what the curriculum said but to want to do that and a lot more, and to 
understand what education really was - not just the book learning but life. He was 
excellent and gave wonderful encouragement. 

Another teacher named Miss Owen - I can only remember her as Miss Owen; I don't 
know what her first name was. One didn't get to know teachers' first names in those 
days, but she was outstanding as well. She was the one who said, "You can not only 
but, you will win a scholarship to go to Perth Modern School and I'll make absolutely 
certain that when you pass up to the final year in primary school you will be virtually 
ready to sit for it, and then you'll have a whole year to go to brush up". She was 
marvellous. Then I struck a fellow in the final year at school who it appeared to me 
had two chief ambitions in life; one was to break every finger in my hand with the 
cane, and the other was to prevent any chance of my winning any scholarships. 
[laughs] But she'd done the groundwork and so I got there despite that. 
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SR What kinds of things would lead to the cane? 

YOUNG Well, of course, all kids say, "I didn't do anything', but I have some 
distinct memories of this guy coming in looking to give someone a lacing because he 
was in a bad mood. We all get in bad moods - teachers aren't infallible - and I was 
usually the one doing something around the place, so I copped it. Who knows? There 
were probably a thousand different reasons [chuckles] and probably I deserved most 
of them. 

SR What about religious influences? Were your family at all involved in 
churchgoing or anything like that? 

YOUNG No, Dad certainly wasn't but my mother had the traditional poor English 
bringing up where there was just no entertainment in the village at all except to go to 
church. She went to church three or four times a week, and so I suppose if you went 
there that many times you considered you were religious and you knew something 
about religion and theology and the meaning of life and all that sort of stuff. I don't 
think it had a great deal of effect on Mum's thinking and she wasn't particularly 
religious, although whenever she needed to call the wrath of God down on us she 
always seemed to think it was going to happen. 

SR What denomination was that? 

YOUNG Church of England - both Mum and Dad. 

SR So did you then attend Sunday school and that kind of introduction? 

YOUNG Yes, we did actually. The really funny part of this is that there was a 
little Catholic convent school just over the railway line from where we lived in East 
Perth, and during the war Mum had to take a job because the money that was coming 
back from the services wasn't sufficient to keep us, although we were very lucky in 
that the property was self-sustaining, in effect. Mum used to grow camellias. Of 
course, there were a lot of Yanks in town in those days and they were always sending 
girls corsages and stuff like that, so she was always able to sell flowers from the 
garden, as well as fruit. There were many fruit trees so she supplemented her income 
that way. But she also had to work part-time in tearooms and the like, so my sister 
and I had to go somewhere. We went to this little Catholic convent school over the 
railway line. My sister was just old enough for the religious aspects of that convent 
to linger in her mind that she was always a Catholic. She became a Catholic. She 
married a Catholic guy and they had five children and they're happily married. She's 
a very happy Roman Catholic, and she was never going to shift from that. I was a 
little too young to understand it so the awe of it didn't impinge on my attitudes too 
much. 

SR Did you retain any involvement with the Church yourself? 
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YOUNG Not in my younger years, but funnily enough in my early twenties, 
notwithstanding a fairly colourful youth, I started teaching Sunday school. My wife 
at that time was a little interested in the local church and my mother was going to 
church, and they both said to me, "Well, look, you can do something so go down there 
and help out at Sunday school", and I started to get what I thought was "the call". I 
think it was probably because at that stage I was sick and tired of accountancy and any 
call would have been good enough - perhaps even to become a jockey. [chuckles] But 
I really seriously thought about it. 

And national service also . . . I'd done national service at that stage and I got to know 
the chaplain fairly well because I chose to get confirmed while I was in national 
service. We had quite a number of conversations and I started to get a real feeling that 
if you wanted to do something, you couldn't do much unless you were either a medico, 
a lawyer, a man of the cloth or a parliamentarian. It seemed to me that the only 
chance I had at that stage was to become a man of the cloth, but it didn't last long. 

SR What other sorts of strong messages came through from your family? 
You mentioned your mother's emphasis on education. What other kinds of lessons 
were you learning from your parents? 

YOUNG Well, I learnt a lot from my father. My father wasn't a very erudite 
person but he was a musician; he was a brilliant musician - self taught. Where most 
self-taught musicians don't learn to read and write music, Dad could not only read and 
write music but he could write whole scores for his band that he on some occasions led 
and on some occasions was part of. He'd sit up all night writing parts for each person 
in the band and, of course, he was always playing music of some kind. He was a 
saxophonist and clarinetist but he was interested in all music. He could get a tune out 
of almost anything that was ever made. So he had that flair which couldn't be avoided. 
Dad was a fairly tough, aggressive sort of fellow and the music was an incongruity 
compared with the Dad that one saw all the time. He was a great musician. So there 
was the love of music, although I never got to play anything. Dad wanted me to play 
the piano before I could do anything else and I wanted to play the trumpet. He made 
me learn the saxophone and I hated reed instruments so my music came to nothing. 
I didn't like learning the theory of music. So I never actually picked up on music but 
quite a number of my family have. 

The other message apart from that sensitive musical side of Dad was a tremendous 
work ethic. He never lost a day's work in his entire life. He'd go to work regardless 
of the circumstances; it wouldn't matter how ill he was. He suffered quite a number 
of injuries - some horrific injuries during the course of working in the mine. He was 
almost decapitated at one stage and during the war he lost both knee caps. He was also 
badly injured in timber mills. Dad would be off until the doctor said, You can go back 
to work", and he'd be straight back to work. In fact, his work ethic was so strong that 
not very long after the war he was waiting for his repatriation course to come through 
and he was working in a sawmill not far from where we lived and I used to go up and 
watch him after school - it was good fun. There was a strike on and Dad and his 
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friend actually physically fought their way through a picket line telling these people that 
they didn't go away for all those years to fight to come back to find that they weren't 
allowed to work. 

So there was that ethic, and that was helped out by the fact that he was an amateur 
champion boxer, so they didn't do too much damage to him but he did a lot of damage 
to them! That was something that really stuck with me for the rest of my life: if you 
are prepared to fight your way in to get a job there must be something pretty important 
about working. 

SR What about his political views? 

YOUNG Dad was a Labor supporter all of his life and he never changed, never 
wavered an inch, until early in the 1960s it was pretty apparent that David Brand's 
Government, which was elected in 1959, was already starting to make some pretty bold 
moves and some important changes - and funnily enough things were actually starting 
to work. It was probably the first time in the State that anyone had seen a political 
philosophy put into effect that was actually working. And th.ings were getting better. 
It might have been a combination of wool prices, which of course soared in the fifties. 
It could have been quite a number of things, but it appeared as though everything was 
working. I think Dad was beginning to recognise, grudgingly, the fact that this Liberal 
Government was starting to make things tick. 

He was playing in a band one night at a wedding and David Brand, who was then the 
Premier, came up at the half-time break with a couple of jugs of beer and sat on the 
bandstand and poured the fellas a drink, but most importantly he didn't speak one word 
of politics - all he wanted to do was talk music. Of course, then they got on to the fact 
that Dad had worked underground and David Brand had been a shift boss at some 
underground goldmine at some stage, so they had this affinity. The incredible thing 
was that here was the Premier of Western Australia sitting, like the ordinary bloke he 
was, having a beer with a guy - they'd been in the army, they'd both worked 
underground in mines, they both had a love of music, they also enjoyed a beer - and 
politics was never mentioned. Dad never voted anything but Liberal from then on. 
He was absolutely rabid. So that's how you win votes I guess. 

SR What about your mother's politics? 

YOUNG Well, it was exactly the same. Although Mum is tremendously 
independent and always has been, and has always taken a Pankhurstian view of 
women's roles and naturally, as a result of her father putting her down and denying her 
the opportunities, she's always taken the attitude, from the time she was a girl, that 
women should be given an opportunity and can do as well as, etc. Funnily enough, 
it seemed rather paradoxical that when Dad changed so did Mum. She also became 
a staunch Liberal - not as staunch as Dad, I have to admit, but she changed to never 
voting Labor again after that. Yes, they were both socialists to start off with and 
changed during the changing times. 
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SR Did they take an active part in Liberal Party politics? 

YOUNG No, no active part at all. In fact, none of us took any active part in 
politics until much later. 

SR Going back to your schooling, the change, the move into secondary 
school -Perth Modern - what sorts of things changed for you with that move? 

YOUNG A tremendous number of things changed because not only was I 
physically changing schools into probably Australia's most elite academic secondary 
school, for the first time I had to share classes and sport and all other aspects of my 
life with people from a completely different background, not altogether, because the 
students there ranged from areas and situations worse than mine all the way up to the 
most affluent families in the State. You got there purely on scholarship and no-one 
could go there otherwise. 

Being a "feather in your cap" to go to "Mod", everyone wanted to go, so there was a 
broad spectrum. For the first time I was actually sitting next to people who had 
money, or playing football against someone who lived in Peppermint Grove rather than 
East Perth or Inglewood or something like that. So there was that great cultural 
change and I think there was a bit of cringe in me, which was not usual, considering 
the sort of background I came from. It was a terribly fiesty "Jack's as good as his 
master" background, which I exhibited a few times with headmasters and teachers in 
primary school. But I think there was this feeling somehow, if I recall it correctly, 
that you can't beat these people; if they want something they're going to get it. In 
later life I realised that many of these co-students were the sons and daughters of 
people who'd already made it academically, already made it in business, and that's why 
they were affluent and probably had a pretty good intellect, as well as a fairly strong 
work ethic and ordered mind in regard to education - the sort of thing that would mean 
that their children would be academically sound and pretty bright. I had the feeling 
that the reason they were getting ahead better than I at Modern School was because, 
"after all, they were the rich ones!" It was a stupid attitude that I took, unconsciously, 
I realise now, because in later life many of those guys - and girls - turned out to be 
great friends of mine. So it wasn't a problem. 
We also shifted at that stage because my mother and father wanted to take advantage 
of the war service loan scheme and buy a new house. In the early fifties "new" was 
the thing. If you lived in a wonderful place on the river in East Perth in this wonderful 
old house with all these opportunities, that wasn't good because it was the wrong 
address and it was "old". So you had to get into one of the new suburbs in a new 
house. The whole world was new and no-one wanted anything that was old, so all the 
old went out and we shifted to a war service home. 

I spent some time, incidentally, in Woodman Point in a State Housing Commission 
camp, because there was some complicated aspect of quitting your lease where you had 
to actually be evicted before you were rehoused. I can't remember what it was, I was 
far too young to understand the complexities of it, but once you were evicted and you'd 
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been to one of these State Housing Commission camps with your whole family, your 
turn came up quicker on either the State Housing Commission list or the war service 
loans list. So they allowed themselves to be evicted. We went to this camp in 
Woodman Point, which was a two-room, asbestos little cottage. [chuckles] When I 
say two rooms it was actually three. There were two bedrooms and a kitchen, and that 
was it. We lived there for about 19 or 20 months and then we shifted to the State 
Housing suburb of Manning, in which the war service home was built that we 
occupied. 

I have just lost the track of the original question. 

SR Did you stay in Manning through the course of your studies? 

YOUNG [After Woodman Point], yes we did. I stayed in Manning until I 
married. To the influences I was talking about included this tremendous influence of 
change from where I'd loved growing up and felt comfortable and secure to having to 
live in Woodman Point - get up at 7 o'clock in the morning, catch a bus into 
Fremantle, catch a train to West Leederville, walk from West Leederville to Mod, and 
then reverse it all at night. So I was leaving home at 7.00 in the morning and getting 
home at, say, 6.00 at night. Nowhere to study - no opportunity to even lift a pen. My 
young brother was born while we were there. He was 14 years after me and his name 
is Keith Frank Young. The reason I left him out earlier was because I thought I would 
pop him in sequentially. 

So there was the family living in this tiny place. There was no chance of study. My 
studies, of course, fell a mile behind. I didn't feel very happy about myself. Even to 
play a game of Saturday morning cricket I'd have to leave at 7.00 in the morning and 
funnily enough get home at about five at night, because of the times of the bus 
schedules - and that was for two-and-a-half hours of cricket on a Saturday morning, 
a game that I absolutely adored and loved and played for many years. It was tough. 
So there was that change; and the chances of my achieving well at Modern School 
pretty much went into a hole at that stage. 

SR So how much schooling did you do at Perth Modern? 

YOUNG I completed what was then the Intermediate, or the Junior examination. 
I finished at the end of third year and went straight into night school at Perth Technical 
College to study accountancy. So the education continued without missing a beat but 
it was a different form. 

SR What was the attraction in accountancy? 

YOUNG Well, I started working for an insurance company. That seemed to be 
a respectable, semi-professional sort of career that Mum thought, my having missed 
out on the academic life, might be suitable. During the course of talking to one of the 
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executives, he mentioned that studying accountancy could open so many doors (this 
was in the first month or two of my office boy life) and I enrolled at night school 
straightaway. A friend of mine - one of my closest friends and we are still very close; 
we went through all these things, Modern School, etc, together - and he also left in 
third year and came from a similar background to mine. We enrolled together. 

SR Who is that? 

YOUNG His name is Harry Kuhaupt. He is the son of Jewish. . 

END OF TAPE ONE SIDE A 
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SR Sorry, you were just describing Harry Kuhaupt's background. 

YOUNG Yes, his mother and father came from Germany at more or less the birth 
of the Nazi party. They could see what was happening there and being Jews they knew 
what was in store for them, particularly after Kristallnacht and many people who 
should have known better, stayed. But they came out here, thank heavens. Harry was 
born here. We went through all of these phases of our life together. It was a bit of 
shock to the people at Perth Technical College to see two 15-year-olds walk into night 
school. It was mostly made up of fellows who were in their early thirties, late 
twenties, who perhaps had been away to the war and were coming back and trying to 
do something to give them a profession. Of course, being young and having the recent 
experience of study, we just bowled through. I then became an Associate of the 
Australian Society of Accountants. 

I have always looked back on that and thought how lucky I was to have had the chance 
to start that early; because I was qualified before I was 21 and had virtually caught up 
with my colleagues who had been to university. At 21, although I didn't officially 
become a partner, I was treated and counted as a full partner in the firm of chartered 
accountants that I was then working for. I couldn't become a partner until I'd then 
completed the Institute of Chartered Accountants exams, which meant that I had to go 
back and do about seven or eight units all over again with them, and I officially 
became a partner as soon as I qualified with them. So I caught up pretty quickly in 
the professional stakes. So did Harry, and we didn't really regret not doing the extra 
couple of years. I wouldn't have been a good academic anyway. Harry could have 
become anything - he was brilliant. 

SR What about the insurance job? 

YOUNG The insurance job - I beat the chief clerk from sacking me by about five 
minutes. The chief clerk at that time was going to sack me because I was pretty 
hopeless. I had no interest in what I was doing and did everything wrongly. He 
apparently was going to give me the bullet, and fortunately, I'd just applied for and got 
a job at David Jones working in their purchasing office. I walked in and gave my 
resignation, and he said, "That really upsets me because I was just about to sack you!" 
We didn't end up good friends, actually. He ended up being a first grade cricket 
umpire, and when I was playing first grade cricket I always had the suspicion that if 
I was in physical danger or trouble he'd keep me in as long as he could. And if I 
looked like I was set and about to get some runs he'd give me out! [laughs] So I 
don't think I impressed him much. 

SR Is there a characteristic coming through your childhood of rebellion, in 
your youth? Is that how you see it as you look back? 

YOUNG Oh yes, particularly when I was young, when I was very young. The 
early stages of both Mum and Dad - well, Mum, mostly, because Dad from the time 
I could more or less remember was away until he came back from the war; he was 
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away quite a while. Mum inculcated into me and my sister that attitude of "You're no 
better than any other living person on Earth but no other living person on Earth is any 
better than you. So we're all equal, but if someone wants to put you down, you let 
them know where they stand." As far as I was concerned, that was total! And it 
extended to teachers as well. I remember going to the headmaster, having complained 
to a primary school teacher in early years, when I was only about nine or 10, about 
her overexuberance with the use of a stick, it wasn't even a cane; canes actually have 
some flexibility but she used a stick with which she used to beat the children. She was 
a merciless bitch! I went to the headmaster and told him that I wasn't going to put up 
with this. Actually I hadn't been hit by her, but others had. I said I simply wasn't 
going to come back to the school, "so you'd better do something about it". Funnily 
enough, although he told me that it wasn't my role to go round dobbing teachers in, 
she never produced that thing again. 
A couple of years later I also went to him and said that the temperature had reached 
105 degrees and as far as I was concerned I thought there was some school regulation 
that said you all had to go home if it reached that! [laughs] It may have been folklore: 
He told me to get out of there and he didn't close the school. But I did ask the 
question. So that sort of attitude was always there. 

Also, living in East Perth you had to know how to fight before you left your front 
yard. Fortunately, Dad being a very good fighter and his friend a commando during 
the war - a fellow named Jack Spencer - between the two of them, taught me how to 
fight pretty well. Although I was pretty small and skinny, that really gave me a great 
advantage because I was a much better boxer than most of the kids. Of course, they'd 
treat me with scant regard and before they knew it they were flattened. So there was 
a bit of rebelliousness in me then. Boxing was different than the things kids are being 
taught now. It really was the "noble art". Everyone followed rules, and they were 
generally accepted rules. It does make you a bit too cocksure. I think that made me 
very confident about myself (and probably a bit overconfident) and I've been like that 
all my life. 

SR Did you also have a kind of leadership role amongst your friends - your 
peer group? 

YOUNG No, I didn't really, because by the time those sort of leadership qualities 
"cut in" I was at "Mod". In primary school I did to some extent, particularly in and 
around East Perth among people of my own age or within a year either side, I think 
I was regarded as a bit of a leader, but I certainly didn't have that at secondary school. 
There were far too many better leaders at Perth Modern School than I, so, no! 
certainly not at that age. 

SR What about your contemporaries at Perth Modern School? Were you 
there during the time of other people who went on to become political leaders? 

YOUNG No. Funnily enough the political leaders from Modern School, like Sir 
Paul Hasluck, Bob Hawke, Ron Davies (who became Leader of the Opposition), is an 
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old Modernian. Darryl Williams QC, shadow Attorney General, he was also there. 
But none of them when I was actually there. So I had no peers who subsequently 
became politically motivated or involved. They were either side of me at school, 
which was probably lucky for me. 

SR How did you move into employment in the accounting area from that 
position with David Jones? 

YOUNG When I was about to get married for the first time to my first wife Val, 
we were very young; when we married she was only 19 and I was only 20. We both 
worked at David Jones. She worked in the cosmetics department as a consultant in 
French perfumes and stuff like that - a very attractive lady. I worked in the office. 
I was fortunate that the Company Secretary, a fellow named Doug Bailey, who was 
probably the finest accountant I've ever seen in my life, took me under his wing and 
helped me a great deal. He continually told me that I should get into the professional 
side of accountancy and not remain in the commercial side. He'd been in the 
professional side and took a lucrative offer to become company secretary for Western 
Australia of, firstly, Bon Marche and then David Jones. He said I should be doing it 
the way he did it if I wanted to really get the understanding of accountancy, and that 
is go into a professional firm. But I couldn't afford to do that because the professional 
salaries were much lower than the salaries in commerce and I was about to get 
married. 

But after I did national service - at the time I was doing national service I was 
employed by a company called Rowleys, which was a big chain of electrical stores in 
Western Australia owned by a fellow called Rowley Goonan, who was an 
OUTSTANDING businessman in his day, but I didn't like working there for lots of 
reasons. When I came out of national service I applied for a position with a firm 
which was called Bishop and Ellis. It had a very old partner - well, he was old as far 
as I was concerned then; he was in his sixties - and a much younger partner who was 
only in his late twenties. That was Jack Bishop and Lindsay Ellis. I got the job at the 
firm of Bishop and Ellis, even though I had to take a bit of a cut. My wife and I 
weren't planning to have a family in the near future, and we figured we could struggle 
through and it would be well worthwhile. I think we were married about two months 
before Val got pregnant, so half our income went down the drain! That left me in this 
small firm of chartered accountants, earning a pittance, virtually under articles, with 
very little money. It was a very tough time, and when my son Greg was born we 
really had it pretty tough. But I stuck through it and qualified. 

The deal was that as soon as I "qualified" again I would have a partnership, but by the 
time I had qualified, which wasn't very much longer - that's with the Institute of 
Chartered Accountants. The firm was doing pretty well, so we started coming out of 
our personal penury into a bit of sunlight, which was good. I immediately became a 
member of that firm, which then became Bishop, Harvey and Young, because in the 
meantime the Ellis had been replaced by a fellow who is still one of my very close 
friends - Mal Harvey, who is a brilliant entrepreneur. He's had his ups and downs 
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throughout life but he's done some wonderful things and he's a great guy. Jack Bishop 
died after I'd become a partner for four years and so it was actually our firm from then 
on. I was very young, of course, still in my twenties and Mal was in his thirties. He 
undertook most of the entrepreneurial things. He organised the big clients into the firm 
and he did some pretty outstanding property developments. He always gave me a cut 
of the action, which was good, but he also made me run the practice. So we quickly 
developed a firm where we had over 20 employees. Before I reached 30 I had 
something like about 30 employees, along with Mal, and the pressure was becoming 
pretty tremendous. I was trying to play sport; I was trying to bring up a young family; 
I was working until all hours of the morning - until 2 or 3 o'clock in the morning - 
earning the fees that we needed and also administering the practice, to a great extent, 
during the day. There were areas of the practice I didn't like very much. I was trying 
to specialise in taxation, at which I was particularly good, but hated things like auditing 
and secretarial work and the like, but I was also expected to oversee those sections of 
the practice. It all became a bit too much. 

I broke with Mal when he decided to develop the Sheraton Hotel. We left on a friendly 
basis, and I went to form my own practice because I just wanted a small number of 
well-paying clients I could relax with and earn a decent income, and not be part of the 
high life of development and stuff like that. I got paid out a handsome amount at a 
young age because of the developments we'd been involved in. Life became a bit 
easier for me. A little later we can go into how that quickly changed, and I found 
myself in politics. 

SR And did you remain married to Val during that period? 

YOUNG Yes, I remained married to Val until not long after I was elected to 
Parliament. Our marriage broke up about a year after I was elected. We had two 
children. We lived originally in Manning during those early times, not far from where 
Mum and Dad lived - just up the road, in fact. It was a pretty basic sort of existence 
in the beginning. We didn't have any cars; we didn't have any telephones; we didn't 
have a television set or any of that sort of stuff. Not that that was terribly important, 
but we also didn't have floor coverings and a few other things. I can remember Val 
fully pregnant sitting down on the floor - we had timber floor throughout the house - 
with a Scotch pad or steel wool with methylated spirits going over the floor inch by 
inch to clean all the paint off. Then we polished it all and it became highly glossed. 
We put a couple of rugs down and I made some furniture and that was home. 
It was fairly basic but when I became a partner and things became a lot better we were 
able to afford to shift in 1993 to a house in Mt Yokine. In 1968 we built a house in 
City Beach and settled down there. My son Greg went to Hale; my daughter Amanda 
went to St Mary's and we remained quite a happy little family living in that situation 
until, as I say, about a year after [I entered Parliament]. 

SR What kind of work was it that you were doing as a chartered accountant 
when you set up your own practice? 
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YOUNG It was almost entirely taxation consulting. I had always been interested 
in taxation and I found that I was very good at it. I have to very quickly say that 
becoming very good at taxation law in those days was infinitely easier than becoming 
very good at taxation law nowadays. In my opinion, [nowadays] you couldn't become 
an expert on taxation law unless you specialised in it and nothing else, and preferably 
had a law degree and had, in fact, specialised in tax during the course of your law 
studies. But in those days it wasn't that difficult. If I found something that I couldn't 
quite find my way through, I used to go to one of two people. One was David Speed 
in the firm of which David Malcolm, our now Chief Justice, was then an articled clerk. 
Apart from national service, that's where I got to David Malcolm fairly well. But 
David Speed was, I think, senior partner then. He was only a young man - absolutely 
brilliant - and he used to help me a lot. 

The other one, to whom even David would pay homage, if you like, was a fellow 
named Sir Keith Watson, who was an accountant but he was also a member of 
Parliament for the Legislative Council seat of Metropolitan Province. An outstanding 
accountant but an outstanding  brain in taxation. He was also Lang Hancock's adviser. 
If things got really tricky I'd go to him for further advice, and he took me under his 
wing and I would sometimes work on things he was handling and do some of the 
background work and he let me give an opinion or two about how to handle it - 

mainly, I think, to see whether I was coming along; rather than to actually take the 
advice. I learned a tremendous amount from him and so I was very comfortable and 
very happy with tax, and I was good at it. I think I would have been as good as 
anyone else in Perth when I finished with the accountancy profession. But I hated all 
other aspects of accountancy; I absolutely hated it with a passion. I'd get physically 
sick if I had to go out on an audit. I knew that every now and again I'd have to do 
that, but I'd only be there about an hour and I'd start going to the loo because I just 
hated it! You were going nowhere, you weren't doing anything, you weren't 
exercising your mind! Even though auditing isn't just checking books - you should be 
exercising your mind on a lot of things - but I hated it, absolutely hated it. 

SR So that brings us up to the period of your introduction to your 
involvement in politics, but I realise that I've not asked you about your period of 
national service, and we should cover that as well. At what age did you get called up 
for national service? 

YOUNG Actually I was called up at the usual time - I think it was 18. I was 
called up into a couple of intakes, but each of the intakes into which I was called, 
clashed with the studies I was doing at Perth Technical College with my first Diploma 
in Accountancy. So I was able to defer a couple of times. By the time I actually got 
into national service I was about nineteen-and-a-half and it was still inconvenient 
because I was still coming up for my finals of the Australian Society of Accountancy 
exams, but I had to do it sometime so I went into an early intake in the year of 1958 
figuring that it was better to miss the first term. We only did three months of actual 
full-time training when I did my national service, but then you had to do another two 
years of part-time service with the Citizen Military forces. So I did national service 
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but it wasn't like going to Vietnam or anything like that. It's amazing how much you 
can learn in three months about something with which you've never had any previous 
connection - I'd done some school cadets and stuff like that but the army never 
interested me. While I was in national service I almost considered - because I was still 
young enough - getting straight out of there, doing matriculation and trying to get into 
Duntroon, because I loved it. It was marvellous. But I wouldn't have had any form 
of army life if I wasn't going to become an officer, and I didn't want to go to Portsea 
because Portsea had a level beyond which you couldn't go as a career officer. I think 
it was Major or something like that; you couldn't advance beyond Major unless you 
went to Duntroon. I thought, "Just a moment, I'm about to get married. I can't keep 
chopping and changing careers', [chuckles] but I actually did love it. 

My platoon commander was a fellow named Lofthouse. He was a very good soldier, 
but there were other exceptional soldiers there, one of whom became a major general - 
that was Smethurst, Major-General Neville Smethurst; he became a very high ranking 

senior officer, he was one of the platoon commanders. I was lucky enough to be 
chosen to become what was in effect the platoon commander of the national 
servicemen. You had your career officers in charge of the platoon and then two 
national servicemen would be chosen to become what would have been an officer had 
we been doing a longer period. It was a noncommissioned officer's position - a full 
corporal - but it meant that you were the national serviceman who was in fact the 
leader of that platoon. I think that was one of the things that made me think, "Well, 
there's a bit of an air of command there, they listen to me, we get on well together. 
There was no suggestion that I wasn't one of the boys, in fact, I went over the fence 
with as many of them on as many occasions as anyone else in the platoon. But we 
were mates and it was a great time. 

I have a little anecdote, if I can tell you, of my time in national service. When we 
went over the fence I was in an intake of pretty rough guys from Northam and we got 
on pretty well. We decided we'd go in to a dance in Perth one night. We went over 
the fence and got on to West Coast Highway, and we were trying to thumb down a 
car. A big black car pulled up, and as soon as I got in I realised that it was the 
Governor; Sir Charles Gairdner, coming down from the golf club and he was driving 
back into Perth. These guys wouldn't have known the difference between the 
Governor and the commanding officer of the camp; they had no idea. Anyway, we 
hopped into the gubernatorial car and there's His Excellency Lieutenant-General Sir 
Charles Gairdner in his civvies. They said, "Great car, mate", and he said, "Yes, it's 
a very nice car." He said, "Where are you going?" - "Perth!" He said, "I'll drop you 
into Perth. Been over the fence, have you?" We all said yes, and he said, "Did that 
a few times myself in the old days." One of them said, "In the army, were you mate?" 
I nearly died! I think he was Sir William Slim's second in command during the Burma 
campaign or something like that. It was a good time. 

SR Were there any respects in which the national service was an important 
formative influence in your life? 
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YOUNG Yes, I think it was, and I think it's remained so ever since because being 
a bit of a rebel and not liking too much discipline or authority, I went there with a chip 
on my shoulder because it was interrupting my studies; I needed it like a hole in the 
head; I didn't like the thought of being pushed around for three months to no avail; we 
weren't at war, etc, etc. It was completely the wrong attitude, I suppose. In 
particular, in the first week or so, it seemed the whole aim of a non-commissioned 
officer was to demean the incoming soldier to such an extent that the novice loses all 
sense of purpose and all sense of dignity. My reaction was, "How dare you speak to 
me like that, push me around like that, criticise MY intelligence, MY attitude, etc, etc, 
when all you are is a little bloody corporal." Of course, I was furious. Although it 
probably showed in the first week or so, I think anyone in whom it didn't show would 
have had no chance. What we didn't realise was that the senior NCOs, the platoon 
commander, and others were watching every one of us like a hawk. We didn't know 
that, but I'm sure if you just accepted all you'd be regarded as a good soldier and 
that's it. But if you objected to it, they put other pressures on, and the other pressures 
they put on me, and a couple of others, worked. I liked being then respected. It was 
obvious that I then had the respect of some of the officers and noncommissioned 
officers. And that made me feel good because I had overcome a challenge I didn't 
even know I wanted to overcome; I really didn't care. 

Then I started to appreciate the discipline and regimentation was necessary if an army 
is going to work. I think some US soldiers learnt a lot about that in Vietnam where 
platoons of soldiers who hadn't been through the discipline of doing what they had to 
do, were wiped out to a man in some circumstances, and others who had that 
discipline, survived. 

Over the years since then it has become apparent to me that, firstly, you've got to have 
the guts to stand up and fend people off if they're on the wrong track or you firmly 
believe in something. But you also have to have the discipline to do the right thing and 
you can't just lallygag through life and be wishy-washy. You've got to know what 
you're doing and you have to do it in a disciplined way - even when it comes down to 
things like being on time, the simple act of being on time; the simple act of picking up 
a telephone instead of getting someone else to pick it up for you; and making your own 
calls and taking your own calls; being available - all of which is part of the discipline 
that actually helps you throughout your entire life. 

END OF TAPE ONE SIDE B 
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SR Before we move into your political career, I'd like to also hear a bit 
about your sporting background and also if we could have a look at the importance 
of sport as preparation for a political career. 

YOUNG I wasn't particularly good at any sport - outstandingly good at any 
sport. When I was young I could play the sports that were going, reasonably well. 
I had a passion for cricket. When I started at Modern School we had a master 
named Eric Strauss who was an outstanding sportsman in his own right. He was in 
fact coach of the Swan Districts league football team for a year or two, but he was 
also an extremely good cricketer, a great coach and an outstanding mind. All of the 
aspects of cricket that one should learn, he could teach you. So if you were 
interested, you got the chance, and I was. So I and half a dozen others who were in 
my year or a year ahead or a year behind, ended up being extremely good friends 
through cricket. My wife always used to laugh when I first met her when she came 
from Sydney; she'd just simply mention a name and I'd say, "Oh yeah, I know 
him." "Where do you know him from?" It was either school or on a cricket field. 
When you look back on it, it's funny how your lifelong friends, with the exception 
of the odd one or two you meet along the way, the ones who are really lifelong, 
full-term, forgive-anything friends, are the ones that you either went to school with 
or played sport with. 

So sport was important in the sense that not only did some of these people become 
lifelong friends but it was also important that you could see each other in a different 
context. The person who, under some circumstances, you would detest, you 
remember being a particularly good bowler or batsman, or he was particularly fair 
on the cricket field, or he was good to have a beer with afterwards, or something 
like that. Therefore, he couldn't possibly be as bad as he now appears to be, 
because after all he played cricket with you. It's an amazing thing how that does in 
fact affect your life attitudes. I'm not saying that it's right, nor is it necessarily 
wrong, because you do get to see other sides of someone's character on a cricket 
field - particularly the way it was played in those days, which genuinely was in the 
true British sporting ethic of "if you don't do the right thing it ain't cricket". 

So not only was it a good background from that point of view but it was also good 
fun. It was a relaxation when otherwise I would have been doing nothing but 
working. The fact that I had to go to cricket practice to remain in the team or to 
get a game on Saturday meant that those were certain hours I was not going to be in 
the office. So in that respect it was pretty relaxing. 

I started playing for Perth Modern School. Whereas every other club had its junior 
ranks, the University Cricket Club didn't have junior ranks. Perth Modern School 
was regarded anyway as a junior university and we were the junior ranks for the 
University Cricket Club. So although I didn't go to university, I ended up playing 
some of the lower grades for University Cricket Club. Then I joined Subiaco, 
which was then the Subiaco Cricket Club, and played in some of the lower ranks 
and became captain of the second grade side for a number of years and played for a 
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few years in the first grade side with some fairly interesting characters, some funny 
characters and some excellent cricketers. Some good beer drinkers, too, I might 
add. I spent a very happy series of summers getting to know these people and 
enjoying the game that I still love very much. 

Subsequently I became president of the Subiaco Cricket Club and the inaugural 
president of the Subiaco-Floreat Cricket Club. The committee actually put me up as 
president of the Subiaco Cricket Club because they figured I'd be able to get the 
two clubs together. They'd been talking about this for years and I think I was lucky 
enough to strike it just when they were sick and tired of arguing with each other 
and each side was prepared to concede. So we put them together into the Subiaco-
Floreat Cricket Club and it became very successful. Neither club was going 
anywhere as it was at the time but it's since been an outstanding Club - produced 
quite a number of test players and state players. It was a good moment of my life. 

SR What stage was that? How old were you then? 

YOUNG When I was playing? 
SR I was thinking about the presidency, but you can talk about when you 
were playing first. 

YOUNG Okay, when I was playing it was between the ages of, say, 15 and 
26-27. Then I got totally involved in my practice and didn't spend too much time 
with the club. When I was in my mid-thirties and already in Parliament I was 
living in Subiaco and some members of the committee came to see me about putting 
the two clubs together. I was still in touch with them, of course, and knew most of 
the people involved in both clubs. It was just before I was appointed a minister and 
I was only able to therefore give a couple of seasons as president of the new club 
before I had to pass on to my successor because I went into the ministry and didn't 
have the time to do it. 

SR Did you have any other sporting involvements in your earlier years or 
was it mainly just the cricket? 

YOUNG It was mainly cricket. I mentioned the fact that my father taught me 
how to fight, so when I was young I was a member of the YAL (the Young 
Australia League) which I see has been getting a bit of publicity lately. That and 
the police boys used to have a fair number of boxing tournaments, and I used to 
scrap around a bit when I was young and in my early teens - when I was 10, 11, 12 
and in my early teens. When I look back on some of the guys I fought in the ring, 
some of them went on to become pretty outstanding fighters. The interesting thing 
is that I could never beat them on the street because some of these guys were really 
streetwise. I could defend myself on the street so I never ran into too much 
trouble, but the best way you could fight some of these guys on the Street was with 
a pair of roller skates "out of there as fast as you like!" So apart from a bit of 
scrapping around as a kid, no, I didn't have any other sports apart from cricket. 
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SR At what stage of your life was it that you first start to develop 
political ambitions or political interests? 

YOUNG In a non-active sense from the time I was a kid - very small. I used 
to actually draw pictures of Ben Chifley on my slate. I can still remember my 
mother saying what a wonderful likeness it was of our great Prime Minister - and 
he was a great Prime Minister and everyone loved him. I used to draw pictures of 
the Prime Minister so there must have been some interest to be drawing pictures of 
the Prime Minister on your slate when you're about eight or nine. And there'd 
always been this great ambition of my mother that I would one day make a mark in 
something. I suppose those other professions I mentioned earlier not really being 
high prospects, going into politics probably remained a bit of a chance. You never 
know how much influence is coming from your parents when you're showing these 
interests when you're young, because they don't come from nowhere. 
That inactive interest in politics remained with me all the way through my life, 
really, and it took different forms. I can remember sitting in coffee lounges with 
"ban the bomb" posters up all over the place listening to Bob Dylan and smoking - 
ordinary cigarettes I might add - and drinking coffee into the night, listening to 
people changing the world with a guitar and going through more controlled phases 
where I was taking part, socially, in condemning what was appearing to be the 
beginnings of the Vietnam War. 

SR Could you describe that a little more? What was involved in the 
early stages of the Vietnam War? 

YOUNG I hadn't joined any party at that stage. The Korean War had always 
seemed to me to be a bit of a fake war in which both sides stood off and killed 
hundreds of thousands of people, and I thank God I was too young to go to it. Not 
that conscription was in existence in the Korean War. I wasn't comfortable about 
Australia's involvement, even when I was obviously very young. 

Perhaps one of the things that shocked me into being aware of the Korean War was 
at home one day in 1950 - it would have been the late part of 1950 - and I heard 
my father come in the front door, slam the door and say, "The bastards are at it 
again! They couldn't wait. They couldn't wait until we poor buggers who went to 
the last war were old enough to get out of it. We're all going to have to go back 
again." Mum didn't know what he was talking about, but the north had invaded the 
south of Korea and he thought that it was going to "start" over again and we were 
going to be involved all over again and that he'd be back there fighting in some war 
again. The hatred that Dad was exuding scared me. He never talked about his own 
war experiences; it was something he did. He went away and did it and didn't want 
to talk about it. He came back, wanted to get on with his life, and suddenly it 
looked like he was going to be pitched back into it again. 
So I was beginning to take notice, at the age of 12, of those sort of reactions; amd I 
followed the Korean war and learnt about it. I thought in my mind the whole thing 
was a bit of a farce. Then, when I saw the first signs of the Vietnam War 
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developing - by this stage I was in my mid to late twenties - I was much more able 
to put it into context. I couldn't see any difference. Who knows why a MiG 
fighter flew over and dropped a couple of bombs on South Korea, which caused 
America . . ., and who knows why the Gulf of Tonkin occurrence happened? 
Historians will tell us, when all the papers are allowed to be exposed, that probably 
somebody engineered it to get an arms contract? Who knows? But the thing that 
worried me about it was that it appeared to escalate very quickly. Kennedy 
appeared to have some role - either acquiescent role or active role. He was my 
hero for his great administration of hope. How could he be seemingly involved in 
something like that. 

Of course, that was around the time of the beginning of the whole peace protest era. 
So I got caught up in that, and I carried those views over to the Liberal Party. 
They found it a bit shocking, but at the time the Liberal Party was such that you 
could actually have differences of opinion without their doing nasty things to you. 

SR In what way did you get caught up in the anti-war movement? 

YOUNG I didn't take any official roles in anything. I'd make it known to 
everyone to whom I spoke, which included my clients, my friends, sports associates 
and anyone else I came in contact with, what I felt, and of course in those rather 
hypocritical days you thought sitting around in dark coffee lounges listening to 
someone sing a protest song, you were doing something! I never marched with a 
banner. I didn't mind having a couple of banners around the house, but they didn't 
take pride of place. So I wasn't active. I was probably just formulating views, but 
at least I was doing the reading and trying to get to know as much of the 
background - the coverage of which my memory fails me sometimes. 

SR So what introduced you to the Liberal Party in particular? 

YOUNG Well, I'd been apolitical for some time, because when I went into 
practice, started virtually working for myself it was around the time, not very much 
after the time the Brand Government had come in, so the same influences were 
affecting me as had affected my father - the perhaps grudging acknowledgment that 
these people were actually getting on with the job and achieving a few things. 
Dad's capitulation didn't influence me one little bit. All I thought was, "Well, if a 
bloke can buy you for a couple of jugs of beer, he couldn't have had too much 
dedication there. Subsequently I found that it wasn't just the couple of jugs of beer; 
there was a lot more involved in it than that. But I wasn't any longer a dedicated 
Labor supporter. 

SR Had you been a dedicated Labor supporter? 

YOUNG I'd been a dedicated Labor supporter but I was never a dedicated 
socialist. I believed in the political Labor Party because I believed that it had had a 
very bad run from the press, particularly during the DLP uprising and the royal 
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commission into Petrov and the events that followed that. I also thought that the 
press never gave it a fair go anyway, so I supported the parliamentary Labor Party 
and would vote for it, but I wasn't a socialist. I suppose that's when you start to 
look at the economic ramifications of a government and you say, "Why am I 
supporting these people if I've never been a socialist? These [Liberal Party] 
policies appear to be working and the ALP had a long run at it and it didn't work 
for them." 

So I started to move into an apolitical position for a few years - I couldn't bring 
myself to vote for the Liberal Party but I didn't want to vote for the Labor Party 
any more. I remained that way until my wife - my first wife Val - was approached 
to join the Liberal Party when we were living in Mt Yokine. She did, and I didn't. 
They used to hold meetings, which naturally I didn't attend, but they would also 
hold social functions which I did attend. One night they were having a meeting in 
my house. I was doing some work and I could hear a conversation going on that I 
thought was particularly ill-informed and I went in and asked if I paid my money 
then, could I join the branch and have a word? So they said "Yes you can!" And I 
did, and I had a word. 

A year later I was branch president. The year after that I was divisional president, 
and two years after that I was a member of Parliament. It all happened very, very 
quickly. So my involvement was more or less out of petulance that I couldn't sit 
there quietly listening to what I thought was a load of claptrap and not have a word 
- and I couldn't have a word without paying my subs, so I paid my subs. 

SR Were there issues that concerned you that you felt needed your 
involvement in politics? 

YOUNG At that time? Well, of course, the whole issue of Vietnam was the 
most burning issue. You see, I had joined in 1966 and this was when Australia's 
involvement was full on. Harold Holt had just become Prime Minister. He'd made 
his "All the way with LBJ" speech. We were committed, we were in there, the 
people were marching on the streets. There were members of Parliament, including 
Senator Malcolm Scott, who I listened to at a function I went to - it was an open 
function for the Liberal Party, I went with my wife - and he referred to Vietnam as 
a brush-fire war, it wasn't going to go anywhere, it was something that would fade 
away, and we shouldn't criticise the actions of the government from within the 
party because otherwise that would split ranks, and "we might not win the next 
election, and wouldn't that be awful? You can go away and fight, and you can kill 
people and be killed but we don't want to lose any votes, so don't worry about it." 
Fortunately, he lost his endorsement in 1969, so he wasn't a major force in 
Australian politics, but he did get into Gorton's ministry, which is quite remarkable 
- not in the Cabinet but he was an outer Minister. 

There were a few others who were like that and, quite frankly, I thought that if 
someone IN the party doesn't get involved in these things - I'm not talking about 
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going in there and making it your raison d'etre, because if you did that they would 
chuck you out anyway, even in those days. They'd say, "Well, look, we want 
someone with a bit more substance than that." 

So there were issues: there were economic issues; there were taxation issues; there 
were social issues that were all fairly important. Almost every aspect of education 
was a very big question then. We had little children who were growing up and 
were going to be educated, and I wanted to know what sort of a future they had. 
Things appeared to be going a little bit silly in that regard at a State level. 

SR In what sort of way? 

YOUNG Oh, I can't remember. There were always funding rows; the teachers 
for the first time were becoming militant; there were philosophical arguments about 
quite a number of issues that escape my memory now, but there was a concern 
there about that and quite a number of aspects of our life. I knew that if I joined 
the party I would be having my two cents worth in regard to matters like Vietnam, 
but I also knew that in regard to a lot of other things I could be quite constructively 
helpful in helping with their policies. It was because of the capacity that I had to 
make that input that I went very quickly into these senior positions and was 
endorsed for a blue ribbon seat, in spite of the attitude I obviously held in regard to 
a number of other things that were unpopular. I mean, it was very clear that I had 
no truck whatsoever with those within the party who were anti-homosexual; I had a 
burning ambition THEN to take capital punishment off the statute books; I was 
clearly not a mad lover of our external policies in regard to quite a number of 
matters, not just Vietnam. I'd written letters to the paper about the handling of a 
case about a little Indian girl from Fiji named Nancy Prasad, who was being thrown 
out of the country after having lived here for years, at the final behest or the final 
instruction of the then Minister for Immigration, Sir Hubert Opperman, of cycling 
fame. 

There were quite a number of other matters where I thought the country, under this 
changeover of Menzies/Holt/Gorton, wasn't going in the right direction. Menzies 
had the great capacity that if he appeared to have got something wrong that was a 
social issue, or appeared to be following a path that could in time be shown to be 
the wrong way - and I am not saying this cynically, although he was a great 
political pragmatist; I think he genuinely used to listen to what people were saying - 
and he would in time move, without saying he was wrong, in another direction. 
But with the crossover of Menzies/Holt/Gorton, and everyone taking their own 
positions, each having his own little corner to paint himself into, the party was, in 
my opinion, making some messes and that's why I felt that I might have something 
to do in there. 

SR What was it that led to your taking such a strong stand on 
homosexual rights and capital punishment? 
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YOUNG I guess it was the education that one got at Perth Modern School. It 
was a school that didn't force ideologies. For instance, you didn't stand up and 
salute flags, you didn't sing God Save the Queen. You were there to learn. It was 
a junior university. If you were going to get punished at Mod you were told not to 
come to class; that was your punishment. It was a place where you had your rights 
and where teachers were allowed to have an opinion, and you were allowed to have 
an opinion - as long as it was put politely. I am not saying that there was any 
ratbaggery about it but you were allowed to have an opinion. As a result of that, 
and particularly the sort of attitudes and backgrounds from which some of the 
students came, you became more tolerant; you got a broader perspective than the 
average Australian school would have given you. I am not saying it is right or 
wrong, but you came out of that with a feeling you wanted. So I wasn't influenced 
by any rednecks who happened to live in East Perth who said, "Hang the lot of 'em 
or shoot 'em" or "don't do this", etc, etc. I had the experience, fortunately, of a 
broad cross-section of opinion and it just seemed to me that it was wrong to 
discriminate against people in my regard. 

Human life was sacred regardless and no matter what someone, did you couldn't sit 
down as a community, and plan and plot his death without having some tremendous 
bloodstain, not only on the hands of the people who made it but on all the 
community. I have to say, and I suppose age has something to do with this - you 
can look up the speeches I made in Parliament about this as I crossed the floor and 
voted with the Government on a number of occasions on these issues - that although 
I wouldn't resile from a word I ever said or thought in respect of decriminalisation 
of homosexual acts, I'm not absolutely certain now about the capital punishment 
issue. But you go through the periods of your life when these things are matters of 
great passion. 

SR What's led to the drift in your position on capital punishment? 

YOUNG I always saw capital punishment as being the planned taking of a life. 
Usually in those days when someone committed murder, he was either deranged, 
like Eric Cooke, who was the last one to be hanged in Western Australia, or 
Robinson, a fellow who committed his murders after Cooke but was hunted down 
like an animal by the police and the public. It looked like something out of one of 
those shots from Arkansas with all of these people chasing this fellow through the 
bush. Anyone who wanted to join the hunt, if they had a gun . . . I mean, they 
were swarming through the Gnangara pine forest with guns and dogs and stuff, 
chasing this guy down who had obviously committed some very indiscriminate and 
nasty murders, but all in one afternoon and all in a fit of rage. They were dreadful 
murders and perhaps in the contemporary scene he would have deserved to have 
been executed anyway, but the way in which they went about it was horrendous. 

The sort of people who committed murder then were people who were either 
deranged, either pushed or pushed themselves beyond the point of reason and in a 
fit of rage and did something incomprehensible, or were bad criminals killing other 



TAPE TWO SIDE A YOUNG 24 

bad criminals. That's, say, 35 years ago, but in that 35 years the attitude towards 
taking life has changed from that set of people to a whole group of people now for 
whom the taking of a life, in particularly horrendous circumstances and for the least 
important of things, like a pair of shoes or something. Some of these kids aren't 
living in poverty; they're not living in the sort of poverty that might drive someone 
to do that in some other country. This has become a sort of fashionable thing and I 
think it should be made unfashionable. I don't know how; I am not necessarily 
advocating the return of capital punishment, but we have gone a long, long way 
away from where I expected where we'd be at this stage with a more enlightened 
view. 

SR Your rapid rise in the party - what would you put that down to? 

YOUNG Being in the right place at the right time. For instance, firstly I was 
in the right place at the right time on the night of the branch meeting. What I had 
to say obviously was something that impressed the people. 

END OF TAPE TWO SIDE A 
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SR Sorry, you were saying about being in the right place at the right 
time. 

YOUNG Yes. I possibly would never have joined the party - or maybe I 
would have, I don't know, but maybe at some later time. Then when I joined the 
party I joined a branch which was very enthusiastic as workers, prepared to do 
anything for their aspiring local member but without anyone in it who had the 
dreadful singleness of purpose that once having gone into politics was going to 
make any sort of a mark. Those who showed any interest in trying to seek seats for 
endorsement weren't the sort of people who were going to make it, but were great 
loyal helpers, so that was lucky. 

Then the local member. He wasn't even the local member then; he had been in 
federal politics - a feller named Doug Cash (no relation to George Cash) he'd 
actually been elected in 1958 and did one term till 1961 in the federal House. He 
was trying then to become re-elected to the federal House. He finally gave up on 
that and got himself elected to the seat of Mirrabooka in 1968. So in the time I 
first became a member of Parliament, there was this fellow working very hard with 
this great infrastructure that mostly he'd built up in the branch to support him, also 
helping with all the things that I needed to do; in addition to which, he was a very 
nice guy and he gave me a lot of help. He also made it clear to Sir David Brand 
that he thought I was someone who was going to go places, so I had the support of 
Sir David, which was quite welcome, as you would imagine. 
So people started to talk about this fellow who might actually make it somewhere. 
Once again, luck comes into it. The then divisional president had no interest in 
remaining the divisional president, so he stood aside just at a time when it was right 
for me to stand for that, and I was elected unopposed. I then became divisional 
president, which of course opened the immediate opportunity for me by making me 
automatically a member of the state executive and state council. So I was able to 
sit down once a month with the Premier or his representative, which was invariably 
Charles Court, and the senior members of the party in Western Australia, and 
actually hear how it all worked and have my input with some of the younger 
members like Fred Chaney, Tony Pestell, John Hyde and people like that who had a 
great deal to offer the party. It was great. It was really tremendous. 

SR What were some of the issues for the party at that time, from your 
perspective as the divisional president? 

YOUNG Mostly they were state issues. Of course the Vietnam thing was 
always bubbling away in the background and all the things I mentioned in the 
federal situation, but once being on the state executive and being a divisional 
president, you seemed to be drawn much more closely into state politics. In that 
regard, land prices and housing prices were a tremendous political issue. The 
economy was booming, because by that stage the provision of the iron ore 
infrastructure had started to have a great effect on the whole economy of Western 
Australia. So the economy was booming, I think the nickel boom was under way - 
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yes it was. There was a lot of excitement so there was hot money in the 
community. Young couples were being left out in the mad rush to buy land at any 
price by people who had money, so land prices were a very important issue. 

In fact, David Brand nearly lost government in 1968 as a result of land prices. He 
subsequently lost it in 1971 because they didn't fix it, and a few other things. 
Basically, I think that if they'd have attended to that, between 1968 and 1971, 
attended more to the people issues than continuing what they'd already established 
and could continue to develop, such as the whole of the industrial expansion of the 
Western Australian mining; if they'd have talked less about it and appeared to be 
solving some of the problems for the little person, they would have done better in 
1971. They only lost . . . Funnily enough, it was in the seat of Mirrabooka that 
Doug lost by that 13 votes or something like that, that gave the Tonkin Government 
a majority of one. So my mentor, the fellow who helped me so much - once again 
talking about luck - was locked into this seat which he was going to lose and 
therefore couldn't stand for the blue ribbon seat which became available into which 
I walked - I didn't walk, into which I struggled. But he would have had a big 
chance. So it's where you are and the time. 

The issues at State level at that time became very bitter issues within the party. 
There was a lot of fighting about some of these state issues because a lot of 
members of the party realised that we were not particularly flavour of the month 
with the average breadwinner. So they were the things about which we no doubt 
argued for hours on end at state council, which was the bull pit. 

SR What about your preselection for the safe seat of Wembley? What 
was involved then? 

YOUNG Interestingly, the member for Wembley was a fellow named Dr Guy 
Henn, who had been a local practitioner in that area. Guy had held the seat for 12 
years. He was regarded as a nice guy - local practitioners usually are, and he was: 
but he wasn't an effective member of Parliament; in the Parliament. He was more 
a social member of Parliament in the electorate. He wasn't a get-down-and-solve-
the-problems-of-the-people [type]. The seat of Wembley in those days was pretty 
much what the seat of Floreat is now; it was a very affluent area. There weren't 
too many problems in Wembley. The reason that Wembley was made available was 
because people like Dave Brand and a few others recognised the need for younger 
blood to be coming in and taking some higher profile stances in the community. 
They needed a seat into which they could bring a future Premier. That's what they 
said: "Who we select for this seat has got to have the potential, at least, and the 
chance to become a future leader." 

So it was a bit of a Melbourne Cup field, and being a divisional president you 
always feel you've got pole position because you wouldn't have got to be divisional 
president if you hadn't. But that's from your local people, and of course the 
selection committee was based on a lot to do with local input in those days, so you 
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definitely had a better chance. But there was other input from other areas such as 
state council and state executive and from other divisions whose boundaries came 
into the seat. So it was a bit of a mix. I wasn't a lay-down misere; it wasn't 
something I could take for granted. I think there would have been those who said I 
started favourite. As I said, it was a big field; there were about a dozen, quite a 
number of whom subsequently became members of Parliament both in the state and 
federal scenes. I guess the local pool that I had was good enough to get me 
selected. I understand it was quite a comfortable win when they finally narrowed it 
down to two, and that made me feel good. 

SR The election itself - a safe seat but you still had to campaign, I guess. 

YOUNG That also was an interesting thing. It taught me something about 
politics, and that is that you can be the best of friends but it doesn't necessarily 
mean that everyone trusts you. My running mate at that election was Sir Arthur 
Griffith, who wasn't 'Sir" Arthur then, but he'd been an upper house member for 
some time and it was his turn to come up for the upper house. He had five lower 
house seats in his upper house electorate. In those days you were elected on exactly 
the same basis as the lower house counting, so you had to get the numbers in, and 
you had to get all the preferences in. So the upper house fellow had to get every 
single vote he could get. If it turned out, then, that someone had such a blue ribbon 
seat for the Liberal Party that he wasn't going to be opposed in Wembley, it would 
mean that, theoretically anyway, the upper house member would get less votes 
because people wouldn't turn up to the polls; they wouldn't have the push of the 
lower house member working like hell for the seat. It looked at one stage as 
though the ALP was going to give me a miss because the power brokers in the 
Labor Party obviously figured it would work just as well the other way, so they 
said, "Let's not endorse anyone." Then Brian Peachey - who had been a member 
of the Labor Party and then became a member of the Democratic Labor Party; I 
think at this stage he was then a member of the National Alliance, it might have 
been DLP, I'm not quite sure - he threw his hat in the ring and decided to have a 
go. Well, then I was opposed, and the Labor Party then said they would throw in a 
candidate, which they did. 

Arthur, who at that time was, and subsequently became even firmer, a great friend 
of mine, told me later on that if they hadn't opposed me he was going to get 
someone to oppose me come hell or high water! Which was absolutely true. I 
said, "Arthur, do you really think I wouldn't have been in there pitching?" In fact, 
I was accused by the Daily News . . . There was a reporter, whose name I can't 
remember, in the Daily News at that time during that campaign, who accused me of 
being a little frenetic considering I had this blue, blue ribbon seat. "What was Ray 
Young trying to prove by working so hard and knocking on every door?" Which I 
did. I knocked on every door in the electorate and worked very hard. I would 
have done that whether I was opposed or not. I would have done it for Arthur 
because it was part of the discipline that I was referring to earlier: if you're going 
to do it, you do it full on. 
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The campaign was an interesting one because Peachey got something like 17 per 
cent of the primary vote. I got just under 50 per cent, which to some extent was 
very lucky. I preferred to have been just under 50, because it meant that the DLP 
preferences had to be distributed. So the end result was a win of 3 500 for me, in a 
15 000 [elector] seat - something like that. If I'd have just jumped over the line 
and ended with 51 per cent, I would have had a majority of, let's say, 150 or 
something. It's amazing how even people within political parties don't understand 
how the system works. Some months later I remember listening to some lady from 
one of the Floreat branches saying how bitterly disappointed they were with Andrew 
Mensaros, who, incidentally was up against seven candidates, that he'd only won by 
45 votes, when Mr Young had won by 3 500. Of course, Andrew had won with an 
absolute majority over six candidates by 45 votes. They didn't count them all the 
way through in those days if someone had an "absolute", so that was his official 
result. In a bluer ribbon seat - or equally blue ribbon seat, he'd only won by 45 
votes; I'd won by 3 500, so to the uninformed I looked like a young hero. [laughs] 
It's crazy. So that helped. Once again, luck, position, time. 

SR That brought you into the Opposition, of course. 

YOUNG Yes it did. 

SR What was the reaction of the party to losing that election? 

YOUNG They were stunned. David Brand was very hurt. I think David 
thought that in the last three years of his premiership he'd done enough to get 
another term and I think he intended to pull the pin somewhere between then and 
the next election, anyway. He was very hurt that the Government had been 
defeated, but in typical David Brand fashion it didn't turn him into any changed 
man at all; he was still as nice and delightful as ever. He was great to work with in 
the first half term in Parliament but he retired from the leadership halfway through 
that term and went to the backbench until the next election and Charles [Court] 
became the leader. 

So he was hurt and the party was stunned. A lot of them didn't like opposition 
much. You could tell that they weren't comfortable in opposition - didn't quite 
know how to handle opposition. They'd been in government for 12 years. Some of 
the members, of course, had been in opposition before, but the majority of them 
looked very ill at ease in opposition and I don't think as a team we were 
particularly effective in opposition. I think there were some reasons for that, but it 
took a while for us to get our act together. I don't think we ever got it completely 
together up until we actually won in 1974. 

SR What were the reasons the coalition didn't have its act together in 
opposition? 
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YOUNG Well, for a start, the Liberal Party was never terribly strong on 
policy. It didn't produce policies that were hard-core policies that embodied a total 
philosophy that had been thrashed out in the party and then built into clear, 
unequivocal terms in a policy that you could read and you could take hold of and 
say, "This is the policy." The manifesto was a document that was written by public 
relations people rather than politicians. It said lots of airy-fairy stuff, so when we 
were there in opposition, for a while it was very difficult to know what to support 
and what not to support of the Government. I can remember in the party room, 
quite often there were people expecting us to take one position and suddenly we'd 
find we were taking another position - not diametrically opposed but a different 
position, a different stance than they expected. In other words, there wasn't a 
discipline of the forces that said, "Okay, we know exactly where we're going and 
what we're going to do." 

The other thing was that there was a policy . . . I don't know how long it had been 
formulated because we had been in government for 12 years, so whose idea it was, 
whether it was Charles' or David Brand's or whether it used to work in the old days 
or not, I don't know - but the policy was that you didn't have spokesmen on issues. 
So you'd all be sitting there and the Government would be introducing a Bill and 
the minister would be doing the second reading of the Bill, and your leader would 
turn and look around the benches and say to the Whip, "Get so-and-so for me." 
He'd go down and say, "Take the adjournment on this", which meant that you were 
then going to take the adjournment and become the lead speaker for the Opposition 
on this particular measure. It had no rhyme or reason. You'd have a situation 
where Andrew Mensaros, for instance, who would have a tremendously good grip 
on some aspects of land taxing, would be left sitting there reading his newspaper or 
something and the Leader of the Opposition, whether it be David Brand or Charles 
Court, would ask me or someone else to take the adjournment and suddenly I'd be 
taking the adjournment and taking the lead for the Opposition in regard to a matter 
with which one wasn't particularly familiar, and suddenly you'd find Cyril Rushton 
or someone standing up taking the lead in regard to a probate matter etc. I would 
have loved some of those things, which eventually I got to do - nearly all of them, 
so it sorted itself out, but it wasn't cohesive. We weren't together. 

Incidentally, I don't say that as a criticism. There was a philosophy behind . 

No, I do say it as a criticism because I don't think it worked very well. There was 
a philosophy behind it; it wasn't accidental or lack of thought. Charles certainly 
had the view that what he wanted to do was have a group of all-rounders who were 
capable of taking an adjournment on anything and doing their homework. I was 
fortunate that I was asked to handle the Companies Act Amendment Bill, which was 
280 pages of Bill. You can't just give that to someone whose main interest is local 
government or potato marketing or something like that; you have to know what 
you're doing. 

So for a while it took some time to shuffle down. We didn't jump out of the blocks 
as an effective team. I think what Charles was doing was probably good in giving 
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everyone a fair bit of experience if we'd have gone out cohesively? We won at the 
next election, so history will say that it worked, won't it? I don't think we were a 
terribly effective Opposition! 

SR How about the party meetings during that period of opposition. Was 
it a place where policy did start to become debated? 

YOUNG Actually the parliamentary party meetings, I take it you're referring 
to? 
SR Yes 

YOUNG . . . were not areas in which there was a great deal of in-depth 
political discussion; they were mostly tactical. The leadership wasn't particularly 
close to the back-bench. There weren't committees. There might have been the 
odd ad hoc committee but you didn't have a committee structure where the leader 
would come and say, "Look, at the way we're going to handle this particular matter 
and find the reasons why", etc. Given the lack of policy and the lack of team 
discipline, let's say, the parliamentary party meetings became pretty much a matter 
of opinion. So you'd have an opinion being expressed by the strongest and most 
erudite of the more senior parliamentarians, which was accepted as the way you 
were going to handle a particular situation. If you weren't that erudite and you 
weren't so senior, you could be getting up there in that party room and trying to 
remind them of what the party actually stood for until the cows came home, and 
you got absolutely no place; you were brushed off like a worrisome fly. 

So in that regard the parliamentary party meetings sometimes became a little bitter, 
and people who'd been used to having their own way for a long time, like Charles 
Court, could get his own way in the parliamentary party meeting. Unfortunately, it 
also unconsciously - I'm sure it wasn't deliberate - gave rise to situations in which, 
because he and others were so busy and had to handle the more senior aspects of 
the Parliament while we were all just learning, gave rise to an attitude which said, 
"PLEASE don't stand up and talk about this. How dare you! Sit down! We're 
handling this. Go away! You're a problem!" So a few of us became problems 
because we weren't going to sit down and we weren't going to let it go away, 
particularly on matters of social conscience. 

The Government had some policies that had had to be legislated whether it wanted 
to or not. We understand that John Tonkin didn't particularly want to introduce a 
lot of these measures but he was forced by his party to introduce quite a number of 
social issues into the Parliament, and some of us were going to take our own 
individual positions on them. If we weren't going to, we wanted a damn good 
reason and a damn good argument; we certainly weren't in the main getting 
particularly good arguments. It was to some extent a case of, "Look, are you going 
to be a good boy or a naughty boy?" I guess sometimes we had to say, "Well, I 
guess we're going to be naughty boys, aren't we?" 
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It was a learning curve. It was interesting. The parliamentary party room didn't 
count for much as far as cerebral experience was concerned. [laughs] 

SR Did you start to form allies amongst other backbenchers? 

YOUNG No. I formed some friendships, but they weren't allies. Funnily 
enough, the people with whom I formed the closest friendships would never support 
me in a fit, on a philosophical argument. [laughs] We enjoyed each other's 
company and had about the same tolerance for booze, I suppose, and a few other 
things but . . . People like Alan Ridge - a very close friend of mine; Bill Grayden, 
a close friend of mine; Ray O'Connor was a good friend, and a few others. They'd 
sort of hide their head in their hands when I got up in the party room; [laughs] they 
were certainly not of my persuasion. So I had no following but quite a number of 
friends. We're still comfortable with each other. 

That, incidentally, was what the Liberal Party was all about. It sounded like telling 
Grandma how to suck eggs, but the number of times I said in the party room, 
"Look, the only reason that we as a party can say we are not caucused, we're free, 
we don't get told what to do by faceless men in back alleys, etc, is because some of 
us have the right - we all have the right, but some of us actually have the passion to 
stand up every now and again and say, "Look, I'm voting with the other side. You 
get the free ride over the barbed wire fence across my back and I'm the one lying 
there bleeding, so don't knock it. It's a good system." But you still went in the 
naughty book. 

SR Were there joint party activities or committees, that sort of thing, that 
you took a part in? 

YOUNG The parliamentary party meetings were joint party meetings when I 
was there. Let me get this right: we're talking about the period of opposition. 
No. In opposition the Country Party had its own meetings and the Liberal Party 
had its own meetings. It was later on in government that we sat as joint party 
meetings. No, in that time the Country Party leader and the Liberal Party leader 
would talk to each other and work out where they wanted to go, but they weren't 
joint meetings in that respect. There were no joint party committees between the 
coalition, because we weren't a coalition in opposition. 

But there were some ad hoc committees that each party would set up to examine 
certain legislation or certain resolutions. So you'd get to work with the Country 
Party in regard to those matters, still fairly closely. Sometimes, of course, they'd 
be taking a different attitude to legislation than we - in fact, quite often. But we 
worked together reasonably well; we were all pretty good mates. 

SR What about committees of the Parliament? Were there committees 
set up by the Parliament that had members of the Opposition and Government in 
them? 
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YOUNG At that time - we're talking between '71 and '74 - the only committee 
of the Parliament, apart from ad hoc committees that were set up to consider Bills 
by resolution of either House or both Houses, was later on in the course of the 
Tonkin Government - the parliamentary Public Accounts Committee. I 
subsequently became a member of that and chairman when we became the 
Government. Funnily enough, there were no committees of the Parliament, apart 
from bread and butter committees such as the Joint House Committee and the like, 
but of the actual legislative processes and examinational processes, there weren't 
any. 

END OF TAPE TWO SIDE B 
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A further interview with Ray Young, recorded on 7 December 1995. 

SR There is something from the last interview session that I'd like to 
return to, and that is to do with the time that you were growing up - through your 
teenage years. As you said to me earlier, you were 13 at the beginning of the 'SOs. 
What were the '50s like for a teenager? 

YOUNG It's really quite interesting when you look at movies like American 
Graffiti and sitcoms like 'Happy Days', and things like that, that strangely enough, 
what was happening in America was pretty much what was happening in Australia. 
I suppose we always had the propensity to copy the Americans when it came to 
clothing, music and what have you, but that never rang truer than in the 'SOs. You 
get a pretty good snapshot of what the '50s were like when you look at 'Happy 
Days', for instance; at least, that was what it was like for me and my group of 
friends, because it really was a wonderful time to grow up and be teenagers. You 
had new music . . . In the early '50s it was all very sweet Doris Day type stuff - 

Tony Martin, Vic Damone, and of course Sinatra was going through a bit of a bad 
patch in the very early 'SOs (he made a huge comeback later, of course). Then in 
the mid-'50s you had the advent of rock-and-roll and it was all pretty innocent, 
really; the way we lived and what we did was fairly naive. We thought we were 
being rebels by having long hair and coats with huge shoulders and great big crepe-
soled desert boots and stuff like that, but basically we were a pretty naive, pretty 
simple lot of teenagers just having a whole heap of fun. Even the famous snake pit 
at Scarborough that gets so much attention, we were regular visitors to that, my 
friends and I. Probably about the worst thing that happened was that we smoked 
cigarettes, talked tough, tried to act tough, and were just a bunch of pussycats 
having fun. 

But it was really a wonderful time, and the music in particular, of course, which all 
of our parents said would never last - the things that happened in the mid-'50s and 
from then on are still influencing modern music now to a huge extent, and some of 
those stars, like Presley for instance, who hit the scene in 1956, well, he became a 
legend, notwithstanding what everyone said would happen to him, and although Bill 
Hayley as a group faded out after a few very awful movies and some pretty average 
songs, there is no doubt about the fact that 'Rock Around the Clock' started the 
whole thing going. I think it was the theme music for The Blackboard Jungle, 
which was a pretty important movie made in 1955. So, you had the combination of 
a great message movie - I think it was Sydney Poitier's first movie; I am not quite 
sure . . . but you had the combination of a great message movie about the way 
education was going in the United States in schools that mainly had socially 
disadvantaged students in them, but you also had the birth of rock-and-roll as its 
theme song. In fact, I was there on the first night it was shown in Perth, and 
everyone was up out of their seats jiving in the aisles and up on the stage; it was 
spontaneous, they just took off. It was a great period. 
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It was also a period when movies were all very innocent. For instance, if Doris 
Day and Rock Hudson were in some romantic movie, even when they got married 
they had to sleep in separate beds and even then they had to keep their feet on the 
floor. If one was in bed - as a married couple - the other one had to keep at least 
one foot on the floor, otherwise it wasn't acceptable under either American or 
Australian censorship laws. The Korean war, which was hyped up with probably 
some of the most jingoistic attitudes in American history, combined with the 
McCarthy period of witch-hunts in the United States political scene, funnily enough, 
added to the innocence, I think, of the people of the United States. It was an 
attempt to pretend that everything was wonderful in the United States. There was 
no wrong in the United States, so everyone had to be perfect and everyone had to 
be innocent and pure and good. Funnily enough, even though all of that was a 
contrived situation, it's amazing the power of film, music and television to get over 
an attitude that people will, as a community, embrace and accept. So that attitude 
of goody-goodiness tended to be endemic throughout the western world. 

I think that's why there was such a culture shock in the 1960s, when that innocence 
was virtually destroyed by the assassinations, by the advent of the Vietnam war, 
which people could see in a much more clear perspective, and many other factors 
that influenced the 1960s. It was a time I am sorry to have lost, I have to tell you, 
that fantastic time. In my personal life it was when possibly I achieved more as an 
individual, from the age of 15 to the age of 25, than I achieved in all the rest of my 
life - purely as an individual in my own growth and development and achievement. 
All the things I was able to cram into those 10 years - when I look back, it is 
absolutely amazing, considering how I slowed down after that. 
SR So it was a period of very high energy for you? 

YOUNG It was. I suppose that comes with teenagehood - doing all the things 
that I had to do. For instance, from the time I left Modern School at 15 and 
decided to do my education at night school, within that period from 1954 through to 
1959, I'd qualified as an accountant; I'd completed national service; I'd met my 
first teenage love, married her and had at least one child before we left the 1950s; 
I'd got myself established in a practice; I'd played a reasonable standard of cricket. 
All of those things crammed in between the ages of 15 and 20. I quite frankly 
don't know how I did it. It was good; it was a good time. 

SR What about that time through the '60s? You were then in your 
twenties. How did you see yourself with the kind of changes, the loss of 
innocence? Did you in a sense lose innocence, too, or did you view that from the 
perspective that you'd come from in the 'SOs? 

YOUNG I was beginning to lose innocence in that broader sense, regardless of 
what might have happened socially in the 1960s, because I'd had to settle down; I'd 
had to dig in, start working hard bringing up a small family; I had to juggle 
between . . . I had to make decisions about whether I continued to play sport - 

which I gave up fairly early because of the pressures of the practice that I had to 
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work so hard in because I couldn't afford to buy into it, I had to work my way into 
it. With a couple of small children, no money and all the things that come with 
that, I had no choice but to put my head down and lose what was a lot of fun. I 
think once you're not having fun, the word innocence in its broadest context seemed 
to fade into the background. You're too busy to have anything but a fairly 
jaundiced and tired view of the way things are going. 
Just at that time when that was happening to me as an individual, funnily enough, 
the political scene and the scene of international events was also changing. It was 
almost as though everyone was growing up at the same time as I was. It seemed 
that all the world was the same age as I was, because in the 1960s people were 
starting to ask, "Well, is this really what life's all about? Is the 1950s and that sort 
of innocence really what it's all about?" And they were finding out that it wasn't. 
They were finding out that some politicians - and I'm talking of the world scene 
here - weren't quite what they ought to be. We've found out since then that many 
of them were far from what they held themselves out to be. 
So a lot of things were happening in social situations that people were beginning to 
question. They'd been through and were fearsome of the McCarthy period. They 
were starting, in the United States and in Britain, to look for more truth in politics, 
and if they weren't going to get it they were going to demand it. So we had the era 
of public dissent from many laws and in protest against many practices. That 
spread to entertainment in such a way that the things that influenced us in what we 
saw on television, what we saw in the movies, what we heard in music, changed 
from that happy-go-lucky scene to a much more morose thing. People became 
fascinated with Ben Casey and all sorts of things that were about illness and 
psychiatric disturbance and the things that were the darker side of life. And music 
started to reflect that, too, until the Beatles arrived - but, then, their happy period 
only lasted about two or three years and we went back to some pretty strange stuff. 

Generally speaking, the '60s was the period of social upheaval. At that same time, 
I was going through the same stage. I was beginning to question all the things that 
were happening on the political scene, and particularly in my own country and then 
getting back to it in my own State. 

We discussed many of those social issues earlier and I guess that leads us virtually 
back to where we were. 

SR That's right. I was just wondering about that. Giving that you were 
questioning so much of the political status quo, why was it that you tend towards 
the Liberal Party which represented the status quo? 

YOUNG I think to a great extent that was caused by the fact that in my 
formative years politically the Western Australian scene was dominated by a Labor 
Government from 1953 to 1959, led by Bert Hawke. Although it had some 
outstanding men in that Government, it was still governing right at the time of the 
greatest crisis that the Labor Party had been through. The Government of Bert 
Hawke began the year before the Petrov affair and the subsequent crisis of the royal 
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commissions and Evatt and the upheaval in the Labor Party. Joe Chamberlain was 
the state secretary and I think federal secretary of the Labor Party; he was based in 
Perth, he had tremendous power, he was a dominant influence. I'm not going to 
say he was evil but he was ruthless, and I think he believed totally in the platform 
of the Labor Party and its policies and would die for them, but it also meant that 
no-one else was allowed to step out of line. So you had a State Government with a 
dreadful fear of the repercussions of doing anything other than toeing the exact line, 
and that left me with a feeling that there wasn't a great deal of freedom in politics if 
one were to continue to support a Labor Party that was so hidebound. 

Then, of course, David Brand was elected in 1959 and here was this breath of fresh 
air from a guy who was just an ordinary Australian, and I think that's what typified 
his Government more than anything else, from his point of view and certain other 
members of his Cabinet. Therefore, in the 1960s I was already under the influence, 
to some extent, of this change, which I saw for the good. I thought, well, if you 
read the platform of the Liberal Party. At that time, if one read all of the things the 
Liberal Party stood for, that were virtually laid down from the beginning by 
Menzies and those around him, it was a wonderful idea. The problem was making 
it work both economically and politically. Economically, we were running out of a 
fairly good period and into a period of what could have been stability and was 
beginning to look fairly good. There was a hiccup in the early '60s, which almost 
cost Menzies power, except for the 12 votes I think it was that Jim Killen came in 
with in Moreton. But apart from that period, it was a period of economic stability, 
and politically it was a matter of getting those ideas and principles of the Liberal 
Party to work, to ACTUALLY work; where members of the Liberal Party could be 
seen to be those free individuals who could follow these policies and lead Australia 
into a period of growth that was also just. That's why I said, "Okay, well why 
not." Although I was apolitical until the night I decided I'd pay my money and 
have my say, I think it was inevitable I was going to go that way. 

SR Discussion of the platform of the Liberal Party brings us back to the 
issue that we were talking about last time, which was your period in opposition and 
the whole question of development of policies and an understanding of policy within 
the party. I wonder if you could reflect a little further on that for us, on the issue 
of how policy was developed and handled by the party in opposition. 

YOUNG I think the first thing that struck me was that, having been a member 
of the Liberal Party up to state executive/state council level and divisional president 
and the like, we all thought we knew what the party's policies were. We all 
certainly knew what its principles were and we knew the basic platform. We all 
had our own ideas of the way all of that should be interpreted, of course. 
Basically, if there was one word that stood out more than anything else in 
everything you read within the Liberal Party's manifestos and in all documents 
produced was the word "freedom". It was all about freedom - freedom of the 
individual, the right of the individual to do what he wanted within the law, and 
prosper. From that, we all had a fairly common view of where we were going and 
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what it was all about. Probably we all had slightly different views about how we 
were going to get there, but I think the thing that was most outstanding about the 
period we were in opposition was the fact that as usual we'd gone to the polls - and 
we have to remember that Brand had been Premier for 12 years at this stage - for 
the fifth time with a set of policies for the next three years. Now, if you keep 
winning, you don't have a problem with that, because you implement the ones that 
you can. There's an old saying that says, "I'll implement all the policies that I can 
keep and I'll renew the ones I can't. 't [chuckles] So if you won, you just did what 
you could. Maybe you'd renew some policies next time around or you'd change 
them, but you had the control of the game. 

When we found ourselves in opposition, it seems to me in hindsight - although I am 
not saying that I was absolutely aware of it at the time - that we had gone to the 
election once again with a set of policies and promises for the 1971 election, but 
having failed to win by the narrowest of margins we then found ourselves in 
opposition with the Government putting up all the legislation and doing all the 
running. We were having to answer that. Instead of being able to answer it with 
firm, absolute, clearly defined policies that had grown from the Liberal Party 
machine and had the stamp of state council or state conference to them and they 
were set in concrete, we found ourselves with what we were saying for the election, 
combined with a whole heap of other stuff which we hadn't put into effect while we 
were in government. So it was a bit of a goulash. 

Quite clearly, we were expected to understand the basic principles and not vary 
from them. The problem with those sorts of things is that it's a little bit like 
understanding the basic laws. The only reason we've got law courts is for someone 
to interpret what this is all about: one person has one view of the law; the other 
person has the other. You go before a judge who says, "This is the law", and 
sometimes he makes new laws and sometimes he makes you fit the ones that are 
clearly identifiable. But in politics it doesn't work that way. So you had a lot of 
people with different views of what the Liberal Party actually stood for, suddenly in 
a party room, in opposition for the first time in 12 years and some people who had 
only been in the party a short time. I think that's one of the reasons why we had a 
little bit of difficulty in those early years trying to establish ourselves as a fighting 
force in opposition. 

I think we were starting to do it pretty well by the end of that term. I think I 
pointed out in the last interview that we didn't have people identified who would 
take the running on specific issues and we didn't have committees supporting that 
person to take a united stand on a particular issue. Everything was ad hoc. By the 
end of the period of opposition, a number of us were recognised, unofficially, as 
the spokesmen on certain subjects and had started to shake down so that if it 
happened to be a Bill on local government it was almost certain that Cyril Rushton 
would take the adjournment and get a few people together and carry it; and the 
Government could then expect, if it happened to be a matter of a taxing or company 
law matter, I would be the person who would be up; if it happened to be something 
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on a purely legal matter Andrew Mensaros would be the person; if it had to do with 
Aborigines Alan Ridge would be taking it. It started to get a bit more organised 
about halfway through that term of opposition, and we then started to form a few ad 
hoc committees that started to make things a little clearer. 

That could be put down to the fact that David Brand was replaced by Sir Charles 
Court halfway through, and it may well have been that when Charles became leader 
he implemented this system without actually making it a system. 

SR So when it came to deciding what position the party would take on a 
particular piece of legislation, would that decision be made by the person who was 
leading the adjournment, or was it developed in the party room, or was it imposed 
from leadership, or was there some other way in which it was decided? 

YOUNG It was a combination of all of the above. [chuckles] What would 
happen would be that the Government would introduce some legislation or a 
resolution, or take a particular position. It would be discussed in the party room. 
The leader, or leaders, would make their views known, having spoken to business 
leaders or other people who would automatically contact them and start lobbying 
them about the government position. The whole matter would be discussed in the 
party room. The person who was generally recognised to have the most expertise 
in that field (if it were a definable field), who would normally be expected to take 
the adjournment, or who already had taken the adjournment on that particular 
matter at that stage, would usually take a fairly strong position on that particular 
issue. Almost invariably that would be the position of the leader. Then decisions 
would be made as to how the matter would be dealt with. 

SR Were there problems over that sort of thing? 

YOUNG Yes, there were. Invariably there were, because sometimes the 
position of the leader, or the person taking the adjournment, or members of that ad 
hoc arrangement - we won't call it a committee because that has a connotation of 
some degree of order - might take a view that a backbench member or someone 
who wanted to make some input, might have a genuine belief that didn't conform 
with the principles of the "Liberal Party". I'll give an example of that: The 
Tonkin Government introduced legislation on one occasion to deny Lang Hancock 
the right to take an appeal against a decision which had been made by the Minister 
for Mines in regard to some aspect of development. I don't remember whether it 
was a tenement application, whether it was a mining application; I really can't 
remember the context of it, although I was involved in it. It was the principle that 
concerned me most, and that is that the Tonkin Government introduced a Bill that 
said, in effect, "Look, this is what we want: This bloke's getting in our way; he's 
annoying us. We want this to prevail and it looks like he's going to take us to court 
on appeal. This Bill will specifically say he has no right of appeal in regard to this 
matter." If you can imagine someone trying to introduce a Bill like that to a 
Parliament in this day and age, they wouldn't last two minutes - BUT they 
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introduced it. I was absolutely horrified and so were some other members. Bill 
Grayden was one in particular who I remember discussing it with, because he was 
sitting next to me. He was holding his head in his hands saying, "What?" He was 
actually interjecting and saying, "This'll be the end of you", etc. We got into the 
party room and we found that our leaders were going to support it. They had 
clearly discussed the matter with Tonkin, and David Brand and Charles Court and 
others had obviously agreed that we'd support it. It can only have had something to 
do with the fact that, "We'll all get Lang; this is where everyone is going to get 
Lang." 

I have to say that I had no brief for Lang. From time to time I think he did some 
things that were good. Basically, I think he was an overbearing egomaniac who got 
lucky and certainly not the sort of person that I would feel very comfortable or 
close to, but he did have his rights, and here was the entire hierarchy of BOTH 
parties tossing all of their principles down the drain and saying, "Well, this is what 
we're going to do because it's expedient." I didn't like that very much so I spoke 
very strongly against it in the party room and in the Parliament. I think that got me 
one of my little marks in the "naughty book", but it just seemed absurd. Here was 
a party room going along with the decision that was being pushed down your throats 
because a few people hated Lang Hancock. So where were the principles then? 
Where did they all go? [. .1 

Heaven forbid that we had a regimentation or a caucusing like the Labor Party in 
regard to control of members and control of policy, but when you look at something 
like that happening, how can your policies and your principles be thrown out the 
door for the sake of expediency like that? And how can it have happened in the 
Labor Party? But there was the entire Parliament . . . Bill Grayden and I didn't 
divide on the issue when the question was put because we both called no and voted 
against it on the voices, but we didn't divide on it because we didn't want this 
entire Parliament to have the satisfaction of saying, "Well, they've got to be wrong 
because the vote was 49 to 2, or something like that. However, we made our 
points clear and the public quite clearly saw that there was a problem there. 

That was an outstanding one, but funnily enough it was happening on the federal 
level as well. There was a case when Billy Snedden was Attorney General and I 
think Menzies was still Prime Minister . . .  

END OF TAPE THREE SIDE A 
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YOUNG . . . at the time - in fact he was - and there was a company called 
IPEC (which is still in existence) and it had been denied a licence - I think it was to 
do with air freighting - and it was taking an appeal to the Privy Council. Snedden 
who was Attorney General introduced a Bill exactly the same - to deny them the 
right to take their case to the Privy Council. I don't even know whether that is 
actually constitutional, that you can actually introduce a Bill that says, "All the laws 
are okay, except I'm going to deny this individual the right of appealing, because 
we don't like him." I don't know the Constitution well enough to say that, but it 
doesn't seem possible that it could have been constitutional, yet here they were 
doing it! Now, of course, the, Labor Party was opposing that because they weren't 
centring in on one individual,,  it was just IPEC generally. Fortunately, in the senate 
there were a few people up there who said, "We're not going to have a bar of this," 
including one great old senator from Tasmania named Reg Wright, who had the 
gravelliest voice you ever heard, and subsequently became Sir Reg Wright in John 
Gorton's Cabinet as a minister. But Wright and others said, "You can't do this." 
They were Liberal senators. "You can't do this. It's absurd. What's happening 
here?" This was a Bill introduced in Menzies' time, the founder of the Liberal 
Party! 

So things were starting to happen and people were beginning to lose their way in 
regard to policy. It's an amazing thing: if it's everyone's business it's no-one's 
business. So everyone thought that they knew what policy was, but it was 
beginning to get to the stage of, "Well, it's anything we say it is if we happen to be 
the boss." That's why there were these differences of opinion within the party. 
Reg Wright and a few others threw that Bill out. I remember, the very last words 
he said on the Bill were, "It's damn cranky!" And it was. We then had this 
happening five years later in the Tonkin Government against Hancock. It didn't fit 
the bill. 

SR You mentioned there that it was because a few people hated Hancock. 
Who were the people in the Liberal Party who had that sort of attitude to Hancock? 

YOUNG Well, he wasn't a likable man, but Charles Court had a view for the 
orderly exploitation of iron ore in Western Australia, and I think it was probably a 
very good view. If it had been, and I'm sure it was capable of being followed and 
probably was, but it didn't reach the stage of eventual steel production and in 
Charles' time I don't think even pelletisation, but there was an orderly program he 
had in his mind, probably on the advice of some pretty eminent people who'd seen 
lots of mistakes made before and world markets wrecked because of ineptitude. 

Lang didn't like that particular policy because it didn't fit with his program. Lang 
had some pretty outstanding ideas in some respects and some pretty outlandish ideas 
in other respects. I think there was a clash of personalities as well, and the two 
differing philosophies of development between Hancock and Court produced a 
standoff that was maybe Mexican in origin [laughs] but it was almost universal at 
the end. The funny part of it was that these two men who had so much going 
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couldn't get together and discuss things; they just simply couldn't get together and 
talk. Each will blame the other for that, of course - "It wasn't my fault, it was his 
fault," etc, etc. The fact is that they couldn't get together. Nor could David 
Brand, who was the gentlest of men, but he had run foul of Peter Wright, who was 
Lang Hancock's partner, on an issue which I either don't recall or don't know, and 
there was a great dislike between those two. So we had David Brand, unusually, in 
a situation of conflict with one individual and Charles Court, not really unusually, 
[chuckles] in conflict with his partner. Then you had the Tonkin Government 
coming in and probably Hancock thought he could just walk in and take right over 
because there was change, and probably got Tonkin upset. So you had all of these 
people all upset with each other and incapable of being able to resolve their 
differences except by marching into Parliament and asking everyone to throw their 
principles out the window and give Lang a smack over the wrist. 

So there was certainly a lot of the Court-Brand attitude to Hancock, but it would 
have been pretty hard not to have an attitude if you were dealing with Lang, I think. 

SR To return to your own particular career, in '74 you were in the 
position of having to move from your previously safe seat of Wembley to 
Scarborough, which must have been much more difficult to win. What was 
involved in contesting the marginal seat? 

YOUNG Well firstly I had to change my whole position on how I represented 
my electorate. You will recall that I said the seat of Wembley was earmarked for 
someone who had the capacity to become a leader and therefore the person who got 
the endorsement for that seat was expected to take a role in the Parliament, not to 
be a guy down the pubs and clubs and gladhanding around the electorate. He had 
to do his work there and he had to represent his electorate properly, of course (and 
I did), but it was not expected to be a full-time job getting yourself re-elected for 
the purposes of staying there long enough to get re-elected, etc, etc. 

But with the seat of Scarborough as the only one available to me the party was 
saying, "Well, we're not going to give you any other seat but we want you to stand 
for this one because you already represent the southern parts of the new seat at 
least, so that's your lot, mate." Of course, I had to give consideration to getting 
out of Parliament at that time because if the party on the one hand said, "This is a 
seat for a future leader", then closed ranks and said, "Well, future leader," we 
don't think enough of you notwithstanding the performance you've put in up to date 
in the Parliament" (which I think was pretty reasonable and most of my colleagues 
thought it was pretty reasonable). I think it got a lot better, in fact, over the next 
couple of years, but at least it was good enough to say, "Well, he's got a chance." 
If the best the party could do was to say, "Well, we were only joking; [laughs] we 
really don't think it matters much", then my thought was, "Well, get back into 
practice as quickly as you can before you lose your touch and maybe if you're still 
interested in politics in another decade, you can come back then, but watch which 
way the boundaries can go in future and don't be so naive." Then I thought to 
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myself, well, that's not quite the way to look at it; it's only a few people saying that 
to me. The party expects something a bit better than that of you. So I said, 
"Okay, what the heck. I'll give it a go and if I lose I've still got the option to go 
back into practice - enforced retirement from Parliament - and if I win, well, we'll 
see what we can make of the new seat." So that's what happened. I had to work 
very hard. 

SR Were there other safe seats that you felt you should have been able to 
get? 

YOUNG At the time, I thought that Andrew Mensaros had not done enough in 
his first three years as a member of Parliament to deserve to hold onto the then seat 
of Floreat. I was wrong about that. I think Andrew turned out to be an outstanding 
member of Parliament and he made a great contribution to the Parliament of 
Western Australia, for which he has never had recognition. The party was right 
about that. 

There was another seat; that was the seat of Karrinyup, which was the seat that Jim 
Clarko was elected to in 1974. I was told by people who had the power to make 
that decision that if I wanted to go to Karrinyup I'd be able to win the endorsement. 
A lot of people say that, and they don't really know what they're talking about or 
they're making it up, but I can assure you that the people who told me to do that, 
and advised me against Scarborough, certainly had the clout to put me in there. But 
it seemed to me that I was jumping over an entire electorate, and I wasn't going to 
win any marks for jumping right over the top of all of the people in what was the 
northern part of my electorate - now the southern part of the Scarborough electorate 
- and moving one whole suburb on and representing a whole new group of people in 
Karrinyup. 

In addition to which, Jim Clarko had a good strong following up there amongst 
certain branches, and it wouldn't have been an absolute certainty . . . Well, it 
would not have been an easy row to hoe to get selected, but it could be done. 
Although I'm absolutely certain I would have been selected for Karrinyup, Jim 
wouldn't have made life easy for me, either during the selection stage or afterwards 
representing the seat, and nor would some of his friends. So I didn't go for that. 
Of course, that then became the armchair ride for Jim, and he's been there ever 
since. I had to stick with Scarborough and we gave it the best shot we could. 

SR How difficult was it to win on the first occasion? 

YOUNG It was extremely difficult. I was very fortunate that the Labor Party 
put up a lightweight candidate, (he wasn't physically lightweight, but he was a 
lightweight politically) named Des Moore, who had a bit of a following in the 
Labor Party branch and amongst a few clubs and pubs around the place, stuff like 
that. He wasn't an outstanding candidate by any means and they made a mistake 
there; they underestimated their ability to win that seat. I think they overestimated 
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the following I had at that time. They thought that I'd done enough to be able to 
hold Scarborough and, on paper, I think at that time they were probably right. It 
subsequently turned out that they made a mistake. If they'd have had a more high 
profile candidate, I would have been beaten notwithstanding the fact that I think I 
put in a very good effort to win. I put in better efforts later on because I learnt a 
lot out of the 1974 election. 

I was also lucky that I concentrated . . . It was virtually a toss of the coin whether 
I concentrated on the really tough areas in the north of the electorate that I'd just 
inherited from the old Karrinyup seat, which included some very tough stuff in 
Innaloo, north Doubleview and north Scarborough, which I expected to go at least 
three to two against me and possibly two to one in parts. I chose to concentrate on 
those areas rather than try to build up my votes in the middle areas. Some people 
were sayimg "Do that!", saying, "You've got no chance of winning those votes up 
there. Concentrate on the ones you can win.' Good advice. I mean it really was a 
toss of the coin. I decided to concentrate on the northern suburbs and I knocked on 
every door, I met myself coming out of every function, I was everywhere, I was 
involved in everything up there. I didn't ignore the rest of it, but I was putting in 
double the effort. up there than could the rest of the electorate. 

Funnily enough, on the night of the count I had all the numbers in except the North 
Innaloo School, which voted about 3 to 2 against us at the previous polls. I think 
there would have been about 2 100 votes cast there. In those days that was a big 
booth. I'd clearly lost the election; there was no question about it. I was gone, 
because even if I only got three to two against me in that seat, which is the best I 
could possibly hope for, I was still going to lose by about 400 or 500 votes. We 
were just waiting for that to come in so I could make the announcement of the 
actual final votes for the night and give everyone a drink and send them home - and 
in they came. [chuckles] I'd only lost the booth by about a hundred votes. So I 
had enough in front from the other boxes to win - at that stage it looked like by 
about 80, but it subsequently turned out to be a massive 135! [laughter] 

So we got in, and that was a big surprise. It showed me then that if you 
concentrate hard enough on the toughest areas and you're prepared to really put in 
(in those days) as an individual - I don't think it applies so much nowadays because 
everyone relies too much on television and the leader, then you can actually make 
it. And we made it. We just scraped in. 

That could have been either a great advantage to me, because I would have been out 
of politics and back into practice and re-establishing business connections and what 
have you after only three years in Parliament; or politically it was the turning point 
to give me an opportunity to at least make some mark in politics. 

SR What about the time in government after 1974 and your rise through 
the party ranks? Can you describe that? 
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YOUNG The first initial setback occurred, unbeknown to me, of course, about 
three or four weeks before the actual election of 1974. I was hitting the streets and 
campaigning pretty hard, and the people who knew me in the party at state 
council/state executive level were very much aware of how much I was putting into 
that area and how much ear I had to the ground; a few others were doing likewise, 
of course. The party was sounding out people who were actually having that 
experience to find out how we were going. 

To put this into context, I have to go back a bit. In 1973, in about August or 
September 1973, Herb Graham, who was the then Deputy Premier, retired, leaving 
the seat of Balcatta for a by-election. The person selected for that was Brian Burke. 
The Tonkin Government wasn't particularly on the nose, but the Whitlam 
Government was terrible. The by-election was the thing that they wanted least in 
the world. So, there we were, six months away from an election and they only won 
it by 30 votes. Burke got in by 30 votes in a BLUE RIBBON Labor seat, virtually 
created by Herb Graham for Herb Graham, when he was Minister for Housing. So 
that' SthbliticaI- e1imatesiriliOnths before the 1994 election. 
Now we go forward six months to the election. Although the Whitlam Government 
was still well and truly on the nose, the climate in Western Australia had changed, 
because Tonkin went long with his campaign. A Government in trouble should 
always go long. Funnily enough, you start picking up towards the end virtually at 
an exponential rate. From knocking on doors from the beginning of the campaign 

I started knocking on doors in June 1973. I went through a euphoric stage; no 
matter where I knocked everything was fantastic, but after Christmas of '73 and 
moving into those few months of '74 - January, February, the beginning of March, 
because the election that year was 30 March . . . He could have gone longer, in 
fact. In my opinion, had Tonkin gone another two or three weeks he would have 
won. But every week, every day, they were picking up ground. I could feel it - 
just the reaction at the door. 

One of the things that was being said - and this was being got over quite unfairly by 
Tonkin and some of the top men in his party who'd been around long enough to 
know how you change people's opinion - was that you couldn't trust Charlie Court. 
That's what it was: they were comparing Charles Court with David Brand, because 
this was the first election he had led and they were saying, "Well, all you have to 
do is compare David Brand with Charles Court. Who would you trust more?" The 
answer was coming back too often, "Well, David Brand." They were doing the old 
ipso facto - so therefore you can't trust Charles Court. And people were starting to 
doubt Charles, which was in my opinion, unfair. 

The words "Honest John" had started to catch on (with Tonkin), and they were 
comparing who do you trust, John Tonkin and Charles Court? And we weren't 
winning that battle. It wasn't Charles' fault but that was what was happening. 

I was called by one of the top public relations advisers of the Court team one day, 
and I can almost remember word for word the conversation because it sticks so 
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clearly in my mind. I was thinking as I was having this conversation - you know, 
when you get a sixth sense - 'You are doing the wrong thing! You shouldn't be 
saying this." Tell him a lie." The question was: "Just thought I'd give you a ring 
because Scarborough's a hot spot and it's 50:50, and we know you're working very 
hard and we're all very proud of you . . . " Soft soap! "How's it going?" I said, 
"Well, do you want me to tell you what you want to hear, or do you want me to 
tell you what's actually happening - because I can give you either version. I'm in a 
hurry. You tell me which one you want to hear." "Oh, naturally I want to hear 
what's going on." 

So I told him what I've just told you. Subsequently, go now to a week after the 
election or 10 days after the election, when Charles Court calls me into his office 
(he's making up his ministry; the newspapers have got me about 10-to-1 on. All of 
my colleagues are saying, "1 haven't been called by Charles yet, but then nor has 
Ray Young, so therefore obviously I've still got a chance.") to tell me that I'm not 
in his ministry. I said, "Why?" I said, "I think I'm entitled to say why, because, I 
might be an egotist but I think there is some justification here in considering my 
performance and what other people are saying and the fact that I might do you some 
good. Why?" He said, "You were querulous about my leadership." I said, 
"Yeah? When?" "Oh, you were asked questions during the campaign and you 
badmouthed me and bucketed me", and all that sort of stuff. It was shooting the 
messenger, except that they had actually gone and asked me to BE the messenger. I 
didn't want to be involved in that; I wanted to be knocking on some more doors. I 
said, "Look, I know what you're talking about; let's get the guy in and we'll go 
word for word over the conversation." "Oh, no, no, we haven't got time for that. 
You must remember that the toughest steel comes through the hottest furnace, and it 
will do you good to be Government Whip and learn a bit about what's going on," 
and all that sort of stuff. 

So that was the first shock. [laughs] If you ask about my rise through the ranks 
It was a big shock to come out of that election, winning the seat that was very 

tough to win and then being told you weren't wanted in the ministry that you really 
expected. Looking back on it now, no-one should take for granted being put into a 
ministry. If Charles hadn't given me those reasons I'd have looked back on that 
period now and said, "Well, fair enough; you were only there three years. You did 
need a bit more furnace to go through." But that was the reason, and I think there 
should have better reasons than that. So that was the first thing that happened. 

As Government Whip, I then had a job to do, which was working with Charles and 
Des O'Neil, his deputy, who was an outstanding parliamentarian. He really 
understood Erskine May, he understood the procedures of Parliament better than 
anyone else, and he was a great tactician. So I learnt a lot with Des. I also had to 
work with Charles because we didn't have a Leader of the House. The leader of 
the party was the Leader of the House. The Premier was the Leader of the House 
and that was it. That was actually a good learning experience that served me well 
later on and would have served me well had I gone further. I was made Chairman 
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of the Public Accounts Committee, as well, which gave me some extra work to do 
and I tried to beef the work of that committee up. I wasn't very successful at doing 
that, but it was a good time of consolidation. 

SR Why was there a problem in beefing up the Public Accounts 
Committee and what was it that you hoped to do with it? 

YOUNG For a start, the only staff we had was one member of the 
parliamentary staff. He was a fairly senior member (he was the sergeant-of-arms) 
but he saw his role purely as a secretary and he didn't have time to do any research 
or actual work. We were all pretty busy, the members of that Public Accounts 
Committee, and I expected that we would have some support. I lobbied certain 
people fairly hard to see if they'd support me in an approach to Sir Charles Court to 
see if I could get someone as a research officer for the parliamentary Public 
Accounts Committee, so we could actually get down to the nitty-gritty of some of 
the things we were studying instead of doing it peripherally. He was more or less 
sympathetic. With an accountant's mind he could see my point of view, but 
unfortunately when it filtered its way down through the system and it was left to the 
Under Treasurer, Les McCarrey, the last person in the world who wanted a Public 
Accounts Committee is the Under Treasurer, Charles had an inordinate attachment, 
which grew subsequently even more strongly, with Les McCarrey. So much stuff - 
eventually even policy stuff - was going through McCarrey. 

McCarrey didn't want this Public Accounts Committee to work so they gave us a 
part-time clerk who was in the Treasury then, and in Gilbert and Sullivan fashion he 
polished up the handle on the big front door and now he's one of the senior 
Treasury officers. [chuckles] He was completely useless. He wouldn't devote any 
time, and he saw his role as arguing against me, as chairman, every time I wanted 
to look at some aspect of public accounts; his job was to stop it. So it didn't go 
very far and we didn't have any back-up at all. John Harman accused me, tongue 
in cheek, in the Parliament later on - because he'd been chairman of the Public 
Accounts Committee in the last years of the Tonkin Government (he and I are great 
mates, I might add) - of turning this into a "moribund farce", and this sort of stuff, 
and I was having to sit there and cop it all. He was saying this with a great grin on 
his face because he was really aiming it all at Charlie and the system, I suppose. 
But no, it just didn't work. 

SR What about your appointment to the post of Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Cabinet? 

YOUNG That was an interesting period, too. Firstly, we have to go back: I 
think we covered the split of the National Party, or did we . . . 

SR No. 
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YOUNG We may not have done that. The National Party in May 1975 had a 
tremendous upheaval within its ranks. Mail Stephens (who was a minister), 
Norman Baxter (who was a minister) and Ray McPharlin (who was a minister) and 
Hendy Cowan, between the four of them had a great split. Stephens and Cowan 
went one way . . . they dragged McPharlin with them, I think, and they went one 
way and split from the coalition. The leaders that came in were Dick Old and Peter 
Jones. Baxter decided to stay with the Court team and remained a minister. So 
you had the Country Party split completely down the middle. 

SR What were the issues behind that? 

YOUNG They were basically issues of dominance by the senior partner in the 
Cabinet. That was the official public reason that was given and I wasn't close 
enough to the actual Cabinet procedures to know what the real reasons were, if 
indeed there were other reasons. The position taken by Mail Stephens was, "We're 
dominated by these people and therefore country people aren't getting a fair go." It 
may well have been that that was true - I don't know. But it became rather violent. 
Stephens always had a contrary view on country mailers to the Government and he 
was regarded generally amongst the Liberal Party (and some of his Country Party 
colleagues) as being a left-winger. He wasn't very popular but he had enough 
persuasion and power to take people into . . . He was conspiratorial and he was 
able to influence people into taking positions - I guess that's what a politician is - 
and they took positions and they split. 

SR Was that encouraged at all by your side of the coalition by the 
Premier? 

YOUNG It wasn't discouraged by most of my colleagues, but I think Charles 
fought hard for it not to happen. 

END OF TAPE THREE SIDE B 
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SR You were discussing Sir Charles' role. 

YOUNG I think Sir Charles desperately wanted for there not to be a split in 
his second year of government. That wouldn't have been a very good thing and I 
think he probably worked as hard as anyone could to try to prevent that. I think the 
forces within the Country Party were too strong, led by people like Stephens and 
obviously others, and they prevailed. So what happened was, they all walked out - 
I think Baxter very unwillingly walked out. Therefore, we had only a Liberal 
Government for some weeks. Attempts were made between the hierarchies of both 
parties and the leaders to work things out but they weren't coming to a head. 

Some time in May, Charles asked me to join the Cabinet. He also asked Ian 
Thompson at the same time. He was bringing two of us in. I think he knew at that 
stage that Norman Baxter was going to stay in, or he may have changed his mind 
and stayed in - I can't remember exactly - but he needed two replacements. 

So after waiting long enough and giving them all the opportunity in the world to 
rejoin, he invited us to join his Cabinet. I was going to be Minister for Housing 
and Community Welfare and I can't remember what Ian was going to be, but we 
were due to go down next morning to be sworn in as ministers at Government 
House. I got a call at 11 o'clock the next morning from Charles' private secretary - 
not from Charles, from his private secretary. The call went like this: "Ray, where 
have you been!" I said, "Barry, what's it got to do with you?" He said, "Oh, the 
boss has been looking for you all morning. You really should leave a telephone 
number where you are. Anyway," he said, "the ministry's off, the Country Party's 
rejoined." BANG! Down went the phone. That was my first invitation to join the 
ministry. [laughs] It was withdrawn by a private secretary. Charles didn't even 
ring to tell me. He never mentioned it - ever - after that. It was never mentioned; 
it was just as though it had never happened, which I found amazing. However, one 
can read into that whatever one likes. 

That was a great disappointment. That was in May 1975. I think Charles 
immediately thought, "Gee, that's a bit tough. That really wasn't quite fair." So 
he asked me to go to Adelaide to deliver a speech to some expatriate Western 
Australians who had a club over there. This was a lead-up to the sesquicentennial 
celebrations beginning in January 1979. No, just a moment. I'm losing track of 
myself. I'm zapping forward to 1978. I'm normally not like that; this is 1975. 

In 1975, he realised that this was a bit of an affront to me and he was obviously 
giving some thought to the situation. So he invited me to become the first 
Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet, and we had to put a Bill through Parliament 
to do that, to establish the office and what have you. I think it was 30 June I was 
appointed Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet and was therefore involved in 
Cabinet procedures from then on, which gave me a great opportunity to actually sit 
in the Cabinet room and know what was going on. I didn't have the right to speak. 
Now and again I could ask permission to help someone with a point by saying, you 
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know, "You'll find that here", or "This happened", etc, etc, but I was not to make 
input of any policy nature. That was very heavily frowned on - and that's fair 
enough. 

It was a good experience but unfortunately, once again, none of us had thought it 
through properly. I blame myself for this. We hadn't thought through the fact that 
the Public Service was already firmly entrenched. It already had these jobs that the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet was going to have; the Under Secretary of 
the Premier's Department already had control over certain areas that the 
Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet should have. Even down to private 
secretaries of the Premier and certain other ministers already had their roles and 
their patch, which should have been part of the Parliamentary Secretary's role. 
Public relations officers employed by both the Government and the party already 
had THEIR patch, which might be upset by this new position. I found that, in 
addition to all that, no-one had written down what this new position should do. 
[chuckles] So I got gobbled up pretty quickly within the system and was isolated to 
a great extent. 

And things were happening very quickly. I mean the Court Government was in for 
a year and it had a lot of things to do, so the amount of time I could spend in 
actually talking to Charles about getting the position established and what I should 
be doing and laying down some regulations and some guidelines, was infinitesimal. 
He wasn't the sort of person who wanted to be bothered with these sorts of things. 
On the one hand, he would want you to run off and do it yourself, but on the other 
hand he wouldn't give you the power to do it. So I had no power to go and take 
control of these areas from tough old blokes like Bob Davies in the Premier's 
Department and Les McCarrey in Treasury, and other people connected with the 
system, in addition to which I confess that I didn't quite know what I should be 
doing and how to do it. I'm not saying that I was only lacking in power; I was also 
lacking in knowledge. 

So I couldn't get a handle on it and I didn't have that power to step in, anyway. 
Charles was saying, "You fix it. If you want to make your mark in this world, get 
out there and fix it." Well, you couldn't fix it, and I think he saw me then as 
someone who just didn't seem to be able to get organised or create a role, as he 
said, "Create a role for yourself." He might have been right to some extent. If I'd 
have started pounding on doors and throwing my weight around and demanding to 
see him and grabbing him by the scruff of the neck - as one of my colleagues once 
did - [laughs] perhaps I would have been able to have made a job for myself. But it 
didn't grab me as being a particularly interesting job, and I wasn't making it a 
particularly interesting job, so between the job and myself we messed it up a bit. 

But I was determined I was going to be there and hang in there because of the fact 
that I knew eventually, if you stay in something and work at it long enough, things 
will start to happen and you will become good at it. In addition to which it was a 
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good power base - a power base from the point of view of knowing what was going 
on and learning. 

SR In passing, what was the story about the person who grabbed Sir 
Charles by the scruff of the neck? 

YOUNG Actually, I wasn't in Parliament at the time. It was my predecessor 
in the seat of Wembley, Dr Guy Henn, who was a mild, gentlemanly sort of a 
character but he could lose his temper. It's a funny story. Alan Ridge told me this 
story, because Alan came into Parliament a term before I did, and he was all pretty 
new to things. Apparently what happened was Alan and Guy Henn were having a 
drink one night and Guy was looking a bit furious, and Alan said, "What's the 
matter?" and he [Guy] said, "You know how you try to talk to Charlie and he 
outruns you, what you have to do is - he walks quicker than any man known on 
earth, so if he doesn't want to talk to you, he just keeps on walking as fast as he 
can until eventually you give up or you've got to run alongside him." He said, "It 
annoys me, I'm not going to run alongside anyone." He said, "I was trying to 
make my points and he was getting further and further away and faster and faster, 
so I ran up and jumped in front of him, grabbed him by the tie and said, 'Don't 
ever run away from me, you bastard!" [laughter] "and I got over what I needed 
to say." Of course, they cracked up and Alan had a good laugh about this and all 
this sort of stuff. 

By this stage, Alan and Guy were walking down the corridor going back to the 
Legislative Assembly and Charlie came around the corner and saw them walking 
down the corridor and went into his office. This is the good side of Charlie - I 
mean, he's got plenty of good sides but I think this is brilliant: As Alan walked 
past a little later, he said, "Oh, Alan, can you come in and see me please." "Oh 
yes", so he walked in. He [Charlie] said, "I see you were having a conversation 
with Guy Henn." "Yes I was." He said, "I see you were walking down the 
corridor with him." "Yes I was, actually." He said, "Well, don't ever get him 
mad and get in front of him [laughs] because something terrible might happen to 
you!" 

SR How did your term as Parliamentary Secretary then come to an end? 

YOUNG What happened was, in the months leading up to June 1976 there had 
been great controversy in the community about a hostel for intellectually disabled 
people called Tresilhian, which was in Nedlands. In that hostel there were I think 
about a dozen, what were then called, profoundly retarded children; they were 
intellectually disabled and physically disabled kids. The whole system of 
accommodation and habilitation for intellectually disabled, and particularly for 
multi-disabled people, was very poor. We had, say, about a dozen of those 
children in Tresillian; we had 30 or 40 in Swanbourne under the most dreadful 
conditions; there were a similar number in Princess Margaret Hospital in a special 
ward, which was totally unsuitable for people with a disability as distinct from a 
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medical problem. There they were in an acute medical hospital with a chronic and 
never-ending disability that needed very special attention, and there were a couple 
of other hostels throughout the metropolitan area - the Scarborough Hostel in my 
own electorate was one, and a few others. 

A controversy erupted in Nedlands in that certain people had said, "These kids have 
got to go. We don't want them in our street; we don't want them in our 
community. It's not fair to them; it's not fair to us," etc. Although the overall 
question of what we were going to do as a government to solve the problem should 
have been paramount, the calls to just get these kids out of this particular hostel and 
get them anywhere, became very strong. Unfortunately, Charles Court took the 
view that the local residents were right - that the people complaining, or whoever it 
was who was mounting the push for these kids to be taken out of Nedlands, were 
right. 

I want to say right here and now, that he genuinely wanted to resolve the whole 
problem, and in the main he had the capacity and the will to resolve the whole 
problem, but he hadn't had the sort of background briefings that he should have got 
from his minister, Norman Baxter. 
Now, Norman Baxter was a nice enough old guy but he was not a very good 
minister. In some respects he was; he was extremely helpful, I understand, to 
Health Department officials when they wanted to perform a breakthrough to 
government; he would take their cases to government. When it came down to 
actually understanding the problems of people like intellectually disabled and multi-
disabled people, he just didn't have it. He got himself completely sidetracked on 
the Tresillian issue. He saw it as, "If Charles is the local member and he wants 
them out of there, they will go." And, "after all, it's the parents' fault; they never 
go and visit them." Probably one person told him that - I don't know. "They 
never go and visit them. No-one's interested in them. They'd be much better off 
up in the hills in a nice, quiet little setting with some birds chirping", etc, etc. He 
told someone that if they had some special physiotherapy they'd all get better, 
anyway." 

At that stage, I'd been associated with the Scarborough Hostel and the Friends of 
the Hostel, and the parents and the kids in the hostel for quite some time, and I'd 
already begun to develop a lasting affinity for people with an intellectual disability 
and their carers. There was an organisation called "Watchdog". I'd been invited to 
one of their meetings (I'd never been a member of it),I went along to hear what 
they had to say. Generally speaking, what they were trying to achieve was better 
ordinary domestic accommodation within the community for people with an 
intellectual disability. Some of their members had overt views on how that could 
come about; some of them were particularly bombastic, I suppose, in their attitudes, 
and they were supported by some people who should have known better in the way 
they were handling their public relations. Generally speaking the government 
wanted to shift the kids out of Tresillian without resolving the whole problem. It 
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was not a smart move. It was not going to solve anything unless the whole 
situation was coordinated. There had to be a plan. 

I had begun working on a plan, because I got all the information from the division 
for intellectually handicapped persons, which was then a section of the Mental 
Health Department, and it seemed to me a pretty easy solution. I wrote the solution 
down. I went and saw the parents, with Charles' permission . . . He didn't want 
me to go; he didn't want me to have anything to do with this, and it subsequently 
turned out that he thought I was a member of Watchdog. Once again, someone told 
him I was, so therefore, it was! I wanted to resolve the issue and I had a close 
enough knowledge of the situation to do that. The parents agreed with my plan. I 
went back to him and said, "If you implement this plan, I believe it will work." He 
said, "I'll refer it to Norman Baxter." It was a straight brush-off. 

In the meantime, the Government was taking a position from which it was finding 
itself increasingly difficult to withdraw. It couldn't bring itself to say, "We will sit 
down and work out a plan with the parents." It couldn't bring itself to say that; it 
had to keep saying, "The Government will do what the Government will do." And 
Baxter was going around telling everyone, "If they don't bloody well move, I'll get 
police cars to go in there and drag them out." Now, it's no good his saying he 
wasn't saying that, because everyone heard him saying that. "And the parents don't 
give a damn," etc, etc. So he was causing this tremendous distress out there 
amongst everyone, including backbench members of Parliament who wanted to 
discuss the matter with him. 

Charles was trying to think the thing through, but taking the position that he was 
backing his minister he didn't trust me, trying to resolve the issue, because I was a 
member of Watchdog (because someone told him I was) and "they" were the 
enemy. And the kids counted for nothing in all of this while all this was going on, 
except that in Charles' mind I'm certain that he wanted to resolve the problem. It 
was handled so badly that I just couldn't believe it. None of us who was involved 
in the matter, of watching our Government making a fool of itself, could believe 
that we could be doing it. But no-one was doing anything other than that. 

On 20 July, which was the morning of a Cabinet meeting, in 1976, I asked Charles 
whether he'd considered the plan, whether Norman Baxter had come back to him on 
it. It was quite clear he hadn't, and at the Cabinet meeting that day, when the issue 
came up, he asked me to leave the room. This was the first time I'd been asked to 
leave the room as the Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet. I couldn't believe it. 
I left the room, furious, of course. I sent a note into Des O'Neil that I wanted to 
see him. So Des came out and I said to him something like, "I can't accept this; 
I've been asked to leave the room. The only thing I can do is resign. He said 
something like, "Oh, you can't do that." I said, "Well, unfortunately, I've thought 
it through for the last half hour and there's nothing else I can do; I have to resign." 
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It subsequently turned out that Charles, while I was out there furious and stewing 
over this, was telling the Cabinet - all of my colleagues - how deeply I'd been 
involved in Watchdog, how emotionally involved I was, and how I couldn't possibly 
be expected to be unbiased in this matter, which had to be handled with a cool 
head, etc. But unknown to him, an hour AFTER this Cabinet meeting, Norman 
Baxter had told Jim Clarko, Tom Dadour and Ian Thompson in a separate meeting, 
as part of a small committee of backbenchers, that the children were going to be 
moved possibly by Cabinet vehicles - with police protection for the drivers of those 
Cabinet cars - that afternoon. 

At that stage I already had my letter of resignation typed up. When they told me 
that, I said something like, "There's no time to think about this. That's it." I rang 
my private secretary and said, "Take my letter of resignation into the Cabinet room 
and give it to Sir Charles." I got a call from Sir Charles at Parliament House about 
an hour later saying something like, "Don't be silly. These things can be worked 
out." I said, "Well, I've already given you a plan which you obviously weren't 
prepared to look at. The people have had enough. You'd better meet with them this 
afternoon and you'd better sort this out." He said, "I'm going to meet with them." I 
said, "Well, that's one step in the right direction." 

Somewhere around about 7.30 that night, the Cabinet agreed to a plan, which was 
almost exactly the plan I'd given them a week before. There were changes in the 
hostels; there were changes in the numbers; it was basically the same plan but, 
paradoxically, under my plan, the kids from Tresillian would have gone out six 
months earlier than under the Court plan. So he eventually developed a plan pretty 
much the same as mine (it's all there in my files) but they ended up staying a good 
deal longer than they would have under my plan. Not that that mattered. What 
really mattered was (a) that the Government was sending out all the wrong vibes, 
and (b) that they hadn't addressed the question and weren't going to address the 
question, and if they were going to address the question, at least the Minister for 
Health should have known about it. Why was he telling a backbench committee 
that they were all going to be thrown out that afternoon, if there was any sort of 
plan in existence? Charles subsequently said, "This had been worked out a long 
time before and Ray's actions were precipitant. We all knew what was going to 
happen; he just wouldn't stay around long enough to see how wonderfully these 
things can eventually work out." Of course, that day, Baxter was saying, "The only 
plan is we're getting them out of there." 

So either Baxter didn't know what was going on, which is strange for the Health 
Minister who was sitting there in Cabinet that day, or they had no plan. And if you 
look at all the files on the issue - mine and the Premier's Department's - you will 
see quite clearly that nothing ties up other than the way the public saw it. 

SR So do you think your resignation precipitated the change to taking on 
that plan, or to developing their own very similar plan? 
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YOUNG It would be egotistical of me to say that it did, because it would fly in 
the face of what I saw Charles during that day and his Cabinet minister doing that 
day, but something happened that day. Nothing had happened before that day and 
yet by 7.30 that evening the plan had been developed. Clearly, at 1 o'clock that 
day no plan existed, or the Minister for Health wasn't party to anything that was 
going on, which couldn't possibly be true. 

SR What did that whole experience do for your impression of Sir 
Charles? 

YOUNG By that stage I'd developed a fairly healthy respect for his capacity as 
an administrator and as a person who was totally disciplined in what he did. He 
was prepared to go the extra mile when no-one else was prepared to and set 
examples, and had a huge breadth of knowledge about so many things. So I had a 
very strong respect for him in all those regards. 

But the one thing for which I didn't have any respect for him, which has always 
been the same and which was exemplified by what happened at that time, was that 
Charles can't face a conflict person to person. The example of the humorous way 
he treated Guy Henn seems, at first glance, to be totally out of context with that, 
but it's not. That was a situation where Guy Henn was mad at him and forced an 
issue which Charles could see as funny - and he's got a good enough sense of 
humour to be able to see a funny situation. But when Charles has a problem with 
you - with anyone - he can't get you in the office man to man and come straight out 
and say, "Now, here is the problem. Is that a fact? Let's get the facts straight 
first. Now, how do we resolve it?" And if it becomes bitter, stand there and slug 
it out toe to toe with you. 

He can't do that; he never could do that; and I don't think he ever will be able to 
do that. I don't know why; some people don't have the capacity. It might be 
shyness - I don't know - intrinsic shyness, incapacity to actually take on that one-
on-one situation, where you have to be the one to say, "Well, I'm sorry this is 
what's going to happen", etc, etc, without involving some third party in innuendo or 
something of the kind or, on many occasions, of course, whenever there's a 
confrontation Charles will choose to have that confrontation with you with a lot of 
other people around. He gets terribly embarrassed if you bark back. Then he 
wants it to go away immediately, like in the first spell when I was in opposition and 
the Tonkin Government was introducing a Bill in respect of building societies. I'd 
taken the adjournment on it and Charles got up in the party room and said that I'd 
had a meeting with some people and had taken a particular view on the Bill which 
[was simply not true]. 

END OF TAPE FOUR SIDE A 
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YOUNG The conversation was alleged to have happened between me and Bob 
McKerrow. Bob McKerrow was Jim McCusker's partner, the founder of Town and 
Country Building Society, and Bob was a friend of mine. He [Court] told the party 
room that I had taken a particular position on this Bill in this conversation with Bob 
McKerrow. I said, "I haven't even had a conversation with Bob McKerrow. I 
said, "Bob didn't tell you that." He said, "Oh, yes he did." I said, "Come on. 
You come out of the party room now; we'll go to the telephone, and the party 
secretary can come with us. We will ring Bob McKerrow, he will tell you he 
didn't have that conversation with me. You'll come back into the party room, 
you'll apologise and then we'll carry on." He said, "Oh, no, no, let's forget it." I 
said, "I'm not going to forget it. Don't be ridiculous. I'll go and ring if you won't 
come; I'll go and ring him and confirm that." I went and rang Bob McKerrow who 
said, "What on earth is he talking about? Of course we didn't bloody well have 
that conversation." So I walked back in, interrupted proceedings and said, "You 
can either believe me or not; I've just had the conversation with McKerrow. He 
naturally confirms we didn't have that conversation; I just thought I'd let you all 
know." 

But he [Court] couldn't confront the issue man to man. That is a situation that 
developed very strongly during this Tresillian thing. He couldn't say to me, "I 
understand you're a member of Watchdog; you're therefore a member of the 
enemy. What the hell's going on here?" Then I could have said to him, "I'm not. 
I happen to be a concerned person in respect of intellectually [disabled people]. 
This is what I want to do for the parents of those kids; this is what I want to do for 
the good of the Government. So let's get our facts straight. Who told you I was a 
member of Watchdog?" This sort of thing was the Achilles heel - and continues to 
be, because if Charles hears from someone of his own generation, in his own 
electorate, from his own background, who's been a part of the old boy network, 
any single thing, either for or against anyone, it is gospel. It becomes absolute 
gospel. The other person has no rights in that matter; it's a fact. That, 
unfortunately, was one of the things that happened during that particular conflict. 

One of the problems of course, was that subsequently, instead of sitting down with 
his papers and me sitting down with my papers and saying, "Let's go through this 
so you get your facts right before you start making public statements," he went and 
made all these public statements - none of which can stand up in history. They 
can't, because all the evidence is there on paper; all the things that Baxter told us 
were going to happen was what the Government's position was right up to that 
point. 

SR Did Charles Court work through other people if he had problems with 
someone or he wanted some thing done. Did he have people acting as agents - 

people to do those sorts of things for him if he had trouble doing it himself? 

YOUNG What sort of things? 
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SR You mentioned the problem when he was in conflict with someone 
and he would get information from third parties. Did he also use third parties to 
deal with the problem? 

YOUNG He didn't have advisers in that respect. He'd sometimes use high 
ranking, trusted party members (who weren't necessarily members of the 
parliamentary party) to deal with those sorts of matters. He would also have some 
very senior public servants deal with certain matters, sometimes to the point where, 
by comparison in those days, it appeared to be a bit insulting that you were dealing 
with the Under Treasurer or the Under Secretary of the Premier's Department 
instead of dealing with the Premier - which nowadays is not unusual at all because 
half the time you're dealing with the third assistant adviser to the second assistant 
adviser to the adviser to the adviser. I mean, by today's standards it wouldn't be 
insulting at all to be dealing with those sorts of people. But in those days there 
were people that he relied on to do those sorts of things; he was a pretty busy 
bloke. He had to, I guess. 

SR Just one further question on the Tresillian matter. In hindsight, what 
are your views now on the eventual outcome? Was the position that Sir Charles 
eventually took the right one? 

YOUNG It was the right one for the day, and it was a very good one. 
Notwithstanding anything I've said before, I have absolutely no doubt that if 
Charles had had the time to devote to it and hadn't been pushed continually by 
Baxter and probably by himself to a great extent (and there were other influences 
within his electorate) into a corner, he would have had not only the will but he 
would have found the wherewithal to have resolved the problem without any of that 
acrimony. I think the thing that hurt him most of all was the fact that after that 
awful public downside to his character, as it would have been seen, it wasn't known 
that he genuinely wanted to solve the problem. He came out of that looking like 
someone who didn't like intellectually disabled people, and that wasn't true at all. 
He just allowed himself to be backed into a corner and then subsequently tried to 
blame the corner into which he'd got backed, not those who pushed him to it. 

The end result was good for the times. Things have now changed but some of 
those hostels for intellectually disabled people who are multi-disabled are still in 
existence because it's turned out to be that notwithstanding the attempt to create an 
ordinary life for people with disabilities, some people are so disabled that they need 
that form of hostel. They have stood the test of time, so it was successful. 

SR Can we look at some of the other controversial aspects of Sir Charles' year 
as Premier - perhaps starting with the issue that arose out of the industrial relations 
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troubles at the time, the 54B issue. What are your recollections of the background 
to that? 

YOUNG They're not very good. Some aspects of it are quite good; I can 
remember things that happened quite clearly, but I can't remember enough about the 
background to know whether I've got the right view of what actually happened, 
because to a great extent that tends to colour what you're looking at at the time. I 
can remember that the strong suggestion from outside the Cabinet was that he had 
latched onto the opportunity presented by the farmers' attack on Gough Whitlam to 
say, "Well, this is outrageous. We can't have this happening, so we'll stop public 
gatherings where people are likely to cause this sort of trouble." 

I think that someone who loved to get up and talk as much as Charlie didn't want to 
stop any public gatherings or stop anyone having their say. I don't think there was 
any validity in that suggestion at all, but that was the line that was being pushed. I 
think they were taking the burning of the Reichstag or the burning of the books as 
being the sort of example. "You let him get away with this and, you know what 
may happen next." I mean, Charlie loves getting on the back of a truck; he loves 
making public speeches, and I think he loves other people doing it, so it certainly 
wasn't that. I do think he wanted to build some laws into the right of assembly 
which the legal purists were saying he didn't need to do, they were all there 
anyway, but unfortunately when lawyers say that and when you say, "Point them 
out!" they have a great difficulty, so I think he was trying to consolidate a right of 
assembly into one section of the law. 

Ian Medcalf, whom I respected greatly, was the Attorney General at the time and he 
tried on many occasions to point out to people (which he wouldn't have done if he'd 
have thought there was any chicanery in this) how many safeguards were built into 
all of the provisions around Section 5413.1  If you looked at it purely in the light of 
the words of the Act, it might appear to the untrained eye that it was a bit vicious. 
And I have to admit that it did to me, to the point that I told Sir Charles that I 
really couldn't see how we could support it. He said, "Go and have a talk with Ian 
Medcalf." That was fine. I didn't have any problem with it then and I realised that 
reporters, members of Parliament and many other people who hadn't been led 
through all of the aspects of section 54B could come to [my first] conclusion. 

The other aspect of it is that some people think laws are put on the statute books 
purely for the purpose of policing. In other words, you bring down a law that says 
you are not allowed to do X, and from then on you're going to have a policeman 
watch you all day long to make sure you don't do X, and unfortunately that creeps 

1Section 54B of the Police Act was introduced to the Parliament (and subsequently passed) in 
December 1976. A controversial measure, Section 54B was designed to increase police control over 
public meetings, where a "public meeting" comprised three or more people in a public place. It was 
repealed in 1984 by the Burke Government. 
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into the attitude towards the law. Proscription laws in the main are there [to 
ensure] that if you do something and it turns out that you were observed doing [it, 
you can be] brought to book. They're not put there so that everyone who's going 
to do that gives notice to a policeman, who comes along and arrests him; nor are 
they put there so that everyone in the community is watched day in and day out to 
make sure they don't break that law. Section 54B was there, I think . . . As I say, 
my memory on this is not particularly good, but it seemed to me to be there as a 
safeguard that in the event trouble was going to occur, or had occurred, some action 
could be taken but only after a very difficult process of warrants and the like. 

SR The union movement, of course, in their opposition to it, saw it as being 
aimed particularly at them, at union officials addressing stop work meetings or those 
kinds of gatherings, and it was union leaders who ended up being arrested as a 
result of it. Was that part of the motivation for it? 

YOUNG Not to my knowledge. You have to put it back into context of what a 
union meeting might have been in those days. We had some pretty heavy dudes in 
the union movement in those days. I may be right, or I may not be right, [in 
saying] that there was a fellow called Rob Cowles hanging around at the time. Rob 
Cowles, along with a number of other federal heavies like Halfpenny and Gallagher 
and others, were making it very clear that there was only one law in regard to 
industrial matters, and that's what they said the law was. If you didn't like it, then 
there would be tremendous heaviness within the union. If you were a union 
member and you were not going to go along with them, physical action would be 
taken. They made that VERY clear, because many occasions they used physical 
force to get their way. 

In addition to that, there was not just social unrest or democratic dissent occurring 
on the streets, there was a lot more than that going on, and it was starting to get a 
little bit frightening. They were only following things that were happening all over 
the world, but I think some trade union members were seeing this as the way to go - 
the power of the knuckle. 

So if Section 54B was designed to enable firm action to be taken against those sorts 
of assembly that were going to cause trouble - real trouble - then I don't see 
anything wrong about that. Naturally, the trade union bosses, and particularly those 
heavies, would be telling every trade unionist that it was just designed to stop them 
having the right to have a stop work meeting or something of the kind. Charles 
Court's not like that. That certainly wasn't the intention of the legislation.. 

SR One of the other controversial issues, of course, was the Noonkanbah 
issue. I am wondering, as a way of coming to that topic, if we could discuss the 
kinds of attitudes that your colleagues in the Government - and you spent time in 
the Cabinet as well - if you could describe what their attitudes were towards 
Aboriginal issues and, in particular, the Aboriginal people who were starting to lay 
claim to land, the way the people at Noonkanbah were. 
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YOUNG The first word that comes to mind is "wary". In the Court Cabinet 
there were one or two people you could describe as being unthinkingly anti-
Aboriginal. I don't think there were any there who were thinking racists - if any 
racist can be thinking. In other words, the influence in cabinet was mainly one of 
either tolerance, acceptance or genuine desire to try to create some situation in 
which Aborigines and non-Aborigines could live in the community without 
problems. I say that quite genuinely. It may not have been a passion, but there 
was a general feeling that this had to be achieved some way or the other. 

SR Were there any who championed the Aboriginal cause? 

YOUNG Alan Ridge did, because Alan understood the Aborigine, and so did 
Bill Grayden, very strongly. They were two. Bill Grayden saw the Aborigine as 
his brother and he had been out there with them and he'd known them all his life 
and I'm sure that he was probably a brother in about six or seven tribes. He was a 
man who wrote a book - I don't know if you ever read his book called "Adam and 
Atoms". It was used in the early 'SOs by quite a number of people interested in this 
changing time; we're living in the glow of an atom bomb yet here are these people 
who are the first inhabitants. It was an interesting title, I thought. So he had a 
genuine and passionate belief in Aboriginal culture. 

Alan Ridge had a very strong belief in Aboriginal culture. He had a very wary 
attitude to where the Aborigine was going, with all the white advisers giving them 
all advice, in this part of the twentieth century, wanting on the one hand to be 
traditional and on the other hand to have all the trappings of a non-Aboriginal 
society. I don't think he had any answers to that, and I don't think anyone else has 
either, but he certainly didn't have any disregard at all; he had a strong regard for 
the traditional Aborigine. The rest of the Cabinet was pretty much well-meaning, 
including myself - well-meaning but no real answers. No great passion, but 
certainly no animosity. 

SR So what happened when the Noonkanbah issue came to the fore? 
YOUNG Well, I'm very glad that I wasn't Minister for Community Welfare 
and Aboriginal Affairs at that time, as Bill Hassell had just taken that over and had 
been there about six or seven months, I think. So I didn't have to go through the 
daily routine of consultation with all the parties involved. Clearly what was 
happening - and I don't think there's any doubt about this either in retrospect or 
even at the time - was that the Aboriginal community, to some extent, was being 
manipulated by those who wanted to get up the nose of Amax [ ... ] and there was 
probably a bit of hardheadedness on the part of the company as well, in regard to 
their right to drill. They had the legal right to drill in this area, but (if I recall it 
correctly) under the provisions of either the federal or state, or probably both, Acts 
pertaining to Aboriginal reserves, certain approvals had to be got and those 
approvals could be held up and consultation processes could be prolonged and all 
sorts of things could happen to delay their intentions. They wanted to put an 
exploratory drill down and, in particular, they wanted to put it down under a place 
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called Pea Hill - I think it was Pea Hill - but each place from which they wanted to 
put this drill was alleged to have been a sacred site; it didn't matter where they 
wanted to put this drill, it was a sacred site. When it was able to be proven from 
anthropological maps of the area that there was no sacred site involved here, and 
when the elders were able to actually identify on the land where the sacred serpent - 
I think it was a serpent or underground barramundi or something - actually lived, it 
didn't coincide, on many occasions, with where they had said. 

Then the "area of influence" became the buzz word and some of the anthropological 
advisers, on behalf of the Aboriginal community, were then saying, "Well, it may 
not necessarily be an actual sacred site, but there is "an area of influence" beyond 
this sacred site and you're on it." It got to be very frustrating, and you can imagine 
how frustrating it gets when "this area of influence" simply happens to be wherever 
you're drill bit happens to want to dig. At one stage, the company even said that 
they could come and do a diagonal drill from half a mile away, and suddenly the 
area of influence extended out to where they wanted to do this. 
Look, they might have been right! It didn't sound right, it didn't look right, and on 
nothing that we were presented with could you imagine that the community was not 
being manipulated. But, who knows? I don't know anything about Aboriginal law. 
So everyone got into this great conflict, because it didn't look right to a non-
Aboriginal mind that this could keep on going; it was obviously something to stop 
Amax. 

Hassell, rightly or wrongly, stepped in, supported by Cabinet of which I was a 
member, and said, "Well, we have to do something about this. We've done 
everything we can to try to find a way around this problem." One of the Aboriginal 
elders who was asked to identify the hill that the company was trying to drill under 
called it Pea Hill. And they said, "Well, if this is such a sacred site, how come it's 
Pea Hill? That's a non-Aboriginal word." "Oh, I don't know, it's just Pea Hill." 
On the other hand, it was said later that Aborigines don't always have a name for a 
sacred site. It's just an area and they may not be able to identify it with a name. It 
may even have a name that you're not allowed to mention. But those are gradually 
acquired things that you learn later on, as time goes by. At the time, it appeared on 
all the facts there was good reason why the company should be allowed to drill. 
I think that there were influences from then on, on both sides, that, just like the 
Tresillian thing, caused conflict - on this occasion, physical conflict to occur, where 
it wasn't necessary. You can always resolve these things. Someone has to back off 
a bit. The Government was using the force it saw as necessary and the antagonists 
were using the force they saw as necessary and it became a great big issue. But 
Re things that aren't always understood by the public, people take sides and really 
don't know what they're talking about. It doesn't matter which side they're on. 
You get these huge conflicts that blow up, and usually positions are taken, 
passionate positions are taken, sometimes by people who have got no understanding 
of the problem at all. 
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SR Was there a stage at which the company itself was prepared to back 
off? 

YOUNG I think they backed off about five or six times. From my recollection 
of it, to be quite frank there's no way in the world I would have backed away as 
many times as they . . . Not that Cabinet had to make a decision in regard to the 
way Hassell and the Government and the police handled the matter, but it would be 
a cop-out if I were to say, therefore, I didn't have anything to do with it. Cabinet 
agreed to the general way in which the matter had to be handled. I wouldn't have 
taken that position, without my recollection being very badly shaken, had the 
company not backed away on quite a number of occasions. My recollection of it is 
that they did, and they did everything they could to try to find some place where 
there wasn't an influence around the area that they had a right to drill in. It became 
apparent to me - not well-informed I have to admit - that it SEEMED that there was 
nowhere they could go where they were going to get a shot to put a drill down 
there. 

SR What about when the actual physical confrontation took place? Was 
there any degree of second thoughts about the matter at that stage? 

YOUNG I don't think so because, as with most conflicts, people have got their 
minds made up by that stage. Those who supported what appeared to be the 
Aboriginal community's view of the totality of this sacred area would have been 
horrified to see policemen dragging people off the road. Those who supported the 
right of the company to at least put down an exploratory drill would have seen it as 
being patently absurd to allow people to lie in the middle of the only road in and 
out of Noonkanbah and leave it to the possibility of someone running over them, or 
to allow them to stop a lawful process. I don't think that either side were at any 
stage talking about backing off then. I think they both saw themselves as being 
totally right, and they probably still do. 

SR What do you see, just briefly, as the lessons of that dispute? 

YOUNG It's pretty hard to know, really, because if you've got a community 
that is being manipulated (as they appeared to be), at the time you have to say, 
"Well, we're not getting what they think; we're getting what their advisers think", 
and you have to make a decision on it. I think, from that dispute, very little could 
have been learned. 

END OF TAPE FOUR SIDE B 



TAPE FIVE SIDE A YOUNG 62 

A further interview with Ray Young recorded on 11 December 1995. 

SR Could we begin with the circumstances around 1976 after you had 
resigned from the Cabinet? What were your next moves after that? 

YOUNG When I resigned from the position of Parliamentary Secretary of the 
Cabinet, I went to the back bench and started to enjoy the freedom of being a 
backbencher again. That was a fairly good time. I think I was also still chairman, 
or a member, of the Public Accounts Committee, so I had things to do. I was also 
on the executive of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and I was on a 
number of committees that were starting to spring up within our parliamentary party 
system, and I was still heavily involved in the actual lay party of the organisation. 
Of course, we were coming up to an election in early 1977, so it was still a pretty 
busy time for me. We were obviously in an acrimonious session of Parliament at 
that stage, and everyone knew that the February '77 election was going to be a 
pretty tough one - the first test of the Court Government - and so I was busy, very 
busy, in the electorate and in the Parliament. I also remarried a month after I 
resigned from the position of Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet. My first 
marriage had broken up somewhere in 1972-73, not necessarily as a result of 
parliamentary pressures or political pressures, in fact I do not think it had anything 
much to do with that. My first wife and I had tended to drift apart a bit; we were 
growing at different paces and with different interests, although she had been a very 
active member of the Liberal Party, and that's how I got involved. I think I made 
the great mistake of riding over her and becoming involved when, perhaps for the 
first time in our relationship, I should have held back and left her to do that. She 
may well have become the member of Parliament herself. She may have become 
State President of the Liberal Party; she had the capacity to do that. But 
unfortunately I moved into that slot and she took a back seat, and that was very 
unfortunate, and when I look back on it I think that was probably one of the worst 
things I could have done to our relationship. But, we moved apart and we broke 
up, and I remarried in August 1976 to a lady whose name was Roma Rappeport, 
and we remained married for about 10 years after that. We will probably get on to 
what happened to that marriage later on, and how I remarried for the third time. 

But in the meantime we went into the 1977 election, I think, as a pretty strong 
team. I think we had learnt a lot in the latter part of our 1974-77 period in 
government, and all of us were learning along the way. Our government was busy. 
New members of Cabinet mixed, fortunately, in those days with some old members 
of Cabinet, people who had been there before and had some wise heads on their 
shoulders, and basically, I think, we were maturing as a government, and I think 
Charles Court, who obviously never lacked any confidence, if it were possible, was 
becoming more confident with his style of leadership, and we were looking fairly 
good. 

Funnily enough, when I talk about the things we were learning along the way, we 
were also growing as individuals and learning some interesting lessons along the 
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way. I'll never forget when I was on honeymoon . . . my wife and I when we 
married in August '76 we went to Rottnest for our honeymoon, and while I was 
over there I met Phillip Pendal and his wife Maxine. They were on holiday, and 
we had a few beers together and a bit of a laugh, and it was very worthwhile, 
because Phillip was a good journalist, he was a good political journalist and he 
could see the entire political scene from the other side of the fence. He 
subsequently, in my opinion, became an excellent member of Parliament and still is. 
But one of the things he said to me while we were having a few beers at that time 
was - and it has always stuck in my mind and it's always caused me to take note of 
what is going on and to take a physical note of what happened that day, quite often 
- that he said, "The trouble with history is you never know when you are making 
it," and if only we stopped to write things down, or put it on tape, as to what 
happened to us that day, it's amazing how it stops you from running away with 
your imagination later on." That was very helpful advice. 

So, we were all learning these things along the way from wherever we could gather 
our leadership, if you like, and Charles, of course, was creating a pretty strong 
team. So, we went into '77, and it was pretty good. There was a redistribution, 
again, so for the third time I was facing a new set of boundaries in 1971. I went in 
on a new set of boundaries; '74 was a different set of boundaries; '77 was once 
again another change, each one of them getting worse. When I could see that 
Scarborough was going to get worse, I started to think about the possibility of 
switching to Cottesloe, because Sir Ross Hutchinson was retiring. He and I were 
friends. I had a lot of friends in the Cottesloe electorate and in that part of the 
Curtin division and in that part of Fremantle division - I think Cottesloe switched 
over a couple of federal boundaries. I had some fairly strong support; I had a great 
friend and ally in the state president of the party (that was Jim Samson at the time) 
and in the general secretary (that was Fred Lathby), and in fact my new wife was 
the private secretary to Fred Lathby. I knew pretty much what was going on and I 
thought I had a chance of getting the selection for Cottesloe, which I thought would 
have ensured my continuing career, but some of the heavies from the more 
conservative elements of the Curtin division and the State Parliament who'd always 
seen these seats being handed down to their chosen people, took umbrage at the fact 
that this whippersnapper from Scarborough was trying to actually shift seats. The 
funny thing is that in the Labor Party they do it all the time, without a ripple, 
without any acrimony, it just happens. In the Liberal Party those things don't 
happen, and particularly in those days "Liberal friendly" when I say particularly it's 
probably exactly the same now. These seats are earmarked and that was 
obviously earmarked for Bill Hassell - and Jim Samson, after doing a bit of scouting 
around and checking the traps, as it were, came back and said to me, "Don't do it. 
It wouldn't be wise. Put your head down, win Scarborough again. Win it 
convincingly and you won't have to bother about switching seats again", and he was 
a person that I admired greatly, and I said, "Okay, that's what we'll do." 

So we went into the 1977 election with me as the candidate for Scarborough again, 
and up against the same candidate (Des Moore) I had in 1974. He did a rather silly 
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thing just in the middle of the campaign; he made a comment which the then 
Hancock newspaper called The Independent printed, and my legal advisers said, 
"Why don't you go both of them. Go for Hancock and go for him as well." And 
what he'd said and what they'd printed in The Independent was that the action that 
I'd taken over Tresihian was nothing more than a political ploy to curry favour in 
my electorate so I'd have a better chance of winning the next State election. 
Terribly actionable, and I took a writ out against him as a slap on the wrist, and 
then I think he settled for court costs or something like that. But it did hurt. I did 
take a great deal of umbrage about this. Looking back I suppose it was just a 
normal political comment that people nowadays do without any question about 
whether it's fair or not. 

Anyway, we went into the election, and we had a good turnaround. The election 
was a good one for the Court Government. We improved all over. The thing that I 
liked most about it was that I got a bigger primary vote in Scarborough than Bill 
Hassell got in Cottesloe [laughter], so the actual standing for the seat of Cottesloe 
wouldn't have done me any good. Subsequently, of course, our majorities 
although in 1980 I did extremely well again and I think by that stage he was about 
to enter Cabinet after all, he had a blue ribbon seat so at that stage he was starting 
to catch up, but it was nice to actually do better than he did in the 1977 election. 
So I thought I'd come out of that extremely well. The editorial in The West 
[Australian], and the series of articles in The West about who would form the 
Government this time and what people would come into the ministry, once again 
were saying that I would almost automatically come into the ministry, particularly 
having taken a stance on an issue which was seen to be publicly supported. I had to 
resign, but I did not have to remain in limbo for the rest of my life for having done 
so and that it would have done the party good to have got me into the ministry 
again. Following the election we did the usual sitting around waiting for the phone 
call to come, which I thought was so graphically and brilliantly described in 'Yes, 
Minister'. It was all so true; you stayed close to the phone all weekend and every 
time it rang you jumped, and I guess that's what happens in all of these situations. 
But having waited for quite a while for that phone call, less than an hour before 
Charles' announcement of who his ministry was going to be, within an hour or two 
anyway. And, once again, it wasn't from Charles, it was from the Under Secretary 
of the Premier's Department - which I thought rather strange, that a public servant 
should be ringing - to tell me that Charles was nominating me as Whip. I said, "I 
think you'd better get him on the phone, because, firstly, if that's what he wants to 
do he should be telling me himself and, secondly, I have no intention of going 
backwards and becoming Whip." 

So Charles rang, and I said, "Well, I take it you've obviously made up your mind 
that I'm not going into your ministry again." I said, "This time I'm not going to 
demean myself by asking you why (like I did last time), so forget all about that. 
But I don't want to be Whip and I don't intend to go backwards. Next time you 
call me make sure I'm going forwards!" And he actually asked me, which I 
thought was rather strange, he said, "Well, in that case, okay, that's fine," he said, 
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"in that case, who do you think I should appoint as Whip?" and I said, "Well, what 
about Richard Shalders? He's in there. He's popular with both sides", which you 
have to be as a Whip, "and I think he'll do well." He said, "Okay", and I didn't 
know whether he was going to or not, but it subsequently turned out that he did, 
which was good, and I said to him, "Look, I don't intend to talk to the press about 
this. They'll be ringing me within an hour saying, "Why aren't you in?" and why 
not this, that and the other, and I said, "I intend to just say nothing at all, just 
simply say, 'Well, I'm not, and that's it,' and they can either assume that I wasn't 
available, have been left out or whatever, but I'm not making any comment", and I 
said, "Could I suggest that you don't either, because otherwise it's just going to get 
sticky?" He said, "Okay, that's fine." 

An hour later I get a call from the press to say that they had had a talk with Charles 
Court and he had given all the reasons why he had left me out of the Cabinet 
[chuckles], and I said, "Look, I'm not going to talk to you about it." So, I didn't, 
and the editorials in the paper following that weren't very kind to Charles and 
suggested that the "whipping" had gone on long enough and that he may have made 
a big mistake, appearing to be a bit petty about it all. And then we just settled 
down to 1977 and got on with our jobs. 

There were a few new people in the Cabinet, one of whom I admired very much, 
June Craig came in. Tragically, June's daughter was killed on the way up to see 
her mother being sworn in as a minister, and poor June took over the portfolio with 
having lost a daughter on the day she was sworn in, and with a brand-new 
grandchild who was only weeks old to bring up. She has brought her up brilliantly, 
and she is now a young lady and June got through all that . . . I do not know how 
she got through all that in that terrible time, and I think she was to be greatly 
admired. And a few others came in at the same time and we got back into our 
jobs. 

One of the things that happened at that election was there was an acrimonious battle 
going on in the Kimberley, and strong suggestions that Alan Ridge had won the 
election (which he had won only very narrowly) with unfair tactics, and the Liberal 
Party had done things they should not have done, denying Aboriginals votes in 
respect of certain procedures that had allegedly been adopted by the Liberal Party, 
and the Liberal Party claimed similar stuff by the Labor Party. Ernie Bridge who 
was the defeated candidate on behalf of the Labor Party took the matter to the Court 
of Disputed Returns on behalf of the Labor Party, and it was quite a protracted 
court hearing conducted by a fellow named Howard Smith who was a QC. I think 
he did the best he could to arrive at the facts and, having arrived at the facts, in my 
opinion, rather strangely found that there had to be another election because he 
found just enough votes where he thought procedures weren't followed properly to 
have enabled the losing candidate to have scraped over the line - IF they had all 
been obtained by him. Now, I think it's drawing a long bow when you've got a 
50:50 vote and it's down to the wire to presume that if you are 97 votes short, all 
of those 97 votes would have gone to the losing candidate, but I think that's 
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probably not the only time that that has happened in the Court of Disputed Returns. 
If there is any doubt they do it again, so we had to do it again. 
SR You mentioned the accusation of unfair tactics but you were fairly 
circumspect in describing that - you know, "alleged" and . . . What is your 
impression of the tactics that were used? Was it a case where the party had gone 
overboard in trying to influence who actually got to vote? 

YOUNG There was no doubt about the fact that both parties went overboard. 
The application by the Labor Party in the Court of Disputed Returns was, "We lost. 
We want you to do it all over again because they did all these things." Naturally, 
the winning side was not going to go to the Court of Disputed Returns and say, 
"Hey, we won. We want you to go and slap the Labor Party on the wrist for doing 
all of these things." And the court was concerned with the allegations against the 
Liberal Party because they had to determine whether or not THEY caused a 
situation in which there should be another election. But there were equal allegations 
throughout the entire campaign, that the Labor Party had played dirty tricks as well, 
and I don't think anyone ever got round to proving that dirty tricks were played by 
either side, but all the allegations were out there. It wasn't a happy camp. 
Probably quite rightly they said, "Well, why don't we just go and do it again?" I 
don't know whether any of those allegations against either side were right or wrong. 
I heard a lot of folklore when I went up to the Kimberley for the re-election, and 
heard it against both sides. I was too busy at that time trying to get the thing back 
on the rails, so I really don't know. 

SR Yes. You did have a significant role in that rerun of the election, 
didn't you? 

YOUNG Mm. 

SR What were you doing there? 

YOUNG Well, Alan Ridge, who was the member, he'd been a friend of mine 
for a long time, in fact he married the girl who had lived next door to me when we 
grew up together in East Perth, and she and my sister were close friends so we 
knew each other fairly well, if not intimately, and became firm friends when I 
became a member of Parliament. He asked me to run his campaign in the 
Kimberley because it was going to be a bit of a labour of love to ask someone to go 
up there for seven weeks in November/December and give up all of that time 
leading up to Christmas and run a campaign. I was quite happy to do it after 
consultation with my wife - she knew this was going to be pretty tough - and so I 
took it on. I went up there. 

It was quite a culture shock; I'd never been to the Kimberley before, and my first 
day on the campaign trail was in Derby was strange. Derby wasn't quite as bad as 
it had been described to me but it was pretty close to it, and it was obvious there 
was racial tension all around the place and it was not going to be easy. I met with 
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the Liberal Party branch there and then subsequently in all the other major stations 
and towns throughout the Kimberley, and we got a bit of an organisation running 
which eventually became an EXTREMELY efficient organisation due to the fact 
that there was such a will to win and prove that it could be done. 

With all the glare of publicity shining on the Kimberley, both sides took the 
attitude, "We can win this by playing it fair, we don't have to play dirty tricks", 
and every time there was even the slightest doubt about a procedure I'd ring their 
campaign manager or he'd ring me, or we'd go to the electoral officer and have a 
talk with him about the way things should be done, and clarify the position. Apart 
from a few tensions that developed from time to time, it went extremely well and, 
as I say, in the full glare of publicity and with both sides starting to learn to respect 
each other a bit. 

And we won; we increased the majority in fact. I wouldn't say handsomely, but 
markedly, and I have to say that coming back to Perth on that plane the day after 
the election was a euphoric experience [chuckles] because it was a tough job and we 
had done it, and we had won. If it had gone the other way, it would have been 
total dejection. I am still sure we would have been proud of the way we had done 
it, but to get over the line and win again was fantastic. 
SR What did that do for your standing in the party? 

YOUNG I think it changed everything, particularly the long period of time that 
we were up there. In fact I was there all the time. Other members would come up 
to help, but they'd only be a few days and then they'd go back and what have you. 
So I was seen to have put in a fairly hard slog, and probably the way politics goes, 
if we'd have lost, my career within the Liberal Party would have still been a bit 
ragged but having won it certainly changed things, because Charles Court's attitude 
to me changed completely, as well. He saw Alan Ridge as a potential leader, as 
someone that he had talked into standing for the Kimberley when Alan was shire 
clerk, I think, of the East Kimberley, and he was very happy, of course, to see him 
come back. Alan had had to resign from the ministry in that time that the election 
was on, and to be able to bring him back and swear him back in and have me 
standing at his side while we did it and having a few champagnes, we all became 
great friends again. It was pretty obvious that everything was forgiven, if anyone 
needed to forgive anyone for anything that happened between myself and Charles, 
and we just got on then to a fairly nice Christmas in 1977 and into 1978. 

SR What were the circumstances around your return to the ministry? 

YOUNG The year of 1978 was a very interesting one. We were coming up to 
the 150th anniversary, the sesquicentenary, in 1979, and so we were getting busy to 
celebrate that. We all had jobs to do; I was still involved in public accounts and 
other matters, so I was still pretty busy. But it was a good year for me. I enjoyed 
it very much because, firstly, I was feeling good about myself and the party was 
going well. I was asked by Charles to go to South Australia and deliver a speech 
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on behalf of the West Australian Government to an expatriate Western Australian 
group of people over there who liked to have parties and gatherings from time to 
time, to talk to them about the celebrations coming up and to try and get as many of 
them to come back over to Perth for the celebrations and to tell them what we were 
doing. It was a courtesy visit. I was particularly happy that he had asked me to go 
and do it because it was fairly obvious that it was one of those pleasant tasks that 
almost anyone in the ministry would have been happy to do, so it was a fairly good 
sign to me that things were going fairly well. That was in June of 1978, and 
somewhere in July of '78, Des O'Neil (who was the Deputy Premier, of course) 
and I were having a drink after Parliament one night, and he told me that Charles 
was thinking of increasing the Ministry and bringing me in. But while we were 
talking that very night, while we were having these few drinks, [chuckles] poor old 
Bill Grayden was having a few more than we were having [chuckles] down at the 
Sheraton Hotel. He was apparently asked to leave and he objected to this, and 
when the police arrived to remove him, he took on half the Police Force, 
demolished a police car and subsequently had to resign as a minister. So, this 
position that Charles was likely to create for me in the very near future did not have 
to be created, because there was this vacant spot. I was invited to come into the 
Ministry. 

It was a rather interesting period of time. Most people - most leaders, most 
premiers - would have a chat with the chap next day and automatically receive his 
resignation and then he'd appoint someone and it would all be over and done with. 
But Charles doesn't act that way. He's very loyal to people who were part of his 
team, so it virtually had to come to Bill's realisation that he had to hand in his 
resignation [laughs], and Charles was saying that he wasn't going to ask for it, he 
wasn't going to insist on it. He had great faith in Grayden and, after all, these 
were only allegations etc, and he really did back him extremely well, but Bill 
recognised what he had to do. 

Then we went through a period of waiting. We'd have to check back on the 
newspapers to verify, but it seemed like two, or even three, weeks, before he got 
around to actually naming me as his new minister. I've often wondered whether he 
did those sorts of things just to see how people would react: who would make 
strange statements in the meantime; who would bump into him 20 times more than 
they normally would, or ring him up about completely different matters 20 times 
more than they normally would, just to see if they were in with a chance. Having 
been through a few previous disappointments, I intended to have absolutely no 
communication with him whatsoever. I also was not going to hang around 
telephones or anything of the kind, and in fact made myself a bit scarce, and other 
people were actually appearing on television saying, "Yes, I'm ready to step into 
the role", [chuckles] and all this sort of stuff, and I thought, "Well, let's see what 
happens." Anyway, he did call me eventually, and he appointed me as Minister 
without Portfolio because we were actually in session at the time and to bring 
someone straight into the House as a minister, particularly someone who had 
obviously had a bit of a colourful background vis-a-vis the relationship with him, he 
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realised that there was going to be a lot of fun and games made of this in the actual 
Parliament. So rather than give me responsibility for anything that they might have 
been able to attack me on, he decided to make me Minister without Portfolio and 
foreshadow the fact that I would have the Ministries of Health and Community 
Welfare later on. 

END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE A 
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SR What's your view about the choice of Health and Community 
Welfare, given that it was issues in that portfolio that had set you apart from him? 

YOUNG It was rather interesting, I thought, and I don't know whether the 
press actually commented in print about it but certainly journalists had made 
comments to me that they thought it was a bit strange. They also thought it was 
rather strange in the way he handled the announcement of my appointment on the 
day. It was 7 August of 1978 that I was actually appointed Minister without 
Portfolio, but he told the press that on 25 August when the Parliament rose I would 
be appointed Minister for Health and Community Welfare, and I was actually in the 
office assisting the Minister, who was Alan Ridge, incidentally, in his portfolios of 
Health and Community Welfare. 

He took me into the press room, and all the press naturally were gathered there 
because you do not often get one minister sworn in as a result of a controversial 
issue like that. Everyone was there, and Charles just walked in and said to the 
gathered throng, "Here's your new Minister for Health and Community Welfare. 
He's all yours', and he walked out. It was quite remarkable, and Dave Warren 
who was the chief of staff at The West Australian at the time, said he had never 
seen Charles do anything like that before because he always tended to, quite rightly, 
be a bit protective of his new ministers and make sure that they weren't going to be 
overtly attacked and that they weren't going to make too many mistakes, having just 
walked in, and in the blush of excitement. But he just walked out the door, and I 
think it was one of those sink or swim exercises. I think he thought to himself, 
"Okay, you press people have given me a bad enough time about the fact that I 
have never put this bloke in, and he's probably [laughs], given me a bit of a bad 
time about it, too, so here you are; let's see how it works out." 

I really appreciated that, because I took it as a vote of confidence, and so that was a 
very interesting start to the ministry. 

SR How did you work with Sir Charles in the three years after that? 
YOUNG Oh, fine. All of our problems that we'd had before were completely 
over. He appointed me to that position, and of course I came in as number 15 in a 
15-member Cabinet (that was in August '78) and there were no reshuffles and no 
changes in that Cabinet until 1980. But when there was a change, I went from 
number 15 in a 15-member Cabinet to number 8 in a 17-person Cabinet, and if you 
get rid of all the people who automatically have to hold positions in a Cabinet, there 
were only two Liberals ahead of me in the pecking order of the 1980 Cabinet. So it 
was fairly clear that we had worked well together in that time. I was happy to be a 
member of the team, which I thought was working fairly well. I was not happy 
with my own performance in the first six months or so because I had a lot of 
catching-up and experience-gathering to go through compared with the other 
members of the Cabinet, but I gradually got on top of it. 
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SR When you talk about not being happy with your experience, are you 
talking about your experience in Cabinet or your experience as a minister running 
the affairs of the ministry? 

YOUNG I wasn't happy with the way I had performed in Cabinet. I didn't 
think I was getting things through that I would have liked to have got through. It 
was mostly inexperience. There were people who'd been there and seen some of 
these arguments put many times before, and it's the role of a minister to question 
his colleagues, not just to accept what they say, and I got a fair bit of questioning. 
I also got a lot of pretty thorough overgoing in the parliamentary party room from 
members of Parliament who, quite rightly, were starting to make comment about 
many aspects of the portfolios that I had, and weren't necessarily blaming me for 
what had happened, but there were problems in Health and Community Welfare and 
Aboriginal Affairs, and they were not particularly comfortable about the way things 
were going. Cuts were having to be made. I was in fact instrumental in making 
some of them myself off my own bat, having walked into the portfolio and started 
making changes, so I got a bit of a roasting in the parliamentary party room but I 
was quite happy to take that on my chin because I had dished out a fair bit of it 
myself in the past. The funny thing is that (and I suppose it is human nature) it's 
okay to dish it out but when you start copping it yourself you always bridle a bit, so 
I did not remain exactly as cool as I could have [laughter]. 

I wasn't happy with the way I was going. I was extremely happy with the way I 
was operating administratively within the department, because administration was 
what I did best and public relations probably wasn't, but I was certainly working 
very well with my heads of department. I changed all the rules about access; they 
could come and walk into my office any time they liked and I felt free to walk into 
theirs. After the initial shock of seeing the minister wandering around the 
department with files in his hand and stuff like that, they got used to me, and we 
were working well there. I was getting some fairly good press but I was still in the 
honeymoon period, so the first six months was a bit of a mixed bag, really, of 
feeling good about myself in some respects and not so good in others. 

SR What were the sorts of priorities in the portfolios that you had? 
Maybe we could take Health first. 

YOUNG Money [laughs]. The reason Charles appointed me Minister for 
Health, as I thought later, had nothing to do with any of the aspects of Tresillian or 
anything of that nature. It was to do with the fact that I had some financial 
training, and we are talking about a really big expenditure portfolio and someone 
had to get in there who understood at least finance, if not a great grasp on 
economics, but at least the financial aspects of the way things ran administratively, 
and do something about it. So, basically, there was that, and also the fact that I 
think he also wanted to say, "I could put you in any big spending portfolio. You 
could go into education or whatever, we need people with financial experience in all 
of these large expenditure areas, but I want you to know that you're going in there 
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because you have had plenty to say about it in the past, not only fix it up 
philosophically but get it under control financially." So, all in all, I think it was a 
good move and I enjoyed that. 

There were some very big issues on the philosophical side, of course. We were 
fighting the whole question of Medicare, because Malcolm Fraser had come in in 
1975 and said that the Liberal Party wasn't going to upset the Medicare 
arrangements, which many Liberals thought he would because it had only been 
going since about 1973. Bill Hayden was the original architect of what was 
originally Medibank, and that took at least two years of the Whitlam Government to 
get up and running, so when Fraser came in in 1975 it had actually only been going 
a short while - a year at the outside, I would think - and yet here he was saying, 
"We're going to keep it." It wasn't beyond dismantling at that point and many 
Liberals, including myself, believed that "if something ain't broke, you don't have 
to fix it", and the Scotton Deeble report,1  upon which Hayden based the whole 
Medibank plan, had so many presuppositions in it that weren't valid that it was 
amazing that the Government could have concluded, and the people who actually 
had to put these things into effect, could have concluded that so many changes 
needed to be made. In fact all the system needed was some catching of people 
who'd dropped between the cracks, and many of those people remained, and still 
remain, dropping between the cracks, but we have learnt how to pick them up. If 
we had done something about them, if the Fraser Government had done something 
about that approach, we would have been a lot better off. 

So, here I was as a Liberal Minister for Health, fighting John Howard and Malcolm 
Fraser about the thing that had been created by Whitlam, and they were more 
passionate in regard to its defence than I think the Whitlam Government was. So 
we had that philosophical situation, which was also adding to the financial 
difficulties. The power brokers in Canberra within the Health Commission - if it 
was called the Health Commission then; it might have been the Health Department - 
had seen the way to control beyond any question of a doubt and for all the 
foreseeable future, every single aspect of health administration and hospital 
administration in the entire Commonwealth through Canberra. We didn't like that 
much, so there were all of those problems. 

There were a lot of Aboriginal problems in the portfolio that I had. I didn't even 
have a State Department of Aboriginal Affairs; there was an Aboriginal Affairs 
Planning Authority, and when I asked my departmental head, a wonderful fellow 
named Terry Long, who were the members of the authority, he said, "You're it." 
It was quite remarkable that the minister had all the powers of the authority and did 
not have an Authority. We had this sort of semi-department which was the 
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority, which was me, and we had an Office of 

1Deeble, J.S. and Scotton, R.B., Health Care under Voluntary Insurance: Report of a Survey, 
Institute of Applied Economic Research, Technical Paper No SI, 1968. 
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Aboriginal Affairs, which was a commonwealth office, and Terry Long was head of 
both; he was both the Commonwealth Deputy Commissioner of Aboriginal Affairs 
and he was the State Director of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority. He 
worked extremely well, putting the administrative side of Aboriginal Affairs 
together, but he was in a DREADFUL position philosophically because he had 
ministers with completely different attitudes than would normally have prevailed out 
of the Court Government. When I say that he had ministers, during the period of 
time when I had that responsibility, I can't recall who those ministers were. I think 
at one stage Ian Viner was, and of course Ian was my electorate mate from Stirling. 
At some stage Fred Chaney was, and of course Fred was my best mate in politics. 
At some stage I think Ian Wilson was, and I liked Ian a lot. But my government 
had a different view about the way a lot of aspects of Aboriginal planning should go 
than the view of the Commonwealth Government, and all of the people of whom I 
have just spoken, or to whom I have referred, knew that I had a very strong degree 
of support for Aboriginal culture and for Aborigines who wanted to try to create a 
better life for the people that they represented, and to do it in a twentieth century 
context. They knew that I did not have the answers, and I think they knew they 
didn't either, but there's a big difference in the culture of the Commonwealth saying 
what is good for Aborigines throughout Australia from Canberra than having to take 
the State responsibility for their well being. There is a culture that develops when 
you're on the ground, in the State, having to actually make sure some community 
has got water, or electricity, or hasn't got a glaucoma problem, or dysentery, and is 
properly educated and housed, and that law and order prevails as well. It's okay to 
have theories, but you have to actually make these things work, and we had the 
responsibility of making them work, and they had the responsibility of putting up 
the policy. Fred and Ian were compassionate ministers; they all were. Fred, I 
think, more practical than any of the other commonwealth ministers I met in this 
regard, but there was still this gap in philosophy, and so - 

SR What exactly was the gap in philosophy - 

YOUNG The gap in philosophy appeared to be, to me - with the exception of 
Fred Chaney - that if you threw enough money at it and you put it all in the hands 
of Aboriginal people, it'd all work. The fact is that that looks great on the 
international scene, on the international stage, and for most federal politicians it is a 
little bit like every soldier having a field marshal's baton in his knapsack; every 
federal politician one day sees himself as Foreign Affairs Minister, Prime Minister 
and Secretary General of the United Nations. It's all there. It's like the baton 
pushing gently through the knapsack. Therefore, the international scene, and how 
we are viewed and what sort of publicity is gained overseas, sometimes becomes 
more important than what's actually happening at Wiluna, or Mt Magnet, Derby or 
Fitzroy Crossing. And in too many cases, particularly with Malcolm Fraser, it 
wasn't a case of, "How do we solve these human problems?" It was, "How do we 
look if we don't allow the Aborigines to do it all themselves?" and throw a whole 
bucket of money at it. 
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I will give you an example. When Fred was Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and I 
was Minister for Health but no longer Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, we had - and 
so did I with Viner and Wilson and Senator Peter Bowen, with all of them - I had 
this problem. We had to provide a health service for Aborigines. The majority 
lived in the Kimberley, the Pilbara and north of the twenty-sixth parallel, and in the 
Goldfields, the Eastern Goldfields, of course. We already had three sets of medical 
services that were almost entirely Aboriginal. We had what was called the 
Community Health Service, which was commonwealth funded but run by the State 
but with a very large input of Aboriginal people. So you would have trained 
Aboriginal nurses, trained Aboriginal medical aides, and people who were trained to 
administer a medical service within their own community, who followed a chart on 
the pedal radio. They would radio through to the appropriate medical authority and 
this Aboriginal person would find out what to do in regard to this by a series of 
questions and answers. That was a very unsophisticated but very practical, entirely 
Aboriginal medical service. Then you had the Royal Flying Doctor Service which 
was okay. Ostensibly it was for everybody, but the number of people treated, 
carried and transported, would have been 94 per cent Aboriginal and 6 per cent 
non-Aboriginal. So that was virtually another Aboriginal medical service, a highly 
sophisticated one. And we had the general health services and hospital services of 
the Public Health Department and the Hospital and Allied Services, north of the 
twenty-sixth and in the Eastern Goldfields, almost entirely treating an Aboriginal 
population. At any one time in the Roebourne hospital, for instance, there might be 
ten Aboriginal people and one non-Aboriginal person, and the same sort of 
populations would be in Derby hospital, Kununurra, Fitzroy Crossing and the like. 
So we had one very effective but not-very-sophisticated Aboriginal service, and 
three highly sophisticated services that were almost entirely providing services for 
Aboriginals. 

The Aboriginal communities of Geraldton, Broome and other places wanted to have 
an Aboriginal medical service, and the commonwealth ministers were insistent that 
one day we were going to have an Aboriginal medical service. It was going to be 
run by Aborigines, it was going to provide ALL services for ONLY Aborigines, 
and I simply said, "That might sound great in philosophy and it might be a big tick 
on the world stage, but once again, 'it's not broke so don't fix it'!" It was working 
extremely well. There were some aspects of Aboriginal health that were not, and 
never can, and never will work well, if people are going to insist on living in 
conditions that are not part of, let's say the catchment area of medicine and health 
services that you would normally expect. I don't know what's ever going to be 
done about that, if Aboriginal people want to, and they have got a perfectly good 
right to go a long, long way away, apart from providing good, clean running water, 
which solves an awful lot of problems in a community, but you can't follow 
communities around with good, clean running water. And if they shift from where 
you establish good, cleaning running water and electricity to another place, who are 
we to say they're not allowed to go to that other place? But then, on the other 
hand, who is anyone to say that we have to then follow with the electricity and 
water services to wherever they want to be? And I do not know what the answer to 
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that is, quite frankly. You could put a hat on and argue one case and you could put 
another hat on and argue another case and either would be just as right. But we had 
the problem, and my problem was, "Look, we're doing the best we can. Mortality 
rates and morbidity rates are better than anywhere else in the country". We were 
gradually getting infant morbidity rates to approaching non-Aboriginal communities 
in regard to all forms of statistics and indicators. We weren't approaching it at the 
adult level because there was far too much trauma at the adult level . . . and I am 
not going to say self-inflicted but due to lifestyle, that had to be fixed by other 
means, not the medical service, and I think we were doing as well as we possibly 
could at that level. 

So we had these philosophical differences about how to do it. Eventually, of 
course, what happened was Aboriginal Medical Services were established, and I 
have to say that I would have liked them to have worked out extremely well; I 
would have loved to have been wrong. I would have loved someone to have said, 
"How wrong you were about that, Ray Young, because look at the way things are 
working." But they're not, and the amount of money that goes into them is very 
large and the actual success is not as good as it used to be. So we had those 
problems. 

SR What about the priorities in the community welfare area? 

YOUNG Basically they were pretty much the same as they always will be. 
The Children's Court, for instance, in those days was the responsibility of the 
Community Welfare Department and therefore of the Minister for Community 
Welfare. The Family Court had only just been established so there wasn't a great 
deal of input from the Family Court into the affairs of the Community Welfare 
Department. The usual problems of people living in fringe situations around either 
cities or communities where they don't quite fit in and where they haven't quite 
made it or they haven't quite got the social skills or the skills to gain employment 
are things that are with us now as they were then, and the tragedies and problems 
that brings to families and kids and what have you. But apart from individual 
cases, which naturally I would not go into, although I could name a few horrendous 
ones, in looking back on it there does not appear to me to have been any 
outstanding issues of any one particular definition. 

SR On coming into these ministries, was there a Liberal policy or a plan 
left over from your predecessors that you took on and tried to implement, or was it 
a case of coming in and looking at it with a fresh - 

YOUNG You mean predecessors as in the previous - 

SR Previous ministers. 

YOUNG Previous ministers, not previous governments? 
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SR No. 

YOUNG There was always the plan that your departments had for the 
administrative processes which you picked up and either re-evaluated, massaged a 
bit or carried on with, and there was the general philosophy of the party, but I have 
to say that there were no grand plans. There were no guidelines that you could just 
follow through and say, "Oh well, my predecessor achieved that and now I have to 
achieve this", and, "Let's have a look at point number 26; yes, we'll move to that," 
etc. It was a case, really, of holding the fort and trying to make things better along 
the way, and in that regard I don't really know how history will judge us, but I 
think each one left it a bit better than the previous one had left it, so I guess we 
thought we were making progress. 

SR Is there anything else before we come to the next election, the 1980 
election? 

YOUNG Yes, there were a few things that came up in the health field during 
that time, and at that stage I was personally beginning to develop a very strong 
I'll call it a plan, as we have just been talking about plans, but I will call it a plan 
in respect of intellectual disability, because I had had a very strong interest in that 
and I had seen the DREADFUL circumstances that existed at the Swanbourne 
hospital, where people who had gone in as young children had been living for 
many, many years in dreadful conditions and one way or the other that was all 
going to change. I had hoped that it'd all change during my course of ministry . 

SR What was so dreadful about those conditions? 

YOUNG Well, you had, for instance, hundreds of young people, ranging from 
small children up to mid-teens who were intellectually disabled and some of them 
physically disabled, who were in with a big mixture of people who had mental 
illnesses that weren't connected in any way with an intellectual disability, some of 
whose mental illnesses manifested themselves into criminal or aggressive behaviour, 
and they were dangers to themselves and to other people. 

Many of the young people who had been put in there were only mildly intellectually 
disabled. They may not have looked it, and some of them may not have even been 
intellectually disabled, but were grotesquely deformed or physically incapacitated 
and LOOKED intellectually disabled, and in years gone by they'd just been cast 
aside. When people used to blithely say, "Oh, put him aside", they were not 
talking about killing him or her, they were putting him aside into a place like this, 
and it was outrageous, absolutely outrageous. I vowed that they would come out of 
Swanbourne, they'd be rehabilitated effectively and properly in the community, and 
within one year of my defeat the program finished and it was great to be invited by 
the then minister back to the celebration party for bringing the last person out of 
Swanbourne and into the community. 
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So that was developing, and of course the interest that I had there was also 
requiring me to go to Cabinet and start pummelling a few of my Cabinet colleagues 
about greater cash flows for the Division for Intellectually Handicapped, as it was 
called then, and I was pretty successful. We got some HUGE increases in the DIH 
vote over two or three years, and '79 was about the beginning of those large 
increases. I think 1980 and 1981 . 

END OF TAPE FIVE SIDE B 
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SR So how does a Liberal minister go about going to the Cabinet and 
asking for more money for community projects? 

YOUNG Well, firstly you have to have done your homework; you have to 
have a very good case as to why you want it. Obviously it's not terribly difficult to 
go and convince your colleagues if something like Swanbourne exists or something 
that's a really bad blot on all previous governments that has to be rectified, but 
actually getting the money, it's quite amazing how hard-nosed some ministers can 
be when they say, "Okay, you've convinced us something's got to be done about it, 
but you're not getting any of my money!" So it becomes a question of whose 
money do you get if you ask for a big increase. Naturally, they ask you to do your 
own pruning within your own department as soon as you possibly can, so I never 
went to Cabinet with a proposition that didn't also give them a series of alternatives 
as to where the money might come from. But I would also have to point out to 
them that if it came from this particular basket or that particular basket, or if cuts 
were made here or there, there would be a flow-on effect out in the community and 
indeed probably even into their own electorates. You then put everything in 
perspective and sometimes new money is opted for by some arrangement with 
Treasury, or you just have to bite the bullet and make the cuts - or someone else 
might have to make the cuts. 

One of the things I will always remember is continually being under attack by a few 
people in the Cabinet about the huge expenditure of the hospitals. We all know that 
hospitals gobble up a lot of money and we all know that there can always be 
improvements, and cuts can, in fact, be made, but cosmetic cuts, which hospital 
boards tended to opt for on so many occasions, weren't going to solve the problem 
and all they did was annoy the patients. They'd invariably go for things like cutting 
down patient transport and things that were really going to annoy a whole heap of 
people. Of course, that was a deliberate ploy to make you pull your horns in. 
Although those changes could be made to the system, you had to make BIG changes 
if you were going to be effective, and when you looked at BIG changes in the 
hospital situation you had to look at where do you need to deliver a service? Why 
do you need to deliver a service in a particular place? 

For instance, Narrogin General Hospital was a sophisticated regional hospital, a 
very, very good regional hospital where you could perform quite a number of 
highly sophisticated surgical procedures - not the super-surgeries like neurosurgery 
in those days or even orthopaedic surgery or open-heart, things like that, but some 
fairly sophisticated surgical procedures could be carried out there. Yet within half-
a-mile's drive up the road at, say, Williams, there would be another little hospital. 
That hospital might cost $600 000 or $700 000 a year to run, and it might have one 
or two patients, one of whom was a long-term geriatric patient and every now and 
again someone would go in there because they needed to have a fracture set or 
something like that. The doctors who practised there invariably were practising at 
Narrogin down the track anyway. So the question had to be asked: If you had this 
hospital operating at $700 000 a year, and you had that other hospital down the 
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road, into which you could get quicker than you could get from West Perth into 
Royal Perth Hospital, I might add, do you need the hospital at Williams? Do you 
need the hospital at some other place. 

So, after a lot of barrage, and some of it coming from my country colleagues, both 
Country Party ministers and Liberal country representatives in the ministry, I drew 
up a list of hospitals that could be dispensed with. I wasn't trying to play politics; I 
wasn't trying to be funny; I wasn't trying to ram home a point; I said to them, 
"Here are 26 hospitals that can be closed and the effect on actual patient care and 
the effect on people in the bush will be absolutely minimal. In fact, it would be 
more philosophical than actual." And all hell broke loose because everyone around 
that Cabinet had one of those hospitals in his electorate or her electorate. The 
answer was, "You can't do that! What are the people up here going to do?" I said, 
"Well, you asked me to make cuts; I'm not being funny. This can go. It won't 
make any difference. If we add another two beds to the Narrogin Hospital or the 
Bunbury [hospitals] or wherever, to cater for these various places, it's not going to 
add to costs but it would save a whole heap of money." One member of Cabinet 
said, "But you can't do that. The hospital is the centre of the whole town! It 
employs people." Does this sound familiar? [laughter] "Yes Minister"! 

I'll never forget it. "But you can't . . ." "But you've got no patients!" But that's 
not all the hospital does; it pays payroll, it has gardeners, it has . . ." And this was 
actually being put to me in the Cabinet room by a very, very intelligent minister 
who I respected very much - "You can't do that, it's the centre of the town's 
economy. People do the gardening there and they do the cooking there and they're 
employed there and they clean there," and this, that and the other. I mean, the fact 
that you didn't need them, you didn't need the people to be occupying a bed in 
there, didn't seem to be of any interest. But nothing happened about that. 

SR So you weren't able to go ahead with any of the closures? 

YOUNG No - couldn't close any of them. 

SR What about other issues? You mentioned there were a couple. 

YOUNG Yes, well, of course, there was Wittenoom. That was a highly 
contentious situation. For many years the warning had been out that airborne fibres 
from blue asbestos, or more accurately called crocidolite, could cause mesothelioma 
and asbestosis, which invariably resulted in cancer and death. But nothing appeared 
to have been done. The mine had closed, of course. The tailings were still there at 
Wittenoom, all out on the actual hillside where the mines were - mountains of blue 
asbestos tailings. The wind could whip the fibres around in any direction, but 
mainly the biggest problem were the fibres that had actually been spread around the 
town. So you had for years and years, maybe 20, 30, 40 years, people had been 
spreading these tailings to cover rough areas, because they were soft underfoot and 
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better than rocks and stones and stuff for kids to play on; the schoolyard was 
covered in blue asbestos tailings. 

What was happening then, if it had been done completely out of ignorance, would 
have been the most ignorant sacrifice and endangerment of children's lives in 
particular, that any western civilised country could have ever embarked on. But if 
it's true, as the suspicion is, that it wasn't all done out of ignorance, that some 
people did know that there was a huge danger to life, then it was bordering on 
criminal. The measurements of airborne fibre in Wittenoom had always been 
extremely high by World Health [Organisation] standards, and in some areas they 
well and truly exceeded the World Health standards, and wherever possible I think 
the Public Health people would try to do something about that. But the World 
Health acceptable airborne fibre level measurement changed dramatically, I think in 
1979, or late 1978 when I'd just become minister, and therefore the airborne levels, 
the readings we had in Wittenoom, were totally unacceptable by World Health 
standards. The World Health Organisation was obviously learning an awful lot 
more about this, so we had to do something about closing the town. 

The danger to children was infinitely worse than the danger to adults because they 
were closer to the ground - sounds simplistic, but of course it's true. All of these 
tailings were at ground level and there they were playing down there at that level. 
The number of fibres at one and a half feet off the ground were 20 times the 
number of fibres another foot higher up, etc, etc, so the taller you were the less 
danger zone you were in, but it naturally follows that the little kids virtually had no 
chance. One of the remarkable things about human physiology is that some of the 
people who worked in those stopes in Wittenoom haven't died. They actually 
worked in there with no breathing apparatus in stopes that were no more than 3-4 
feet wide, hunched over all day long, drilling this stuff and breathing it in, and 
they're still alive. Some people have actually worked there in the '50s and haven't 
contracted mesothelioma or asbestos, but the chances are that at some stage it will 
be revealed that they have got it. Very few people, I think, who grew up in 
Wittenoom as children will survive their lives without contracting one of these 
dreadful diseases. 

So I had to go to Wittenoom and try to close the place down. It was not a very 
easy exercise. There were a lot of locals there who didn't want to leave the town 
had said there's no danger to them - it was all a myth. They got up committees and 
all sorts of things, egged on by Lang Hancock, I might add, and his public relations 
officer, David Oxer, who quite incredibly was the son of the medical practitioner 
who had practised in Wittenoom for many, many, many years. Yet here was David 
aiding and abetting Lang Hancock in his desire to keep Wittenoom open and fully 
serviced for his own purposes. It wasn't enough that he'd been the bloke who 
owned the mine that caused all the problems in the first place; he wanted to 
exacerbate it by keeping people there for his own purpose to make a few more 
dollars, and endangering the lives of their children. All the statistical information 
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being fed to them, basically was being fed by the Hancock organisation. So I 
wasn't very popular amongst the townspeople in my move to close Wittenoom. 

But we were going to do it anyway. The Government was firm on the issue that we 
would gradually withdraw services. We wouldn't be throwing people out of the 
town but we would gradually not replace services as they fell derelict and we would 
not replace any public servants unless absolutely vital, and certainly no children 
would be transferred there any more - you know, children of public servants, 
policemen and the like. So it was a gradual plan of closing the town down if they 
refused to allow it to happen quickly. 

Now, the plan for allowing it to happen quickly was put to them and it entailed 
compensation for their relocation. I had discussed this with Charles Court and Les 
McCarrey and when I went to Wittenoom it was clearly in my mind after those 
discussions that the people who chose to leave would have their cost of replacement 
paid by the Government. It wasn't an open cheque book and I knew that I had to 
be careful about the way I couched it, but the cost of their relocation would be paid 
for by the Government. 

I didn't know that I was going to get double-crossed, because having got some 
degree of cooperation from a significant number of the people of Wittenoom on that 
question, I was then told by Les McCarrey that what he meant was relocation 
expenses meant he'd pay the transport [costs] out of the town to somewhere else. 
In other words, if they owned a house it was bad luck for them; they just lost the 
house. Well, no-one's going to do that. I couldn't work out how the Under 
Treasurer and the Premier could believe that anyone was going to just voluntarily 
pack up. Some did, and to their great credit, their children were more important 
than the value of their house. Now it's okay for someone down in the city who 
lives the way we do to say, "But the house isn't worth anything anyway", but it 
happened to be their house. As far as they were concerned, the value of that house 
should have been replaced somewhere else in another house - in some other place. 

That left me with egg on my face and a big battle with the people of Wittenoom. I 
was having to back away from those undertakings and say, "Well, all you're going 
to get is transport costs, but it's in the interests of your children," which, of course, 
it was. But it certainly slowed down the process and halted the momentum long 
enough for a whole new defence to be mounted by the people of Wittenoom. There 
were more people there than should have been and they were angry, and they were 
being egged on by Hancock. So there was a bit of a standoff for quite a while. 
Many of those people, by now, would have seen perhaps even their own children, 
and themselves and their husbands or wives contracting these diseases that they 
thought they'd never get. It's only a very few diehards who want to remain there, 
and I think it's all over now, anyway, but it was a long time; it didn't need to take 
that long. With a bit more goodwill on the part of the people of Wittenoom - if 
they'd have listened a bit more, without Hancock's greedy interference, and had we 
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been a bit more generous - the problem would have been solved - well, 16 years 
ago, anyway. 

SR What about the budgetary issues in the Health Department when you 
first took on the portfolio? It was a time, wasn't it, of rapid expansion in the 
hospital system? 

YOUNG Yes it was. When I became minister there were plans under way for 
the extension of every teaching hospital in the metropolitan area. In other words, 
approvals had reached Cabinet and approval for planning had been granted, which 
in Cabinet terms virtually means it will all happen but further down the track. It 
also means that a large amount of money was spent in the actual planning process 
and the projects had been committed. So we had Royal Perth Hospital north wing, 
approval for planning granted; Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, a complete new 
hospital to be built; Princess Margaret Hospital, virtually what was called a new 
wing but would eventually become the dog rather than the tail of the hospital; King 
Edward Memorial Hospital, another northern wing which was probably twice as big 
as the existing hospital; and a Princess of Wales wing, as it was subsequently 
called, in Fremantle Hospital, which was virtually a redo of the entire hospital. 

It was a massive, massive program and probably a very visionary one. Probably it 
was also born in the times when the State appeared not to have any budgetary 
problems at all. It would have been when, let's say, we had much greater stability 
economically. Of course, these things take such a long time to get from concept to 
commissioning. My knowledge of teaching hospital finances when I came into the 
portfolio were absolutely nil, but I did try to read up as much as I could and 
particularly to try and marry all the statistics I could get hold of to the financial 
ramifications of running a large hospital system. 

I'd been there less than 12 months when I became aware of the fact that there was 
an accepted statistic - and I hope I'm not wrong, but just in ballpark terms - that 
said that "every 18 months the capital cost of a teaching hospital would be spent on 
running it." In other words, you had a situation where two-thirds of the actual cost 
of constructing a hospital would be spent every year. When I looked at the total 
amount of money that we were spending on this capital works program, it wasn't 
very difficult for me to work out that if you added 66 per cent of that in revenue 
terms to your teaching hospitals' budget, there was no way in the world that we 
could afford to do that. So we had to either change those statistics; we had to have 
a complete review and say, "Why does this happen, and what can we do about that 
obviously absurd expenditure growth? Are there any compensating factors?" That 
was one choice, and the other was, well, you don't go ahead with the program 
because there's an old adage that says, however many hospital beds you create, they 
will be occupied; if you don't create them, they can't be occupied. It depends on 
how much pressure that puts on the real health of people. A lot of medical 
administrators, if they're really hard-nosed, take the attitude, "Well, you just don't 
build the hospital beds. Eventually the pressure will become so strong that there 
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will be DEMAND for more hospital beds, but don't anticipate it, otherwise, you'll 
blow yourself out of existence!" 

I chose to do two things; firstly, to warn Charles Court as soon as I could - and he 
in turn told me to go and talk to Les McCarrey about it. The second was to see 
what I could do about analysing these costs because they may have been false; those 
statistics may not have been accurate or there might have been some compensating 
factors. So I told Charles. Charles wasn't very happy about the fact that this had 
come out of the blue. The building program looked great politically, but if what I 
was telling him was true it meant that the whole thing would virtually have to be 
put into reverse or we had some troubles. He told me to go and see McCarrey. I 
went and saw McCarrey and I was a little surprised that this hadn't been addressed. 
I'm sure that Treasury officials would say that that's absolute nonsense, "We did 
our projections and we did this, that and the other", but it was very obvious from 
his body language that this was the first he was hearing about it, too. There may 
have been some people down the track who may have been doing some work on 
this, but he wasn't aware of it. 

So we had to immediately start looking at the whole program. Fortunately, when I 
had a really good close look at it, to a great extent this was empire building by 
hospital administrators who'd been getting away with it for years. Through their 
own organisations they'd established these manning ratios, that if you had 100 
square metres of new hospital you had to have 15 more people to go in there, and 
to a great extent it was statistical that was turned into actuality, because they used to 
then go and put them on. It wasn't based on how many people do you really need. 
So the first test was to run through the entire budget of the projected King Edward 
Memorial Hospital, and where my director of administration of the Hospital and 
Allied Services Department had applied this formula and therefore, ipso facto, we 
will need 127 people, I was able to point out that he probably needed about 15 more 
people, and that we weren't funding formulas, we were funding activities. When 
we boiled the whole thing down to how much we were going to save in cleaning by 
new and improved premises, did we actually need more nursing staff because we 
were (only going to create x number of beds), but we were also going to transfer 
some other beds to other hospitals, etc. 

The answer was a very small increase was necessary. Administration, food, or 
hotel services as they called it, all of that was re-looked at and it turned out to be 
nowhere near these costs - but they would have been applied. This is the 
worrisome thing. They would have automatically been applied because in the past 
they had been. The hospital administrator would say to the director of 
administration, "Here's the formula; we need 150 more people," and the answer 
would be, "Yes, well, you need 150 more people because that's the formula." 

Now, that pointed out to us that there might be an awful lot of other stuff in the 
hospital system that had been applied in that way over the years. It subsequently 
turned out that there was a fair bit of that. It wasn't as overt as this formula 
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business of funding the new hospital extensions, but some of it wasn't too good 
either. So we had to tackle all that, and that plus not commissioning some of the 
new wards that were already coming to completion. We couldn't stop the 
construction on some places and it would have been uneconomic to have stopped 
them at that point, so they were completed but not commissioned. The north block 
of the Royal Perth Hospital wasn't proceeded with; other projects were slowed 
down; the complete design of Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital was redone because it 
wasn't efficient, it wasn't effective in its design. The cost overruns on capital were 
enormous - absolutely outrageous. 

So we were holding back on a lot of stuff and redesigning. Princess Margaret was 
the best example. There was a very, very old fashioned design that was going to be 
built along Roberts Road, and the consultants we employed to have a look at this 
just threw all the plans out; we just threw them all out. The strong push by those 
who had been responsible for this was that we've already spent $2m on planning; 
we can't stop now, we have to keep going. I said, "You're just going to have to 
throw them all in the bin and we're going to start again", which we did. We cut 
$14m off the anticipated cost and we had a better hospital. It was too late to do 
anything about the Princess of Wales wing at the Fremantle Hospital because that 
was well on the way, but we slowed an awful lot of stuff down and we arrested a 
lot of the budgeting practices. 

We got through eventually, but it was tough going and it had a pretty bad effect on 
my health. I was starting to "wane". [laughs] It wasn't healthy to be a Health 
Minister. I was under a lot of pressure with the three portfolios and I started to get 

Not ill - I've always been physically well, but I was starting to, for the first 
time, become very prone to things like a bit of pleurisy and infections and all sorts 
of things that made you feel wretched and you didn't want to keep on going but you 
weren't sick enough to stop. So I was getting myself generally run down. [pause] 
But one of my colleagues who'd been sitting in the sidelines waiting for me to drop 
made the stupid mistake of saying, "You're not going to be able to cope with this 
any longer; I can see you're cracking up" - he was a doctor, too - "and you won't 
be able to make it, so we won't have you as Health minister for very long." It was 
a silly thing to say because I bucked up after that and [laughs] everything worked 
out all right. 

So we went into the 1980 election having to be pretty careful about promises in 
regard to hospital funding and the number of beds that were going to be opened. 
Because we didn't, quite frankly, know how it was all going to end up. In addition 
to all this we were still having our ongoing arguments with the Commonwealth: 
John Howard, I think, was Treasurer at that stage. Howard and Fraser weren't 
very helpful. They had money that they could have used to help the hospital 
systems. 
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I wouldn't have minded if it had been given on strong conditions of containment of 
costs and the like, but they simply held it back because they they were playing 
a macho game. In fact, they admitted after one conference that they had more 
money but they'd "out-machoed" the States. 

END OF TAPE SIX SIDE A 
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YOUNG Howard took a very severe nose dive after that. 

SR Sorry, could we return to that. I think we may have lost the tail-end 
of what you were saying. 

YOUNG There was a conference between the States and the Commonwealth 
about hospital funding and it came to pass after the conference throughout which 
they had denied to the Treasurers and the Health ministers, that there was any 
money available: it was a straight case of, "You can't have any. There isn't any. 
Don't you understand? Watch my lips," etc, etc, etc. Immediately the conference 
was finished Fraser and Howard came out and said, "Well, we fooled them. We 
actually had another $80 million or $90 million or whatever it was, that we could 
have given them." It was a stupid statement and it didn't win them any marks. 
Fraser, who hadn't been particularly high on my order of people to be admired, 
didn't change his position much, but Howard certainly took a nose dive after that. 

So we had all of those problems in addition to our own State funding. We weren't 
getting any help from the Commonwealth, in other words. 

SR What about the 1980 election, then? 

YOUNG As I say, I went into the 1980 election still with all of the portfolios 
that I'd had, and we won again - quite well. There were a few hiccups, I recall, 
during the last week or so of the campaign, and some of the seats on the night 
appeared to be a bit tight, but I think we went back with pretty much the same 
majority: I certainly know that my vote in Scarborough was almost exactly the 
same as it was in '77, which was the best result I'd had - apart from Wembley, of 
course. If I recall correctly . . . [pause] there would have been changed members, 
of course, but I don't think there was a great change in majority. 

I remember immediately following the election I was in Tasmania - of all places, in 
Tasmania for an Aboriginal Affairs Ministers' Conference, which I thought was 
rather cute, considering the Australian history of Aborigines vis-a-vis Tasmania, but 
they were doing their best, so we had the conference there. I got a call from 
Charles Court at a social stage of this conference to ask me whether I minded very 
much, in view of the huge load that I was going to have in hospitals and health, 
particularly given the problems we were having with the Commonwealth and 
finances generally, if he took Community Welfare and Aboriginal Affairs from me? 
I think I said something like "Can a bloody duck swim?" etc, etc. Would I mind? 
Of course I wouldn't mind! We talked about who might replace me and I agreed 
that it couldn't happen to a better bloke then Bill Hassell, [chuckles] so I said Bill 
should get Community Welfare and Aboriginal Affairs because he was coming into 
the Cabinet. I went back and told my press secretary and private secretary, who 
were there with me, that we were only going to have Health from then on, and we 
had a right royal party! It was a wonderful thing to be able to concentrate on one 
portfolio and virtually for the rest of my ministerial career we only had to handle 
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that one of Health. When I say "we", my office had to take on a few acting 
portfolios from time to time, but basically Health was the one we dealt with from 
then on. 

END OF TAPE SIX SIDE B 
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A further interview with Ray Young recorded on 14 December 1995. 

SR Can we move today to the period of government from 1980 to 1983. 
You retained the Health portfolio in that government. Were there any changed 
priorities for you on coming back into government? 

YOUNG Not so much changed priorities, but I found myself in a different 
situation because the tremendous pressure of carrying three fairly controversial 
portfolios dropped off my shoulders and I had then the opportunity to simply 
concentrate on Health, which of course was going to be one of the really big 
financial burdens that the State had to carry over the foreseeable future. It gave me 
also the chance to concentrate my mind on one particular avenue and on the various 
branches of that particular avenue of health, because it's not quite as simple as 
simply saying "health". I also had in mind that I wanted to split the departments: 
the Department of Health into Hospital and Allied Services, where you had one 
completely different branch, let's say, of medical practice; and then there was the 
public health side which required different expertise. I felt that having them under 
one commissioner wasn't working as well as I'd liked it to have worked, so I 
wanted to do that. We already had mental health services as a separate department, 
which was fine, but contained within Mental Health Services was also the Division 
for the Intellectually Handicapped, which wasn't appropriate because mental ill 
health, if you like, is a completely different question from the question of disability, 
which intellectual disability is. 

So there were a lot of things I wanted to do, and one of the first things I did was to 
have a look at our physical situation. I had a staff of only five people, which is a 
bit different from the staffs of ministers offices nowadays. I had a press secretary, 
a private secretary, a senior stenographer and two younger officers who were 
probably not even classified public servants at that point. That was what we had in 
the minister's office but we were also in Allendale Square, which was in the city, 
and it was a very upmarket office. I had always found it a bit embarrassing when 
Aboriginal groups or people who had real financial difficulties and problems, 
particularly non-government organisations, would come to me asking for money or 
some assistance from the Government. I'd sit there in this office and tell them that 
we didn't have any money. It always seemed incongruous, so I asked Charles 
Court if I could shift my ministerial office over to Curtin House, where, funnily 
enough, a ministerial office had already been built but it had never been used by 
ministers because there was a philosophical dispute - and I incidentally agree 
completely with our side of that philosophical dispute - but it seemed ridiculous 
keeping this minister's suite unused, so I shifted in there. 

SR Sorry, what was the philosophical dispute? 

YOUNG Well, what had happened was that in the Tonkin Government, John 
Tonkin had built Curtin House out of Labor Party funds and organised a contract 
with himself - with his own Government - to rent it back from the Labor Party for 
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very large amounts of money, which, of course, gave it a capital value of a very 
high amount. I, Charles Court and others railed long and strong against this in 
Parliament and even now, 25 years later, it was something that I still think was a 
pretty outrageous move. One says that you could never get away with it nowadays, 
[chuckles] but the Keating Government and the Hawke Government have both done 
it in Canberra, so I suppose it's what they call the spoils of war. 

We shifted in there because it was an okay office and it was certainly in the right 
place. It was there with all my departmental heads, so there was a great change not 
only in what I wanted to and the things I was going to concentrate on, but also in 
the [pause] activities of the minister, let's say. I was there amongst the officers so I 
could hop in a lift with a handful of files and go down and talk to people, and walk 
around the building and be seen to be there. At first it worried some of the 
commissioners dreadfully because they thought I was going to cross that magic line 
where you go from policy into administration, but I'd been around the business 
world long enough to know exactly where that line was, and the commissioner 
never crossed my line and I never crossed his line, and we all got on extremely 
well. 

So after a bit of trepidation it worked out very well and it was very effective and 
efficient, because instead of passing notes and having officers walking right across 
town to see me if I needed to talk to them, you were there within a couple of 
minutes. It seemed to me that it not only raised my knowledge, my intimate 
knowledge, of all the things that were going on within the department, but it did 
two other things, too: it gave my officers confidence in me, and it gave me more 
confidence in them because I could see them at work. It wasn't just a series of 
pieces of paper floating by the minister's desk; we could actually be there and work 
things out. Something that might have started off as a piece of advice to do x, with 
a little bit of consultation on the spot, backwards and forwards to each other's 
offices it sometimes became Y, it turned out to be suitable to everyone and no-one 
had to get into a twist about anything. So things were beginning to work extremely 
well from that point of view. 

As a result of getting that mutual confidence, it was also easier to achieve some of 
the things that would never have been able to have been achieved - the splitting of 
the department, for a start, into those two major departments. Naturally, the 
commissioner of the day, Jim McNulty, wasn't happy about that because half of his 
department was going over to Bill Roberts, who was about to be appointed the 
Commissioner of Hospital and Allied Services. Jim had done an extremely good 
job as commissioner of the entire health services of Western Australia, and it looked 
like a demotion. He never said that to me, but I know that that would be the way it 
might have been seen by some, but he and I got on extremely well and we worked 
our way through those things. My respect for Jim and his respect for me 
throughout the period of time - and he was my only Commissioner of Public Health 
throughout that entire period - just couldn't be described. We still have a beer 
together and we're great mates. 
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But this split had to come, because . . . I'm not going to bore you with the details, 
but it really had to come about and, funnily enough, in subsequent years it all went 
back in again, back into the one great pot and I don't think it's ever worked 
effectively. I had to work my way through those changes and ran into a good deal 
of acrimony at one particular time of those negotiations with a very senior member 
of the team, and it got to the point where, in protest, either unconsciously or 
consciously, he lay back in the traces and virtually said, "Well, you're so smart, 
you reckon you can run it - you can run the show. ". This was in regard to hospital 
services. It got pretty tricky there for a few months but fortunately we got out of 
that okay - and all ended up good buddies. [laughs] It all ended up okay but it was 
very heavy work for a while; it wasn't an easy time in that '80-'83 period. 

SR What about the role of the Opposition in relation to that issue with 
health? Were they paying attention to it? Were they up with what was going on? 

YOUNG Yes, I think they were. The interesting thing is that Ron Davies, 
who was the Leader of the Opposition then, at that time, had been Health Minister 
in the Tonkin Government and he had a very good knowledge of how the whole 
system worked, in addition to which, he and I could have some pretty violent 
disputes across the floor of the House - and they did tend to get a little bit over-
passionate from time to time - but we were, and still are, very good friends. 
Underneath all of that, we were able to talk to each other, so if anyone was getting 
off the track and missing the point of what we were trying to do, I could at least 
talk to Ron and say, "Look, tell so-and-so he's completely on the wrong track in 
regard to this. He might think it'll score him some brownie points, but all it's 
going to do is make himself look good for a minute and me look bad for a minute, 
then he's going to look stupid a little bit further down the track, and we don't need 
to go through all of that." So Ron would understand and he'd go and have a chat. 
So I didn't get a lot of flak apart from him [laughs] when he wanted to have a bit of 
fun with me because his knowledge of the system was pretty good. Apart from him 
I didn't have too much trouble, particularly on the floor of the House, but we've 
often laughed about those times since. Which is interesting. One of the things I 
can remember as clear as a bell - and this is the difference between communication 
now with a minister, and communication then with a minister - ministers had to be 
so available to anyone and everyone at any time in those days that even the Premier 
had his own home number in the book. So if you wanted to ring Charles, and if 
you still want to ring him, you dial 386 1257, and there's Charles having his 
breakfast. We had to be totally available at all times, whenever we could, to such 
an extent that Ron got up in the House one day and actually quoted a case where a 
lady wasn't able to talk to me personally about a particular matter. He was 
claiming that this was an horrendous thing, that this minister could be so 
uncontactable that this lady couldn't contact me. It turned out that she could, and 
did, and he'd been misled. But that's how available you had to be then compared 
with now. I mean, ministers can't get appointments with ministers nowadays. The 
whole thing's just so silly. 
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That was a good time, and it was a very busy time, particularly in regard to the reorganisation. At the same time, of course, I was trying to reorganise the Mental 
Health Services, because I wanted to straighten up the situation where there was 
clearly a lack of understanding in the public and in the general overall 
administration of the Government about the differences between mental illness and intellectual disability. So at some stage down the track I had in mind that we would 
have a Disability Services Authority, or something like that, and that intellectual 
disability would be a very important and large part of that. Mental Health Services 
would then be able to get on with their job of looking after the people who were mentally ill. So at the same time of splitting the Department of Public Health into 
two, I was also looking down the track towards perhaps splitting the Mental Health 
Services into two. 

To that end, I got a report done by a fellow named Arthur Beecham who was a professor we got over from Brisbane - a wonderful man. You'd like his sense of 
humour. He's a Scot. [laughs] He was a very wise man and a very sensitive person when it came to having a very close look at where the State sat in respect of 
human rights and human dignity and people who weren't able to look after 
themselves. As a result of his report, we set up the Advisory Council on 
Intellectual Handicaps, I think it was called then. That advisory council, 
incidentally, contained Liz Constable'. She and Ian had just come over from the 
east into Western Australia and I appointed Liz to that council. She and I have 
known each other ever since then; she did an excellent job. That was a very good 
council and it became the forerunner to what eventually became the Authority for 
Intellectually Handicapped Persons, of which I became the chairman. Subsequently it then became the Disability Services Commission, of which I subsequently became 
chairman - both of which was after I left Parliament, of course. 

So that was the plan; they were the things I was working on at the time. Along the 
way, many of the other matters on which I'd been working and having to deal with, 
such as Wittenoom, just simply continued. You can imagine with the things I was 
trying to do administratively, I went into a bit of an administrative cocoon at that 
point and became more of a desk-bound minister who just had to get on with the job 
of reorganising his department's affairs. So I wasn't a high profile minister in those 
years, although there were always a lot of matters of significance at the time 
cropping up with which you had to deal, so I got wrenched away from my desk 
quite often, but generally it was a period of stabilisation. 

SR Were you also able to make further progress on the issue of 
Swanbourne Hospital? 

YOUNG Yes, I was. That was an ongoing thing and that was something that 
was quite clearly supported in the Beecham report - the need to get people with 

'Independent member for Floreat MLA 20/7/91 
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intellectual disability out of the Swanbourne situation, and subsequently the Advisory Council on Intellectual Handicap also strongly supported that. So we were planning at that stage how we'd actually go about providing the logistical environment in which we could take people out of Swanbourne, and change the nature of Swanbourne from the Swanbourne complex to just the Graylands complex for people who were mentally ill. 

Of course, that then gave rise to the question of, what about all this land? I took the view that being a private enterprise Government we didn't need all that land. If we were genuinely going to close these old places and make things better for people, there was an awful lot of land and areas that could quite easily be sold and the money used for bettering the services of people previously serviced by these areas. To that end I saw the Chairman of the John XXIII College Board, that was Terry I'Connor QC, and Terry and I and a few of his board members worked out a way iir which John XXffl could get some of that land - pay for it, of course, some of it at reasonable terms - and also how we could subdivide . . . I discussed with others within the Government how we might be able to create a situation to subdivide virtually a whole new suburb from all of this land, for three reasons: 
one, that the money was going to help greatly; two, that a lot of unused land, much of which was only a landfill site - a tip area, if you like - would be greatly improved; and, thirdly, there wouldn't be the propensity to "back fill" there again [laughs] if someone decided to change their mind. 

So St John's Wood, the suburb, arose out of that plan and ultimately produced a lot of money for the State, which, had I been able to continue to control through Cabinet the direction of those funds, would have been used for general improvement in services. But I think it may have been that subsequently a lot of that money went back into general revenue or into the Treasury coffers. 

That was part of a series of land holdings that the Government had, which, I had convinced Cabinet, needed to go; all for the same reasons. They are all famous now. One of them was called Greenplace, which is in Mosman. It is a magnificent piece of land which had been originally a hospital for psychogeriatric old ladies. It was just around from Chidley Point in the most magnificent setting you've ever seen, but it had only ever been used for those sorts of purposes. It was sort of pushed aside, away, around the bend where people couldn't see these people, I guess; that was the thinking originally, but it was this MAGNIFICENT piece of land. I said, "Well, look, I'll make this part of a series of land sales where we can capitalise on these and I can build four or five psychogeriatric hospitals with the money we can get from them. That also included Sunset and it included Heathcote and, of course, the Swanbourne site. They were the most outstanding ones, but generally my policy was to just keep on going to Cabinet and saying, "We don't need this. Services are different; we don't need all of this. We want to sell this and put the money into better infrastructure." 
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Charles supported me tremendously. Treasury hated the idea because they said if 
anything's surplus the money's got to go back to Treasury and then everyone bids 
for it. If I had to argue one side of that, or the other, I could argue the case 
equally well - I'm not saying they're wrong - either way, but as far as I was 
concerned we had to get these things done, and where people in the past had taken 
the dog in the manger attitude, "Well, if I can't sell it you can't have it", I said, 
"Well, look, if I can't get it through Cabinet and convince them that I can have the 
proceeds, then it can go into general revenue." On each occasion, where we were 
able to get this done before I left Cabinet, I was able to convince them that the 
money should come back to us. So I was fairly lucky, and Charles supported me 
on that, which was good. 

SR One of the issues that was starting to come to the fore during that 
period was the banning of cigarette advertising. That, of course, related to your 
portfolio in Health. What was going on there? 

YOUNG Well, all over the world, I suppose, and particularly all over 
Australia there was a theory being advanced, which probably had been around for a 
long time but it was becoming more and more strongly advanced, that adolescents 
took up smoking because they were seduced by the advertising that made smoking 
look glamorous and acceptable and the like. My own personal view of that was that 
I couldn't imagine anything further from the truth than that. Having been a 
smoking teenager and having been through the entire scene and being close to 
people who smoked and growing up with adolescents who smoked, there may well 
have been an unconscious image that was evoked which said there's nothing wrong 
with smoking. But that prevailed through films, non-advertising media and all 
forms of other messages including people smoking anywhere and everywhere they 
wanted to. Just as one example, when I first entered Cabinet the first thing the 
Cabinet secretary said was, "What cigarettes do you smoke?", so there'd be a 
packet of those on the table when you went into Cabinet. I'm not saying all 
members did smoke, but nearly all of them smoked. There's no way in the world 
you'd be allowed to smoke at a Cabinet meeting now, and that all happened in 15 
years, so there was a general view which permeated our entire society that there 
was nothing wrong with smoking. 

If you coupled that with the peer pressure of a teenager saying to his friend, 
"What's the matter with you? Go on, have a cigarette. We're all smoking." Then 
people took up smoking. The thought that it happened because someone wandered 
around in a dinner suit looking very suave or sitting on the bonnet of a Mercedes-
Benz, you know, I found to be quite ridiculous, but we clearly had to consider the 
matter and we had to consider it very, very carefully - which had been done from 
time to time in various reports. 

But the pressure was coming on and I have to say in the global sense that that was 
part of a general pressure on the community which sent out a different message - 

smoking's not okay - and in that context I accept anything and everything that 
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anyone was trying to do at that time and it was better that you'd tried it than not 
tried it. In retrospect, I would rather our Government's attitude have been, "Well, 
it's worth having a go. What have we got to lose?" But you have to balance these 
things with the rights of other people who were saying, "Well, if that's the best you 
can do, it's not good enough. If you're going to take away a right from us you've 
got to tell us exactly why and it has to be based on hard evidence." I never saw 
any of that hard evidence and I still never have seen any that says that advertising 
clearly makes somebody take up smoking. We're talking about advertising of 
tobacco products, not the general health campaign with which I agree completely - 

the actual advertising. It seemed to me that the number of weaknesses that were in 
any suggested legislation at that time were so great that we couldn't support it at 
that time. 

Tom Dadour, who always took every and any opportunity in the party room, or 
anywhere else for that matter, to either give me a hard time or to give Charles 
Court a hard time, got up in the party room one day, with a cigarette in his hand, I 
might add, [laughs] which I thought was a bit incongruous, and said he was going 
to introduce this private member's Bill (was how he described it) to ban cigarette 
advertising, and sat down. I got up and said, "Well, look Tom, if I bring a 
government Bill into this party room and I want you to support it, I explain it, we 
go over it, it gets referred to some sort of a committee, it's examined, we discuss it 
until the cows come home, and then maybe you'll agree, maybe you won't. But all 
you've done is said what you've just said. Aren't you even going to try to convince 
your colleagues that you're right about it?" He got up and said, "None of you 
bastards are going to agree with it anyway. Why should I waste my bloody time?" 
I said, "Well, tell me what's in it." "Oh," he said, "It's got to do with this and it's 
got to do with that." It was quite clear that he'd never read the Bill. It had been 
given to him by someone who'd said, "Introduce this. This will be good publicity 
for you." And he did - and it became quite a hot potato in the Parliament. 

We defeated that particular Bill. We naturally gave undertakings at the time to 
make a study of the whole question, which we did. I think it was Professor 
Williams that we had look at it for us. He came down with pretty much the same 
conclusion: that there was no hard evidence that advertising per se was going to 
make any difference. That was a pretty hot time. 

SR What about specific issues to do with particular people? Was this 
something that came to the minister's attention or drew the minister in on occasion? 

YOUNG Particular people? 

SR I'm thinking about in the Health portfolio, it is an area which tends to 
lead to complaints - either about hospital administration or about relations with 
doctors or whatever. These things, I imagine, are dealt with within the department, 
but were there instances where the minister was drawn in - where those issues 
became so significant, so important, that the minister had a role? 
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YOUNG Well, there were always complaints coming up to me as minister 
about all sorts of different shortfalls in the services throughout the State and some 
of them were quite genuine. I could give you a list of things that on the surface 
appeared to be crackpot queries and complaints that turned out to be extremely valid 
and require a great deal of attention. 

END OF TAPE SEVEN SIDE A 
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YOUNG Just as an aside, I mention the time when one lady rang me up and 
said that her false teeth didn't fit. Now, on the surface, you'd think that that was a 
crackpot call and no matter how polite you wanted to be you'd tend not to listen to 
what the lady was saying. It turned out - I did listen to her, we did have a talk 
about it. I asked her to come down to my electorate office in Scarborough; she 
came down and had a talk about it. It turned out that she'd been going to the dental 
hospital, which was one of our state services for a while for treatment, and there 
was a mismeasurement of her jaw. So she was fitted with a set of false teeth that 
were giving her constant agony and headaches and were causing her a great deal of 
discomfort and pain. It wasn't her fault (it was human error) but it was a 
significant human error that was causing her great discomfort. So they're not all 
crockpots no matter what they look like at first. [laughs] They must all be 
investigated. It doesn't matter what it is; you've got to look at them all. 

One of the allegations that gave me the greatest misgivings about what might have 
been happening in the services was in regard to an intellectually disabled [person]. 
He was a Down syndrome man of 45 years of age named Reginald Berryman. Fred 
McKenzie, who was the upper House Labor member for the North East 
Metropolitan Province at the time, had told the Parliament that this fellow was in a 
dreadful condition with huge bedsores and had been severely maltreated in a 
privately run hostel that had been - or should have been - under the virtual 
supervision, let's say, of the Mental Health Services. The suggestion was, 
therefore, that not only was it true that this had happened to this poor fellow but 
that in some way the services were responsible for it happening. There was some 
evidence that had been given, not only to him but to some reporters from the Daily 
News, that this was a very serious case, which I took very seriously, too, I might 
add. We had to thoroughly investigate that particular matter. 

The investigation I conducted had the support and assistance of Christopher Zelestis, 
who is now a QC but was then a barrister at the independent Bar. We called quite 
a number of people. The reason we had a ministerial inquiry, incidentally, I can't 
remember. I can't remember exactly how that came about. The Opposition was 
pushing very hard, of course, for a royal commission and anything else that could 
come about but I certainly did want to have a look at it first. I did have some 
misgivings but, generally speaking, when we'd analysed all of the - I won't call it 
evidence because we had no power to take evidence, but when we examined the 
statements of all the people we invited in to talk to us, including those who had 
made the allegations, the people who ran the place, visiting doctors, people from 
the Mental Health Services, two things emerged fairly clearly. One was that 
Berryman had definitely had a physical breakdown of his skin as a result of having 
to be - too often, arising out of injuries - bedridden. But the best of all the 
evidence that we obtained in respect of that indicated that with all the best intention 
and best attention in the world, these things were likely to occur in a person like 
Reginald Berryman - for a lot of reasons which I won't bore you with. 
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The second thing that emerged out of that was that there were procedures in the 
Mental Health Services that weren't effective - visiting procedures, inspection, 
authorisation in respect of care, reviews that weren't done appropriately - so my 
report eventually said that there were things that needed to be attended to, and they 
will be attended to, and these are the matters that I found to be requiring of 
attention. But generally speaking, Reginald Berryman had been a very unfortunate 
man whose death - he did die, incidentally, in Royal Perth Hospital - sadly would 
have come about as a result of the injuries that were sustained when he got out and 
ran across a road and got hit by a car. This was the beginning of the unfortunate 
physical downfall of the man. 

When we were defeated and the new Government came in, Barry Hodge, who was 
the new minister and he'd been the person who'd slammed my report and the way 
we'd gone about it, he was going to have a judicial inquiry, come hell or high 
water. I don't know what prevailed on his Cabinet to say, "Well, let's not go that 
far", but they did ask the Solicitor General to conduct the inquiry. He got all of my 
papers and all of my transcripts and he conducted an inquiry almost identical to the 
one I'd conducted and came up with an identical report. That made me feel a lot 
better that someone - and I did respect Kevin Parker very greatly - had come to the 
same conclusions without ever calling me and without my being required to give 
any evidence about what had happened in the first inquiry. But it was an awful 
time to think that a man had died - a Down syndrome man had died - in the care of 
a hostel over which we should have had probably better supervision. 

One of the things that came out of that inquiry was some evidence that was given 
by a doctor who said at that time - and we have to put this into context, it was 
about 1981 or thereabouts - that it was most unusual for a 45-year-old male Down 
syndrome person to still be alive. That man was an expert in the field of 
intellectual disability and he was a medical practitioner. Now the life expectancy of 
a Down syndrome male is pretty much the same as anyone else around the place. 
So in 20 years - less than 20 years - the life expectancy of people with Down 
syndrome has virtually increased by 50 per cent. That's a result, I think, of . 

Forget what it's a result of; it is one of the good things that fortunately exacerbates 
the problem of caring for people with intellectual disability; because they are living 
a lot longer, therefore, there are a lot more people in the system than there were 
before. On the one hand, that gives me a great deal of pride, and on the other 
hand, it worries me that we're not putting enough money into their habilitation. 

SR You mentioned a little bit about Ron Davies and his role as a leader 
and your relations with him. There was a change of leadership in the Labor Party 
during that period of time. I wonder if we could turn now to have a look at the 
various Labor leaders and get your impressions of them during your time in 
Parliament. Now when you first came in it was Tonkin who was the leader. What 
are your impressions there? 
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YOUNG Tonkin was one of a troika, if you like, of young men who came into 
the Parliament in the very early '30s, all of whom became Premiers. These three 
very young men, as they were in the early '30s and who entered Parliament in the 
early '30s, were John Tonkin, Bert Hawke and Frank Wise. To that trio, later on, 
was added a fellow named Herb Graham, who became Deputy Premier. I only saw 

Frank Wise was still in Parliament, I think - only just - in the upper house 
when I came into Parliament. He might have been there for a few years. I 
certainly saw a lot of him around Parliament House. Bert Hawke had retired at that 
stage and gone back to South Australia, but I was fortunate in seeing Tonkin and 
Graham in action on the floor of the House. I understand from some of my older 
colleagues that when you had Hawke, Tonkin and Graham all operating at the same 
time on the floor of the House, they were a very formidable trio. 

I don't think they'd lost anything at that stage. Tonkin hadn't lost anything when he 
was Premier. He didn't have a pleasant voice to listen to. He was a bit like Doc 
Evatt. If you listened to old Doe Evatt, it was a gravelly old voice [imitates] and it 
didn't have much going for it, but what Doe Evatt said - if you read it back, 
whether you agreed with it or not is of no consequence - made eminently good 
sense in logic and was brilliant in its construction. Menzies, on the other hand, 
sounded absolutely magnificent but it wasn't too good when you read it back. 
Tonkin's construction and his delivery was flawless. His timing was almost 
Olivier, it was just so good. Graham was a good debater but he was a bully. So 
where Tonkin achieved everything he wanted by logic and persuasion and the like, 
Herb Graham was just as effective by taking the bully role. You never quite knew 
whether they were just playing a little game with you because they were so good. 

So I was very impressed with Tonkin, very impressed with him in his capacity to 
walk in as Premier at the age of 70 or thereabouts and just take over as though he'd 
been a Premier all of his life. Mind you, he'd been a minister for quite a bit of it 
in his younger days and he'd had the great experience of having been Leader of the 
Opposition for some time and Deputy Leader of the Opposition, so he'd been 
through all the hard stuff. He was very impressive. 

SR What about his reputation as "Honest John"? 

YOUNG In later years that took on a very meaningful note, but funnily 
enough, it didn't come about as a result of his being honest at all. Allegedly it 
came about as a result of the fact that some people didn't think he was particularly 
honest. As is typical in Australia, if someone's 6 foot 9 inches tall you call him 
Shorty, if he's got red hair you call him Bluey, and if he's fat you call him Slim. 
Well, he got the name Honest John because the allegation was that he used to lay 
bets that he couldn't always keep, with bookies and stuff like that. He used to twist 
things a bit. I think a lot of people might have misunderstood the art of not saying 
what you're trying to make the other person think you're saying, which is a very 
legitimate part of debate, as being a twister. I don't think he was a twister in that 
sense. It didn't come about as a result of anyone believing that he was piously 
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honest, but I have to say that as the years went by, the comparison of John Tonkin 
as a man, and as a man of integrity and capacity and honesty, made the name a 
very worthy one, I think. 

I think he was also a very good marshaller of his troops. I understand that amongst 
his ministerial colleagues he could make them feel absolutely shattered with a 
glance, but there was never, ever a cross word spoken. He never, ever had to raise 
his voice or do anything. He was a real old gentleman and he was very, very 
capable. 

SR His role was taken over by Cohn Jamieson. What are your views on 
his period? 

YOUNG Jamieson was an infinitely more intelligent person than any casual 
observer would ever give him credit for. I think he rather enjoyed that role; I think 
he liked being underestimated. You only had to look at his background in the 
Labor movement to see that you could never underestimate him. He'd held all the 
senior posts, including national vice-president of the party and State president of the 
party. I think he'd been at one stage either a general secretary or close to it, and he 
might have been an assistant under Joe Chamberlain, I'm not quite sure, but he held 
all the very senior posts in the Labor Party and he'd been around a long time. He 
had left-wing support and he had right-wing support. Anyone who can get that in 
the Labor Party is doing pretty well. He was an extremely good debater in exactly 
the same mould as I was just talking about, like Evatt. To listen to him, everything 
jangled and jarred, and that's why he just simply had no chance when he went up 
against Charles Court in an election where (this is the 1977 election) I think 
television had made the final transition into becoming really the only way to sell a 
party. If television was invented for any reason at all, it was for political 
campaigns! [chuckles] And poor Cohn wasn't good at that. He was good on the 
back of a truck, he would have been good down the pub or the club or wherever it 
happened to be, but on television it just wasn't his bag. So he didn't get recognised 
for the capacity that he had and he was just steamrolled. But he was a gutter 
fighter; he was tough in debate, and his knowledge SOMETIMES was quite 
astounding. He was very well read, and didn't like to let everyone know that much 
about how good he was. 

SR What was the view from the other side of politics when he was 
overthrown by Ron Davies? 

YOUNG To be quite frank, I don't know. It wasn't something that occupied a 
great deal of my passing thoughts. I thought it was just inevitable. I think the 
degree of inevitability was such that no-one really cared too much about it. It was 
just a case of ho-hum. 

SR What about Ron Davies as leader? 
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YOUNG Ron was a good leader. Once again, he had an unfortunate . . . I'm 
saying this not being critical of him. I'm not being critical of any of these people 
when I say this, and I've got a speech impediment too - I can't say my r's properly, 
they come out as w's - so I'm not suggesting anyone's perfect at presentation, but 
Ron had a very high pitched squealy voice. It almost sounded like a whinge, and 
when he got passionate it went up an octave. Whenever you wanted to make Ron 
lose a bit of face in debate you only had to touch a raw nerve and get him where he 
went all purple. When you saw the veins in his neck start to stand out, you knew 
you had him because the next thing was, his voice would go up a couple of octaves 
and it would sound a bit like he was ranting - which he wasn't doing. That didn't 
help him much when it came to either presentation within the Parliament or in the 
party, but he was well-read; he was well-educated; he was a likable bloke. 
Everywhere he went, everyone liked him. He was interested in what people were 
doing. He didn't just ask questions because it was the thing to do. If Ron asked a 
question you could bet your life that he would understand the answer or would 
continue to ask questions until he understood the answer, and, of course, that's 
very, very handy in electorate work, because people don't want to be fobbed off; 
they want to be understood. So in all those respects he was very good. He was 
also extremely good at taking legislation to pieces and he really could understand 
draftsmanship. He would have been a good lawyer, in my opinion. 

SR You mentioned cooperation with him yourself to a certain extent in 
relation to the Health portfolio, but was there a high degree of cooperation between 
the Government and the Opposition over things like drafts of Bills and so on? 

YOUNG Actually, probably there's a greater degree of cooperation between 
any Government and any Opposition than the public will ever know. You only 
have to look firstly at the statistics. Probably 75 per cent of Bills or motions that 
are introduced in the House go through on the voices and are supported, in fact, by 
the Opposition. So to a great extent Parliament is putting the legislative stamp on 
an administrative action which would have been taken by either side - housekeeping 
stuff. Philosophically there might be every now and again opposition to a particular 
matter. Sometimes that opposition is accommodated; sometimes it's not. The way 
the House is run and the way problems are overcome in regard to timing are quite 
often done between the Whips just by talking to each other in the corridor, or the 
leaders having five minutes cup of tea together; they might have been arguing like 
cat and dog over in the House two minutes ago. 

That is one of the things I used to love about David Brand and John Tonkin. 
They'd be up there threatening to pull each other's noses. I remember Dave Brand 
ranting and railing to John one day, saying that whatever it was he'd done was raw 
prawns; that was about the toughest thing I ever heard Dave say. And they walked 
out to the corridor and I heard John say, "David, have you got a minute?" And he 
said, "Yeah, sure, Jack, what do you want?" "Oh, come in here." I walked past 
and I saw them both having a cup of tea looking at something and working out what 
they were going to do that afternoon. So there's always that degree of cooperation, 
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and I think that existed pretty much with all the leaders, no matter how acrimonious 
the day's procedures are, or even the hours or the minutes procedures you very 
rarely get a situation in which the Leader of the Opposition or the Premier can't 
come to some terms to accommodate each other and cooperate. It's one of the 
things you like to do to prove that, you know, when you scratch the first veneer off 
you're not all cavemen, I suppose. 

SR What about when Burke took over from Ron Davies? Did that aspect 
of relations between Opposition and Government change? 

YOUNG I hate to say it, but it did. There were some young men - I'll call 
them young men, only because I'm getting older - in the team who had very definite 
views and would not compromise their views. That might be a good thing, but the 
attitude in respect of their not compromising in any way their views sometimes 
flowed over to also not compromising in regard to cooperation, and in fact trying to 
take sneaky points and cunning tricks and all the sorts of things that the older guys 
just wouldn't have a bar of. 

There were more people who had that attitude in the Burke team than I'd seen in 
any previous teams of people. We had a few who were like that - no question 
about it. I may have even been like it myself a few times; I'm sure I was. But 
there was a degree of consistency, of bitchiness, if you like, emanating from 
Burke's team, and it was led by Burke and others. Mal Bryce is a bloke that I get 
on extremely well with, but he had that capacity in the Parliament to always be 
pulling a rabbit out of his hat - not to the extent that Burke was. Burke . . . I 
think Burke always saw himself as being someone who was going to produce some 
earth-shattering new revelation every day of the Parliament. He was going to carve 
the Government to pieces and ride in in his chariot around and around the arena a 
couple of times and everyone would be standing cheering. 

It didn't quite work out that way for Brian and I think that's one of the things he 
hated most of all, the fact that many of these things . . . just simply went over like 
a popgun. The press weren't interested; the Government realised after a few 
minutes that much of what he was doing and saying was just a word salad and most 
of it didn't even have any dressing on it. He didn't have the impact that he thought 
he did. 

He was a good debater; I'm not saying he wasn't. The press gave him far too long 
a honeymoon period. They weren't listening to what he was saying and they 
weren't listening to what he was doing. They were just simply saying, "Oh dear, 
he floored them. He floored them again, he floored them again." When 
MacKinnon and Hassell and others were DEMANDING some action in regard to 
WA Inc, and day in, day out, month in, month out, getting up in Parliament and 
introducing the things that were the nub of the WA Inc issues that subsequently 
brought the entire press to say, "Disgraced former this, disgraced former that", etc, 
etc. We were treated with absolute disdain by the press at the time. The only thing 
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they were interested in was the fact that Ian Laurance couldn't match it with 
Brian Burke on this issue, or Brian Burke floored Bill Hassell on this, or he got the 
Public Gallery to laugh at some particular joke he'd made against Barry 
MacKinnon. I mean, as if this mattered. So he had this huge honeymoon period. 
I think he was a lightweight politician. I think he always knew that. 

SR Was that the impression even while he was in opposition? 

YOUNG Yes, pretty much so - well, from our side, of course. I think 
everybody who'd studied what was actually going on within the mind of 
Brian Burke and what was he trying to achieve, and how was he going to do it, and 
strip away his wonderful capacity to hardly ever draw breath and always be perfect 
in both his grammar and his syntax, you didn't really have a lot left at the end of 
the day. It was a time when the press, the media generally, were just having a 
wonderful . . . Well, I called it "they gave him a honeymoon period"; it appeared 
they were all married to him! [laughs] They were all on their 
honeymoon! Someone was getting some enjoyment out of it, but not too many of us 
were. 

You didn't like to get a tongue lashing from him because he was very good that 
way. It was always obvious that Brian would take the more devious way of going 
about something because it was more fun going that way than to take the straight 
line. Terry [Burke] was very much like that also, but in the background. No, I 

.To have a beer with Brian was a nice experience. I liked Brian's company. I 
found him intelligent, funny - but funniness which could turn to nastiness within 
two or three seconds. A thing would be a joke one minute and next minute he'd be 
really too far the other way. He was a good, interesting personality to talk to and 
to have a beer with, but I didn't think he was ever going to do anything from the 
day he came in and I don't think he ever did. 

SR Do you have any views on the Labor leaders that there have been 
since? I know you weren't in the Parliament with them as leader - Dowding, for 
example? 

YOUNG I was in Parliament with Dowding for a few years. I'd had some 
experience of Dowding when he was practising law and I had seen him in the upper 
house . . . I didn't see him in the lower house, but I'd seen him perform in the 
upper house quite a bit. I had seen him publicly enough to realise that here you 
were dealing with someone who was completely different than all the others who 
went before him. He was a fellow who was extremely handsome - I mean, all 
women took one look at him and thought he was absolutely wonderful, which was 
fair enough. He was very articulate. He had everything that you would need to 
present as a person who could do anything and therefore could quite easily be taken 
as a leader. 

END OF TAPE SEVEN SIDE B 



TAPE EIGHT SIDE A YOUNG 103 

SR You were discussing Peter Dowding and how he looked as a prospective 
leader. 

YOUNG I think if Peter had only shown all of those sides that I've just referred 
to, he would have been very difficult at any time to beat. Who knows, he might have 
been difficult to beat at any time, anyway, because I think he only went to one election 
and he won it, against all odds. But the problem with Peter was that he had one of the 
most violent tempers that you could imagine. He also had a reputation, which 
appeared to be well-founded, for having never done anything that wasn't destructive. 
He was superb at tearing people to pieces, whether he was in his practice as a barrister 
or whether he was in the Parliament, whether he was in an argument about something; 
he was absolutely wonderful. There was nothing quite like the venom of Dowding to 
destroy. But no-one had actually seen him do anything actually positive. No-one had 
seen him saying, "These are my grand visions. This is what I want for this, that and 

He may have had to read a speech like that from time to time; he may have had 
to even make one without actually reading it; it may have even emanated from himself. 
If it had happened, I would have had the impression that he was reading it because he 
wasn't that sort of person. 

SR What was your experience of him as a barrister? 

YOUNG I was acting for a person in a divorce matter as their accountant, and we 
had a bit of a clash - his firm and I had a bit of a clash - which led me to think, "Well, 
if he takes a position on something, it doesn't matter how demonstrably wrong the 
position is", because in this particular case he was defending what the court had told 
me to do, but the request to the court for me to do that was not in the interests of the 
people involved, and I felt that his adherence to the rigidity of it for the sake of telling 
me to be a good boy and don't question the barrister after all, indicated that he would 
take those positions regardless of what the facts were. He wasn't prepared to sit and 
listen. 

SR Did he still have a role in that Kimberley election in '77 when you went 
up to campaign for Alan Ridge? I believe he had a role in the legal challenge? 

YOUNG I think he'd acted for the Labor Party in taking the matter to the Court 
of Disputed Returns, and he obviously won; I've got absolutely no doubt about his 
capacity as a barrister. But I didn't actually have anything to do with him in the 
Kimberley election. In fact, I don't think I saw him in the Kimberley election. He 
might have been there, of course. 

SR Dowding, of course, was followed by Carmen Lawrence. Did you have 
the opportunity to observe her political career? 

YOUNG Yes, I had, but just before we leave Peter Dowding, I thought it was 
rather interesting that here was a person who was generally recognised by his 
colleagues, many of whom have spoken to me about various matters that were 
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occurring in the Labor Party at the time, who was unlikely to be able to marshal more 
than one or two votes in a party leadership because of his personality. He just simply 
wasn't popular enough. And suddenly he was promoted by Burke as being the bloke 
to succeed him. Quite clearly, it was Burke who was promoting him and nobody else. 
I don't even think Dowding was, because I think Dowding is too highly intelligent to 
think that he was going to get any votes just because he wanted them. But it turned 
out that Burke went hell for leather to get him in there and was determined that he was 
the only person who'd be able to carry the load and win the next election. As it turns 
out, Burke was right. So Burke could see something in Dowding that apparently 
nobody else could see - as far as I could tell - in his party room. So the man must 
have had immense talent. Well, I don't deny that he did. And, incidentally, he was 
also extremely well-handled in his media presentations. I think from where he came 
at that time he did an excellent job. 

SR So when you say he was well-handled, do you mean -? 

YOUNG By his advisers. He was extremely well-handled when it came to 
presentation on television and the way they presented him and the way he presented 
himself. I think that was a very fine piece of campaign advertising. 

Getting on to Carmen . . . Carmen came into the Parliament in the seat of Subiaco in 
1986. She beat a fellow named Ross McLean who was, I think, an outstanding 
member of Parliament when he was the member for Perth in the federal Parliament. 
I think he had the potential to be one of the young giants of the Liberal Party. He had 
everything going for him. He'd been defeated by Ric Charlesworth in the federal 
scene, I think in one of the landslide elections, and I can't remember whether it was 
'83, it might have been '83. That was a great blow to the Liberal Party. It was 
generally conceded that he would put up an excellent fight against . . . well, I won't 
say against Carmen Lawrence (it wasn't her seat) but in the seat of Subiaco. Tom 
Dadour retired but instead of going out quietly, in Tom's usual fashion he went out 
supporting Carmen Lawrence. I don't think he'd declared himself as an Independent 
up to that point. He might have. He might have in his last year sat as an Independent, 
but he was clearly supporting Carmen Lawrence, so any personal support that he had 
at that time he was channelling into Carmen's campaign. That didn't help Ross at all, 
because Tom did have some following in Subiaco. I worked very hard for Ross in that 
campaign and I thought that was a bitter blow. 

I didn't get to know Carmen at that time. Brian Burke had told me that he thought she 
was outstanding and would be an excellent leader. I seem to recall having said to him, 
"Yeah, that's okay, but she's never going to win the seat so where are you going to 
put her next?" because I was convinced that Ross would. He didn't. She came in. 
She immediately was recognised, as soon as she came into the Parliament, as someone 
with great talent - tremendous ability. With her capacity she went pretty quickly into 
the ministry, as I recall it, and I dealt with her when I was doing a consultancy when 
she was Minister for Education. I found her capacity to understand things that might 



TAPE EIGHT SIDE A YOUNG 105 

appear moderately complicated to be quite easy and her retention was excellent. She 
seemed to know what she was doing - a smart lady. 

Anything else that I know of her is only then confined to the time she was Premier and 
I was Chairman of the Disability Services Commission - the Authority for Intellectually 
Handicapped Persons as it was at that stage. She was quite friendly to me whenever 
we met, but there was always something arising that I would hear about as chairman 
of that authority that indicated to me that things weren't all going swimmingly within 
her Cabinet. 
At that stage the minister I was dealing with was Keith Wilson and she and he 
subsequently had their differences. Keith, incidentally, was extremely loyal and there 
was never any indication from him that there was a problem between him and the 
Premier, but I do remember not getting an invitation to a public statement and luncheon 
that the Premier was going to make in respect of disability generally. I found it 
amazing that the Chairman of the Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons, 
which had a budget somewhere in the vicinity at that time of $80m or $90m a year 
from the State Government, hadn't received an invitation to go to the launching of this 
great statement she was going to make on disabilities. So I let it be known that it 
wouldn't have been a bad idea if I'd got one, and I got one, and I went along to it. 

Keith Wilson was sitting at the table, and I wouldn't have believed this could possibly 
happen in any circumstances, but he didn't know what was going to be said - and he 
was the minister in respect of Disability Services. What she was doing was announcing 
the fact that he wasn't going to be any more, and that Eric Ripper was going to 
become, Minister for Disability Services. She was creating a new Bureau for 
Disability and it had all been done. There were four or five people who'd been 
involved in the formation of this new bureau with the Premier. It had all been done 
in stealth and suddenly there it was, it was up and announced. The look on Wilson's 
face was absolutely incredible to behold. I thought then, "Well, I haven't had much 
experience in dealing with you, but I'm going to watch you from now on, I can assure 
you of that!" [laughs] 

Then I had to deal with Ripper and he was obviously heavily part of her team, and I 
didn't have to deal with her any more. So I never saw much of her as a leader but I 
have to say that what I saw then and what I've seen subsequently and things of which 
I have personal knowledge, lead me to believe that what you saw with Carmen was 
always going to be what you got. 
SR Then in opposition, of course, the leader of the Labor Party is now Jim 
McGinty. Any comments or thoughts on him or his performance? 

YOUNG I think he's a very competent fellow who is looking for something to talk 
about and running around desperately trying to find something to jump onto to make 
a political statement and therefore to be recognised by the public as the Leader of the 
Opposition and a potential Premier. But I don't think he's regarded out there as being 
any sort of a character. So, no, I really can't say anything much about Jim. 
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SR Now, what about leaders on your own side of the House? The first 
leader, of course, that you would have had experience of was David Brand. 

YOUNG Yes, well, I think history will probably put David down as, if not the 
greatest Premier, certainly he would rank alongside John Forrest. It seems to me that 
there were those two and then there were the rest. People like Charlie Court would 
be running very close behind them but I think they stand out as the outstanding ones. 

SR What is it that's so outstanding about him [Brand] and his period as 
Premier? 

YOUNG Well, firstly, he was the Premier. He was clearly also the boss. Many 
people think, "Oh, there must have been a power behind the throne", because he was 
such a nice, quiet person who didn't appear on the surface to have had a great 
education; he was just too ordinary to be able to lead this team and to be able to 
achieve what was being done. But he was the leader. There wasn't someone behind 
the throne. Anyone who tried to ever walk in front and move into a potential leacr's 
place was very quickly put back. He was the boss and he was strong. He had terrific 
wisdom and he had the capacity to make people work with him because they liked him. 
He had a great natural intelligence and I think what happened in the time that he was 
Premier is enough statistically to put him there anyway, had he even not been the sort 
of person he was. He had the double benefit that he got the runs on the board and he 
was a top performer while he was doing it. 

SR What about his relationship with Charles Court? 

YOUNG David had come in in 1946. He was the first Liberal ever elected to any 
Parliament in Australia. He came in in a by-election when the existing member was 
killed in action during the war . . . Sorry, I think it was the first opportunity to have 
an election after the deceased member was no longer the member. The Liberal Party 
had just been formed. So he was young and he was in there. He was actually younger 
than Charles - he was a year younger than Charles Court. He'd already been there 
from 1945-46 and when Charles arrived in 1953 he'd already been there eight years, 
he'd already got himself established and he was looked on very favourably by his 
colleagues. I think that Charles would have immediately recognised the fact that it was 
going to be a fairly long haul for him to get to be the leader, if indeed he aspired to 
be the leader at that time, which he says he didn't; he was only going to do five or six 
years or something in politics and get out. 

So there were these two young men, pretty much the same age, both been off to fight 
for their country, both in the Parliament, and there was always going to be - whether 
it was spoken or unspoken, recognised or unrecognised - a degree of rivalry between 
them, no matter how friendly it might have been. I think their relationship, therefore, 
when Charles obviously determined he was going to remain in politics and the 
leadership question came up in 1958 . . . I think Charles would have thought, "Well, 
I've got to have a go now, I've got to test the water," and whether he actually 
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contested the leadership against David or not, I don't know. I know Brand was elected 
and then became Premier next year, but certainly his [Charles'] hat was in the ring. 
Older people had said to him, "You've got a bit of a while to wait yet, mate. We're 
a bit keen on this fellow." He had a good following, I might add, and for good 
reason. 

That virtually meant that here was Charles, 40-odd years of age, he had left a lucrative 
and probably highly successful practice, had come into Parliament only for a short 
period of time, and found himself now committed to a long term and almost as long 
a term without the possibility of leadership. So I think that there would have been a 
bit of tension there, no matter how hard they tried not for it to be there. But they were 
a very effective team, however they may have got on in the background, and with 
Dave as the leader and Charles as one of the powerhouses in the Cabinet and the fellow 
who was the . . . I'm not saying Dave wasn't a worker, but Charles was a 
workaholic, so he had this highly competent workaholic working away as his deputy 
leader. It was a wonderful thing to have, and it was a good team. They worked 
extremely well, they got things done, there wasn't too much mucking around, they 
didn't waste a lot of time re-examining their consciences or their policies or their 
philosophies. They knew what they had to do and they got on and did them. 

I think the only time it ever clearly came to an issue that Charles had had enough 
waiting would've been 1969. It was a Saturday (it was a State Council day), and the 
word had got out that the Daily News was printing a headline that afternoon which said 
that Court had challenged David Brand for the leadership and asked him to go, and in 
fact Court would now take over. That was the rumour around State Council of what 
the headline was going to run that day. It turned out subsequently that that wasn't an 
ill-founded rumour. In fact, how ever they got the story I don't know; I don't think 
anyone will ever find out how they got the story, but it was a great story and they were 
naturally going to run it. In fact, I heard that the first run carried that story. 

What happened was told to me by someone who was actually in the Premier's office 
on the day. David was working there and Charles was due to come to State Council 
as representative of the State Government. Charles put it to him that it was time for 
him to go - that it was time for one of us to go. It was either "you or me", etc, etc. 
Of course, this is only secondhand, so it's hardly history, but I do have to say that the 
bloke who told me was there [laughs] and he is a person for whom I had great regard. 

SR Who was that? 

YOUNG I don't think I'd like to name him because he was a public servant. If 
he was a politician I would have named him because it's all gloves off, but he was a 
public servant and a very, very long-serving and dedicated one. Apparently it went 
very simply. When Charles had finished, David said, "Well, it's been nice working 
with you Charlie, and I wish you all the best in the world for your future endeavours, 
whatever they may be." It ended, and it was never mentioned again. Charles didn't 



TAPE EIGHT SIDE A YOUNG 108 

retire - obviously Dave didn't. Life went on as usual and the message had been got 
over and Dave was still in the seat. 

SR You mentioned about Brand's record in getting the runs on the board. 
I guess I was kind of interpreting that - I don't know if I'm right - as being economic 
development. 

YOUNG Yes. 

SR The question about that is, who would be entitled in the Government to 
take credit for that -Court or Brand? 

YOUNG When you're going to get things done like that, that aren't terribly 
difficult to conceive, the only way you're going to get them done is by the Government 
of the day making absolutely certain that ALL the objections and ALL the opposition 
are swept aside and you're going to do them. Sometimes that's infinitely harder than 
conceiving the plan and putting together the economic packages. The person who gave 
Charles the chance to make sure that all of those things would come true was Dave 
Brand because he had his Cabinet 100 per cent behind him, he had his party 100 per 
cent behind him; there was no wavering or wishy-washiness. They were going to do 
it and he supported him 100 per cent. The actual conception of, "Gee, wouldn't it be 
a wonderful idea if we carved up 45 billion tonnes of iron ore and shipped it out of the 
country', isn't a very difficult one. Up until then the export of iron ore had been 
embargoed, to a great extent, and Menzies was starting to let those embargoes off. To 
Court's great credit, although he was lucky in timing in that those embargoes were 
coming off, he was also the person who had the capacity and the foresight to be able 
to organise that it should happen in an orderly fashion. Many countries who didn't 
handle it in an orderly fashion with the right sort of people involved, had a very short-
term market. The fact that our market is still there to a great extent is because of 
Charles' ability to do that. 

So I suppose it was a 50-50 partnership. They just got on with the job and they did 
it extremely well but Dave had to make sure that they did it, that he had the support 
to make it happen. He was also Treasurer, of course, and he had to make sure that 
all the money that was necessary - not that there was a great deal necessary to do those 
sorts of things - was given, and seed money, tax relief, stamp duty concessions, and 
all of those things that made eminently good sense that Charles had worked out with 
the developers, could all come to pass. 

SR What about Charles taking over as leader? What are your impressions 
there? 

YOUNG Well, we'd lost the 1971 election. We were in opposition and David 
Brand was Leader of the Opposition. I think he'd had enough. He hadn't been well. 
He had a very strange blood pressure problem - very low blood pressure, not a high 
one - and he was beginning to be subjected to dizzy spells. He'd given about as much 
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as anyone could be expected to give; he'd been the longest serving Premier in Western 
Australia's history at the time he was defeated. As I said to you earlier in the 
interview, I think, it was a real blow to him that he'd been rejected and he certainly 
wasn't looking at opposition as being the great gut-wrenching challenge that you'd see 
it as if you were desperately trying to get in there and beat the other bloke so you 
could become Premier - and if you were 30 years younger. He was already over 60. 
He'd served a long, long time in all sorts of portfolios. He'd been minister in previous 
governments and he'd served as Premier for 12 years. There wasn't the degree of 
desperation in his leadership in opposition and I think probably he recognised the fact. 
Maybe Charles told him. Someone might have told him, "Look, if we're going to beat 
Tonkin in 1974 we've got to have a lot more organisation and a lot more fighting spirit 
out there." He probably said, "Oh, that's enough for me, I've had it." [laughs] 

When he went, he went with extremely good grace and there was no animosity. I'm 
not suggesting for the slightest second that anyone tried to push him out - well, not at 
that time. It all appeared to be healthy and well intentioned on all parts and, of course, 
Charles was the natural successor and he came in. Funnily enough, he received his 
knighthood, I think on the day he became Leader of the Opposition. I think it was a 
knighthood that was given out of context. I don't think it was one in the normal 
Honours list or something like that. It seemed to coincide with his becoming Leader 
of the Opposition, so probably David had worked out an arrangement whereby he'd 
stand aside at an appropriate time and probably in time for the palace to knight him - 
and fair enough. So it was all pretty happy. He was the natural successor and he 
came in. 

SR Overall, what are your views on Sir Charles Court? 

YOUNG Well, there are so many things that come to mind. Someone said to me 
recently, "I hate Charles Court!" I said, "Well, you've just proven one thing. You 
don't know him; it's as simple as that." And it's exactly the same when someone says 
to me, "I love Charles Court. He is perfect." He's also proven he doesn't know him, 
because like every great man he's got a lot of facets. You can't add them all up, with 
a character like Charles has, to equate love him or hate him. He's too complicated for 
that. Certainly, if he's not already, he would be close to being the greatest living 
Australian. I don't think many people have given as much time as he and, what's 
more, he's never stopped giving to the public good and to public works virtually from 
the day he was born. He's been disciplined and dedicated to giving everything he's 
got. I think what he's done throughout his lifetime, every single thing he's ever 
touched, he's been the best at. That means there's a tremendous amount of discipline 
and singleness of purpose which shows in everything he does. In those respects, he's 
absolutely outstanding. It was fantastic to work with him and I'm very proud to have 
been a member of his Cabinet. 

There were some aspects of him - the same as there are of everybody - that you wish 
were different. But if we all had to change to make someone's view of us a little bit 
better, [chuckles] none of us would be the sort of people we are. 
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There are some observations I'd like to make, because I think they're important 
perhaps in history. One is, that I think he would have been a much better Premier, if 
that were possible, and a better Premier, a better Treasurer if he'd ever been 
responsible for a portfolio that actually delivered services. If he had ever had to take, 
as a minister, a minute of his own to Cabinet and convince his Cabinet colleagues that 
he had to have X number of dollars to provide a service for a specific group of people, 
and then argue the case to take dollars out of someone else's portfolio or create new 
dollars, and be responsible for championing that cause, I think he would have been 
more effective later on when it came to the human side. 

END OF TAPE EIGHT SIDE A 
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SR So that was one observation. 

YOUNG That's one of the observations and that doesn't diminish him in any way. 
It just simply says that he would have been better able to understand some of the 
problems of the ministers and what was actually going on in their hearts and their guts 
and their heads at times when it got pretty tough, because if you've never been there 
you just don't know, no matter how sympathetic you are - and he was sympathetic on 
most occasions. 

He was also the sort of person who, because of either the way he'd been brought up 
or the way he'd brought himself up - the self discipline and the desire to be the best 
at everything - he struck me as being the sort of person who, as a young man or a kid, 
probably never, ever did anything naughty. I think I've mentioned that before. If he 
had, I don't think he would have had the penchant that he did for overcompensating 
for people who should have had their fingers rapped. There was over-support for some 
people who should've had a rap over the knuckles. I think that's a problem. If he had 
it in him to be able to sit down on a man-to-man basis and confront you in his office, 
by himself, face to face, and thrash out an issue, things would have been infinitely 
better. 

What I'm going to say is very strange. He certainly doesn't lack courage; I'm not 
suggesting that for one moment. [chuckles] I think, and this might sound paradoxical, 
I think he's shy. I really don't think he likes that sort of situation in which he has to 
sit there and actually thrash out something that we're all used to doing throughout life, 
by the nature of our upbringing, by the nature of the number of times we've been 
belted under the ear in a back alley or something like that. [chuckles] You have a 
different outlook, and I don't think that was his scene. He was very uncomfortable 
under those circumstances, so you never got to the stage where you could say, "Look, 
the door's closed, there's no-one here. I wanna tell you, 'DON'T EVER DO THIS 
TO ME AGAIN! '" [chuckles] Whatever. That sort of thing, so man-to-man you 
could sort these things out. That couldn't occur [with Charles] so therefore there was 
that problem in relationships with him, because it was very difficult to form a personal, 
close, warm relationship. I mean, you can hate someone's guts in "battle" and still be 
the best mates in the world. On a football field it's been proven many times. [laughs] 
They can rip your ears off and you're still good friends afterwards. There wasn't that 
camaraderie with Charles and never could be. 

But I don't think any of those things would go more than the tiniest fraction of a 
percentage towards diminishing what he is and what he was - as one of the greatest. 

SR We've discussed a fair bit about how Ray O'Connor came to be elected 
as deputy leader and then leader. Is there anything else you wanted to add about that 
before we go on to talk about Ray O'Connor? 

YOUNG No, not really. I think that pretty much sums up what had happened 
with Ray vis-a-vis myself and my reaction to him up to that point. He became the 
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Premier in 1982 and he formed a team of people. New people came in (I think he 
added one or two portfolios), new people came in who were clearly the people who 
had helped him in these various pursuits to make sure that he had the numbers - not 
that I thought there was ever going to be any challenge against him; it was the deputy 
leadership that was the major stumbling block, but then he would have been working 
just as desperately, and so would his team, to make sure there were no challenges, 
because he wouldn't fall into the trap of being under-prepared. So the people who 
actually assisted him - Pike, Clarko, Shalders, Tom Knight - all got in. Tom was 
bitterly disappointed because I'm certain that he'd been promised a position in the 
Cabinet, but he was made Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet and I don't think he 
was particularly happy about that. I must ask Ray one day whether he ever actually 
made him a promise, [chuckles] but it looked like he had. These people came into the 
Cabinet and so he, to a great extent, had around him these supporters. 

SR What happened with the deputy leadership? 

YOUNG Oh, a number of us threw our hat into the ring - myself, Bill Hassell, 
Cyril Rushton, Bill Grayden and . . . Ray O'Connor's team was desperately working 
for Jim Clarko and - 

SR Oh, that's right. This was where you mentioned before that Cyril 
Rushton came in and. 

YOUNG Exactly. He came up through the ranks. So we formed a Cabinet and, 
funnily enough, almost from day one Ray would use me, as an advisor on finance we 
certainly appeared to everyone else to be closer than he and Cyril were. So 
Brian Burke would always accuse me of being the de facto Deputy Premier. I used to 
sit on Cyril's right-hand side and at question time Cyril would handle quite a number 
of questions, but when it got down to questions without notice Burke noticed that I'd 
always slide into Cyril's seat and pass Ray a lot of notes during questions without 
notice, and on one occasion he said - I remember it quite clearly - with a big grin and 
a laugh, "I want to ask the Treasurer a follow-up question to the last question I just 
asked him and I want everyone to note that I'm watching the Minister for Health's lips! 
And I don't want him passing any notes." So we did have that sort of unspoken 
undertaking that I'd do whatever I could to help him, but he also would do likewise for 
me. I mean, I'm not saying I was the fount of all knowledge but I was particularly 
stronger on financial and Treasury matters than Ray was. But on many other things 
he'd come to MY rescue, so we worked fairly well as a team. 

Cyril was a lovely fellow, I think apart from Ian Medcalf probably one of the most 
respected members of Parliament, but he wasn't a heavyweight as a politician and he 
wasn't Ray's type of bloke. So I don't think it was a happy marriage. It was an 
accidental one, anyway. 

SR How did Cabinet operations change under Ray O'Connor? 
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YOUNG Of course, the first thing that happened under Ray was that you didn't 
walk into the Cabinet room with trepidation. You didn't walk in there with fear that 
you might make a goose of yourself and suddenly get the withering look or a dressing 
down by Charlie. And that was a great relief, [chuckles] I can tell you. 
Unfortunately, in the nature of things, of course, the training stopped as well, because 
although Charles would do those sorts of things and give you a bollocking, it was 
usually for a reason, and here we were relieved; it was FUN to go to Cabinet. But we 
weren't getting too much training; it was a bit undisciplined. 

Some of the people who remained there in Cabinet, who were perhaps a little more 
conservative than some of the new ones, found it a bit strange. Medcalf, Craig, 
myself, Hassell, to some extent, and a few others - Dick Old, I think, as well - found 
it a bit uncomfortable that decisions were being made, sometimes without talking them 
through effectively. The wrong words were being put on the bottom of a Cabinet 
minute when approval was given. I don't know if you know how Cabinet procedure 
actually works, but you don't take minutes at Cabinet meetings. The minute that you 
present to the Cabinet meeting is the document the Cabinet either approves, rejects or 
amends, so the Premier is the only one who actually makes a handwritten note and he 
writes the Cabinet decision on the bottom of the Cabinet minute. So it's not much 
good a minister doing what was always forbidden under Charlie anyway, and quite 
properly, bringing up a Cabinet minute that said anything other than "I recommend 

1, 2, 3." He didn't want, "Cabinet to note", "Cabinet, please tell me what to do", 
or something like that. It was, "My recommendation: 1, 2, 3", and Cabinet could 
either reject, accept or amend. But we found things creeping in like, "I believe 
Cabinet should have been informed of this matter", and "I'm inclined to take the view 
that we might follow one of two courses," etc etc. To that, obviously, you need an 
answer, "Cabinet decides . . ." course 1 or course 2 or whatever, and we found things 
like 'Well, do you agree or don't you?" "Agree to what?" "If I don't hear any real 
constructive comment around here, then Cabinet agrees", and he'd write "Cabinet 
agrees". Cabinet agrees to what? 

Those sorts of things became a bit worrisome, but it was the nature of the bloke and 
that was compensated by the fact that we were a happy team and, with those 
reservations, we were enjoying Cabinet meetings and doing what we were doing. In 
that sense, it was a pretty good spirit. 

It wasn't until about. . . He was only there 12 months, so we're moving now into the 
mid-1982 era and we're leading up to an election. What I'm going to tell you came 
as a great shock to us because nearly all of us worked our electorates reasonably well, 
we thought, but very few of us would have been closer to the electorate than I was, 
because I had a knife-edge electorate. I knew that because of even the most recent 
boundary changes (here we go again, another set of boundary changes!) weren't going 
to help me that much. It could have been a lot better. There was clearly going to be 
a bit of a swing against the Government but it wasn't going to be that huge. Then 
suddenly we got this report to Cabinet one day which was a bit shattering, and it 
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indicated we were gone for all money. This was about four months before the 
election. The public just had rejected us. 

The first reaction to something like that is to say, "Oh, they've got it all wrong." 

[Break in recording.] 

SR We were talking about the report on your electoral prospects; pretty 
grim. 

YOUNG Well, the Government's electoral prospects looked pretty grim and 
naturally the first reaction is to say, "Oh, they must have got it wrong; it can't be that 
bad." But my electorate secretary - her name was Pat Roob, she'd been with me not 
from the beginning of my electorate career but she'd been there a long time - she said, 
"I have to tell you that I think it IS that bad out there." She said, "I haven't been 
wanting to worry you because you're too darned busy at the moment, but it's not 
good." I trusted her judgment a great deal, and her very close friend was Bob Pike's 
electorate secretary and I knew her pretty well, too, and the opinion was, "Look, we'll 
lie down and die in the traces for you and we'll do everything we can to get you up 
there, but we really don't think it's going to be too kosher." 
So we started having a look at that, and I was fairly close to the Liberal Party 
hierarchy - or some of the hierarchy - and from what we could get coming in from 
wherever it was coming, it appeared that Ray wasn't travelling that well. When I say 
Ray, I'll share the blame and say the 15 or 16 of us weren't travelling that well, but 
quite clearly the leader hadn't been accepted and Burke was looking pretty good in 
public. It was all starting to look just a little bit inevitable. I think we put up a pretty 
good campaign, though, notwithstanding all that. 

SR Your farewell speech - I've got a note here . . it wasn't actually a 
farewell speech because you didn't know for sure that you weren't coming back . 

YOUNG Well, I more or less knew. On the night of the election it was a 
landslide and I've always been one of the party's men at psephology. I'd always 
appeared, for instance, on television as one of the people who analysed the figures on 
the night and went through the numbers and was able to make certain predictions. I 
knew my own electorate pretty well and what the trends were. There was one 
particular box, which only had a small number in it, and I could tell by that box every 
election how many we were going to win by. I always made sure I got the result of 
that box first, and when it was first called through to me I said to the fellow who'd 
rung it through, "Look, I know this box, it's been in my electorate ever since day one. 
It's my barometer, and I have to tell you you've got it all wrong. Those figures aren't 
possible. They're 100 out." It was only a very small box, about 500 votes cast all 
day, but it was a perfect cross-section of the community and if you weighted the figure, 
if you knew just exactly how to analyse that figure, you could virtually get your 
ultimate result down to about two or three hundred. He said, "Ray, I've got news for 
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you. I can count. I have double-checked the figures. They all cross-add. It's all 
over. Those are the figures." 

I turned to the one person I was with in my office - there was no-one else there at the 
time - and I said, "Well, that's it. We're history. [laughs] But keep a big smile on 
your face when we get out there and let it become slowly obvious as we go through 
the numbers on the night how bad it is.',  

Bob Pike was the guy who at the function would get up there, watch television, make 
his calculations and announce how things were going and people would either clap or 
cheer, or say ooh aah. This particular night when the first few figures came through, 
he quite accurately predicted that it looked like we'd lost Scarborough (lots of ooh aahs 
and stuff like that) and then it looked like we might have lost this one, then it looked 
like we might have lost that one. I was watching Bob. It never dawned on him for 
a moment that he'd lost his own seat. The realisation came only towards the very end 
of the night when he realised he wasn't just looking at a series of lower house defeats; 
all of these figures were going to translate - five of them anyway - into his upper house 
seat and he was gone, too. It was a huge shock. It was a tremendous shock to all of 
us. 

[Break in recording.] 

So it was a great shock to Bob that we'd lost Bob as well. We'd virtually lost 
everybody. It was a huge landslide and that obviously indicated to us also that in the 
federal election, which was coming up in a few weeks' time, we were going to have 
similar problems at the federal scene. 

What had happened in that election wasn't just the fact that Ray O'Connor, four 
months before, had clearly not been accepted by the community, but we also had this 
situation where Malcolm Fraser had called an election - an early election, within a few 
weeks after ours, which we didn't want at all because we'd get mixed up with all of 
these federal issues and the Liberal Party federally was a bit on the nose - so we were 
going to have to run into this election carrying all the baggage of the Federal 
Government, as well as with a new leader who, it appeared, hadn't been accepted by 
the public. So it wasn't looking particularly good for us, and then virtually on the 
same day, Bob Hawke challenged Bill Hayden and tossed him out. So you had this so-
called charisma of Hawke carrying the day and you had brand new Burke, brand new 
Hawke, and old, old O'Connor, old, old Malcolm Fraser. This huge change was going 
to take place, and it did. It not only swept all of us away from the State scene but it 
swept a few of our federal colleagues away as well. That was 1983 and that was about 
the beginning of the end. 

On the night of the election I - this is just an indication of how you begin to lose 
favour with your own party - I'd taken a fairly philosophical view that although I was 
very surprised at this first result, it wouldn't have surprised me if overall I hadn't made 
it. It wouldn't have surprised me if overall we'd lost the Government. The degree by 



TAPE EIGHT SIDE B YOUNG 116 

which we did those things did take me a bit by surprise, but philosophically I was 
feeling resigned to it. And instead of walking around with a long face and crying in 
my cups and leaving the meeting as a couple of people did - and we didn't see them 
again (I'm talking about defeated candidates here); we just didn't see them again for 
weeks and weeks: they didn't take part in the federal election in the next couple of 
weeks and stuff like that, they just disappeared and virtually took to their beds. Instead 
of that, I was walking around shaking hands, thanking people, having a drink, enjoying 
what was a sad party, but after all it was a party and it was thanks to all the people 
who'd helped us over the years. 

And I made a speech which said basically: Well, you know, these things happen. You 
have to lose elections to earn the right to win them, and thank heavens we live in a 
country where you can actually lose an election without any shots being fired or bombs 
thrown or anything like that, but, more importantly, you walk quietly down to the 
Governor's residence and hand in your resignation, you have a drink with him, you 
walk off and you go home or go back to Parliament House and simply change seats 
into the Opposition and life goes on. We should all be looking at it, if we believed in 
the principles of the Liberal Party, as the fact that we weren't born to rule. We 
obviously weren't accepted by the people. We have to accept that in a democracy and 
it's a wonderful way our democracy works. So don't go out downhearted; go out very 
happy about the fact that these things can happen. That's what democracy is all about. 
I was accused of being wishy-washy and a supporter of the Labor Government 
[chuckles] as a result of this speech, and I thought, "It probably was time to go 
anyway". If that's the attitude that can be taken by some of the people who 
subsequently tore the Liberal Party to pieces over the next few years, then it wasn't 
particularly a place for me, obviously. 

SR What about your own feeling about your personal ambitions? Did that 
put an end to those ambitions or put them on hold temporarily, or what happened? 

YOUNG Well, I really didn't have any personal ambitions at that stage. I'd made 
up my mind in 1980 - when we won the 1980 election - that I was going to retire in 
1989, because I would have just turned 50 and it seemed like an appropriate time to 
go. I'd have been in there 18 years, I would've been a minister for twelve years. 
Twelve years would have been enough for me, so I had no ambitions to go beyond 
1989 anyway, but when I made that decision in my mind I presumed we were going 
to continue to hold government. If we'd [I'd] have won, naturally I would have gone 
back into opposition rather than pull the pin, because all of us would have had an 
obligation to do whatever we could towards the next election. But as it was, not 
having won the seat and we not having won government, it seemed it was the perfect 
time to go anyway because the next opportunity to come back into the Parliament 
would have been 1986. It wouldn't have made much sense trying to make a comeback 
in 1986 to retire in 1989, so I accepted that that was it and that it was over. 

I wanted to make some contribution within the lay organisation and I stood for the 
position of Treasurer at the next State Conference, but I was very quickly muscled out 
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of that by the Noel Crichton-Browne faction who were supporting the incumbent 
treasurer - a fellow named Ed Knott, who was part of their group but not someone with 
whom I had any problems. There was a general challenge on and I was part of a 
group trying to overthrow the Crichton-Browne faction, let's call it, at that time and 
I didn't make it into the treasuryship of the party. 

Shortly after that, I got a letter asking me to reapply to be a member of the Liberal 
Party. After having been a member for 20-odd years and held almost every position 
you could hold, I get a letter from the divisional president asking me to reapply for 
membership of the party. It was pretty obvious what was going to happen. I said, 
virtually, "You've got to be joking," so I didn't reapply. I'd had a few run-ins with 
the existing State President, Ian Warner, at the time in regard to matters that I'd said 
publicly. He wrote to me chastising me for having made a public statement. 
Everyone, could make a public statement if you happened to be one of Noel's friends; 
nobody could make a public statement if you didn't happen to be one of Noel's friends. 
If you weren't one of Noel's friends and you made a comment about the party, no 
matter how innocuous it might be, you got a letter from the President saying, "This is 
my right and my right alone. " Noel could go out there next day, and so could all of 
his mates, and say anything they liked about each other (or other people) and nothing 
would happen. That has been the same ever since. 

I wrote to him and said, "I want to speak to State Council about this. I'm not going 
to take chastisement from you," etc, etc. He said, "Naturally you'll be invited to State 
Council. Natural justice would ensure that that would happen." It never happened, 
of course. It never was going to happen. They used to say those things because they 
thought it looked good on paper. 

SR What is the history of the Noel Crichton-Browne faction? Where did it 
come from and what is the background to it? 

YOUNG The background to it is that the constitution of the Liberal Party and all 
of the rules and regulations of the Liberal Party were based on goodwill. They were 
based on the fact that we were all working towards one thing, and one thing alone, and 
that was to get a team of people into Parliament who were practical, down-to-earth, no-
nonsense people who represented the values of the Liberal Party and that we'd all work 
together getting there. All the words and all the commas and all the dots and what-
have-you were written, in the main, by simple, ordinary people; a few lawyers had 
their input, of course. They weren't intended to be gone over by QCs and what-have-
you for purposes other than the ones I've just described. There were lots of flaws in 
the rules and regulations. So someone walks in and says, "Well, that's not my 
intention." My intention is to get control of this party and to get all the people that I 
want to have control within this party to have control and I want to work myself into 
a situation where I'm unchallengeable and have that complete control, for whatever 
political purpose I want it to be." It was easy to do; it wasn't difficult. One bloke 
decided, well, there it is; I'm going to do it. He could never tell anyone why, and he 
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could never tell anyone what he wanted to do with it when he caught it. [chuckles] 
He just wanted to do it, and he did it - and he did it very, very effectively. 

And it was easy to do. You don't have to be a genius. I mean, one of the glories in 
which he's bathed over the years is the suggestion that if he has all this power he must 
be a wonderful wheeler-dealer. I mean, anyone could have done it; it wasn't that 
difficult. You form a branch here, you form a branch there, you form a branch here, 
there and everywhere, and the people who are in those branches are your supporters. 
When you've got enough strength to virtually control 40 or 50 branches, you've got 
control of the entire party. That's not complicated. That's based on the fact that none 
of us wanted to do that, because that wasn't what we wanted. We wanted to have a 
party that worked, that was democratic. 

SR What about relations between Crichton-Browne and the establishment of 
the party - the parliamentary establishment - the long-term people like the David 
Brands, Sir Charles Court and so on? Was there a climate of encouragement, 
discouragement from them for what he was doing? 

YOUNG In the early days there were clearly some high-powered people who 
could see what he was going to do and what was going to happen to the party. We 
actually met on one occasion and said, "Are we all aware of the fact that this is going 
to happen? Will something happen to stop it or will we just allow it to go because, 
after all, if the party allows it, maybe that's what the party wants," etc, etc. It was a 
bit of an academic question, really, because it was all too late. It was all over. He 
was going to get control. Some of those people were parliamentary hierarchy. Some 
of the people in the parliamentary hierarchy of the party didn't want him there and 
could see what would happen to the party if he got there. Others saw it as fairly 
convenient to have him there and actually encouraged him. Over the years some of 
those people have either by commission or omission allowed him to get that control and 
have actually fostered it when it suited them. 

The only thing I feel any regret about for Noel Crichton-Browne, now that he's been 
tossed out of the party, is the fact that so many of these people turned on him and said 
"Tut tat, isn't this awful? Isn't this chap a real bounder!" when he'd done every single 
thing they wanted him to do; he'd got all their people into the right spots; he'd 
supported all of their views, when maybe their views should have been challenged; 
he'd done everything that could have been [done for them. Then they dumped him for 
the wrong reason 20 years too late!] 

END OF TAPE EIGHT SIDE B 
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A further interview with Ray Young recorded on 20 December 1995. 

SR Can we begin today with the stage at which you left politics? 
Immediately after the election, what were your feelings about your future? How were 
you thinking about where you would go from here? 

YOUNG The first thing that I can remember being aware of was a feeling of 
immense relief, the almost indescribable pleasure of the problems dropping off your 
shoulders was just wonderful. Firstly, I spent almost two weeks in the upcoming 
federal campaign, which produced exactly the same results, so it proved that people 
were really looking at the parties rather than the policies at the time. So I helped in 
the federal campaign for two weeks, then Ian Viner was defeated in Stirling - that's 
where I was helping out - and we were all free. We were all let loose. 

SR What do you mean there by people were looking at the parties, not the 
policies? 

YOUNG Well, I think there were so many federal issues that really didn't have 
any bearing on the issues upon which the people should have been voting at the state 
election, yet the results were exactly the same in every booth and almost every box. 
The same people turned up two weeks later and did exactly the same thing on federal 
issues. And it was a pretty remarkable election. It was the Bill Hayden "drover's 
dog" election, where he reckoned that if he'd have been left there he'd have been PM. 
And he probably would've been, although I'm more inclined to the view that Hawke's 
entry into the leadership, virtually on the day that Malcolm Fraser declared the 
election, probably was the catalyst for the massive swing-around at both the state and 
the federal levels, because people really didn't know Hawke at that stage; he had some 
degree of charisma about him. Those who did know him have always been aware of 
what Bob was, but the public at large saw him as a brand new, good alternative to 
what was starting to look like a succession of rather tired Labor leaders, and that more 
or less clinched it for the Labor Party. 

SR What do you mean by "what Bob was"? 

YOUNG Oh, Bob's only ever been interested in Bob. I mean, from the time he 
was a kid his only passion in life was Bob Hawke. He really had no interest in 
anyone. He's passionate; he's passionate in respect of a political point at a particular 
time or a person at a particular time, but the only long-lasting reason for being, as far 
as Bob's concerned, is Bob - and that's his only grand passion in life, after all. Those 
who knew him - not that I knew him well, but I knew a lot of people who did know 
him extremely well, and it's always been accepted . . . I did play a little bit of cricket 
with him at Subiaco some years ago, and it's generally agreed that he never listens to 
you; he's only waiting for the next opportunity to open his own mouth. But the people 
didn't see him that way; they saw him as an articulate, intelligent, charismatic new 
leader, and to some extent he was, and remained so for a while. So they swept the 
Liberal Party and the coalition parties aside at both the state and federal election. 
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From my own personal point of view, as I say, immediately following the federal 
election I went to Rottnest with my family, had the first holiday that I'd had in 
probably ever, where I had absolutely no cares. Even when I was in practice as a 
chartered accountant, holidays were things that I really didn't look forward to much 
because there was so much work to be done when you got back and there was the 
continual worry about what was happening back in the office, the obligations you had 
and you shouldn't be . . . the guilt trip of actually lying in the sun when you should 
be working yourself to death at the office desk. Then, of course, politics just didn't 
allow for those sorts of holidays, certainly no carefree holidays. You had to be near 
a phone at all times and you had to be contactable by the Premier and the like, and 
there was always the files that had to be dealt with whether you were on holiday or 
not. Even if you had an acting minister there were some things you just had to do. 

So this was the first time, and I was riding around Rottnest in I guess it would have 
been March, rather nice weather, and wondering what I might do with the future and 
not really caring much. [laughs] It was all just too much fun. But then we had to 

my wife (that was my second wife) Roma and I had to work out where we were 
going from there on. I'd picked up what at that point was the largest ever payout from 
the parliamentary superannuation fund in a lump sum because . . . it was sort of like 
the lining up of the planets. I was under 45, which meant that I could take the whole 
amount in a lump sum, and I figured I could do better with the money than the trustees 
of the superannuation fund. Secondly, I'd been in higher office for quite a fair while 
while I was in Parliament so the basic salary upon which the lump sum payment was 
based was considerably larger than it would've been if I'd have been a backbencher for 
most of my career. So this sum, which by today's standards would look rather 
ordinary, was a significant amount of money; it was a quarter of a million dollars in 
1983 and it was enough for us to pay off our mortgage and buy a couple of cars and 
invest in some sort of enterprise that would give us an income and give me an 
opportunity to get back into business in some way. So it was fairly comfortable for 
a while - for a few months. 

I also found out it was rather interesting to actually sit down in the morning and make 
notes for myself on what I was going to do during the day, and I didn't realise that at 
that point the trivia had set in. I was actually making little notes to go to the 
drycleaners and things like this, so it was pretty obvious I wasn't doing anything. 
After about four or five months I got pretty anxious about this and fortunately my wife 
was at that time the executive assistant to the Director of the Paraplegic/Quadriplegic 
Association. Their auditors were friends of hers and I'd become friendly with them 
socially through her business at the paraplegic association. One of them, Kim 
Steadman, who was a director of this company, Aerodata Holdings Ltd, said to Roma 
one day, "What's Ray doing with himself?" She said, "Oh, nothing much, he's just 
hanging around the house. Why don't you do something with him, [chuckles] get him 
out of there?" So they offered me the chairmanship of this company, Aerodata 
Holdings Ltd, which then was a tiny little private company with an awful lot of 
potential, and it was making some good profits but it had a long, long way to go. It 
seemed pretty exciting so I agreed to join the company, and after a few months of 
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being the chairman I decided that I'd invest in the company as well. So a lot of the 
money that we'd had set aside from the superannuation fund went into this company, 
and I never regretted one day of it. 

SR What is the nature of the business? 

YOUNG This an airborne geophysical surveying company. It flies aeroplanes 
appropriately equipped with all sorts of fairly tricky technology, most of which we in 
fact manufacture ourselves through a subsidiary in the United States. The planes and 
the equipment aboard read the electromagnetic and radioactive impulses, if you like, 
of the earth and translate those impulses into data from which maps can be made that 
clearly show the subterranean structure. For thousands of years man could only look 
at rocks from the point of view of what he could pick up and what he could kick and 
what he could hit with a hammer because it was very difficult to work out without 
drilling what was actually beneath the surface, and particularly in Australia. We were 
now producing technology which swept away the sands and the topsoil, if you like, and 
revealed exactly what the rock structure was underneath. Once you know what the 
rock structure is you've got a pretty good idea of where the minerals are. 

Over the years, we've gone from a company that specialised pretty much in the 
Australian mining industry and minerals into a very strong concentrated research and 
development program that is designed towards oil exploration in many forms, some 
very exciting bathymetry, and we're getting into environmental issues in a very big 
way. We find now that our skills are required not just to find minerals and wealth but 
to find the real wealth, such as ground water. In India we had a big contract with the 
state of Orissa and the aim was to establish ground water supplies - infinitely more 
valuable than oil and infinitely more valuable than anything else you might find in a 
mineralised sense. We were able to pinpoint quite a number of groundwater supplies, 
and in fact the drilling indicated a gusher every time. When you see the film of the 
people seeing this water pouring up where there was only and desert before, it gives 
you quite an incredible feeling. You think, well, not only did we make money out of 
that contract but the lifestyle of the people of Orissa will change for all the generations 
in the future, and it gives you a good feeling to know that. 

So we're heavily into environmental matters; we're looking at a lot of stuff in eastern 
Europe, where the care and attention to radioactive material storage and containment 
has been less than marvellous over the years, and we're identifying many hot spots 
throughout central Europe for the governments who are anxious to face up to the 
problems they may have down the track. 

SR So what has been the scale of growth of the company since you first 
came in? Can you give me an idea of the size of it then compared with the size of 
operations now? 

YOUNG Mm. When I first joined the company . . . and we have to remember 
that I have nothing to do with this; [laughs] this is no self-congratulation here. I just 
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happen to be the chairman and I work with a good group of people who in their own 
ways are geniuses, and they've done all this. I'm only talking about my joining the 
company on the basis that this is when I began in the knowledge of the organisation. 
The turnover in 1983-84 I think was about $1.5m. Last the group turnover I think was 
about $75m. We've gone from a small company in a very small house in West Perth 
to become the largest in the world at what we do, and generally recognised as by far 
the best in the world. That's because the managing director, Pat Cuneen[?], has taken 
the attitude that we are not going to follow world's best practice; we're going to make 
the world follow us. We'll establish the best practice and they can catch us if they 
can. That therefore requires that everybody gives the best practice possible to us. Our 
suppliers have to provide us with the world's best service if we're going to supply 
world's best service to others. Therefore, the company has become generally regarded 
as the leader in the world and it's a wonderful feeling to see the offices we have now 
out at Floreat Park, and we've got a large office in Houston, we've got offices in 
London, Prague, Toronto, all over the world; Santiago in Chile and many other places. 
It's a great company. 

SR And what's your role as chairman? 

YOUNG Well, it's an interesting one because normally a chairman is either an 
executive chairman or is a non-executive chairman, and it's usually very black and 
white. I am, strictly speaking, a non-executive chairman because I don't have a 
defined role to play as an executive, but I've found that the growth of the company has 
enabled me to, or encouraged me to, or obliged me to, remain very closely in contact 
with the directors on a day-to-day basis so that we can all discuss the moves that have 
to be made quickly and deals that have to be done immediately. The various company 
aspects - the legal aspects of the compliance with the Australian Stock Exchange and 
Australian Securities Commission rules and regulations - require me to be in constant 
contact with the company secretary and to be available all the time. So in that sense, 
although they don't pay me as such, [chuckles] I act to some extent as an executive - 
part-time executive chairman, I suppose, but with no defined role, just in there doing 
what I can whenever. They provide me with an office, of course, which is amongst 
the executives and very handy to the system. 

SR What about other areas of work? This hasn't been the only focus of 
your attention, has it? 

YOUNG No it hasn't. I've mentioned on a few occasions the commitment that 
I had to intellectually disabled people over the years, which was formed when I was 
the member for Scarborough and met the people who ran what was then the 
Scarborough Hostel for intellectually disabled children. That was in Duke Street in 
Scarborough, and then subsequently the Sussex Hostel was build in Lilacdale Road and 
that became quite a significant hostel for profoundly disabled kids. As patron of their 
organisation I got to know the families and I got to know the clients who were there, 
and over the years I became involved both in my parliamentary work and ministerial 
work. 
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When I was defeated I took on some professional work which involved me at one stage 
doing a reassessment, if you like, of the Government procedures in regard to 
administrative accommodation - the hiring of space and what have you to accommodate 
the offices of the public service. During the course of that, I found myself on the same 
floor as the former Deputy Premier, Don Taylor. Don was just about, at that stage, 
to take on the job as administrator of Christmas Island. We used to meet each other 
in the lift and we had a mutual respect for each other from our parliamentary days. 
Don had also been appointed chairman of the new authority for Intellectually 
Handicapped Persons, which of course was the aftermath of the matters I referred to 
you before arising out of the Beecham report and other things. He said that he'd be 
interested in putting it to Ian Taylor, who was then the Minister for Health, that I 
should be appointed to replace him. I thought that was a marvellous gesture in that I 
was a former political opponent, but the recognition was there that regardless of where 
our political positions might have stood, the intellectually disabled people, who were 
the recipients of whatever we did or the results of whatever we did, were more 
important than the triviality of whether or not you were on a different side of politics. 

Ian Taylor recommended me to his Cabinet and they appointed me. Funnily enough, 
it also went to caucus, I found out later, and although one or two people said, "Well, 
just a minute, he's not one of us, what are we doing giving him the chairmanship of 
a major authority?", apart from a couple of comments like that, which were reasonable 
comments, it all went through without a problem and I was very happy about that. So 
I became chairman then of the Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons in the 
same year it was founded, in 1986, because Don had only been there a few months 
when he left. That took up a lot of my time because I saw my role there as one where 
I had to lead; I couldn't sit back and just be a chairman. I had to take a mini-
ministerial role because there was no minister for Disability Services at that time. You 
had the Minister for Health and it was under his portfolio, and the only way that this 
authority could be seen to be something other than just a department, or rubber stamp 
for the Executive, was to give it leadership and to have it clearly stand as a statutory 
authority; not autonomous, because it was answerable to the minister, but at least out 
on its own and clearly seen to be that. To give it that sort of status, the chairman, 
whoever he or she may happen to be, had to be seen to be there by the staff, by the 
clients, by the carers, by the whole field, by the Government, by the Opposition. 

So I rather welcomed the opportunity to get involved on a virtually . . . I won't say 
it was a full-time basis; it was about a half-time basis, but you had to be available full-
time. You couldn't really take a lot of other things on. So I found I couldn't really 
devote myself to any real directorships that were going to take up much of my time 
because with Aerodata and the authority, that was enough. I then helped to formulate, 
in fact wrote the policy on disability for the Liberal Party for the 1992 election and 
then chaired the transition planning committee, which was set up to bring the policy 
into regulatory effect, and to draft the legislation and to plan how the organisation - 
new Disability Services Commission - would function and what sort of managerial 
structure and administrative structure it was going to have. So I chaired that. Then 
I was appointed chairman of the commission when it came into existence, I think in 
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November 1993, and remained there for the year of bringing it into existence. So that 
gave me a great interest. 

SR How closely did the implementation match the plan and the policy that 
you developed in the first place? 

YOUNG Well, with the exception of a couple of areas, one of which was to do 
with a clash of policy where the Education Department policy on special education, 
which of course referred to children with disabilities, was different to the disability 
policy with respect to education, so there was a clash there and there was a lack of. 
• . yes, there was a bit of a clash there but it wasn't something that was not capable 
of being sorted out, as long as the ministers wanted to work together. I found that they 
didn't communicate particularly well together and it remained a problem, and I think 
to this day it probably still remains a problem. But apart from that it was pretty much 
exactly as the policy was written that came into effect. 

SR What was the problem there to do with education? 

YOUNG I think it was not so much a problem about differing philosophies, it was 
more a problem of how would the professional groups in the Education Department 
like surrendering some of their power in respect of education to a philosophy that was 
emanating from another Act with another minister. I think it was more in the nature 
of "they're not going to get onto our patch" on both sides, than any real conflict about 
what we were trying to achieve. In fact, I don't think there was any philosophical 
conflict about what either side was trying to achieve; it was just, you know, who was 
going to have the power. [laughs] These things happen, and I think the problem was 
exacerbated by the fact that Norman Moore and Kevin Minson didn't really address it; 
they didn't get down to talking over a table between each other and sorting out the 
problems which, if they'd done that, it could have been very quickly sorted out. In 
fact, the Disability Services policy specifically used the words . . . I'm paraphrasing 
them but it pointed up very clearly the fact that this policy was not going to be put 
asunder by people who were protecting their own patch, that the policy was the policy 
of the disabled people and it had to be followed and even if it meant that a lot of things 
that happened in other departments and in other ministries would have to be passed 
over to the authority of the Disability Services Commission, then so be it. But it 
doesn't exactly work that way unless ministers sit down and make it work. If they just 
allowed their own advisers to continue to say, "Well, we're not going to do that", then 
it doesn't happen and you get problems. I am no longer intimately connected with the 
affairs of the commission but it would appear, at least from an onlooker's point of 
view, that most of those problems are probably sorted out by now. 

SR So how has the disabilities sector generally fared in the climate of 
government cutbacks, of fiscal restraint? 

YOUNG I think they did pretty well. Firstly there was an absolute driving 
passion on the part of myself and the members of my board and the chief executive 
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officer, Haydn Lowe, that there could be no substantial cuts. We were quite prepared 
to prune administration and change things around but we weren't going to have the 
actual services suffer as a result of that. We did in fact cut quite a lot of cost out of 
the running of the authority, as it was then, for intellectually handicapped persons, 
which on the surface we hoped wouldn't bite into the services for people with 
disabilities. But they started to bite; they started to really have an effect; they started 
to hurt some families and started to hurt some clients. We had to go to the Premier 
and make it very clear that this couldn't be allowed to happen because we hadn't 
addressed the problems. It wasn't like education where every kid gets to go to school 
and it's only whether or not you have the services provided at a proper level or at a 
level a little less than that, depending on finances. This was the situation in which 
there was a huge demand for people who were getting no services, and that backlog 
had to be fixed was well as maintaining the current services and planning for future 
services and improving the services. So the Premier, Richard Court, picked up on that 
and although our minister was having a fair bit of difficulty in Cabinet convincing 
some of his colleagues, I think he had the goodwill of the Premier, which was very 
helpful. 

But things went very, very slowly and while I was there, the last six months of my 
chairmanship was very frustrating because I couldn't get an absolute undertaking from 
the Premier that all the funds we needed would be forthcoming. I made it clear that 
from a personal point of view I was going to settle for nothing less than that, but 
subsequently it would appear that the funds came through at the appropriate time. 
Everyone seems to feel that although the services aren't absolutely 120 per cent, 
they're getting back to where they used to be, and at one stage we led the world in 
services for people with intellectual disabilities. 

END OF TAPE NINE SIDE A 
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SR What have some of the other issues been surrounding your time with the 
Disability Services Commission and its predecessors? 

YOUNG Well, one of the interesting things, I suppose, is that I've referred you 
to the fact that the Labor Party caucus and Cabinet appointed me virtually without any 
serious opposition, but although I wrote the policy for the Liberal Party on disability 
almost word for word and had in fact pushed for that policy to become part of the 
manifesto of the party for the 1992 election very strongly, there was a good deal of 
antagonism towards my appointment to the chair of the Disability Services 
Commission. Although I was continuing to complete my period of appointment as 
chairman of the authority and I had of course chaired the transition planning 
committee, some members of the Cabinet and a significant number of members who 
held a bit of influence - I suspect including the Premier - weren't happy about the 
recommendation of Kevin Minson that I be appointed as chairman of the commission. 
So they only gave me a one year appointment and it was to be reviewed at the end of 
the first year. I knew pretty much what that meant, but I really wanted that year to be 
able to get the commission up and running, and that was all I needed. I only needed 
that year; I didn't really want to go on any further than that. It would have been nice 
had I been asked but I wasn't going to be asked. The opposition to me stemmed from 
the fact that I'd helped Liz Constable win the seat of Floreat against the endorsed 
Liberal candidate and a lot of people in the Liberal Party got hurt by that and never 
forgave those who were involved in assisting Liz to win. It seemed to me that they 
overlooked a very fundamental aspect of that election, and that is that the people of 
Floreat wanted Liz Constable, and they said that twice, and each time they said that 

She's only been to the polls twice, but she had an outstanding victory first time 
and she improved her vote the second time. After the first time the people of Floreat 
were told by Sir Charles Court they simply didn't understand the issues. That was a 
bit insulting, so they increased their vote next time to let everyone know that they did 
understand the issues. They knew what was going on; they're an intelligent community 
of people and they voted accordingly. Now the next time, when they voted even more 
strongly for her, they were then told that they were all idiots by Noel Crichton-
Browne. So, who knows what's going to happen at the next election? She may get 
75 per cent of the vote next time around and yet, notwithstanding all that, the people 
who actually helped her, all of whom were Liberals, have been shunned and castigated 
by the party. I find that pretty sad, and of course the Cabinet said, "We can't have 
Ray Young as chairman, he helped Liz Constable." I am very proud of that [laughs]. 
I'm very happy about that. 

So that was one of the strange, or surprising, aspects of my appointment, I suppose. 
But I was also glad - and I would like to put this on record - that Barry MacKinnon 
succeeded me. Barry is a really fine man and he was a good member of Parliament 
and a good Leader of the Opposition. I think he would have been an excellent 
Premier. He has a son with a hearing disability; in fact, I think one of his sons is 
profoundly deaf. He's been involved in Disability in that regard for quite a long time 
and given a lot of his time voluntarily to people with disabilities, and it was terrific that 
he took over as chairman, so I was very happy to walk away then. 
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SR Have you retained your involvement with the Liberal Party 

YOUNG No. No, I haven't. After the first Floreat by-election when Andrew 
Mensaros died, I was beginning at that stage to have some severe doubts about where 
the party and I stood. I hadn't been involved since I got out of politics because I 
believed that a member of Parliament, particularly a Minister, who's not going to go 
back into Parliament should stand aside and let the natural successors move in and take 
over without hanging around, but I've maintained my membership and paid my dues 
regularly. But there was animosity between myself and the Crichton-Browne camp. 
It was being made fairly clear out in the Stirling division that they didn't want me 
hanging around and the incredible thing was that I wasn't going to anyway, and of 
course when I didn't I was criticised for not coming and helping. So, it was that sort 
of silly situation but they were enjoying themselves, I suppose, and having fun. It 
didn't seem like there was any percentage in it for me. It didn't appear that I had any 
contribution that I could make any more, and I gave some thought to joining the 
Subiaco branch, which is in a different division, the division of Curtin, but my wife 
actually joined and her description of the meetings filled me with a great deal of 
sadness because it sounded just like the meetings that I'd been attending 20 years 
before [laughs], and I thought, "No, I think I've had my day. I don't think they 
particularly want me and I don't think I particularly want to stay." 

But I would have been quite happy to remain a member of the party, keep paying my 
dues, see what happened down the track, but when I got a letter from the divisional 
president of Stirling asking me to make application for the renewal of my membership, 
I thought. . . I couldn't imagine anything quite as insulting as that, so I didn't bother 
to reapply. I think that probably hurt a bit; I think they were looking forward to 
saying, "No, we don't want you back"! [laughs] So I was sorry to spoil their day. 

SR How did you get involved with Liz Constable's campaign? 

YOUNG I got involved because I knew Liz and her husband Ian - I'd known them 
for a long time - and in fact I may have said this to you earlier: I had in fact 
appointed Liz to the Advisory Council on Intellectual Disability when I was a Minister, 
and so on and off we'd been in touch with each other through the Liberal Party and 
we'd remained in contact from time to time. We had pretty much the same ideas, and 
when it was absolutely clear what was going to happen in the Floreat selection system, 
and it was clear that the factions that ran that division were going to endorse Michael 
Huston come hell or high water, it seemed absurd to me that Liz should put herself in 
the position of actually standing and being defeated for preselection and then having 
to consider whether she was going to become an Independent. She took the choice that 
it was better for her to pull out of the preselection race, make a public statement to the 
effect that it was all over anyway, everyone knew what was going to happen, and say, 
"Well, I'll stand as an Independent." 
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And it was interesting, a public meeting was organised in City Beach and it was 
standing room only! And all of these people who'd been members of the Liberal Party 
when I'd represented that area had filled the hall, and I didn't quite know whether 
they'd come along to give her a hard time and say, "What are you doing to our Liberal 
Party?" or whether they were going along genuinely to listen to what she had to say, 
or going along to support her. Now, it turned out that they had all come to hear what 
she had to say. I must have met a score of people that night who had come 
uncommitted but interested to hear what she had to say, and, to my recollection, 
everyone I spoke to, with the possible exception of the odd one or two, ended up not 
only voting for her but actually physically and actively supporting her in her 
campaigns. She is an outstanding person and she was recognised as such by the 
electorate. 

It was a very exciting campaign and it was one of the nicest campaigns I've ever been 
involved in because there was no backbiting, everyone was friends. There was nobody 
trying to make a point of saying, "Of course, if we'd had a different candidate it 
would've been this, that and the other . . ." None of that nastiness was evident; they 
were just a group of good, solid citizens out there supporting a particular candidate, 
a good candidate, and that shone through everything that happened, and the people 
picked up on that and it was a nice, comfortable win. 

SR And were you also involved in the second election that she was - 

YOUNG To a lesser degree. Yes, I was involved in it but to a lesser degree. At 
that stage I had . . . around about the very important part of that campaign, when it 
was really ... you know, the hard part of the campaign, the last two or three weeks, 
if I recall correctly I was away somewhere and couldn't help at that time, but I had 
given her a hand with finance raising and record keeping and the like. 

SR You mentioned in passing a consultancy role you had for the 
Government to do with office letting and that sort of thing. That was an appointment 
made by the Burke Government, wasn't it? 

YOUNG Yes, it was. 

SR Can you just describe the circumstances surrounding that and what was 
involved in it? 

YOUNG Yes, sure. What happened was when I was finding my way back into 
some sort of a stream to earn some money I became involved with a few business 
people around town who had on occasions tried to put a proposition to Government that 
said, "Look, we'll build you a building to house the X department or the Y 
department, and we'll provide you with all of the space and you design it to your own 
specifications and we'll build it and finance it and take a lease and what have you." 
And they put these propositions from time to time but they were never happy with the 
answers they got, not just because they got answers that said, "No, we don't want to 
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do this deal." They were never happy that the system had any structure about it. It 
looked suspicious. I'm not saying it should've and I'm not saying it was; what I'm 
saying is it looked to a lot of these businessmen that there wasn't a protocol that was 
being followed, that the checks and balances appeared not to be there, that decisions 
appeared to be just simply random decisions made without any apparent sifting of the 
information to make decisions. And we have to remember that in those days, anyway - 
and we're talking 1983-84 - a good solid government lease earning a net income of 

rent of, say, $50 000 or $100 000, or whatever, became an asset that you could 
multiply that net income by ten, or thereabouts. So, if you had a lease that said, 
"We'll take this," and the net result of that was income to you of, say, $500 000, then 
that contract was worth $5m to you and you could, in fact - and people did - just sell 
them on to a building trust, a property trust or something like that. So when a decision 
was made to take this guy's building or this guy's proposition or whatever, quite often 
you were making multimillionaires of people virtually at the stroke of a pen, and it 
seemed that there should be some identifiable procedure and structure and a clearly 
identifiable responsibility that people could see, that they could go and touch and say, 
"This is the department of so and so, and this is the head of it, and these are the rules, 
and this is what I must do to put a proposition and these are the channels through 
which it'll go to get a decision." 

Now, I was a bit annoyed at the fact that these things didn't exist, and probably 
because I was trying to make some money for myself in fees on behalf of some of 
these developers, I was getting a bit frustrated. So I made an appointment to see Brian 
Burke and I described what I felt about it and he said, "Well, this is all a bit strange 
and all a bit worrying; could you fix it?" And I said, "Yeah, I could fix it if I could 
write my own terms of reference and you gave me the wherewithal to get down and 
write a report that would do the trick. Yes, I could." And he said, "Well, I'll appoint 
you to that job and you can go ahead and do it." So the terms of reference were pretty 
acceptable to me. I took it on with the written qualification that I was a member of 
the Liberal Party, I intended to remain as such, that I was not going to be told what 
to do on a political basis, and that if the members of the Cabinet or anyone else in the 
Labor Party didn't like the fact that I would be completely independent, well it was 
tough luck. That was all acceptable and fine. It turned out the only people who had 
any problem with that were members of the Liberal Party who suggested that I'd 
capitulated to the Labor Party by taking on a professional appointment. I found that 
rather strange, particularly coming from the wife of an engineer who continued . 
and I'd say viciously coming from the wife of an engineer who continued working with 
the BMA [Building Management Authority] throughout the entire course [chuckles] of 
the Burke Government, but she could see no reason why he should resign his position 
but I shouldn't take up an appointment, a professional appointment, to do a 
professional job. So those sorts of things, and that persisted in the Liberal Party; 
people had actually said that I'd capitulated and had become a member of the Labor 
Party, that I'd gone over to Burke, but those sorts of things were very annoying. 

So that's how I got involved in that particular consultancy. I wrote the report, much 
of which wasn't implemented. There was a basic structure that came into existence 
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with a board that was run by the members of the Cabinet, four members of Cabinet 
were the actual government accommodation board, so they had to put the virtual final 
stamp of approval, which gave all decisions a ministerial final responsibility which I 
thought was absolutely essential when you're going to be making people millionaires 
at the signing of a document. And all of that worked fairly well; there were other 
checks and balances that should have been built into the system but they weren't, and 
Joe Berinson, who was the minister at the time, didn't seem to be interested in building 
some of these extra procedures in that, in my opinion, would have guaranteed more 
independence of the office, and I think it's virtually been allowed to slide back to what 
it was before. It's almost a little bit like the morning after in One Flew Over the 
Cuckoo's Nest. They're all back to what they were doing before and everyone's nice 
and happy about it. 
SR So are there any other opportunities there without these checks and 
balances for there to be improper activities going on? 

YOUNG I suppose in any system there is, and I doubt very much whether there 
is. Many of these procedures are put into the system so that justice can be seen to be 
being done. I've got no doubt that the Office of Government Accommodation, as it 
is now . . . I think that's what it . . . No, it's not; it's the Government Property 
Office. I have no doubt that it's being run properly, ethically and in a totally 
acceptable way, but when you build in an advisory board that can apply expertise to. 
the recommendation of the office itself and that recommendation is then considered by 
the Government Accommodation Board consisting of three or four ministers, then it's 
seen that there is no chance of anyone mucking around with the system. And although, 
as I say, I've got no doubt that everything is fine and above board, there aren't those 
obvious checks and balances seen to be in the system now, so therefore decisions are 
made in the Government Accommodation Office without that scrutiny . . . There is 
obviously scrutiny and there's obviously accountability (there's no question about that) 
but it's not seen to the public, not seen to the business community like myself that this 
particular procedure was in fact dealt with the way that one would have expected, 
because it's not seen. 

SR On that topic of checks and balances and governments dealing with the 
business community and so on, I wonder what your reflections are of the period we 
now look back on and describe as WA Inc. 

YOUNG Mm, well . . . Yes. It's a bit frightening when you see what actually 
happened, and I think what happened in those days was that these various checks and 
balances and procedures, protocols, whatever you want to call them, were either 
ignored or swept aside in the gung-ho race to look like the Burke Government was a 
bright, shiny, new group of leaders who could deal with the earth shakers, the masters 
of the universe, etc, etc, when really they were babes in the wood. The Cabinet 
members who had to deal with these people were babes in the wood, and I think a lot 
of the things that they did because they'd got themselves into trouble without realising 
where they were going because they didn't have the street wisdom in the business 
circles that some people did have. Many of the things they were doing were just 
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cheeky high-handedness, I think, rather than deliberately diabolical chicanery, but it 
still ended up the same way. People still took advantage of their naively and 
unfortunately, it would appear, that some of them took advantage of their own naivety, 
or what appeared to be. 

It was a bad period in our time of politics but it does prove one thing, and that is that 
the press or the media is not prepared to look at what's being said and rather choose 
to look at what is the glitz and the glamour of what's being said, then these sorts of 
things will always continue, we'll always have this problem. The frustration of the 
MacKinnons and the Hassells and Richard Court and others who day in and day out 
were railing about these matters in the Parliament, must have been immense when you 
consider that the media wasn't really interested; they were only interested in who 
looked best on his feet. Without that media, without that coverage - an unbiased, 
balanced coverage by the media - things like WA Inc can always happen. I look back 
on it knowing that many of the players in that period were quite clearly known amongst 
the business community for what they were, and you could almost write down what 
was going to happen at any one time if Mr X met minister so-and-so and had a quiet 
conversation with the Premier or someone else. You could almost write the document 
that would be signed a few weeks later which would allow Mr X some massive 
opportunity to do a deal for a development or something of the kind, because you knew 
the way these people worked. The people who knew all of these people weren't asked 
by the Government of the day to give advice. They were ignored - even the ones who 
warned - and I'm sure there would've been quite a number who would've warned 
Burke and his colleagues not to do a particular thing, and you found them going off 
and doing it. There were two occasions that stick clearly in my mind where I actually 
did the warning, but they went ahead and did what they were going to do anyway. 

SR What were those circumstances? 

YOUNG Well, one was in regard to the city station and the Forrest Place 
Redevelopment Act. I was chairman of the committee that put together the city station 
and Forrest Place . . . Sorry, I didn't put it together but managed the building 
program of Forrest Place. Contracts were entered into between various developers and 
owners of the land and the Government and the City of Perth and Railways and other 
interested people. Obligations were laid down quite clearly as to who had to put in and 
pay for what different aspects of the property, and there was one company who were 
clearly obliged to pay for an upper level walkway. They said they couldn't afford it; 
they were building a $lOOm development and this was about $3m and they said they 
couldn't afford it. I said, "Well, sorry, that's the contract and you have to afford it 
because that's the deal." "Oh, don't worry, we'll go and see the Premier." I said, 
"Well, my advice to him will be not to listen to you." And, I don't know how but it 
seemed that I became aware of the fact that they intended to see the Premier and Joe 
Berinson over a particular weekend - and Bob Pearce. I said, "Well, I'm sending a 
letter which I'm going to hand-deliver to the minister," which was Berinson, "advising 
strongly against any proposition you may put in this regard", etc, etc, which I did, and 
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on Monday morning I was advised that the Government had agreed to allow them to 
waive the $3.75m that they had to pay into the contract. 

SR Why? 

YOUNG Don't know. No idea. There was some mumbling about the fact that 
they couldn't afford to pay it or it was going to make their deal unviable economically 
and other stuff like that. But it didn't really mean anything at all, it was just a word 
salad. It was nonsensical. 

On another occasion I warned David Parker not to speak with a particular person, 
which was Adnan Khashoggi [an arms dealer], and he went ahead and met with him 
anyway. As a matter of fact, funnily enough, I was wearing two hats, which I 
declared of course. I was working for a fellow named Chick Campbell as an adviser. 
Chick and I were friends, and Chick for some reason or another struck up a friendship 
with Khashoggi and was throwing him a bit cocktail party at the Burswood. I said to 
him, "I'm not going, Chick, and I'm going to advise anyone that you ask not to go." 
He said, "Thanks, mate. This is really good. I'm spending about $150 a head or 
something and you're acting for me and you're going to tell . . ." I said, "Look, it's 
a matter of principle. Who'd want to go to a cocktail party with a gun runner? I 
mean, I'm just not interested, and I'm amazed that you even contemplate doing this. 
He said, "He [Khashoggi] wants to meet with the Deputy Premier, he wants to meet 
with David Parker." I said, "Oh, come on!" He said, "Look, just a minute, you're 
my consultant and I want you to ask him." I said, "Under sufferance, I will." The 
conversation went like this. 

I rang up David and said, "David, I know what the answer to this is and should be, 
and I want to tell you that I have no intention of going to the cocktail party myself, nor 
meeting the person or having anything to do with him, but he wants to meet with you. 
Can I tell him that you will not go?" He said, "No, no, no, I'll meet with him." 
[pause] I said, "What?" He said, "Oh, no, no, I'll meet with him. You get Chick to 
set it up." And he did. He spent an hour with him in private in a public hotel, where 
he could be seen, quite clearly seen to be talking with this guy. Unbelievable. But 
they're the sorts of things. There was no real in-depth wisdom about who you could 
and could not be seen to be negotiating with and who not to get into a corner with. 
Stuff like that. They didn't have that. 

SR In the atmosphere of those times, could the Liberal Party, had it been 
in government, have fallen into the same traps? 

YOUNG I doubt very much whether they would have. You see, the Liberal Party 
The thing that I found amazing about the first instance was that here was this 

organisation - private enterprise organisation - going to a socialist government and 
asking them to bail them out for no reason that anyone could see, and a socialist 
government is saying, "Yes, you can bail out of this." Now a Liberal Government 
may be expected to have taken that attitude but I'm absolutely certain they never would 
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have because they're more accountable on matters like that. No minister that I know 
would've spent a half a minute speaking to Adnan Khashoggi. [laughs] 

SR The royal commission, of course, came up with an enormous range of 
recommendations to stop this sort of thing happening again. What are your views on 
the recommendations and their implementation? 

YOUNG Well, I have to confess a bit of ignorance here. I haven't been through 
the recommendations as I should have. In other words, I've read a catchbag summary 
in the papers of what is alleged to have been recommended, but I haven't actually read 
the recommendations and I think unless you do that and you go through them word for 
word and see whether or not a particular suggestion or recommendation will work, it's 
not much sense in making comment on it, I wouldn't think. 

I think the situation still is that the second part is still a confidential document, isn't it? 
The second part, which was given to Premier Lawrence at the time, I don't think has 
ever been made public, and that must have dealt with some pretty hot stuff. I'm 
wondering why that has never been made public, and who gets named in that and for 
what purposes. It seems that if you're going to have a royal commission, the role of 
a royal commission is to unearth what might not otherwise be able to be unearthed in 
a court. Perhaps some of the stuff that's in there might be just a little bit too hot to 
handle and might just simply be observations which the Government should be aware 
of but without any actual finding being made by the commission - but too hot to 
handle. 

END OF TAPE NINE SIDE B 
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SR I wonder if we could look back over the personal side of your life 
from the time that you entered politics. One thing that comes to mind is that you 
have been married three times. I wonder if your political career, the demands of a 
political life, have had a part to play in that? 

YOUNG I don't think they have. Politicians' marriages break down 
statistically at a faster rate than most, but I think rather than the pressure of political 
life, that's caused by perhaps greater opportunity to go out and have a good time 
and meet other people than being at home with your family, and so there's some 
degree, I suppose, of that in it. I couldn't blame politics for the breakdown of my 
first marriage and I couldn't blame politics for the breakdown of my second 
marriage, for that matter. I think those were things that were going to happen 
inevitably. But we did go through the aspect of my drifting apart from my first 
wife and our subsequent divorce, which came about in 1976, and in the same year I 
remarried. My second wife, Roma, has already been mentioned on the tapes. We 
married in August 1976 following the divorce from my wife Val, and that marriage 

SR What was her full name? 

YOUNG Roma Rappeport. And that marriage was . . . I think it was about 10 
years we were together. In fact, it was 10 years - not necessarily together but we 
were married for 10 years. Roma had two daughters by a previous marriage, one 
of whom became married, and so I also found myself in the interesting position of 
being a step-grandfather throughout that period of my ministry, and Roma and I 
lived together for another year after I had left - after I was defeated - and we split 
up in 1984. Then in 1986, when our divorce came through, I remarried and my 
wife's name is Sheenagh - Sheenagh Francis her maiden name was - and we've 
lived happily ever after, and it seems that the last 10 years have probably been the 
happiest 10 years of my life. We have two children, two little ones, Laura who's 
five and Angus who's just turned three, and they give us a great deal of joy and 
keep us very busy and have given me a new outlook on life and something to work 
for and something to enjoy. Something different happens every day with them and 
it's really quite wonderful. 

SR During the political career, what was the role your wife played in 
that? So I guess we are mainly looking at your second wife here, but perhaps also 
in the first year of your time? 

YOUNG Yes. Well, it is interesting to go back to my first wife, Val, who I 
think I mentioned had already been a member of the Liberal Party before I even 
became a member, and she had risen to some fairly great heights in the women's 
section, as they then had in the Liberal Party and was on the state women's council 
and the state women's executive, and I think she was divisional women's president 
and she was a great force in the Stirling division, and certainly without her I 
wouldn't have had anywhere near the sort of support I got in the early stages of my 
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career. She organised so many aspects of campaigns and functions and socials and 
the like, and did so much in regard to the tricky aspects of campaigning, like postal 
and absentee voting and visiting hospitals and all the sorts of things that need to be 
done, and she really was a wonderful contributor in that sense. 

Roma wasn't interested. She worked for the Liberal Party when I first met her; she 
was the general secretary's private secretary. She was a great friend of a number of 
people, including the president, Jim Samson, who was a wonderful guy, and Fred 
Laffby, the general secretary. She was a close friend of some and she was a 
Liberal supporter, and voter of course, but she really wasn't interested in the cut 
and thrust of politics. I suppose she had enough of that taking notes for every 
meeting held in the Liberal Party at senior level and the like. She wasn't interested 
in branch level stuff and she wasn't interested too much in my own actual 
campaigns. I think she wanted me to win all right but there were other people who 
were totally involved and committed in those campaigns and Roma wasn't. I don't 
blame her for that; she just didn't want to, and she didn't want to play the role of 
the minister's wife. She's a very independent feminist - a conservative feminist - 

and believed absolutely in her own independence and she wasn't an appendage to a 
person. She was herself, and she didn't want to be the minister's wife being carted 
around to this, that and the other, and in fact would virtually hardly ever attend a 
Cabinet luncheon or a Cabinet function where wives normally came because she just 
didn't want to. If she needed to be with me at some function as the minister - 

doing my job as the minister she'd be there. She wasn't particularly happy about it, 
and unfortunately with Roma when she wasn't particularly happy about something 
everybody knew it and it was better for her not to be involved. So, as time went 
by, her degree of involvement at that level dropped off to the point where I didn't 
want to make any more excuses or give any more reasons; it was enough that she 
wasn't going to be there. And when I was defeated we did start to drift apart. I 
had in fact had an affair with a lady, which I told Roma about in 1983, and 
naturally she was devastated by that. The marriage was quite clearly on the rocks 
at that point. I felt a great deal for this other lady, but when I split with Roma and 
our marriage fell apart, this other lady I think thought, "I'm under a bit of pressure 
here. He may want to marry me!" And she was a professional, a very busy 
woman and I don't think she wanted that at all, so we also drifted apart, and then I 
met Sheenagh. 

SR Was that affair while you were still in the ministry - 

YOUNG Yes. 

SR - or just after it? 

YOUNG Yes, it was while I was still in the ministry. 
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SR What are the difficulties, I suppose . .. what is the situation for a 
person in that position - of being in the ministry, having an affair? Is there a 
certain risk associated with that? 

YOUNG It sounds a pretty awful thing to say but no, there was no real risk 
involved in that if you didn't jeopardise yourself or your situation by having that 
person put you in an invidious position, or in a compromising situation in any way. 
In other words, we had a relationship that consisted of seeing each other two or 
three times a week very discreetly at her home. We didn't go out in public, we 
weren't seen together and I doubt very much whether any one of her associates or 
friends except her very closest friend would have even known that we were actually 
having that affair, and only my very closest personal friend at the time knew about 
it from my point of view. So it didn't represent a problem in that respect. It 
represented a great problem to our marriage, obviously, and obviously that was the 
beginning of the end of the marriage, and we parted in 1984. 

SR And how did you meet your third wife? 

YOUNG Well, I'd known Sheenagh . . . Sheenagh had worked at Parliament 
House and I'd known her there but only because we knew each other from 
Parliament House, but I ended up living in a block of units in Como and she was 
living in the unit next door, and it was inevitable, I suppose, that [laughs] we'd 
eventually get together. So, she and her flatmate ended up . . . The three of us 
ended up taking a house together and then her flatmate moved on and Sheenagh and 
I got married and built our own, where we still live, in Subiaco. 

SR [Pause] So, as you look back over the political part of your career, 
what stands out to you now as being the most outstanding features of your time in 
politics? 

YOUNG Well, quite clearly the formation of that relationship between myself 
and the field of intellectual disability is the most permanent aspect of it, and that is 
probably, therefore, something that I can look back on and say, well, I was happy 
to have been able to do at least one thing and, in addition to that, it's given me the 
opportunity to remain connected with that field of endeavour and I think a lot of 
things were done. I think a lot of things were done; I think a lot of things will be 
done as a result of that relationship between myself and them that might not 
otherwise have come about. Many of those things would eventually have been 
done, of course, but I think in some respects I hurried them up and I think we, in 
the main, got things right, wherever the funding was available. And so that stands 
out pretty clearly. 

I was particularly proud of the . . . not proud, I was particularly happy with the 
way I handled the first term of Parliament, when as a brand-new member I was 
given so many of these difficult and complicated pieces of legislation to handle on 
behalf of the Opposition and quite clearly made an impression on the Parliament, 
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friend and foe alike, to the point where at least I was spoken of in pretty 
unequivocal terms by various commentators and parliamentarians and officers of the 
Parliament as an almost certain Cabinet minister and possibly future leader. It 
didn't work out that way as far as future leaders were concerned but I don't think I 
ever really had the fire in the belly to do that. I am happy, on the one hand, with 
the fact that I never ever lobbied for a position. I was happy to have my name put 
forward and I would have been happy to have achieved certain positions, but I 
never lobbied for it and never have done and never would do for myself; I'll lobby 
for other people. And so, if you are not prepared to do that, your chances of 
becoming leader are almost non-existent, so I think I came to that realisation as time 
went by, but I am happy not to have ever got myself into that sort of a situation. 

SR Do you think that, had things been different in some respects in the 
earlier part of your career, you might have become Premier? 

YOUNG If it meant my having to do all the things that I described in previous 
interviews, like suddenly start inviting everyone around to my house to have drinks 
and having parties and all that sort of stuff, if it meant I had to do that I would 
never have become leader because that's not . . . I couldn't do that. Some people 
don't have to do that, of course. I mean, I don't think Charlie Court ever had 
anyone into his house and I don't think he'd ever bother to say to someone, "Hey, 
listen, I'd like your vote." It was beneath his dignity. And so, you can get there 
without having to do these things, but I think times changed a bit in my time and I 
think it was more or less expected, and so therefore I don't think there was anything 
I could have done that would have changed the course of events in any way, other 
than to have pushed harder for myself, and had that deliberateness of purpose. But, 
to what end? 

I think that there were times when I could have just hung in there a bit longer and 
still made it - or made a comeback and still made it. It didn't seem to be something 
that I particularly wanted to do enough to do it. But the having been there was 
important. It was important, in my thinking, to have had the experience of being a 
representative, of spending some time in opposition as well as some time in the 
backbench of government, of having the opportunity to have spent six years in the 
Cabinet one way or the other, and to have got to have known how the system works 
so clearly from the inside, [which] helps you all the way down the line in years to 
come. Very few people, even the most sophisticated of businessmen and 
professional people, don't understand how government works, and so when they're 
confronted with a problem they virtually have to start all over working out where 
you go, but after you've been there for 12 years or so and had the administrative 
opportunities, sometimes a problem will present itself and you know that the person 
to ring is the private secretary or it could even be the stenographer. It could be a 
clerk three down in the pecking order or it may need to be the under secretary 
himself or the Premier himself. But you know where to go to push the first button 
where it's going to have the most effect and you also know what happens along the 
way. You know when you are getting fobbed off, you know when someone tells 
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you something that you know they are not going to do, so you take another track; 
you know when someone clearly doesn't understand the situation. So all of that has 
been extremely helpful, but there were no single issues, apart from the ones we've 
already covered in our interviews, that stand out in any way as having been matters 
of great import. 

SR What about frustrations or regrets? 

YOUNG I regret the fact that what to me was a fun place, and that was the 
Liberal Party, with some fantastic people in it that you could fight and scratch and 
claw with until the cows came home and leave a conference or a council or an 
executive meeting and have a few beers and a laugh and a joke afterwards and you 
were all working for the same thing, became a battlefield in itself, tearing ourselves 
to pieces just because a few people said, well, like the famous words in Wall Street, 
"Why are you wrecking this company?" "Because it's wreckable!" was the answer 
of Gordon Gecko! And to a great extent people have taken the Liberal Party and 
wrecked it because it was wreckable, and that's a shame. I regret that because I'd 
rather be in there in a party I really believed in, having a few fights with a few 
people for different reasons, than sitting back and watching it all fall to pieces. 
That's the greatest regret, I think, probably. 

There have been frustrations along the way. I regret very much that, in respect of 
intellectual disability, I wasn't in the ministry long enough to have just completed 
some of those undertakings that I'd started out, but they did in fact get completed, 
and I was lucky enough for people in the field to have recognised the fact that I had 
a part in them. And that's about it, really. 

SR Are there any qualifications that you'd like to make in regard to the 
discussions we've had on these issues. This format for discussion of the history - 
are there any qualifications or comments you want to make about that? 

YOUNG Not really. I think it's a great way to get the opportunity to just sit 
and talk for 18, 19 hours, or whatever it is, and to be able to go off on tangents and 
hopefully sometimes get back to the branch that you originally left. If there were 
any criticism at all - and it's not a criticism, it's an observation - I'd say that I feel 
a bit loath to go back on the written word and say, "I shouldn't have said that," or 
"I should have added this," or, "I should have added that," because then you're 
mucking around with what's essentially an oral history. An oral history is what 
comes out, and that's it. So it'll-be left intact, but I know in thinking about things 
later on I should have qualified things along the way to have been a little more 
critical of people's positions, on some occasions a little more critical of my own, 
perhaps a little more generous in some regards to other contributors to the game. 
Maybe along the way there might have been an opportunity to say, "That may be 
factually incorrect." I may have to look at those things. But I think it's great. I 
think it's been a wonderful experience. 
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SR Okay. Ray Young, thank you very much. 

YOUNG Thanks very much, Stuart. 

END OF TAPE TEN SIDE A 

NO RECORDING SIDE B 



TAPE ELEVEN SIDE A YOUNG 140 

A further interview with Ray Young, recorded on 29 July 1996. 

SR I want to have a look today at some of the things that have happened since 
we last recorded in December last year, and particularly in relation to the federal 
election, but that takes us back to earlier events, to the preselections which caused 
so much trouble for the Liberal Party. Could you begin by giving us some of the 
background to what went on in relation to those preselections, and what your 
involvement was? 

YOUNG I wasn't privy to as much of the background to the selection process 
as I'd like to have been because I wasn't a member of the party and therefore didn't 
hold any office in those corridors of power where these things germinate. So to a 
great extent what I was doing was relying on what I read in the papers and what 
people told me who were part of the Liberal Party that touched on the selections in 
particular of Paul Filing - or the non-selection of Paul Filing - for the seat of 
Moore, and the non-selection of Alan Rocher in the seat of Curtin. Both of these 
men, of course, had represented those seats for the Liberal Party for some time and 
it had been made clear by the factions led by Noel [Crichton-Browne] that they 
were in the firing line of that group to be cast aside and replaced with Browne 
people. This happened in Moore, of course. Paul Filing, who it subsequently 
turned out was a highly respected member of Parliament and the Liberal Party by 
his constituents, was cast aside and replaced by a fellow named Paul Stevenage, 
who turned out to be perhaps one of the lightest weight candidates you've ever seen 
in a federal election. He not only looked it but he acted it and even after being 
roundly defeated he acted as though he was a kid in a toybox and someone had 
pinched his toy. The problem with the Browne faction, of course, is that for some 
reason or other they all believed that they had this Godgiven right to eventually 
have a seat, and when the seat's taken away it's sort of a bit like hell hath no fury 
like the proverbial woman scorned. But the campaign in Curtin wasn't quite as 
bitter as it subsequently turned out to be in Moore because the actual throwing over 
of Alan Rocher appeared on the surface to be a more gentlemanly affair, and 
Browne's hand - wasn't SEEN to be so clearly involved in it, - although it was, but 
it had a degree of respectability stamped on it because the Court family was 
involved. It turned out that neither overthrow was very much different than the 
other and nor were the campaigns. 

SR Were there any ideological reasons behind the opposition of the 
Browne faction to these members of Parliament? 

YOUNG There were claims within the Liberal Party that there were 
ideological differences that had arisen during the course of the membership of both 
Filing and Rocher but it was always my experience that those supposed ideological 
differences were only thrown up as straw men really. The fact always was 
whenever I saw a dumping or a threatened dumping or a gentle pushing aside occur, 
it was just a simple case of "we want the seat", and I think that that was the case in 
Moore and Curtin. Ken Court in Curtin, for instance, had had a go at Alan Rocher 
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on a couple of occasions before and was obviously told that this time they had the 
numbers (and clearly they did), and the same thing applied in Moore. But I think 
whenever we talk about the Crichton-Browne camp and ideology, it's a little bit 
absurd to use the two words in one sentence really. I don't think that's ever 
involved. 

SR Could we explore a little bit about what might be involved? What do 
you know of the relationship between the candidates - take Paul Stevenage first - 
and Noel Crichton-Browne? 

YOUNG Stevenage was clearly a part of the whole group that Browne had put 
forward and who worked very hard for Browne through the University Liberal 
Club; I think the Young Liberal movement and the various groups of people who 
helped Browne keep his place and who in turn helped Browne to put other people 
into their places. We're talking now in terms of people like Chilla Porter, David 
Honey, Stevenage himself and a large number of people like Huston, who was 
beaten by Liz Constable in the seat of Floreat as the endorsed candidate, and many 
others some, of whom have since become bitter enemies because when it's 
expedient for people to do something on a political basis within a party, and some 
may survive and some are obviously going to die politically, you find that the 
expediency counts an awful lot more than what they thought were friendships in the 
original.....Originally none of those people could have really been very close 
friends to anyone politically because basically they were in it for the purpose of just 
getting some power for themselves as individuals. So I don't know what any 
relationship, if any, existed other than the fact the relationship of expedience. 

Stevenage made it clear from day one that he was going to be a bitter and nasty 
little opponent up in Moore and the campaign went that way right throughout. It 
was clearly seen to be that sort of campaign. 

SR I'd like to come to the campaign in a moment, but what about Ken 
Court and his connections with that faction? 

YOUNG Ken had been clearly supported by Noel Browne, and the Court 
family had never done anything to remove itself from the taint of the Browne 
factions and the taint that the whole Browne era put on the Liberal Party. In fact, 
the Court family could have, right up till today, done a great deal to have 
emasculated Browne' s power, but it seemed that there was a much stronger hold 
there somewhere and that it was convenient to continue to support Browne, 
sometimes covertly and quite often overtly, and Ken was part of that grouping. 
Ken had obviously been told that if he stuck with it the seat of Curtin would 
become his. 

SR Do you have any ideas as to what that hold might be for the Court 
family? 
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YOUNG I think both Sir Charles and Richard probably found it convenient not 
to have to fight Browne. It's a little bit, I suppose - and I'm not saying this in a 
criminal sense - that it reminds one of the protection rackets a bit [laughs] where 
nothing really could have ever happened to Charles and probably nothing much 
could have happened to Richard if they were just straight out street fighters in the 
Liberal Party, but it was more convenient not to have to fight Browne and if you 
had him behind as someone supporting you and you could rely on, I suppose you 
accepted that, or they accepted that. Many others wouldn't have but they accepted 
it and it was convenient for them and therefore by association they became seen to 
be part of that group. And I think that a lot more support was given to Browne by 
Charles and Richard than they should ever have given him. 

SR Now, as a person who wasn't at the time a member of the party, did 
you have any association with the preselection process - speaking to people, talking 
about the issue with people who were involved? 

YOUNG Yes, I did, mostly with people who were still . . . mostly, but not 
all, with people who were no longer members of the party but knew very much 
what was going on in, let's say Curtin in particular, and also with people who were 
very actively involved in the party at high level and clearly knew everything that 
was going on. And those people who were very closely connected from inside the 
party, their story was pretty much the same as those from without - they obviously 
moved in the same social circles and knew pretty much what was going on - clearly 
indicated that both before the selection process Alan was in danger and that after the 
selection process it was clearly seen by all of them that there was going to be a 
great deal of trouble in Curtin for the Liberal Party to ever possibly hold the seat 
because it had split the community right down the middle. 

Now, the incredible thing about that was that the Liberal Party would not accept 
that; they wouldn't accept it at the time. It's nice to be in the position where I'm 
not giving you this in hindsight; it's not the advantage of 20:20 hindsight vision. It 
was said by myself and a lot of others at the time that this dumping of Rocher and 
the putting in of Court was clearly going to be seen by the community to be totally 
divisive and was going to split the party down the middle. As it turned out it did 
exactly that. The predictions made by myself and others at the time that Court 
could never win the seat came out to be absolutely true. We estimated the final 
results within points of one percentage point. That's how clearly we knew the 
district, whereas the power brokers in the party simply didn't seem to understand 
the people at all. 

SR What was it that you knew about the district that enabled you to 
predict so well? 

YOUNG Well, we knew firstly that not all Liberals and people who would 
normally vote for the Liberal Party were enamoured with Alan Rocher. Alan was 
seen to be a quiet, backroom fellow whose real talents weren't seen by the people 
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because the work that Alan did mostly was within the Parliament, not only regard to 
his chairmanship of committees, but also in regard to the number of times he 
handled important debates in business matters such as taxation and finance. These 
aren't things that are ever going to get a headline and the majority of people in the 
electorate didn't understand how hard Alan was working because he's not the sort 
of representative's representative, in addition to which, of course, he was 
representing an electorate where by far the greatest number of people can handle 
their own problems; they don't need to go straight to their MP to handle their 
problems. But having said that, they were also very much aware of the fact that 
although Alan didn't have a high profile and wasn't seen to be an outstanding local 
member, that he was a good man, he was a loyal man, that he did, in fact, back 
John Howard all the way. He'd never been equivocal about that. He'd been a bit 
of a hero when the very same people put him in to knock Fred Chaney off for 
preselection when Vic Garland went to England. So no matter how much Ken 
wanted that seat and no matter how much some of his supporters thought he may 
have deserved it - and there was a huge view amongst the business community in 
Curtin that said he didn't and they didn't want him - the fact of the matter is that he 
shouldn't have put himself and the Court family and the Liberal Party in the 
position where they would split the party down the middle and have people fighting 
each other as bitterly as they did throughout Curtin. And as I say, if they'd have 
done their homework, just a little bit of applied intelligence would've indicated to 
them that Ken wasn't going to win the seat. 

The reason that we felt that at the time was because you had to virtually get 
somewhere near about 20 per cent of the 58 per cent of Alan's previous voting base 
to change their minds about it and to desert him - or probably you had to get more 
than that. I don't have the figures with me now but it seemed to me a very large 
number of people had to be asked to do a backflip on what they thought of him 
before. You know, "Alan Rocher's your man in Curtin. The Liberal Party loves 
Alan Rocher. He's a wonderful guy," slapping the back of the Prime Minister and 
everyone, making speeches throughout and suddenly, "No, he's a jerk. We can't 
have him. We've got to have Ken Court. And what's more, don't trust him, you 
can't trust this man." Well, you might get five or six or seven or eight per cent of 
people who are either very cynical or not very bright or would be prepared to do 
anything the party told them to do, to do a backflip under those circumstances, but 
you're not going to get a very large percentage of people in the Curtin electorate to 
completely change their minds and go for somebody else just because half a dozen 
power brokers said so. So this was always going to be a huge battle for Court to 
take those people out of the Rocher vote, and whichever way we looked at it we 
just couldn't see that Alan would get less than 30 per cent of the primary vote and 
with 30 per cent of the primary vote he was going to win quite easily. 

About a week before the election I predicted that other small parties would get 10 
per cent, the Labor Party would get 20, he'd get 30 and Court would get 40 and 
that was going to be enough to get him very handsomely. As it turned out it was 
within very tiny bits of percentages of those figures and he won by nine or ten 
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thousand. So it was a huge battle for Ken right from the beginning and I think most 
psephologists would say he was never going to have a chance of winning it. 

SR So, were both Paul Filing and Alan Rocher ready from early on in 
the preselection process to stand against the party, or was that something that they 
came to after the event of their preselection dumping? 

YOUNG I would say, certainly from everything I saw and from what I heard 
and from mg conversations with both Paul and Alan, they had arrived at their 
decision to stand as Independents after the selection committee process had taken 
place. They, I don't think, really thought the party was going to turn itself inside 
out to try to achieve what it hoped to achieve by the endorsement of Stevenage and 
Court. I think they were a little shell shocked at the fact that the party had done 
this, and I think in Alan's case he genuinely believed (rather naively, I think), that 
it would be overthrown by the state council and his endorsement would be 
reinstated. So I think the decisions were made afterwards but they were heavily 
encouraged by the stupidity of the comments that were made by the members of the 
party. I mean, Stevenage came out with a vitriolic outburst against Filing on a 
number of occasions and in particular, when Filing did throw his hat in the ring, he 
came out with some pretty heavy stuff. 

SR Were you involved in the campaigns or either one of the campaigns 
from the very start? What was your involvement? 

YOUNG I had a word with Alan Rocher when it was obvious that he wasn't 
going to be reinstated, when the state council wasn't going to overthrow the 
selection process. I had a talk with him and said that I would be happy to meet 
with him and a few other advisers to just see where he stood and, in particular, I 
wanted to find out where he stood in regard to the Liberal Party generally because I 
certainly didn't want to get involved in anything that was going to throw the 
slightest possibility up that Howard's position could be put in jeopardy. Many of us 
- all of us - desperately wanted Keating to be defeated and for Howard to win. In 
the final analysis we realised that we could only back Alan completely once we'd 
satisfied ourselves that it wasn't in any way going to jeopardise the situation 
between the people of Curtin, who wanted to get rid of Keating, and Howard, we 
didn't want that possibility disrupted in any way. 

SR So how were you reassured that it wouldn't affect Howard's election? 

YOUNG We were reassured by Alan Rocher himself who assured us that he'd 
been in contact with Howard and told him that he whatever his decision would be, 
he would be giving Howard his total support on all matters that would in any way 
have effect on capacity of his to govern. He'd told him that if he decided to run as 
an Independent he may not be able to unequivocally give him his support on all 
matters of principle and policy, but that if ever the question arose as to whether an 
action to be taken by Rocher could cause any embarrassment to the Government or 
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any possibility of the Government not being commissioned or the fall of the 
Government on the floor of the House, he had his total support. That became clear 
in public statements that he made, so we were quite happy about that. Filing was in 
exactly the same position, of course, so we didn't have any problems with 
supporting them on that basis. 

What we did have trouble with, and this leads directly from your question, was the 
fact that the Liberal Party decided that they'd run a campaign that suggested that a 
vote for Filing in Moore or for Rocher in Curtin was a vote for the Labor Party. 
Now, I don't think in all the time I've been involved in politics I've ever seen 
something that was so clearly based on a lie and so clearly rejected and seen to be 
totally cynical by the people to whom it was pointed or aimed. The editorial in The 
West Australian on 5th March, that's the Monday or Tuesday following the election, 
absolutely slammed the Liberal Party for its dishonesty, slammed the Courts for 
their taking part in the dishonesty in the campaign, and called for Honey's 
resignation because it had all come about. It was, in fact, a naively silly, 
despicably untruthful campaign. In fact, it deliberately misquoted articles, and I'll 
give you an example. 
Peter Walsh - of all things I never thought I'd ever see a Court supporting their 
position by quoting Peter Walsh, but in a letter they put out over Peter Costello's 
name throughout all of Curtin . . . and Peter Wells, who was the author of this 
document, deliberately misquoted Walsh's article in the Financial Review which had 
been about six or seven months before. What Walsh had said was, the fighting 
between . . . he was clearly blaming Noel Browne for the problems of the Liberal 
Party of Western Australia and he said the fighting and infighting that was caused 
by the Crichton-Browne faction and supporters of it and the effect it was having on 
other people within the party could actually lead to the situation in which the 
Liberals might lose the election. 

Peter Wells, with Costello's acquiescence, (it was pointed out to Costello that this 
was a lie - and he did nothing about it, I have to add -) said that what Walsh had 
said was that the fighting in the Liberal Party of Western Australia between the 
endorsed Liberals and the Independent Liberals could, in fact, cost them the seat. 
Now, I found it absolutely abominable that firstly Wells wrote it and authorised it; 
Costello was happy for it to go over his signature or certainly did nothing about 
changing it; it was in support of Ken Court. Court supported it later on publicly, 
so he was quite happy with it going out that way, and totally supported by his 
brother, the Premier, and anyone else who helped in the campaign. 

Now, the incredible paradox was that while this sort of campaign . . . Incidentally, 
that was all repeated over the name of John Howard later on. I thought it was 
rather strange to see John Howard coming out and slamming the Liberal Party for 
its dirty tricks campaign after Alan had won the seat, when a letter had gone out in 
similar terms over his name against Alan in Curtin, so it's amazing what happens 
when you're going into an election and who's prepared to say what at any time to 
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win, and how quickly they want to scuttle for cover after, but I guess that's one of 
the things that happen in the war of politics. 

But the paradox of this line of campaigning was that here you had Penny Hearne 
taking on the future leader of the Labor Party, Kim Beazley, in the seat of Brand, 
and an outstanding candidate, being denied funds and supporters and workers by the 
Liberal Party because they were so busy pouring all of this money into Curtin 
where they weren't going to win to support Ken Court. If that money and time and 
effort had been put into Brand, history may have seen that Beazley did not become 
Leader of the Opposition indeed and that Penny Hearne could well have become, 
and I believe would have become, the member for Brand. So it turned out that a 
vote for Ken Court in Curtin was in fact the vote for the Labor Party that allowed 
Kim Beazley to remain the Leader of the Opposition. I found it remarkable that 
here they were campaigning, you know, with this deliberate set of lies and the fact 
as it turned out was quite the opposite: that every dollar spent on that campaign in 
Curtin was denying Penny Hearne the opportunity to beat Kim Beazley in Brand. 
Amazing. 

SR So where did the support come from for the campaigns of these 
Independent members? How much was it people from within the Liberal Party or 
former members of the Liberal Party and how much of it was outside people 
coming in at the time? 

YOUNG There was a lot of support coming from people who were former 
members of the Liberal Party and a lot of support coming from people who quit the 
Liberal Party to support both of them at the time. I had close experience with both 
campaigns and I was able to see where these people were coming from. 

In the Rocher situation the number of disaffected and alienated Liberals who'd been 
Liberals all their lives, some people who had worked for the party for 30 and 40 
years, had just had enough and threw everything in behind Alan Rocher. They 
clearly didn't want to have their electorate in anyway sullied by Noel Browne or 
anyone else that he was going to support, even if it happened to be a Court. This 
was a message that went out very early in the campaign and those people did get 
behind him tremendously. But I also saw dozens and dozens of people from areas 
in which I was perhaps more closely connected around Daglish, Shenton Park, 
Subiaco, who just came from nowhere and said, "We'll help you on polling day. 
We'll hand out how-to-vote cards. We'll man a booth. We'll do this, we'll do 
that." It was genuinely a grass roots support, even in the blue ribbon seat of 
Curtin, but infinitely more so in Moore. And anyone who'd been to the rally on 
the Sunday night before, where about seven or eight hundred people turned up on a 
Sunday night at a very inconvenient time for families, to just hear the message from 
Paul Filing and those who went up to support him, in particular Fred Chaney and a 
few others, was quite amazing. It was very heartwarming indeed to see these 
people, many of them never connected with the Liberal Party, pouring up by the 
hundreds. 
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It was also rather strange to see members of the Liberal Party out in the dark 
counting the number of people who were turning up. You know, they were actually 
out there in the dark, skulking amongst the cars, trying to count the number of 
people obviously lest he might in their suspicious minds overquote the number of 
people who turned up to the showgrounds to hear him. All they needed to do with 
no charge was come up and step into the light [laughs] and they would have felt a 
lot better! 

END OF TAPE ELEVEN SIDE A 
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SR Did you take on a particular or an official role in the campaign? 

YOUNG No, I didn't. I made a few public announcements and was seen 
photographically and in print to be out there working for both Filing and Rocher. I 
also made it clear that at the same time I was also doing what I could for Eion 
Cameron in Stirling, who was the endorsed Liberal candidate. I wanted to make it 
clear that those who stood behind the banner of the Liberal Party and were true 
Liberals would get my support. And Eion, of course, won quite well in Stirling. I 
think he was seen as being. . . the very same sort of people who supported Rocher 
and Filing, were the sort of people who were going to support Eion Cameron. So I 
didn't take an official role but I was clearly seen to be doing what I could, and gave 
up a bit of my time during the campaign and a bit of money to see what I could do 
to help. 

SR What was the nature of those public statements that you made? 

YOUNG Oh, well, I made sure that I was photographed on the border of the 
electorates of Curtin and Stirling, clearly being seen to walk down that dividing 
street working for the endorsed candidate on one side of the road and the 
Independent candidate on the other side of the road, and that was picked up in the 
newspapers and an article was done on that. I made a few local comments that I 
was reported on in Moore arising out of speeches I made for Paul Filing, and letters 
to the editor and those sorts of things. A lot of people like June Craig and myself 
were clearly seen to be out there doing these things in support of both candidates. 

SR Were there particular decisions made about the campaign or the kind 
of campaign it would be that turned out to be influential in the way the campaign 
went? 

YOUNG Yes. Not being on the actual campaign committees I didn't have 
much input to that. I saw myself just being a sort of a personal adviser to each of 
the candidates if they wanted to ask me any questions about how I felt from a 
former member's point of view about how things were going. But generally 
speaking I'd say that the campaign strategies were, number one, clearly be seen to 
be supporting the Liberal Party of Australia and the overthrow of Keating, and 
without that these Independents would not have won. And secondly, clearly be seen 
to be independent and not someone who was just looking for a job after the election 
if you happened to embarrass the new Government by denying them of a couple of 
seats that they might desperately want. In other words, the candidates had to 
maintain their independence and clearly be seen to be asking the Liberal Party of 
Western Australia to straighten itself out before any consideration would be given to 
coming back. Those two things had to be clearly seen and they were got over 
pretty well by the campaign committees, I thought, because by the end of the 
campaign there was no-one that I met in Curtin, with the exception of a few people 
whose minds could never be changed, you know, the dyed-in-the-wools who repeat 
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anything that comes out of Menzies' house. I didn't see anyone who was in any 
doubt about where Alan Rocher's support lay, or Paul Filing's for that matter. 

And, of course, the policies were to back . . . it was quite easy for them because 
they could back the Liberal Party of Australia's federal campaign. The difficulty 
was for the endorsed Liberal candidates of Court and Stevenage to be trying to find 
things to knock these people on when they were clearly standing up saying, "Vote 
for John Howard. A vote for me is a vote for John Howard." So they had to get 
themselves into the grubbiness to try and find something to say because they had 
nothing to say. The people were going to vote for these other people. They'd 
already voted for them. They were already their members. They were standing up 
talking about the same things they'd always talked about. They were supporting the 
same bloke that they wanted to become Prime Minister. It left these people with 
very little to say and do, except to lie. 

In the seat of Curtin they also had the power of the machine that sits behind Liz 
Constable, because Liz was clearly supporting Alan Rocher and Paul Filing and 
Brian Hilbert in Swan and others. I think the reason that Brian didn't do so well in 
the seat of Swan was because he was not geographically part of everything that 
happened in the coastal seats of Curtin, Stirling and Moore rubbing off favourably 
to the Independents, backed by the considerable weight of the Constable campaign 
and clearly seen to be supported by this large group of people who resided pretty 
much in the Curtin electorate, like Chaney and myself and others who were in the 
local press supporting these people. Brian didn't get that rub-off. But Liz 
Constable's organisation is a very strong one and that made a lot of difference when 
it got down to the nitty gritty of campaigning, of making sure that all the i's are 
dotted and the t's are crossed and every vote is extracted from the system. 

SR What about money? In this day and age it's obviously a very 
expensive business to mount a campaign. How did the candidates get on not having 
the party backing? 

YOUNG I think it was quite the other way. I think it became a question of 
how did the endorsed Liberals get on and how were those who were actually 
supposed to be being paid by the Liberal Party getting paid when all the money was 
going into the campaign funds of the Independents. Money clearly, the big money, 
was going into supporting these Independents who won. The Liberal Party itself 
was being starved of funds and I think that money was never a factor for the 
Independents. I think - and I'm just guessing by the signs that I didn't see, not 
being part of the campaign committee - the things I didn't see indicated to me that 
they had plenty of money, and things I did see in Curtin indicated to me that Ken 
must have put a lot of his own money in. I think Penny Hearne was the one I felt 
sorriest for. I think the Liberal Party being starved for funds meant that she didn't 
get up there because it was all being spent-up in Curtin. 
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One friend of mine who'd run many campaigns and he knows as much about 
campaigning as anyone else I know, he said to me, "You know, I swear that there 
was more money spent on the signs for Ken Court around the polling booths alone 
on polling day than I spent in my last four campaigns." And as if what you put 
around a polling booth is going to change the minds of intelligent voters in a seat 
like Curtin. But it was all spent, heaps and heaps of money on this last minute 
frenzy to spend it to see what you could do to get votes that were never going to 
come. 

SR So what about election day itself? How did you read things through 
the day? What was your experience of the day? 

YOUNG That's interesting because my experience, as it turned out, was 
completely different than I thought it was going to be. I manned a booth in 
Jolimont at the Jolimont State School and it was a friendly booth. There was no 
nasty hassling. There was no difficulty with opponents. We all got on extremely 
well and we all shared our drinks and our food and stuff like that and it was real, 
you know, Australian democracy at work, really. It was terrific. But my feeling 
throughout the day was that Rocher was not going to make it. The impression was 
that the Labor Party was getting a bit more support than I thought they were going 
to get, and that Ken Court was getting by far the greatest amount of support at that 
box. And I thought that I could pick 'em pretty well on polling day, and I never 
got anything so wrong and I was never so happy to get it wrong when the votes 
started pouring out of the boxes, because I did the count there and when the votes 
started to pour out and they started to be put onto piles I genuinely thought they'd 
made a mistake in where they were putting some of these large bundles of votes. 
As it turned out, on the primary vote, although Ken Court won the primary vote, I 
think he won it ahead of Rocher by something like five votes or two votes or 
something, and so Rocher had matched him in a box where I didn't think Alan was 
going to get a lot of support and there he was, he'd not quite knocked him off but 
he'd matched him. Well my quick calculation then was that if that applied across 
the board he was going to win by ten to fifteen thousand votes. I thought it was an 
aberration till I got back to the counting booth expecting to walk in as a conquering 
hero with this wonderful result, but everyone else had the same result. Right across 
the board it was exactly the same. 

One of the strange things was that if you took a hail in the middle of Nedlands, in 
the heart of the Court territory if you like, and you'd used that as a compass point 
and you drew a circle, the further away from the compass point the higher the vote 
Ken got compared with Alan Rocher. The closer he was to his home territory the 
more likely it was that those boxes were going to have Rocher matching him. 
Now, that could be countered by saying, "Oh, yes, but it's also the heart of 
Rocher's territory," because he'd represented the electorate for a long time, but 
basically I'm talking about taking a pinpoint in the middle of the electorate held by 
his father and his brother for 30-odd years and the heart of Curtin Division itself. 
If you took the box with the most extreme distance from that point, Court's votes 
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were proportionately - I won't say directly proportionate to distance, but they 
appeared to have some proportionality higher than Alan's. So they'd lost the 
support in their heartland and it must have been a terrible blow to Charles because 
what it was saying was "We don't trust the Courts. We don't like you and we're 
not going to have you." I really believe that Alan didn't win that one, Ken Court 
lost it, and I think with another candidate - and this is nothing against Alan; Alan 
did a tremendous job, I thought, and he was unfairly mugged - but another 
candidate who wasn't carrying that Court baggage I think would have gone a lot, lot 
closer. I don't think anything was going to stop Paul Filing winning, so it was 
interesting all round. 

Of course, prior to this we'd had the situation where Browne had disgraced himself 
at the state conference by getting a bit overtly sexual with a female reporter. It was 
the sort of thing that was always going to happen with Browne. It was the sort of 
thing that everyone heard him do time and time again. It was the sort of thing with 
which people had to put up throughout his entire political career, and I thought 
probably one of the most hypocritical things or the series of most hypocritical things 
I'd ever seen was this one after the other of Liberal Party hierarchy standing up 
dropping him like a hot scone and saying what a dreadful man he was because he 
referred to somebody's boobs or something, and all the things he'd done before, 
which they'd turned a blind eye to, appeared not to have counted for anything. 
Every single thing he'd done and either got approbation for it or certainly no 
disapprobation didn't seem to matter. It was just this one, this final straw. 

Now, I think it was a combination of two things: I think it was that some very 
straitlaced members of the Liberal Party thought it was the final straw on grounds 
of morality, and that's fair enough, but I think it was also a case of "We're never 
going to win with this bloke so let's look for the very next thing he does and drop 
him like a brick, like a hot brick," and they dropped him [laughing] so fast. Some 
of his closest friends and people he'd put there, you know, suddenly became terrible 
enemies and forced him out of the party, forced him out of the Senate, closed the 
door against him when he started knocking on it saying "I want to come back", and 
appear still to be fending him off. But I have to say that cynic though I may be I 
don't really believe that he's as persona non grata inside the higher echelons of the 
Liberal Party of Western Australia as some of them would like us to think he is, 
and that there's still a fair degree of power there residing with him and his friends. 
I think that the attempt at the reorganisation of the Liberal Party through the Clough 
report was a fairly tame one. I've got nothing against Harold's efforts. I think 
Harold did the best he could, but the end result left the party in a position where 
nobody's convinced that anything's been done really. 

One of the things that the press didn't pick up on was the fact that the Clough 
report was going to be delivered and debated on 28th June '96 or thereabouts. I 
think it might have been delivered on 28th June and obviously debated at a later 
time, but they made certain all the endorsements were made under the old system 
well and truly prior to that. So the whole thing as far as the state election of '97 is 
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concerned was that it was always going to be a fairly cynical exercise as to timing. 
There was going to be no attempt to endorse candidates for this forthcoming 
election under a new franchise, and a lot of people in places who are rising 
discontent, if you like, like Alfred Cove where Doug Shave came out and did all 
the same things in a classic mould. It's just as if someone hits them with darts and 
every now and again one of the Liberal Party endorsed candidates has got to go 
through these processes and say, "Well, why don't you tackle me? Take me on. 
See if you can get my seat," and I'm almost certain that that's exactly what'll 
happen to him. 

But a lot of people out there in the electorate are thinking, well, how many times do 
we have to take on the endorsed candidates of the Liberal Party to let them know 
that their processes don't appear to be kosher. It's all very well for them to say 
that they're all fair and above board, but justice isn't being seen to be done, and 
this was the best exercise in cynicism I've seen, you know, say, "Well, we're going 
to change all the processes, we're going to have the dough report, we're going to 
talk about all the things that we might do to make things better, and incidentally 
we're going to endorse all of our candidates before the report comes down." Now, 
that's produced a few anomalies and it's produced people who I think will probably 
be opposed at the next election by Independents. 

SR Who were previously members, or 

YOUNG I'm just speaking generally. I haven't heard of anyone actually 
opposing anyone at this stage but I would say that some people have left themselves 
wide open for challenge. 

SR Did you make any contribution to the Clough report at all? Did you 
take part in any of the consultations over those issues, contribute to it? 

YOUNG No, I didn't, but I did join an organisation, or I lent my name to an 
organisation which is called the Committee for the Practice of Liberal Values. 

SR When did this begin? 

YOUNG It came about probably the beginning of this year, early in January or 
February. 

SR And what was the purpose and intent of this committee? 

YOUNG It was basically to give a central point to all the people like myself 
who'd been members of the party or who were still members of the party or who 
were supporters of the general thrust of the Liberal Party, who could see that the 
Liberal Party of Western Australia was no longer the Liberal Party as we all 
understood it to be, and gave all of those people a place around which to focus. 
John Hyde became the convenor and a number of us met on a regular basis and 
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looked at the propositions that were being put to the members of the Liberal Party 
in regard to constitutional reform. We gave our opinions on them and through 
members of this committee who were still members of the party that message was 
taken back to the party. At the same time we made certain that the Prime Minister 
was kept informed of everything we were doing, that the Premier was kept 
informed of everything we were doing, and that everything we did was going to be 
completely in the open; there were no machinations about this, there was nothing 
subterfuge, we weren't a party in hiding. We were a committee who wanted 
everyone to know exactly where we stood and what we were attempting to do, and 
so we made it clear in everything we wrote that we were briefing the Premier, the 
Prime Minister, the state president Dr Honey and the federal president Staley, Tony 
Staley, and there was nothing that we did or would do that wasn't for the public 
record. 

Through that committee I and many others made their contributions to this dough 
report. We, in fact, discussed it with Harold dough. We had a good long talk 
with Harold about the way things might work and the way things might not work. 
No fault of his, I repeat, but the end result, even though some aspects of it were 
defeated I think, the end result was that even the recommendations for change that 
were accepted clearly don't give the state council any more powers than it already 
had, and nobody I've spoken to who previously had close experience with the 
constitution of the party can see any huge advantage that's come out of the dough 
report, and it's business as usual back there at head office. This was evidenced by 
the fact that nobody wanted to take on the presidency of the party this time around. 
Nominations closed yesterday I think or the day before. We understand that 
Honey's been returned unopposed. His answer and the answer to all of their 
supporters to that might well be, "Well, why didn't you challenge him?" and so we 
start the circle all over again. Eventually it'll get fixed up but right at the moment 
the Liberal Party of Western Australia I think is just gradually grinding down to a 
fairly sorry state. 

SR So do you see the power of state council as being one of the key 
issues in this, or what other issues do you see as being important for the reform of 
the party? 

YOUNG Well, the state council's always been the powerhouse of the Liberal 
Party of Western Australia. That's where you win or you lose all of your points. 
It's not so much whether they have power or not have power, it's the way the 
power has been used and the way the delegates have been appointed and how they 
got to get there. A lot of people have said on many occasions, "Well, how did 
Noel Browne get so much power in the Liberal Party? He must have been very 
smart." The answer was he wanted it; no-one else wanted to use the party the way 
it was used over the last 10 to 12 years, 15, 20 years. It wasn't the spirit of what 
the Liberal Party was all about. Anyone could have done it. Anyone could have 
got the power base in the state council of the Liberal Party. The fact is that that 
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wasn't what it was about, that's not what people wanted to do. If one man wants to 
do that it's not a problem, he can easily do it. 

The big question is not so much how much power has state council got, it's who's 
exercising that power and have we reached the point where it's all been so cynically 
used that John Howard should just drive a new party underneath it and cast the 
other one aside? If you can't fix the one that's already there, it seems to me that 
what should happen is that the federal people should accept what's going to happen 
in Western Australia. Why should they accept the fact that in every other State the 
Liberal Party works and in Western Australia it doesn't work? Why don't they say, 
"Well, here is the new party, the new Liberal Party of Western Australia. The old 
constitution and the old cadaver is thrown out. It's now called the Callithumpian 
Party [laughing] of Westralia or something, and all those who want it can have it. 
It's yours to keep, do with whatever you want. Here's the new party. This is what 
we're going to do to make sure that it stays on the right track and doesn't get 
corrupted again", etc, etc, etc, and start afresh. That's what's going to have to 
happen, and I think that there isn't time for him to do that before the next state 
elections because he's got a few other things on his plate over in Canberra. But 
he'll be interested a little after that, I think. 

SR Yes. You can argue that the state party isn't working here but on the 
other hand you have the evidence of the fact that they are in government in this 
State, they did win seats at the last election. On those measures the party is 
working and it's working fine. 

YOUNG Yes. There's nothing quite so magic as having a non-existent 
opposition to make you look good! [laughs] I think I could win an Olympic 
heavyweight boxing gold medal if no-one got into the ring with me, and that's about 
the way it is. They haven't had anything much to beat and they've certainly got 
nothing to beat right at the moment. They've had the added impetus of having had 
Keating as an enemy, but they can't win seats from Independent Liberals. They can 
beat anyone else but a Liberal because the rest of them are hopeless, but you put 
them up against a real Liberal and they get knocked off every time. So they're not 
really going well and the problem is that the illusion is that they are. 

Now, I don't think Richard Court is unintelligent and I don't think he suffers under 
that illusion. I think he knows that they're on a knife's edge. I'm not suggesting 
that they'd lose government because I don't think anyone can take it from them, but 
he faces the continuing and ever-growing probability of having to deal with a 
Parliament full of Independents. Now, the only thing that came out of this Clough 
report and would have given him a huge sigh of relief was the wonderful piece of 
publicity that emanated from the Premier's office, and that the press didn't counter-
attack immediately following the decisions on the Clough report that virtually says, 
"Well, it's all over now. It's all fixed. The Liberal Party's all right now and we're 
all going well. We now have no more problems; end of story!" Now, he must 
have sat there with his fingers crossed [laughs] in a dark room, waiting for the 
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knocks on the door - and they never came. He wasn't challenged. The press didn't 
come out and say "What on earth are you talking about?" and give him a hard time, 
they left him alone, and the impression out there with a lot of people who aren't 
particularly switched on to the political scene is "Gosh, it must have got fixed up." 
That's not where the problems are in the Liberal Party. The problems in the 
Liberal Party are where people really do understand what happened and that's 
where his problem is, and that's why he's not sitting as safely as he thinks he is. 

END OF TAPE ELEVEN SIDE B 
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A further interview with Ray Young recorded on 29 July 1996. 

Just coming back to the party presidential election, or non-election in this instance, 
why was it that the committee you mentioned or others within the party looking for 
further reform did not put up a candidate? 

YOUNG Well, firstly the committee of which I'm a member don't claim to act 
in any way as being connected with the Liberal Party, nor are they connected with 
the Liberal Party, and it's not our role to interfere with the processes of the Liberal 
Party nor try to drive it. We are just a place for people who, given their roles 
within the Liberal Party, have another place to come to talk and discuss what might 
be capable of happening in the future. In other words, it's up to the people who are 
still in the Liberal Party to make these moves and make these changes. It seems to 
me that they've come to the conclusion that they're not going to be able to win the 
presidency at an annual conference and that the people who were running the show 
have still got the numbers. Now, I think if they were to have fought at this time, 
thinking naively that things had changed, and been beaten, they might have looked a 
bit silly and they may have taken the astute tactical line of saying, "Well, nothing 
has changed and the easiest way to let everyone in the world know that nothing's 
changed is to leave it there and not to put our heads on the martyr's block when we 
know that nothing has changed." I think that's probably the way it worked. As I 
say, our committee isn't part of the process of driving the party in any way. 

SR Do you see the committee having an ongoing role, or was it 
something mainly related to the things associated with the preselections and the 
Independent candidates? 

YOUNG I think it's going to have an ongoing role in that the people who were 
already Independent members of Parliament and people who were Independent 
candidates are going to centre their activities around this committee, knowing that 
they will have the support of a group of people who are genuine Liberals and don't 
want anything . . . not one single person out of the supporters of that committee 
want to hold any office, want to be elected to any office, want to hold any office 
within the Liberal Party, want to ever go back into Parliament - and there are at 
least 20 of us in this list who've been members of Parliament some who've been 
ministers or the wives of high-ranking officials like Lady Brand, and lots of other 
people who don't want anything to do with politics in that sense any more but to do 
what we can to straighten up the Liberal Party or provide a situation in which the 
Prime Minister will be able one day to straighten up the Liberal Party of Western 
Australia. So I think it'll have an ongoing role in that respect and I think it'll 
probably gather around it a lot of people who will form the nucleus of the party 
when the party becomes a new party, a new Liberal Party of Western Australia. 
And the great thing about it is I don't see one sign of anyone expecting anything out 
of it, not a thing. We're all too old, for a start. We've all been there, done that. 
We want to see new people coming along and picking up with the spirit that has 
been hiding in shadows for a long time. 
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SR Do you see a new Liberal Party being something that will need to see 
the state Liberal Party go into opposition first, or can it happen with the state 
Liberal Government in government? 

YOUNG Oh, no, I don't think the new party would ever even challenge the 
existing people. I think what would happen would be something like this - and I 
don't know how the constitution works that much any more but I think it'd go 
something like this: if the Prime Minister saw at the next state election and in the 
course of other events that might occur between now and danger time for him, a 
situation in which he should move to consolidate the Western Australian branch, the 
Western Australian Liberal situation, he would have to come over here and 
firstly, he'd have to come over here. He could do it one of two ways: he could 
either get the Premier and tell him he had to go and be replaced by someone else, 
and make it absolutely public, absolutely clear - if he believed this and I'm not 
saying he should, but if he believed this should happen. You've got to go for the 
number one man and you say, "I don't want you as part of this new party any 
more. I want Mr X or Mrs X" or whatever, and make it publicly known that's 
what he wants and gather the people of this new party around that new leader and 
take it off from there with him as Prime Minister, the new person as leader etc, 
throw out all the old, get rid of them all, let the dead bury the dead, start with the 
new stuff. He could do it that way or he could come over and say, "Here is a new 
machine. I don't want that machine any more. The Liberal Party of Australia has 
determined this is the new Liberal Party of Western Australia. This is its new 
constitution. You people no longer have the right to call yourself the Liberal Party 
of Western Australia", which I think he can constitutionally do, and then invite the 
Premier to lead that party, and invite certain others to lead that party. Leave a lot 
of people out, just don't invite 'em, and then a lot of them would come pouring 
through the door saying, "Well, I was always on the side of reform. The fact that I 
didn't say it, the fact that I never stood for it and the fact that always I voted 
against it, please don't hold that against me." And then decisions would have to be 
made by whoever formed that party as to how that worked. But once that was done 
I'm sure that everyone would be going as a team to the next election. There 
wouldn't be any fights between the old and the new, unless, of course, the people 
who had control of this, as I said before, this cadaver decided that they wanted to 
stick with it. I mean, nothing would be better than to see them all stick with it and 
all stand and all get one vote - their own. [laughs] It would be a wonderful thing to 
see. 

SR So how are relations at the moment between this committee and the 
Prime Minister? You say you've been informing the Prime Minister. Have you 
had any response? 

YOUNG I'm not personally a member of . . . there's not really a committee of 
the committee. It's an ad hoc arrangement from time to time that certain senior 
people within this committee will make contact with the Prime Minister and others. 
I understand that's a very cordial relationship, that he respects the people who 
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contact him. He is after all their friend. They served under him in different 
situations both within the party and the parliamentary party. They're keeping him 
informed as old friends who are there watching his interests, so I don't think it can 
be anything but cordial. 

SR Is the membership of this committee a publicly available document 
itself? I mean, that list of names, is that 

YOUNG I don't think it's a publicly available document because what we've 
done so far is we don't . . . there's no constitution, there's no incorporation, there's 
no membership as such. There's just a little committee of people and a very large 
committee of influential people who have allowed themselves to have their names 
used by this committee. But not all people who would want to support the 
committee and its activity or put their name down to do some work would want to 
be listed, and many of them would prefer to be anonymous. So in that sense it's 
not a public document any more than any other party is but you can see from the 
list of people down in the column on the letterhead there's a large group of people 
who do want to be named and be seen to be out there publicly supporting us. 

SR And what about the future for you? What future political 
involvement? You've kind of ruled out standing for office in a way, you know, in 
saying that everyone associated with it is ruling themselves out, but what about your 
own personal future involvement with politics? How does that look now compared 
to, say, when we spoke last December? 

YOUNG Well, when we spoke last December I didn't have any intention of 
getting involved at a passionate personal level to assist anyone to get elected. I find 
myself in a new role because it just seems that someone had to get up, or a lot of us 
had to get up and do this to let the party know once again that it hasn't straightened 
out its problems. I'll probably keep getting called back into these situations every 
time there's a bit of a fight going on and in that respect I suppose I'll become a 
little more political in the sense of non-party but non-parliamentary party political - 
just ordinary small P political - and I'll enjoy that more if that should come about 
by virtue of the fact that so many other people are finding a renewed interest in 
coming back and fighting for something worth fighting for. But it wouldn't involve 
my getting back into any parliamentary situation and it would be highly unlikely, 
apart from a very short holding brief, that I'd get involved in holding office in any 
party. So in that regard it's a very small P political exercise. But I'm a lot more 
interested in doing something now to get it fixed than I was the last time we spoke. 

SR Were there any other matters that you felt we should cover now that 
we have the opportunity to wrap up the interview? 

YOUNG No, I don't think so because I think we've been pretty much through 
everything that we needed to discuss. It's interesting that we should have to come 
back over this 1996 election because I think that from purely a Western Australian 
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point of view it's a turning point for where the party was and where it will be in the 
future without knowing how it's going to pan out, so it was well worth going back 
over that. I think we've covered pretty much everything else and unless you read 
some outstanding thing in the paper, some outstandingly incongruous thing in the 
paper [laughs] about the fact that I've got myself shanghaied into some political 
intrigue, you probably won't hear from me again. 

SR Ray Young, thank you very much. 

YOUNG Thanks, Stuart. 

END OF TAPE TWELVE SIDE A 

END OF INTERVIEW 

C: trans\young 
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SR Anything in the running of that portfolio then, that you need to refer to, 
that happened in the next session of Parliament? 

YOUNG There were quite a number of things that came up within the next session 
of Parliament, but perhaps the most interesting aspect of 1980 was the fact that Des 
O'Neil was retiring as Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and Deputy Premier. About 
four or five months before the election, Ray O'Connor had come to me after a Cabinet 
meeting and said that it appeared that it was between him and me for the deputy 
leadership but that he would be strongly contesting it, that Charles had told him he would 
nominate him, and that he would be unopposed. If I'd make that total non-opposition he 
would then support me, when Charles retired, as his deputy and make sure that it was the 
"Rocky and Ray Show". Ray and I are still friends - we were friends then, we have been 
since and we still are - so there is no animosity in what I am about to say; it was just the 
way things worked out. 

For a start, I knew that Charles would never nominate anybody, and secondly, I knew that 
Ray would be opposed by quite a number of people. It hadn't been discussed at any great 
length between me and anyone else, but it was impossible that he would be unopposed. I 
said to him, "Well, Ray, I hope you understand what you're saying to me, because I want 
you to understand what my answer's going to be: The answer is, if you are nominated by 
Charles as his deputy and if you are unopposed by anyone else, I won't oppose you." He 
said "Done!" We've got a done deal. So you won't be opposing me?" I said, "I'll go over 
it again", [laughs] which I did. I thought, "I'm not going to spell it out absolutely. He's a 
big boy, he can understand what I'm saying, and if he can't he shouldn't be going into a 
position of leadership." 

When the time came for the deputy leadership contest, he wasn't nominated by Charles. 
He was nominated by somebody else, which was natural enough, and I waited for other 
nominations. Although I had the right to nominate then, because he wasn't nominated by 
Charles, I waited, and subsequently there were four or five other nominations coming 
from the floor and it was obvious there was going to be a contest, so one of my supporters 
nominated me. I think it was Leon Watt. I certainly know that I came second on the 
ballot, but I understand that was a pretty tight show and in retrospect I probably should 
have worked harder for it. 

I'd been approached by Bill Hassell some time in that period of time (towards the end of 
1979) and he wanted me to go to a meeting at his house to talk about the deputy 
leadership and what might happen in the future. So I went to Bill's house and he'd 
organised for myself, himself, of course, June Craig, Ian Medcalf and. . . I always have a 
feeling of five present, but I can't remember who the other person was. The question was, 
what are we going to do? We wanted Ian Medcalf to move from the upper house to the 
lower house and become the deputy leader and subsequently the leader. That's what we 
wanted to happen, and he would have been ideal, but Ian wasn't desperate to do that. He 
said, "Well, you know, I'm getting a bit old for this sort of stuff and I didn't come into 
politics to become Premier or anything like that. Medcalf said, "Well, look, it's very 
simple. Ray Young's the person to do it, as far as I'm concerned. Is there anything to talk 
about?" I think it was a bit of a slap to Bill and June, but Bill had been there six years less 
than I had and June had been there three years less than I had (although she'd been in the 
ministry longer) but she'd also been dropped down the pecking order, so there was a 
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message coming down from Charles. I'd jumped over her in the Cabinet situation at that 
stage. Had I? There might have been a reshuffle, I'm not quite sure. Whatever the 
message was, June appeared not to be there, and so this group nominated me, and they 
worked for me. How hard they worked for me I don't know, but I made it clear to them 
that I would not try to change myself. I wasn't going to ask my colleagues to come 
pounding around to my house for barbecues and parties and drinks and stuff after work, 
suddenly there's a deputy leadership situation in the air; that they took me as I was and 
relied on the fact that I could do my job, or rejected me. 

SR What kinds of attributes did he have that led the majority to support him 
for the position? 

YOUNG Well, he was a good bloke, and in Australian politics that goes down a 
long, long way - if you're a good bloke - and I think all of these parties and lunches and 
the camaraderie and promises . . . [laughs] There were a lot of promises went out. That's 
politics. People make promises. I made no promises. I didn't do any lobbying and I 
made no promises, because the day of reckoning comes when you've got to follow 
through. You can't promise 25 ministries when you've only got 17 spots, and I didn't want 
to ever put myself in a position where I'd have to say, "Well, I'm sorry, I lied to you, but 
that's politics." So I didn't make any promises and I didn't do any lobbying. Ray made a 
lot of promises and some of them he couldn't keep. He found himself in a lot of trouble 
very shortly afterwards from a credibility point of view within the party room. A few 
people turned very dark on him as a result of the fact that he couldn't follow through with 
certain things that he said he would help influence the Premier on - because he knew he 
couldn't. But a lot of the people to whom he made the promises didn't realise that. And 
this all happened again in two years time when he became the leader. 

SR What about support from the Premier? Did Ray O'Connor have the 
Premier's support, and how important was that? 

YOUNG He certainly had the Premier's support as far as any one of us could see. 
What happened in private or to what extent Charles would have had any reservations on a 
face-to-face basis with Ray, I don't know. Certainly he never wavered in his support for 
him either in the party room or the public in any way. 

SR Why do you think that was? 

YOUNG I think principally because Charles would never waver in his support for 
one of his team anyway. That's probably the greatest strength that he had - his total 
loyalty to his party and to his team - once you were part of his team. Secondly, I think 
they went back a long way - all the way back to Bougainville, actually, when Charles was 
a senior officer in the Bougainville campaign and O'Connor was just a raw 19-year-old 
private who showed some outstanding leadership qualities and courage in circumstances 
which were very difficult, and they're the sorts of things that Charles admires a great deal. 
Paradoxically, he also likes larrikins, and Ray had enough of that larrikin in him for 
Charles to warm to him. 

Charles is the sort of fellow, who, it seemed to me, had always wanted to kick over the 
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traces a bit but never gave himself the opportunity or was never given the opportunity; it 
would have been unseemly for him to have done that. But I think he always had a 
sneaking regard for people who did it because he would have liked to have been there. 
He would have liked to have been a little bit naughty. [laughs] 

SR What about Ray O'Connor's election as leader, when that came about? 
How did that take place, and did you take part in that? 

YOUNG Yes I did. In 1982 when Charles decided to retire - and there's a big story 
around all of that, which we can perhaps get back to a little later, or we could deal with it 
now? 

SR Let's deal with it now. 

YOUNG Some time towards the end of 1981 I went into the Speaker's room for a 
drink. It was one of those things; you dropped in to have a drink with the Speaker from 
time to time. There was always someone in there having a drink and you could have a bit 
of a chat. I walked in, and you know when you walk into a situation that you know is not 
quite kosher because everyone stops talking? 

SR Mm. 

YOUNG Well, I walked into one of these situations and it was clear that there was 
something going on; you have a sixth sense for these things. By the nature of the people 
around in that room it was pretty obvious that there was something like a coup going on. 
[laughs] One of the members of that group, who was a very good friend of mine said, 
"Oh, Ray's okay." A few people in the group looked decidedly unhappy about that but 
there's not much they could have done. It was then obvious that there was a plot and it 
had been said of me, "He's okay, you can tell him", so for them to say, "No, he's not", 
[laughs] it would have been a bit embarrassing, so reluctantly on the part of probably the 
majority of the people there, it transpired that they were talking about the fact that Charles 
Court had to go - that the public didn't like him much any more and that it was time to 
replace him with Ray. Ray was in the room, of course. 

To be quite frank, I just didn't believe it - because firstly, you had to defeat him in the 
party room. If it followed its normal course - and the chances of anyone defeating Charles 
in the party room would have been absolutely negligible because if one person had had 
the courage to nominate the successor, the rest wouldn't have even had the courage to vote 
in a secret ballot! It just couldn't happen. On a show of hands you wouldn't have got a 
vote at all. In addition to which, I thought it was absurd, and I said so. I said, "Look, this 
is crazy. Quite frankly, I don't want to be here. I'm not going to talk about this." "I'm not 
here, okay? I'm out of here." And I left. 

But some time in the New Year, Charles just announced to us one day at a Cabinet 
meeting that he was going to go. It was pretty obvious that pressure had built up on him 
for him to go - that there were enough people suggesting this to cause the possibility of 
someone standing against him - Ray standing against him. 
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Some time later - a couple of years later, when I was no longer a member of Parliament - 
Charles told me that he would not have stood in the party room if he was challenged by 
anyone - particularly by his deputy. He would have just simply said, "Well, I'm not 
available. It's all up to you. If you guys couldn't talk him out of this, you've got yourself a 
new leader." He knew that he would have won 36-3, or whatever it happened to be in 
those days, but he would not have sought the leadership if anyone wanted to take it from 
him, which I thought was very noble. Maybe it also indicated that he'd had enough 
anyway. But in '82 he pulled the pin. 

SR How did you see the standing of Court in the electorate at that time? 

YOUNG At that time I thought it was very good. In fact, it was probably the worst 
time that anyone could have suggested a challenge, and probably at the peak of Charles' 
influence. I suppose to some extent that accelerated the challenge because if ever there 
was going to be a challenge by Ray, he obviously wasn't going to want to wait around 
forever, but if Charles had continued, as he apparently was going to, to enjoy good health 
and good standing and be able to be keep steering the ship, it was going to be a long wait 
for Ray. So this situation was forced possibly by people knowing that Charles would say, 
"If you want to challenge me, I'm out of here." So that's what happened. 

In that election I nominated, but it had also been leaked to me or told to me - it may have 
been deliberately passed so I would get the message - that Ray wasn't going to give me 
any support for deputy leadership because he'd said, "He double-crossed me when we did 
the deal for deputy leadership." Well, of course, the situation clearly wasn't a double-
cross; I'd told him only under strict circumstances would I not oppose him, and he was 
opposed and he wasn't nominated [by Sir Charles]. But Ray saw it as a double-cross. So 
I wasn't getting any support from him, but I was still told by quite a number of people that 
I would do well in the deputy leadership stakes. 

But funnily enough, in this fight between Hassell, myself and what appeared to be Clarko, 
up through the middle came Cyril Rushton! [laughs] It took everyone by surprise. I saw 
Ray O'Connor at a function that night and I said, "Ray I know you didn't support me, but 
Cyril?" "Ray," he said, "Ray, I gotta tell you, he came from nowhere!" I'm sure that that's 
true because it was a complete surprise. He was in there and suddenly. . . He must have 
got everyone's second preferences - "I want this bloke, and I don't want Hassell and 
Young, so I'll vote for Cyril." Or someone supporting me says, "Well, I don't want 
Hassell and Clarko, so I'll vote for Cyril, I'll give him No 2." Apparently what happened, 
he must have got all of these No 2s but enough primaries to head someone else, because 
there were other people in the race as well - I can't remember, but just one or two - but 
he's headed someone else, picked up the preferences, headed the next one, picked up the 
preferences, headed the next one - and ended up winning it. So we got Cyril. 


