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FIRST HOME OWNER GRANT AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 15 August. 
HON Dr STEVE THOMAS (South West) [5.11 pm]: It does not appear that the chamber has heard enough from 
me today! It gives me great pleasure to make, I guess at this point, some rather brief introductory remarks about 
the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017. When we come back from the break, I will have a longer 
discussion about whether stimulating the economy by investing in home ownership, and in particular the 
construction industry, is a good tool to boost an economy. There is a range of views on that and I think it is worth 
looking at in some detail. I will make a quick note and suggest that my memory is that the first government effort 
to stimulate the economy by subsidising the building of homes occurred in 1964 under the then Prime Minister, 
Sir Robert Menzies. I may be corrected by members who know more than I do, but I am of the understanding that 
it was done having passed through the New South Wales branch of the Liberal Party on a motion moved by the 
then Young Liberal Movement, promulgated by its then president, who was a man by the name of John Winston 
Howard. Whether that foreshadows anything remains to be seen, but that was the first instance of a grant for home 
ownership in an attempt to stimulate the economy by promoting housing. From memory, it was $500. The grant 
went to married and engaged couples and the success of it, I guess like most of these things, varied. From that 
process, of course, various Prime Ministers came along and moved it around a bit. After Menzies, we had that 
great stalwart of the Labor Party Gough Whitlam as Prime Minister, and he amended that grant and shifted it to 
one based on income, so he put in an income test for that process. That bubbled along for some time until the 
introduction of the GST in 2000 and the changes in the economy. That was the point that the first home owner 
grant was given a significant boost at a federal level. It was moved up initially to $7 000 on the basis of 
compensation for the impact of the GST on family homes. Since that time, as the economy has stuttered a little, it 
has moved around a little.  
The original Howard government boost was put in place for a 10-year period—it went from 2000 to 2010—at 
which point the expectation was that homeowners would have adjusted to the new economy and therefore should 
not be compensated. In the meantime, of course, things happened, including that not long after the introduction of 
the first $7 000 boost, it was doubled to $14 000. A few years after that, during the global financial crisis, which 
we have in our economically literate house graphed and mapped so that we know what we are talking about, it was 
increased again to $14 000, and up to $21 000 in some circumstances. Again, whether that was an effective use of 
stimulus is something that we might debate in far greater detail when we come back in a few weeks. The reason 
this is a very important bill and the reason there are amendments on the notice paper under my name is not because 
we need to get into a debate about the effectiveness of home ownership grants and economic stimulus; this is an 
issue we will address when we get back because it is an issue about trust in government. 
The reputation of politicians is not all that high at the moment. We cannot necessarily be in a position where we 
say one thing before an election and something else after an election. It does us no good. This is not an issue of 
economic stimulus, but an issue of trust. I will be looking for members to stand up and put their party’s and their 
own individual positions, because I want to know whether the issue of trust and the word of a shadow minister 
before an election has any value. For those who say that what we say before an election has no bearing on what 
we do after an election, I absolutely guarantee that it is my intent to put every one of those members under the 
spotlight and to hold them to account for both their words and votes over the next four years. I say that for this 
reason. This particular $5 000 boost to the first home owner grant, which was originally $10 000, was put in place 
under a proposal by the former government at the end of December 2016. At that point, the then opposition made 
some fairly strong comments. To put in place and outline where this debate is going to go, I will read those 
comments into Hansard. These comments were made to the journalistic unit, PerthNow. In December, Mr Wyatt, 
the then opposition treasury spokesman, and now obviously the honourable Treasurer, said he supported the 
increased grant and vowed not to remove it if Labor won office. The article quotes him as saying — 

“I’m glad the government has recognised that they’ve had a negative impact on that particular industry, 
but also recognise that the construction industry is a big employer in Western Australia,” he said. 
“We’ll support that (first homebuyers) announcement and don’t have any intention of removing that in 
the event that we win government in March.” 

When we come back, the debate will not be focused primarily on the economic benefits of first home buyer grants, 
although I am happy to talk about that in some detail, and I am sure Hon Aaron Stonehouse and I will debate that 
as we go forward. This is a question of honesty and trust. Can the Western Australian community trust that what 
politicians say before an election will have any value after the election? 

Hon Alison Xamon: No. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am glad Hon Alison Xamon said that, because I will look very closely at how the 
Greens vote on this issue and whether they hold to account a minister and a government who said one thing before 
the election and then did the opposite after the election. 

Hon Alison Xamon: We vote on our policies and our positions. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Well, I will look very closely at whether what was said before an election and what 
was said after an election has any value. If this house decides that it does not matter if someone changes their mind 
and if this house decides that what a politician said before the election has absolutely no meaning in a vote of this 
Parliament, then our reputation is duly deserved, and the reputation of politicians as liars is absolutely in place. It 
is no wonder, then, when we walk around the streets and seek commitment, that members of the public will 
frequently say, “What does it matter? Politicians lie all the time.” Here is a test case for the government, the Greens 
and the crossbench. Does what a shadow minister commits to before an election mean anything, or is it completely 
meaningless? We will find out in the fullness of time, when we come back to debate this bill in detail in a couple 
of weeks. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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