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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage.  

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.40 pm]:  I referred earlier to the 
confusion that exists about the transport portfolio.  During question time today we noted that Hon Graham 
Giffard is the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and Hon Nick Griffiths is 
the minister representing the Minister Assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  That is an example 
of the mess that has been created.  Eyebrows opposite were raised when a question was asked of the Minister for 
Racing and Gaming.  Members obviously thought it should have been asked of Hon Graham Giffard.  It is a 
shambles.  Again during question time, Hon Nick Griffiths did not tell members that the Government is forgoing 
$4 million in Totalisator Agency Board revenue.  That figure is based on the estimates made available to me 
when I was minister.  That amount would pay for one primary school.  For the next four years - which the 
minister did not mention - that will equate to four primary schools.  Members opposite talk about priorities!  This 
money has been provided even though we are to have an inquiry into racing and gaming.  Surely it would have 
been better to wait until after that inquiry had been completed before handing over more money.  Four primary 
schools will not be provided because this Government has pursued the populist route and has given that money 
to the racing industry.   

I refer members to the promised royal commission into the Police Service.  We have been told over the past eight 
years that there is significant corruption in the Police Service.  The coalition Government made a mistake in not 
establishing a royal commission a week after gaining power.  If it had, it would not have had to deal with the 
issues and would not have had the then Opposition claiming every week that such a royal commission should be 
established.  Having promised such an inquiry during the election campaign and for four years prior to that, the 
Labor Government now wants to delay its establishment.  I do not know for how long; perhaps a year or two.  
The Commissioner of Police is horrified because his officers will be waiting around for another year or two 
before the royal commission commences its inquiry.   

We have also been told that the inquiry’s terms of reference will limit it to investigating only the 10 years prior 
to the commencement of the inquiry.  If it starts in a year, its terms of reference will cover one year of the 
Lawrence Government, eight years of the Court Government and one year of this Government.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you nervous?   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  No, I am not.  It would be interesting to find out what went on during the Burke, Dowding 
and Lawrence Governments.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  It can go back for as long as the member wishes; I would be delighted to see that.  The 
Government has limited the time frame to 10 years to ensure that events that occurred during the previous Labor 
Government’s term in office are not investigated.  Reference was made in today’s The West Australian and on 
the radio this morning - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Not another newspaper speech!   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  No, it is not.  Reference was made to Stephen Wardle.  Mr Wardle’s mother was 
interviewed by Liam Bartlett this morning and she wondered why her son’s death would not be part of the 
inquiry.  I do not know why no inquiry has been conducted into his death.  She pointed out that the 10-year limit 
would preclude investigation of his case.  Ex-deputy commissioner Les Ayton was then interviewed and he said 
that, as far as he was concerned, the inquiry should pursue all issues that suggest a trail of corruption regardless 
of the time frame.  That would be a far better approach.  The 10-year limit is being imposed to avoid 
investigation of the activities that occurred during the Burke, Dowding and Lawrence Governments.   

The Minister for Health, a former police officer, may have an interest in this.  Last weekend’s The Weekend 
Australian carried a photograph of the minister looking very unhappy.  A story to the left of the photograph 
referred to the hospital inquiry blow-out.  Interestingly - I do not know whether it was deliberate or an accident - 
beneath the photograph was an article reporting that the police royal commission has been put off.  Liam Bartlett 
asked someone a few days ago whether government members are concerned about the former deputy police 
commissioner and now Minister for Health and the royal commission.   

The former Opposition was screaming for a royal commission into the Police Service every day of every week of 
every year of the coalition’s term in office.  Those same members now have a very different attitude.  The 
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community view is that the Government is going soft on this issue because it has realised what the inquiry might 
discover.  I am keenly looking forward to the royal commission to see what is scaring members opposite.   

A similar situation confronts us with the royal commission into the finance broking industry.  Ian Temby, a 
former Western Australian Labor candidate, has been appointed to undertake the inquiry.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I ask members opposite to imagine what they would have said had the Court Government 
appointed a former Liberal candidate as a royal commissioner.   

Hon Peter Foss:  He was the man who shafted Greiner and who was later found to be wrong.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  He has a good record.  However, the Attorney General is now telling all those poor people 
who thought the Government had committed to paying them compensation that they should think again.  What a 
dreadful thing to do!  When in office, members on this side said that a Government should not pay compensation 
unless its instrumentalities were found to have acted improperly or illegally, in which case there may be a case 
for compensation.   

Hon Jim McGinty has spent the past four years, during which the Court Government was in office, giving 
everyone in Western Australia the impression that a Labor Government would pay compensation.  Now that 
members opposite are in office they must tell the truth.  There will be no compensation and they know that.  
Again, many people have been misled and - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Get your facts straight; it was three or four years.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I will make it two years or two weeks.  The fact is that he stood outside Doug Shave’s 
office playing to the television cameras and telling the finance brokers’ victims that a Labor Government would 
look after them.  That was never true.   

Several members interjected.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is correct.  I am told some people are very keen to let government members know what 
was said about compensation.   

The new ministry has 14 members.  That is the greatest mistake this Government has made.  It is another 
populist tactic.  Members opposite think that move will provide better government.  Some ministers cannot cope 
with their portfolio responsibilities.  Some have reasonable portfolios, and Hon Nick Griffiths has the pick of the 
bunch.  On the other hand, Hon Clive Brown is running almost every department that has anything to do with 
raising revenue in Western Australia.  The minister is responsible for resources development, mines, commence 
and trade, tourism, the goldfields-Esperance region and small business.  It is no wonder that he does not know 
whether he is coming or going. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  He is doing a good job.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Not that I have noticed.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I am paying attention.  He made one decision that I was told about in answer to a question 
today.  He has decided that the Miriuwung-Gajerrong decision will not apply in Western Australia.  In other 
words, the law in respect of native title and pastoral leases is not being applied in Western Australia.  He has 
made a decision to terminate the granting of leases.  That is the law of Western Australia.  Just because the 
Government thinks that the High Court might change it sometime down the track does not mean it can ignore it 
now.  If people put in an application for a tenement under the Ward decision, they are entitled to have that 
tenement granted, because native title has been extinguished according to the law that now exists in Australia.  
However, that lot on the other side, who could not care less about the mining industry, and still does not even 
have a minister for mines - 

Hon Ken Travers:  You are living in the past.   

Hon N.F. MOORE:  No.  There has been a minister for mines in Western Australia for the past 110 years - until 
now.  Do members know what that says?  It says that the Government could not care less about the mining 
community.  It has forgotten it even exists.  It also forgot that there was a tourism industry, because it forgot to 
appoint a Minister for Tourism as well.  Two weeks after the Cabinet was announced, it had to reshuffle Cabinet 
to include a Minister for Tourism.  I asked the Government the other day why it could not admit it made a 
mistake and that there was an oversight in terms of mines, and why it would not appoint a minister for mines.  
The populist Premier did not want to do that, obviously.  The Government has sent the mining industry the 
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message that it does not care what the industry is about, even though it is the biggest industry in Western 
Australia by a long shot. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You are a dinosaur. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  We will soon find out about that.  The Government has put the mining industry offside in 
the first 100 days.  It has absolutely put the tourism industry out to pasture.  It does not know to whom it should 
talk.  The Government announced its Minister for Tourism two weeks after the first Cabinet was announced 
because it forgot about that industry.  It has now shoved it under commerce and trade as part of the restructure of 
government portfolios.  People do not know whether they are coming or going.  Half the Tourism Commission 
has been given to another agency.  The Tourism Commission is now not involved in trying to get tourism 
development in Western Australia; it is all about trying to get people to come here.  It is just a marketing 
organisation.  The Government is causing havoc because its minister has too much on his plate.  By taking the 
populist line of having 14 ministers instead of 17, it has put an enormous burden on its ministers.  They will wear 
out in five minutes; they will not be able to cope.  What the Labor Party will do is exactly what it did when last 
in government.  It brought in advisers, straight out of the Labor Party and straight into the ministerial offices, 
who then gave us WA Inc. 

Hon Peter Foss:  They are mini-ministers.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is exactly right, because the ministers cannot cope.  The Government is better off with 
public servants who know what is going on and with less onerous responsibilities on ministers.  It works better 
and the Government will be sorry in due course.  I do not know how that decision got through Caucus.  
Obviously, it got through Caucus in the same way as that business about crime, which Julian Grill exposed 
during the election campaign.  Did Caucus not make these decisions based on the fact that they would never 
stick after the election?  Was that not on law and order?  I think it was, and you, Mr President, would remember 
as well as I.  The Government has 14 ministers and, quite frankly, some of them have workloads that are too 
onerous.  It is as simple as that.  I know because I have been there and done that.  When Hon Ed Dermer has 
done that, and if he thinks I am wrong, he can tell me so.  Two ministers are involved in supporting and assisting 
industry - Hon Clive Brown and the Leader of the House.  The other 12 ministers are spenders or, in the case of 
Hon Nick Griffiths, organise how the spending is done.  I do not believe this Cabinet will be able to deliver the 
goods, and we will go down the path we went down before in which political advisers run ministers and their 
offices.  That is a recipe for disaster.   

There is also the great code of conduct that came out as a result of one of the Government’s ministers getting 
into trouble very early in the piece.  However, there are no consequences of the code of conduct.  It just means 
that if members tell lies more than two or three times, and get caught of course, they will be thrown out.   

The machinery of government review is a good idea.  Every now and again one needs to look at the structure of 
government in Western Australia.  I think some good ideas have come out of what I have seen of it.  I take a 
fairly serious interest in the administration of government.  However, members should not believe for one 
minute that superministries will solve any of their problems; in fact, it creates problems for them.  The 
Government will finish up with one chief executive officer covering about seven different departments and not 
knowing anything about six of them.  As a result, more people will need to be appointed to head those 
subdepartments.  After a while a new layer of administration will be created over the top of what existed before.  
That is what happened in Victoria, and it will happen here if the Government is not careful.  I will wait to see 
how this works and until I see the final report of the review before I make any final comments.  I said - Hon Nick 
Griffiths might take this into account - that the Totalisator Agency Board and the Lotteries Commission are 
being put under Treasury.  That worries me because Treasury is avaricious.  All it wants is to get money from 
people, whether it is taxpayers, agencies or people paying fees.  The TAB and the Lotteries Commission make a 
lot of money for the Government.  One of the good things about those departments is that they are at arm’s 
length from Treasury.  Treasury cannot just grab their money because of the way they are structured.  Putting 
those departments under treasury and finance - 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I think you should wait and see what happens. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I will.  I know that Hon Nick Griffiths is a sensible person and I expect he will come up 
with a sensible solution.  I worry about those two departments because they are cash cows on which Treasury 
would love to get its hands. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I would be scared about money going the other way, like it did under the Burke Government 
when it gambled all the money away.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is true.  Part of the review of the machinery of government report is the idea that it will 
get rid of a big stack of CEOs.  Maybe there are too many CEOs.  I do not know what is the right number of 
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CEOs.  All I know is that the right number will ensure the right level of support and service is provided to the 
community effectively and efficiently.  At times there might be too many and at other times there might not be 
enough.  One thing I do know is that when a Government gets rid of 30, 40 or 60 CEOs, it is getting rid of an 
enormous amount of expertise, experience, knowledge and understanding of the system.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Will you increase the number of CEOs next time you get into government?  Is that a promise? 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The Government cannot cope.  It will get rid of them now and replace them with political 
appointments.  That is what the Labor Party did last time.  When Brian Burke was Premier, he said that he had 
politicised the public service so much it would take the next Government 10 years to get rid of public servants.  
We did not get rid of them; we could not.  That is what happened last time and it will happen again.  I can see it 
now; the Government will shove out all the apolitical, hardworking CEOs in the public service.  Before I became 
a minister, I was a critic of public servants.  I thought they did not work hard enough and spent a lot of time 
drinking cups of tea until I started working with them.  The public service of Western Australia is incredibly 
good.  Its expertise and capacity is fantastic.  Some of the CEOs are absolutely brilliant, and the Government is 
going to shove a heap of them out the door.  That is a waste of talent and expertise.  As I said before, the 
Government will have to fill those positions down the track when it finds it cannot cope.  It will bring in its ALP 
supporters who politicised the public service and we will go down the WA Inc path again.   

Another area of this review is education.  When I was Minister for Education I made a deliberate decision to split 
the then Ministry of Education.  It was one big conglomerate of an organisation, and the person at the top knew 
about one-quarter of what was going on among all the different organisations.  Private schools were part of the 
Ministry of Education, so the government education system was telling the private education system how much 
money it could have.  Of course, it was giving private schools very little because they were competing with each 
other.  We broke it into different parts.  The Curriculum Council was a separate organisation that ran 
curriculums.  The Education Department runs government schools and the Office of Non-Government 
Education, or educational services, was set up to do specific jobs.  If the minister cannot meet with each of those 
CEOs on a regular basis and understand what they are doing without having someone over the top, he is not 
doing his job. 

Hon E.R.J. Dermer:  Why was that portfolio taken from you? 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Hon Ed Dermer can speculate all he likes.  I thought I did a good job, but that is a matter of 
opinion.  However, we all have our ups and downs.  I have had more ups than downs.  When I look at my 
political career, I realise I am on the positive side at the moment, which is more than I can say for Hon Ed 
Dermer.   

The review of government is a good thing.  It needs to be done and I congratulate the Government for doing it.  I 
will reserve my judgment about the end result until I see the final configuration of it.  I say to ministers and to 
members opposite that there is no point in creating burdens for themselves that they cannot manage, because 
then they cannot govern properly; they do not have time.  Being a minister is a very burdensome business.  It is 
very onerous.  Ministers work long hours, make lots of decisions and get no time for rest.  If they have too much 
to do, they do not do it properly.  The Government should not try to use the populist line of getting rid of people 
and thinking that it will make for good government, because it will not.   

The question of electoral reform is now on the agenda.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Before the dinner suspension I spoke about the Government’s intention to change the 
electoral system in Western Australia. The Minister for Electoral Affairs has already made a number of 
proposals that the upper House should be changed.  There have been several different versions of how it should 
be restructured.  I can understand the Labor Party arguing for one vote, one value; it always has.  I cannot think 
why its members feel that it is so necessary in the Legislative Council.  The Senate, which is the equivalent in 
the federal Parliament, is nowhere near one vote, one value; in fact, the number of constituents that each member 
represents is quite lopsided because every State is represented by the same number of senators.  I have not heard 
the Labor Party suggest one vote, one value in the Senate but, for obvious political reasons, the Labor Party is 
arguing that it should apply in this House.  I have seen some of the figures.  We might as well get a telephone 
box in which to hold our party meetings if the Labor Party achieves its objectives. 

During the election the Liberal Party did some research on the one vote, one value question.  If there were one 
vote, one value in both Houses, it is estimated that approximately 16 seats would be moved out of the country 
into the city.  That is a very significant change in the way in which the electoral system operates in Western 
Australia.  If the Labor Party tells the country people of Western Australia that it wants to take away 16 country 
seats and move them into the city, I suspect it will be roundly criticised in regional and rural Western Australia. 
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It is interesting that when this was talked about during the election process, the new member for Eyre, who had 
taken the Labor Party to task on native title issues during the election campaign, said that he would not vote for 
one vote, one value in a fit.  He worked out that his seat would be combined with Kalgoorlie and that the people 
in that area did not want it.  I just wonder what his position will be in the caucus room when he says that he will 
not support it.  I will be corrected if I am wrong, but I think the rules are that he must go somewhere else.  It will 
be interesting to see whether Mr Bowler is prepared to stand by what he said during the election campaign to get 
himself elected, what he says now that he is a member of Parliament and whether he continues to have the same 
view about one vote, one value.  I will not say any more about that now because I suspect we will be talking 
about electoral matters for quite a long time during the next four years.  One can only hope that the Labor Party 
is not successful in gutting country representation in Western Australia in both Houses. 

I want to make a few comments about the convention-exhibition centre and the soccer stadium.  I do not very 
often agree with Kevin Reynolds, as members will appreciate, but he made a comment the other day which I 
thought was absolutely spot-on when he asked the Government why it is not pushing to get this project going.  
As he quite rightly said, and as I have said on countless occasions, thousands of jobs are involved in the 
construction and operation of the convention-exhibition centre and the soccer stadium.  We will never get a 
better deal for this State than that which is now available.  If this contract falls over, we shall still need a 
convention-exhibition centre.  We shall eventually do what every other city has had to do; that is, pay for it out 
of taxpayers’ money because the Government will have to pay the whole lot.  The Government has a contract 
with Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd, subject to finance, that will produce a $40 million stadium for 
$10 million.  That is almost unique.  In most parts of the world stadiums are built only with taxpayers’ money.  If 
the Government cannot make the contracts stack up and move the projects forward, the taxpayers of Western 
Australia will be up for many hundreds of millions of dollars because we will need the facilities anyway.  I 
support Kevin Reynolds on this, and I hope the Government takes note of what he has had to say because he is 
quite right about jobs.  When the previous Government was going through the process of entering into the 
contract for the convention-exhibition centre, Tony Cooke also publicly supported the project because he said 
that it was good for jobs in Western Australia and good for his members, which is important.   

I am not sure anymore which minister is responsible for the convention-exhibition centre and the stadium.  It 
used to be the Minister for Tourism, but, as I said earlier, the Minister for Tourism is overwhelmed with 
everything else he must do.  The Government is splitting the role of the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission.  Whichever minister is responsible must take hold of the matter and say that the Government wants 
to make it work.  The ministers should be as tough as they like with Multiplex because it is a very tough operator 
and negotiator.  If there is a genuine reason for the extension - I do not know the reason because I have not seen 
the request for an extension - the Government should have given it to Multiplex, even for another month or two, 
to make the project work.  The Government will never get a better offer than the one on the table now.  I hope 
that the responsible minister will take hold of this, get together with Multiplex and make it happen. 

It is extraordinary that Perth Glory has indicated that it wants to walk away from the stadium and go to 
Leederville Oval, but still wants $8 million of the Government’s money to develop Leederville Oval for a total 
of $12 million.  I do not know what it will get for $12 million, when a $40 million stadium is pretty fundamental 
and not a lavish new stadium at all when compared with, say, the Colonial Stadium, which cost $300 million.  In 
my view, a $12 million stadium at Leederville Oval would provide temporary seats and a very average amenity 
for people to watch soccer. 

I would be very interested to know what the Government’s position is on this, because until now the Government 
has publicly said the right thing; that is, it has a contract with Multiplex and therefore will not enter into 
negotiations with Perth Glory or the Town of Vincent on this issue.  However, there are some suggestions that 
the minister has had meetings with those people about the matter.  I do not know whether that is right or not.  
The matter needs to be sorted out.  Somebody needs to take charge of it, bring the parties together, bang their 
heads together very hard and tell them it has reached the stage at which this can be made to work and they must 
make it happen. 

In respect of our populist Premier, I refer to the position of the Agent General in London.  It was recently 
announced that a public servant will become the next Agent General in London.  By extension, somehow or 
other the argument is that members of Parliament really are not suited for appointment as the Agent General in 
London.  That is absolutely absurd.  Of the past three, for example, Hon Clive Griffiths has been a superb Agent 
General.  He has brought his political knowledge plus his knowledge of business to the corridors of power in 
London and in Europe.  He has been very good for Western Australian trade and commerce.  His political 
understanding has been very useful for that.  The Agent General prior to Hon Clive Griffiths was Hon Bill 
Hassell, who was a very good Agent General with a different style from that of Hon Clive Griffiths.  The Agent 
General before Hon Bill Hassell was Hon Ron Davies, who was a former leader of the Labor Party and also an 
excellent Agent General.  The knowledge and experience people gain in politics are very important for the role 
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of Agent General.  The Premier is suggesting that politicians are just not good enough to have the job and that it 
must be given to public servants or somebody else.  That is demeaning to members of Parliament.  It is hard 
enough as it is to get the media to at least reflect on the sort of work we do and to treat us somewhat differently 
from used-car salesmen and journalists, who are at about the same level of popularity as politicians in the 
scheme of things, without the Premier saying that politicians are not suited to the role of Agent General in 
London.   

The situation with members’ travel is similar.  A member applied to use his imprest account to travel to learn 
about his shadow portfolio, and he was criticised up hill and down dale for doing it.  What is the point of 
providing funds for travel if people are not allowed to travel?  The Premier, populist again, jumped on the 
bandwagon and said that because the member did not tell the Parliament where he went and whom he met every 
day of the week, the rules would have to be changed.  Somehow or other, the Speaker is now saying that maybe 
he should decide who travels where and when, and whether they should or should not be allowed to do so. 

I am pleased that the Speaker has made a decision to bring Assembly committees into line with Council 
committees, whereby committee members must say in advance where they are going.  However, I must say to 
the Speaker that that will not make any difference to what the Press reports.  The Press does not think members 
should travel anywhere.  As we live in the most isolated part of the world, members should travel regularly - it 
should be compulsory that we travel frequently.  However, the Premier, who jumps on the bandwagon, has said 
that we should tighten the rules and stop members travelling.  The Premier is the person who approves or 
disapproves applications for travel.  If he thinks something is wrong with the system, he will not approve an 
application.  I think Hon Peter Foss’s travel was approved by the Premier.  Then when the Press did not like it, 
Dr Gallop took the populist line again, jumped on the bandwagon and said the rules must be tightened.   

I have heard about 50 times since I have been in Parliament that we must tighten the rules because the Press does 
not like members of Parliament travelling.  If we keep criticising ourselves on these matters, it is more grist to 
the mill for the media and more denigration for members of Parliament as a group of people.  It suggests that 
members of Parliament are not capable to spending taxpayers’ money properly, and that is an insult to members 
of Parliament. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Indeed, I thought it was quite appropriate for the Premier to visit Tony Blair. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Yes.  He obviously learnt something.  Perhaps the Premier might have to help Tony Blair 
now because he is facing an election. 

I will comment quickly on the Centenary of Federation celebrations.  Of course, that was not an occasion for 
celebration for secessionists.  I do not think there is much to celebrate regarding our Federation bearing in mind 
the way in which the Commonwealth has grown at the expense of the States, and now that the Labor Party is in 
government, it will argue the same thing for the next four years.  However, I enjoyed going to Melbourne for the 
occasion.  It was important for members to be able to attend that.  Again, we were criticised for going there at 
taxpayers’ expense, but it is important that members attend these historic occasions. 

It was interesting how politically correct the celebration function was.  There was constant recognition of the 
Aboriginal traditional owners at the beginning of most speeches. 

Hon Barry House:  About a dozen times. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  Yes.  We heard about reconciliation every time somebody opened their mouth.  Women’s 
rights and issues were a recurring theme throughout the day.  We heard about republicanism and 
multiculturalism.  All the politically correct issues were to the fore in all the speeches.  Regrettably, the young 
lady who made the last speech was not talking on behalf of the young people whom I know.  She was repeating 
what adults had said, and I think she was reflecting that more than what young people in Australia are saying.  
However, she spoke very well, and I am not being critical in that sense. 

It was interesting that much was said about Alfred Deakin but nothing was said about Edmund Barton.  Edmund 
Barton, our first Prime Minister, was the subject of a book written recently by Geoffrey Bolton.  It is an excellent 
book that describes the significant contribution Barton made to Federation, and the job he did as Prime Minister 
and as a member of the High Court of Australia.  To a large extent we have underestimated Barton and spent a 
lot of time talking about Alfred Deakin as the great force for Federation in the early federal Parliament.  I 
suppose that Deakin’s being a Victorian was one of the reasons we heard a lot about him, because it was a 
Victorian celebration, in Victoria, organised by the Victorian Government and monopolised by the Victorian 
Premier - a marvellous example of how one can use an occasion like that to promote oneself.  I am not being 
critical - that is just how it happens in politics.  I think the only person who mentioned Edmund Barton in his 
speech was John Howard, the Prime Minister, but of course he is from New South Wales, as was Barton, so I 
guess that comes into the situation as well.   
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It was also disappointing that no Western Australians - Graham Edwards made this comment - were considered 
good enough to be acknowledged as Australians worthy of recognition on such an important occasion.  It was an 
interesting experience and I am pleased I went.  However, I am a little concerned about the direction in which 
some people think this country should go in the next 100 years of Federation. 

Having been Minister for Mines and the opposition spokesperson on mines, I will talk briefly about the mining 
industry before I conclude.  As I said earlier, the mining industry is being ignored by the Government.  I guess 
that is epitomised by its failure to appoint a minister for mines.  One issue that is a threat is the new policy of no 
mining in national parks or nature reserves, whatever that means.  I am interested to know what that policy will 
entail and what will happen to existing tenements in nature reserves or in national parks.  At the moment, 
approval from Parliament is required for mining in a national park.  That seems to be a pretty good way of doing 
business.  I understand that under the Labor Party’s policy, no mining will be allowed in either national parks or 
nature reserves under any circumstances.  That is a silly policy, because some parts of national parks could be 
mined until the cows come home in exchange for areas outside national parks.  The Labor Partydid that while in 
office some years ago - I think it was the Rudall River National Park. 

The attitude to native title is a very naive approach.  The price of negotiation has now doubled.  People out in the 
sticks have told me that if someone wants a negotiated settlement of a native title claim, the price is now twice as 
high as it used to be.  I was told today, in answer to a question about the Ward decision on the Miriuwung-
Gajerrong claim, that the Government is not operating under the law by granting tenements as determined in the 
Ward decision.  Also in answer to a question today, the Labor Party talked about setting up a land and 
environment court.  Again, this is absolute disaster stuff for industry.  Some members may not be aware of the 
situation of Iluka Resources at Mundijong.  A lot of nonsense was talked about that during the election 
campaign. 

The Warden’s Court is seen as a place in which people can talk about social and environmental issues and in 
which decisions are made by the warden.  However, in my humble judgment, his role is to make decisions about 
the correctness or otherwise of the marking out of a tenement, and the environmental issues should be considered 
only when a proposal for mining is put forward.  If the land and environment court and the warden make 
decisions about mining before a tenement is granted and before a mining proposal is put forward, the downturn 
in the mining industry will be significant. 

New industrial relations legislation is also proposed that will impact severely on the mining industry, which 
survived in the past eight years only by virtue of our industrial relations policies.  That industry has gone through 
a very tough time.  Significant cost cutting and significant improvements in productivity have been brought 
about by our industrial relations system. 

I am pleased that the Mines Occupational Safety and Health Advisory Board has not been joined to WorkSafe 
under the new structure of government, but I have been told that that is very much light-on-the-hill stuff for the 
union movement.  It would be a significant backward step if responsibility for safety in the mining industry were 
taken from the Department of Minerals and Energy and put into WorkSafe.  However, that is what the unions 
want and that is what the last Labor Government sought to do.  As an aside, I add that Carmen Lawrence gave 
the then Trades and Labor Council of WA $60 000 about three weeks before the election she lost to assist the 
TLC to take over safety in the mining industry.  It never gave it back, even though the roles were not swapped 
over.   

There is also a standing order which refers to state agreement Acts being sent to committees of this House.  That 
has the potential to impact significantly on the mining industry.  However, we will talk about that when we deal 
with that change to the standing orders.  The situation the mining industry faces at the moment causes great 
alarm.  I guess the tragedy of recent political history is that the only people in the Labor Party who knew 
anything about the mining industry - that is, Julian Grill and Mark Nevill - have both left politics, and also Mark 
Nevill has left the Labor Party.  I am not sure whether Mr Grill has left the Labor Party, but I suspect many 
would wish he had if he has not already.  

Hon Peter Foss:  The other thing they have done, which not many people are aware of, is change the grounds for 
assistance to appeal to the High Court, and they threw away the best argument.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is exactly right.   

We can see a scenario developing, with the Greens (WA) having the balance of power in this place, in which the 
mining industry, which is the cornerstone of our economy, will be facing pretty tough times.   

We accept the verdict of the electorate.  It has tossed us out in no uncertain terms.  We have to prove ourselves 
worthy of being re-elected in four years time.  The way this Government is going at this time, it is on the cards 
that members opposite will be one-termers.   
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As a Government we achieved a great deal in many areas.  History will record that it was a good Government, 
provided that historians do not use The West Australian as their primary source of information, because for most 
of the past eight years it got things wrong on a regular basis.  I pay tribute to Richard Court as our Premier.  He 
had a hard act to follow when he came into politics - a very successful father, who had also been the Premier.  
Richard Court was a very good Premier for Western Australia.  He had the interest of the State and its people at 
heart, and many good things were done during his eight years as Premier.  If Richard Court has a fault it is that 
he is prepared to give everybody a fair go rather than jumping on a populist bandwagon and sacking people here 
and there just because the Press say he should.  That is an admirable trait, and one I hope the new Premier takes 
on board.  Richard Court can be proud of the contribution that he made to politics in Western Australia.  I am sad 
that he has decided to leave politics.  However, he is doing it for number of reasons, including wanting to spend 
some time with his family.  Of course, being Premier takes one away from one’s family on a regular basis.  

I look forward to the next four years and to ensuring that the Government delivers what it says it will deliver.  
We want to ensure that we do not go down the path the Labor Party took us down when Burke, Dowding and 
Lawrence were Premiers.  We want to ensure the Labor Government delivers what it promised it would deliver.  
At the same time, if it turns out that the Government cannot afford that, we will ensure it explains why it cannot 
afford it, and how it will pay for what it will do.  That will be the great challenge that the Labor Party faces in 
having made significant and expensive promises to the electorate.  The Labor Government will have a 
conundrum that the cost of delivering on those promises may be more than the State can afford.  If it has to cut 
out $1.2 billion worth of expenditure in order to cater for the new initiatives it will bring in, it will be hard work.  
I look forward with great interest to the next budget knowing that traditionally Labor Governments are great 
spenders, good borrowers and very good at pork-barrelling their way through the political scenario.  We work on 
the basis that people deserve a good Government and it is our job to ensure that the Government in power is a 
good Government.  I hope it is, because the people of Western Australia deserve it.   

His Excellency, Lieutenant General John Sanderson, who has become our Governor in recent times, has carried 
on the fine work of his predecessor Major General Michael Jeffery.  The new Governor is a very approachable 
and generous person, and his wife is the same.  I have had a lot of pleasure in working with them on a number of 
occasions.  I thank him for delivering the speech on behalf of the Government to the Legislative Council and I 
look forward to the next four years.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan) [7.52 pm]:  Mr President, I apologise to you and to the House for 
my voice; it is not normally this croaky.  Congratulations on your election this morning, Mr President.  I noted 
that you received genuine and warm commendations from across the House, and I know that they are well 
deserved.  I have had the pleasure of working with you in party forums for many years and I look forward to the 
Cowdell wit and wisdom dispensed from your new Chair.   

I support the motion that was moved by Hon Ken Travers.  I am proud and excited to take this opportunity to 
introduce myself to the House, and to put on the record some comments on a range of public policy matters that 
are of particular importance to me.  At the outset I want to thank the voters of the South Metropolitan Region for 
placing their faith in the Australian Labor Party and in me to represent the diversity of their interests.  It is a 
responsibility that I take very seriously.  I intend to repay their confidence by working hard to ensure that the 
commitments made during the election campaign are honoured.   

The Governor, in his speech, outlined the key areas in which this Government intends to deliver honest, 
accountable and inclusive government, prudent financial and economic management of the people’s resources, 
and social reform to deliver high quality public health and education, and to improve community safety and 
protect and sustain our environment.  I look forward to playing my part in delivering on those commitments to 
Western Australians in this new phase of my career.   

I have spent my career to date working in politics and in the community sector, and in the past 12 years I have 
been privileged to serve the working people of Western Australia in the trade union movement.  I have been 
lucky to work for a number of different unions covering a broad range of working people, including local 
government, registered nurses, Department of Conservation and Land Management workers, Main Roads 
workers and agricultural workers; and, for the past seven years, the members of the Australian Liquor, 
Hospitality and Miscellaneous Workers Union.  “Miscellaneous” is not in that union’s title for nothing.  During 
my time there, I worked with members in water and manufacturing, members employed as Aboriginal health 
workers in the community control sector and in government, and with members employed in child care, in 
disability services, in aged care, in private health and in the public health sector:  The ALHMWU is at the 
forefront of major change within the trade union movement as it embraces the “organising focus” - a name given 
to the strategy that is based on empowering workers to take the union forward.  It is a strategy that can just as 
easily be applied to community activism and the role that we as political leader ought play in empowering those 
in our community whose voices are not always heard.  In essence, a checklist is applied to every activity 
undertaken.  It includes the questions:  Does this empower people; does it expand the base of leadership in the 
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community; and does it build the political voice?  These are questions I will be asking myself in the course of my 
term here to ensure that I remain true to the principles that brought me here.  I know I bring the aspirations and 
the hopes of those union members with me.  I know they are eagerly awaiting the changes to Western Australian 
industrial relations laws, in particular, that the Gallop Government was elected to deliver.  Those industrial 
relations changes are critically important because the previous Government ripped away the safety net from WA 
workers.   

I have learned a lot from the union members that I have worked with, but one of the most inspiring times for 
many of us in the WA union movement was during the 1997 campaign to oppose what became known as the 
third wave of industrial relations legislative changes.  Those legislative changes have since been judged by the 
people of Western Australia and by many others, including international bodies, to be grossly unfair.  The role 
this House played in 1997 in getting those changes in place was not one of which it can be proud.  However, 
sometimes out of adversity, the human spirit can soar, and in the cooperation between sometimes rival unions, 
the political education and empowerment of ordinary workers, the greater understanding of the process of 
parliamentary democracy, the creative approach to campaigning, the huge numbers of Western Australians who 
marched on the streets to protest, the friendships formed and the food and entertainment shared on cold and rainy 
nights across the road at Solidarity Park, the courage of those who occupied part of Parliament House, and the 
unbridled joy on the night of the first workers’ embassy ball, our spirits did indeed soar.   

During that campaign, and many others less sensational than that campaign, I have been privileged to work with 
and learn from some wonderful mentors.  I particularly acknowledge Helen Creed and Keith Peckham as union 
leaders who know that true leadership is as much about teaching and nurturing as it is about managing people 
and money and making tough decisions.  In the broader Labor movement I have been mentored by many great 
women and I am pleased to see some of them here tonight.  Pat Giles, a former Western Australian Senator and 
now a very busy activist at an international level, is a shining example of how to pursue feminist objectives with 
grace and dignity in a male-dominated Parliament.  Cheryl Davenport never lost faith that I would get into 
Parliament.  I am enormously proud to be her replacement in the South Metropolitan Region.  Joan Kirner has 
motivated and no doubt will continue to motivate me and many other Labor women.  For sheer grit and 
determination in the face of enormous pressure, Carmen Lawrence has also set an example.  These five women, 
among whom I include Helen Creed, continue their commitment to encourage more women to become involved 
in politics.  Over the past five years they have founded and developed the new Australian political organisation 
Emily’s List - I wear its brooch tonight - a financial and political support network for Labor women candidates.  
To date Emily’s List has assisted 54 new Labor women into Australian Parliaments, taking the total of Labor 
women nationally to 124.  I am proud to be both a member of Emily’s List and one of those 124 women.   

I am very pleased to be one of five Labor women in the Legislative Council.  Women in Western Australia have 
achieved a lot since the first woman, Ruby Hutchison, was elected to this place in 1954.  However, there is much 
to be done, particularly in respect of pay equity.  Nineteen sixty-nine saw the first win in the fight for equal pay 
for women.  However, until real change happens in recognising that the value of the work done predominantly 
by women - for example in the caring and service industries - is worth at least as much as that done 
predominantly by men in, say, the manufacturing industries, we will not have pay equity.  We should highly 
value the work of those who care for our children in child care centres and our elderly in residential aged care 
services.  We put their welfare and indeed their very lives in the hands of those workers.  However, if we regard 
the rates of pay as a measure of the value we place on their work, we will have a disparity.  A child carer is paid 
$12.31 an hour, a carer in an aged care facility is paid $12.93 an hour, and a manufacturing worker first year out 
of apprenticeship earns $13.34 an hour.  These are award rates of pay.  The previous Government’s workplace 
agreements saw rates of pay drop in many industries in which women work, and the gap between earnings 
increase.  This Government has already taken action to redress this by raising the minimum wage, and more 
change is to come.  

Labor was elected on the promise of a review into discrimination in the workplace, including in particular 
recommendations on ways to reduce the gender wage gap.  One way of constantly reminding the players in 
industrial relations to pursue pay equity would be to enshrine that as one of the objects of the relevant industrial 
relations Act.  I look forward to that happening.  

The Labor Party has not always historically been the voice of change for women.  However, the modern Labor 
Party has done much while in government to improve the status of women.  I know that the women in this new 
Government and others have high expectations in that regard.  It used to be from the outside that the sisterhood 
was watching.  Now that the numbers of the sisterhood inside the Parliament are growing, the sisterhood is 
among us, and Western Australian women will hold us accountable to deliver for them.  

Electoral reform, with particular regard to the role of this House, has long been Labor policy.  The Labor Party 
went to the election with a public commitment to introduce one vote, one value legislation.  In its report No 1 of 
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August 1995, the Commission on Government made a number of important recommendations on the role of this 
place, which we have an obligation to pursue.  Among them was that the electoral system for the Legislative 
Council ought to be changed if the Council is to properly perform the functions of a House of Review.  
However, to my mind the question remains: at the beginning of the twenty-first century, particularly as we 
celebrate 100 years of development and finetuning of the Australian version of parliamentary democracy, do we 
still need a House of Review?  We have in place three tiers of government and many checks and balances.  In 
any event, checks and balances can be applied genuinely only in the absence of partisan behaviour.  In the debate 
in this place in 1997 about the industrial relations legislation, the House did not provide an independent review.  
A calculated partisan decision was made.  If we put aside the merits or otherwise of the legislation in my 
example, the Legislative Council duplicated the role of the other place in that instance.  I do not believe that is 
what the people of Western Australia wanted.  The question becomes all the more pressing when the system of 
electing this House of Review is weighted very unevenly against the majority of the population.  In preparing 
this speech, I read a number of first speeches from the past.  I was fascinated to read in the first speech of Hon 
Ruby Hutchison, or Red Ruby as she was known, her call for electoral reform to recognise, and I quote - 

. . . the fact that the people have given a decided answer that democracy has reached the stage where we 
can expect to attain fair and just representation in both the halls of Legislature in this State.  

That was in 1954.  I look forward to real change in the electoral system arising from the current round of 
negotiations.  

I acknowledge the role of my family in getting me to this point.  At the outset I must make a confession to you, 
Mr President, and my comrades on this side: it is as a result of the politics of the other side that I am here at all.  
My parents met at a Young Libs function in 1959.  I have now “fessed up”.  Political discussion was always a 
part of the household as I grew up.  I come from an extended family of very strongly opinionated folk, some of 
whom sadly are no longer with us.  However, I thank them for respecting the rigours of debating.  They rarely 
agreed with the views I held, but I was encouraged to hold my own in an argument.  I did not get my brand of 
politics from my family, but I got a commitment to involvement in political matters.  It is only as I have matured 
that I have realised the invaluable lessons taught me through the process of argument around the family table.  
As a seething adolescent I remember looking on these loud and often alcohol-fuelled arguments as grossly 
embarrassing.  It later dawned on me that they were teaching me to play a role in public policy.  They were also 
teaching me about the effects of alcohol, but that is another story.  I was taught that I should have views about 
important social questions of the day, that I should learn how to properly articulate them and that I should act on 
them.  I was privileged in that sense and I recognise that the opportunities I was given are not afforded to many. 

Still on my family, in January 1994 my mother was involved in a very serious car accident, which changed all of 
our lives forever.  As a result of that accident we have experienced the frustrations and the mind-numbing 
exhaustion of working our way through the disability and health systems.  We have also met and formed 
relationships with some fantastic carers and service providers.  However, it takes a very resourceful and focused 
effort to survive the process.  Unfortunately, it also takes money.  Very many Western Australians will have had 
an even worse experience than my family had.   

Western Australians with disabilities deserve better.  I am pleased to be part of a Gallop Government that is 
committed to significantly improving services for people with disabilities and their families.  From my 
experience I know that Western Australian families supporting a family member with a disability need much 
greater coordination of services.  Families continuing to work and provide care in the home rather than in an 
institution should not have to run around among a range of community agencies and government departments 
trying to work out which of those services meet their needs and how they can fit into their assessment criteria, all 
the while dealing with the consequences and the emotional aftermath of a traumatic accident. 

I am proud to be part of the Australian Labor Party for many reasons, but one of those is that we have a strong 
history of caring for people and of making real social change.  I want to see the Government build upon the 
important changes made in the disability area under the last Labor Government.  It is also important that real 
change in this area is not held up by arguments between State and Commonwealth Governments about how 
funds are to be allocated.  I am pleased that the Gallop Government supports more flexibility in funding 
arrangements rather than an ideological commitment to impose a competitive tendering regime.  In the human 
services area, competitive tendering has not resulted in better service delivery to those who desperately need it.  
In disability services, for example, pitting longstanding agencies that have built holistic services around target 
group needs against newcomer organisations that crunch the numbers to provide a basic service has not had a 
positive outcome.  Competitive tendering for those agencies already operating on shoestring budgets forces 
down the wages of employees and reduces the range of services available from each agency.  As a result, the 
users have even more running around to do because they must go to more agencies to get the services they need.   
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Labor’s commitment to initiatives that recognise the role of carers and to review and improve services for those 
carers who want to stay in paid employment is long overdue.  I look forward to playing my part in implementing 
those initiatives.  Equally, the improved coordination and flexibility of respite services promised by this 
Government is critically important to many Western Australians.   

Finally, I acknowledge my partner, Peter, who put up with all the craziness that goes with someone aspiring to 
be elected to this place.  We have an interesting time ahead of us, not the least because of the hours we work.  
Peter is a shiftworker, and his hours and mine in this place will make life interesting.  We will probably never 
see each other.  However, we are looking forward to the journey ahead.   

As a new member of Parliament I look forward to working with my colleagues in this place to deliver honest and 
inclusive government.   

[Applause.]  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [8.13 pm]:  I, too, congratulate you, Mr President, on your recent 
election and look forward to the next four years working under your instruction and guidance.  I acknowledge 
the Nyoongah people on whose traditional lands I stand.  I stand in this place, not as a great statesman or a 
master orator, but as a common man with common ideals and common virtues.  I believe I have been blessed 
with an extraordinary passion for social justice and equity.   

In my speech I will address a number of issues that I believe will give my colleagues in this place an insight into 
the way I view the world and why I find myself standing here now.  Perhaps in future I will reflect on this time 
and measure my views against this record.  I have not completed an in-depth statistical analysis, nor have I 
carried out extensive interviews; I have merely reflected on my life over the years and tried to compile an 
intelligible account of conversations, flickering memories and deep-rooted staples of my character.   

All members are aware of the cynicism and angst directed at Parliament and those of us who are privileged to 
serve here.  I believe that this is the result of a perception - right or wrong - that we as individuals are 
collectively self-serving and in a practical sense add little value to the general population’s day-to-day life.  In 
general, we are perceived to behave badly.  What defence can we offer to address the perceptions of the blind 
man I met in Halls Creek the other day sitting in the dust without shelter or water while we debate the location of 
an entertainment centre?  Are we relevant to a young couple deciding which bill will not be paid this month as 
we argue about whether the behaviour of a member of Parliament is acceptable?  Is a young girl who has been 
sacked from her shop assistant job because she has turned 18 years of age interested in how many hours a week 
we work?  Of course, the answer is no.   

What can we do to turn these perceptions around and to ensure that this place receives the respect it needs to be 
effective in carrying out the people’s will?  Do we gag the Press?  I am sure many of those who have frequented 
these corridors, rooms and Chambers over the years have fantasised about the possibility.  However, the press 
reports are about our debates and actions, so the journalists are not to blame, nor is ignorance of political 
processes.  We are not misunderstood.   

We are the masters of our own destiny.  We are judged by our actions, not our words.  We must listen to our 
constituents.  We must show empathy and act accordingly.  We must be measured in our debates.  We must 
examine relevance and what value can be added to our constituents’ lives before we emotively attack each other.  
Although we have high office, we are still human and must acknowledge the frailties of human nature.  We must 
respect and accept each other.  We must debate the issue and not the individual.  If we cannot manage these 
simple things, how can we expect others to respect this place?  The old adage “respect is earned not given” has 
never been more relevant to us in this place.  If we fail in restoring faith and trust in this Parliament, Western 
Australians will suffer and history will hold us all accountable.   

I will address some issues surrounding those forces that attempt to balance social development and material gain.  
History shows that over the centuries, in an economic sense, there has always been those who have and those 
who have not.  Many different techniques have been used and developed for those on each side of the fence to 
try to exert influence to gain some advantage over opposing groups.  Some of those methods have been novel 
and some have been extreme.  The French Revolution is an example of an effective method of influence of the 
have-nots over the haves - the guillotine was a great arbiter.  The exploitation of slaves in the Americas at the 
turn of the twentieth century was an effective way of the haves getting it over the have-nots and keeping the 
hourly rates down.  There have been wars, battles and massacres, but thankfully in recent times Australians have 
been generally spared these extremes.  However, many Australians now choose to battle out their class 
differences through collective actions.  Trade unions have played a significant role in representing the have-nots 
of this country, and still do.  The Eureka stockade, the moratorium marches of the 1970s and the Aboriginal tent 
embassy protests in Canberra have a common thread; that is, they involved a group of people who put their 
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individual views and personal ambitions aside to form a single voice to increase their chances of success.  Over 
time, some endeavours failed and some were successful.  All would have failed without collectivism.   

Nations recognise the advantages of collective bargaining.  Small nations form temporary alliances and unions to 
be heard and to be effective for the people they represent.  As a collective they pool their resources to influence 
greater nations that require their votes for their own agenda.  The struggles continue between the haves and have-
nots, the just causes and the injustices of life.   

As I stated, trade unions have played a significant role in maintaining the balance between those who are 
powerful and those who, as individuals, are weak.  Despite being portrayed from time to time in the media and 
by employer groups and conservative zealots as corrupt bullyboys hell-bent on removing the individual’s right to 
deal fairly with benevolent employers, unions are good.  Not only are they good, history has proved that they are 
essential to developing a fair and just society.  I ask members to imagine how Sydney Harbour would have 
looked to the world during the Olympics if the 1970s green bans imposed on harbour-side development by the 
Builders Labourers Federation had not been successful.  How much more work would have been lost overseas if 
not for the constant vigilance and action of the union movement in Western Australia?  No matter what their 
detractors say, unions are as entrenched in Australian culture as football, Holden cars and meat pies.  Australians 
have taken great pride in the ethos of mateship, a fair go and a classless society.  Whether that is true today or 
has ever been, and to what extent, continues to be debated from time to time.  Nevertheless, these values have 
played a great part in the development of our collective psyche.  Unfortunately, they are increasingly pushed 
aside in the charge to embrace material value and economic rationalism.   

How does user-pays fit with mateship?  How does making an unemployed person who is five minutes late for an 
assessment at Centrelink wait another week for his or her next appointment fit with a fair go?  How does 
reducing public funding of legal aid fit with the notion of a classless society?  Unions are portrayed from time to 
time as self-serving, antisocial organisations.  I have been a proud and active member of the union movement 
continuously since I left the Royal Australian Air Force in 1981, and I expect that I will remain a member until 
my retirement and beyond.  My own experience has been far from undemocratic.  I joined the union because my 
mates were members.  I joined because, as an individual, I felt powerless against the boardrooms and faceless 
men who occupied them.  I joined and remained a member because I wanted the same opportunities afforded me 
to be available to my children and their children.  Not once have I felt coerced to act against my will or 
intimidated by union officials.  There have been times when I was not happy with the outcome of a vote or a 
direction of the union, but that is democracy.  I have had to live with decisions I did not like of the last 
Government for eight years, but I accept that this is democracy.  The fact is that, while working on the tools as a 
blue-collar worker, as a member of my union I felt empowered and secure in my job.   

In recent years I have witnessed the adverse effects on my work colleagues and other company employees who 
have been coerced and bribed out of collective agreements.  For those people who have accepted the cash 
inducements of their employers, it has not taken long for the initial euphoria to wear off.  In many cases these 
individuals quickly suffer insecurity and stress at work and at home, as well as being alienated from their 
communities, despite the good bank balance.   

During the lead-up to the last election, a miner lamented to me that he had not seen his best mate socially since 
he had gone to an individual workplace agreement because they had been placed on opposing 12-hour shifts and 
their days off did not align for about 18 months.  I witnessed communities bitterly divided because the tactics of 
divide and conquer by the town’s major employer were trying to force workers away from agreements that had 
served both parties well for many years.  Families and friends of many years have been torn apart, and to what 
end?  This company makes a healthy profit, but not enough, it seems, as the shareholders enjoy from the 
company down the road.   

It is not just the worker-employer relationships that have suffered from this unchecked drive for material wealth.  
Recently I met a man who runs his own medium-sized engineering construction maintenance business.  He 
lamented to me about the good old days in the 1970s and early 1980s when, in his view, business in the resource 
sector was based on the ethos of “as long as everybody made a quid, everyone was happy”.  However, now he 
was glad he was retiring, because he had seen many small businesses go broke because now the major 
companies just screwed people to the wall.  He told of profit margins that were so tight that he could just pay his 
wages but did not have the capital capacity to see out the hard times, carry out research and development or 
expand so as to compete with the larger companies.  He was worried about the future of his employees, because 
once he left he could not imagine anyone buying his business because no-one would want to work the hours he 
was now forced to do.  This is a great example of the difference between an individual’s outlook on the world 
and that of a faceless corporate executive.  They are as different as chalk and cheese.  On the whole, the 
employee is happy if he or she can pay the bills, go out to dinner from time to time and pay off the mortgage.  
The contractor is happy as long as everyone can make a quid.  This is reflected in his attitude towards his 
employees, himself and the major companies.  The corporation is there not to supply service, to supply goods, to 
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maintain a family, nor to achieve a lifestyle; the corporation exists purely to create wealth for its owners and 
shareholders.  I am not implying that corporations, companies, their executives and their owners are antisocial; I 
am trying to show that they are driven by different priorities and agendas from those of ordinary Australians.  
With few exceptions, large corporations act only in the interests of making money.  I believe this is one of the 
core reasons that self-regulation so often fails or is ineffective.  This is why people die at work.  In mining, my 
experience has consistently shown that when capital flow is low, the first things to suffer are the so-called “soft” 
issues such as safety and job security, along with maintenance.  In the early 1980s I witnessed times when I 
believed companies would even manipulate issues that would inevitably cause a strike, and when the stockpiles 
decreased, the issue would suddenly be resolved.  One year it was so predictable we took bets on when the 
trouble would start based purely on the predictions of the ore stockpile levels.   

Why do we hear arguments from employer representatives, even in years of record profits, that there will be job 
losses every time the unions have some success in the arbitration commission for an increase in the minimum 
wage?  The answer is simply that corporations are not willing to decrease profits, so jobs are lost or not replaced 
to feed the unchecked and growing fervour and desire for capital.  I do not begrudge corporations or companies 
making money.  I recognise that nations, Governments and healthy economies need free trade and businesses 
that can make sound profits.  The fact that a profitable company has the capacity to grow feeds other businesses 
and, indeed, in the end feeds the people.   

In my electorate the perception of the constituency is that during the resource booms of the late 1960s and 1970s, 
when the north west of this State was opened up at an unprecedented rate, along with the biggest local township 
infrastructure investment that has ever been witnessed since the gold rush era, the social investment was forced 
upon the companies as part of the agreements signed by them and the Western Australia Government of the day.  
I do not know whether that is true, but that is the perception.  The perception now is that the resource towns have 
diminished, communities are struggling and government services have dwindled while the Governments of the 
day reap the royalties and the resource companies’ investment in the communities is reduced to small donations 
for local sporting clubs and community groups.  Why does this perception prevail?  As a whole, the resource 
sector is well and the future potential for development is staggering.  I and the people who live in the resource 
districts of this State believe that successive Governments have let these developments off the hook.  They pay 
royalties, but where is the ongoing local commitment?  I realise we must make some concessions to encourage 
and assist in the establishment of projects, but we must ensure that the maximum benefit from these ventures is 
invested for ordinary Western Australians, just as the companies’ directors push for maximum returns for their 
shareholders.  I recognise that these companies make a significant contribution to this State, but the point is that 
if our State were a publicly listed company and we were the directors, would our shareholders be happy with the 
returns we get for them?   

While in my electorate I am constantly asked about how we can ensure a greater level of local content in 
fabrication, local supply of goods and services, investment in youth employment, local company preference, etc.  
Some specific examples come to mind.  In Karratha residents would like to know why, although they are next to 
one of the greatest gas reserves in the southern hemisphere and part of Australia’s largest resource development, 
no natural gas is reticulated in the township.  In Port Hedland struggling small businesses ask why they must pay 
rates and the resource companies do not.  In Perth large contracting firms want to know why they are not ensured 
assistance to compete for fabrication work and, in some instances, not asked to tender at all.  We must address 
these concerns with action, not just rhetoric.  I know the job cannot be done overnight, but we must be seen to be 
working for our constituents or all of us here will feel the consequences.  I believe it is time for us as a nation to 
debate what is fair and reasonable profit.  What is a reasonable social dividend?  Should taxpayers invest in 
infrastructure and support the working poor and the unemployed when corporate Australia sacks tens of 
thousands of workers while still announcing record profits?  Why is the shareholder’s interest more important 
than that of the unemployed Australian?  Why should our redundant friends, our unemployed neighbours, be told 
they have a mutual obligation to us when it is the Governments of this nation that gave corporate Australia the 
privilege of deregulation?  As leaders of our communities, States and Commonwealth, we are obligated to help 
the working poor and the unemployed, not because it is the Australian way or what one would expect of mates; it 
is because these Australians are victims of our decisions, policies and ideologies.   

What can we do to turn this around?  We often complain that the Commonwealth milks the revenues of our State 
and redistributes them inequitably.  However, this is only part of the problem.  We need to be innovative.  We 
need to encourage business to show real social responsibility to those who have invested their lives in this State.  
We should invest our citizens’ money in infrastructure to encourage more businesses to expand and develop in 
Western Australia.  However, we, as custodians of our State’s expansive resources, must ensure that all Western 
Australians gain real benefit from them.  It is the Government’s role to ensure that in the ongoing struggle 
between those who have power, resources and influence, those who have little and those who represent them, 
people are allowed to debate and express their views without an unfair advantage. 
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The current industrial relations legislation is a good example of an unfair advantage.  It assumes that an 
employee and employer are of equal status; for instance, that a 16-year-old shop assistant could somehow 
negotiate on equal terms with an employer.  Some will argue that this is not true; but, Mr President, that is the 
reality for many of our young people.  Until this legislation is changed young people in this State will be exposed 
to exploitation.  We must not allow legislation that attempts to silence and decimate unions, any more than we 
should legislate to allow companies to be controlled by the State. 

Mr President, as you can see, I have developed strong opinions on issues of social justice and equity and, 
perhaps, these next few words describing some of my early years will explain how these views have been 
formulated.  In 1958 I was born into a poor family which lived in a tent village on the banks of the Edward River 
at Deniliquin, New South Wales.  My father then was an itinerant worker who initially supported my mother, his 
daughter and five sons through market garden labour and fruit picking.  He eventually gained work as a dragline 
operator for the Murray River irrigation scheme development which, unfortunately, meant he was away from 
home a great deal.  My parents’ relationship deteriorated and money at home became very tight.  Social safety 
nets at that time were very limited and this was compounded by the fact that they were not married.  However, 
my brothers, sister and I stayed with my mother as a family unit.  My mother earned a little money singing at the 
local hotel and house cleaning, and received gifts from the charity of friends and the community. 

In 1959 the government authorities decided that it was in the best interests of the two youngest children that they 
be removed from the family unit and adopted or fostered out.  I was the youngest of these children.  My sister 
recalls coming home from school to see my mother sobbing on the ground whilst my brother and I were bundled 
into a black car and driven away.  She chased the car until she could run no further.  A few months later my 
remaining brothers and sister were taken to a children’s home in Sydney.   

But what of me?  I was the lucky one.  I was adopted into a loving family.  I could not explain to all members 
just how grateful I am for the love, care and affection I have received and still do from my mother and father, 
Rob and Eunice Ford.  Had they destroyed all the adoption documents, as they were instructed to, I probably 
would not have been reunited with my siblings some 32 years later. 

What is the relevance of all this?  Despite all that love, and all that care and support, I never felt that I fitted in.  
There was always something missing.  At times I felt so alienated that I imagined something was wrong with me.  
I cannot describe the relief - in fact, I do not believe anyone who has not been through this experience can 
understand - and the joy of being reunited with my biological birth family, of being able to talk to people whose 
processes work like mine, who share common views, who sound similar, who look similar and who, despite 
being separated for many years of their lives, share similar traits and habits such as handwriting, the way they eat 
meals and the sports, hobbies and interests they have participated in over the years.  When I was reunited with 
my brothers and sister for the first time, I felt as though a part of my life, my soul, had been reconnected and 
brought back to life.  Do I hate the people who removed me?  No.  Am I suspicious of their motives?  No.  Do I 
regret that I was removed from my family?  Mr President, yes I do. 

Some 18 months ago while visiting New South Wales for the birth of my grandson, my wife and I revisited 
Deniliquin.  As I stood on the banks of the Edward River, a small punt went past with a couple of lads out for 
some fishing and fun.  For the first time in my life I felt ripped off.  I genuinely felt sorry for myself.  I looked at 
those children and thought, “That should have been me 30 years ago”, and I grieved for a different childhood 
that I would never know.  Mr President, despite the love that had been generously given to me; despite the good 
intentions of all the people who thought they were looking after my best interests; despite all of this, at that 
moment I believed my whole youth had been stolen from me. 

I hope, Mr President, that you can see why, to me, many of the arguments around the Aboriginal stolen 
generation have completely missed the point.  Why argue about motives?  Why debate who was responsible?  To 
me the term “the stolen generation” refers not just literally to a generation of stolen Aboriginal people; it refers 
to that part of the heart that has been stolen from every one of those people - every mother, father, brother, sister, 
son and daughter affected by the policy of that time of removing children from their families. 

We, as a community, should accept that it happened; that children were removed from their communities and 
from their families against their parents’ will.  The evidence is there; it is living and breathing amongst us.  No 
matter what the motive surrounding the policy, it was the wrong thing to do.  I know it was wrong.  This was just 
a part of the many injustices perpetrated against Aboriginal people.  As Australians, we must recognise the 
impact of government policies of the time and demonstrate some real empathy for those whom those policies and 
decisions affected.  We must assist, where we can, with the healing processes, not because we should accept 
responsibility for the actions of those who have been before us but because it is the right thing to do.  Mr 
President, reconciliation is part of the healing process.  If we cannot actively move towards the goal as a society, 
we can never be united and we will never be whole. 
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I thank and acknowledge the following people and organisations.  I thank the people of the Mining and Pastoral 
Region who have allowed me this greatest of opportunities and privilege, for the chance of living and working 
with all the great characters of the north west - the Knobbys, the Bone Heads, Crackers and the like!  I hope I can 
give back something of substance to the communities of the Mining and Pastoral Region that have rewarded me 
and supported my family so well. 

I thank the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union, its members, organisers and staff for their support and 
protection during my past employment, and their continuous ongoing vigilance, political and industrial activism, 
especially for the working people of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I thank the Maritime Workers Union for 
the support its members have shown me in my political endeavours over the years.  I thank Jock Ferguson for his 
friendship, guidance and support.  I thank the Australian Labor Party for showing faith in my abilities.  I thank 
my predecessor, Hon Tom Helm, for the many years of friendship and his commitment to the people of the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  I thank all my previous work colleagues of the past 10 years who have had to 
endure my incessant political rantings and who, regardless of this, still managed to talk to me. 

I thank Lyn Jager for being a great mate over the years.   

I also thank my father and mother, Rob and Eunice Ford, my brother Peter Ford, my sister Bonnie and brothers 
Bruce, Shane, Patrick and Stuart.  I thank my great and dear sons Liam and Rohan and my beautiful daughter 
Erinna who, one day, I hope, will be the President of Australia; my grandson Zac; and my in-laws Kevin and 
Annette Jeffcoat. 

I especially acknowledge the great love and support shown to me by my wife, friend and partner, Taryn, who has 
remained with me, despite having to endure the challenges and grief that I am sure living with me has given her, 
and without whom I would never have achieved the level of success I have enjoyed in my life to date. 

[Applause.] 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [8.39 pm]:  I open my remarks today by congratulating you, Mr 
President, on your election and to congratulate your esteemed predecessor the Chairman of Committees, Hon 
George Cash.   

With the House’s indulgence, I shall reflect on the history of this Chamber, which continues to make great 
strides today and will in the near future.  This of course relates to the electoral reform process that I would like to 
deal with.  The history of this Chamber is very interesting.  It is interesting to look at the paintings and 
photographs outside the Chamber to see the evolution of this House from 1832, when it consisted of the 
Governor at the time appointed by the Colonial Office and four senior officers.  The Chamber is evolving 
towards the true democracy it will be once the Gallop Government’s program for electoral reform is fully 
implemented.  This is a matter of great interest to a member of Parliament in this Chamber at this time when we 
are on the brink of completing the democratic evolutionary process through the electoral reform program of the 
Gallop Government.  Mr President, your election today as the first Labor President of this Chamber is of special 
historical importance.  It is a sad reflection on the history of the Chamber that its leadership has not in the past 
reflected the changing political choice of the people of this State.  By virtue of the Chamber’s malapportionment 
in the past the leadership of the Chamber has not been open to the normal variation.  It is a matter of great 
historic progress for the Chamber to have elected a Labor member as President for the first time in its history, 
but it is also a sad reflection on the fact that this Chamber has not had, and has still not attained, full 
representation of and full accountability to the people of Western Australia. 

Reflecting historically brings me to an expression of my enthusiasm for the motion moved by my friend and 
colleague in the North Metropolitan Region, Hon Ken Travers.  That enthusiasm is based on the Gallop Labor 
Government’s program.  In the years I have been a member of this place, I have listened, always very 
respectfully, to Her Majesty’s representatives deliver speeches at the opening of Parliament.  My special 
enthusiasm is that this time it was a speech that presented to the Parliament - the people’s representatives - the 
program of a very positive, enthusiastic Government that will deliver wellbeing for the people of this State.  
With the member for Cottesloe as Leader of the Opposition, this Government will continue to deliver wellbeing 
for the people of this State for a long time to come.  It is tremendous to be part of this debate, to offer my thanks 
and appreciation to His Excellency the Governor on the delivery of his speech, and to offer support and 
enthusiasm with the confidence that this time the Government’s program, as outlined in His Excellency’s speech, 
will be implemented.  Members on this side of the Chamber are deadly earnest.  We have gone to great pains to 
listen to the people of Western Australia to ascertain their deepest aspirations.  We will do the hard work that 
must be done to deliver on those aspirations. 

It was interesting this evening to hear the Leader of the Opposition reflect on the impact of the eight years of the 
Court Government.  That impact was clearly understood by the people of Western Australia, and their clear 
understanding was demonstrated by the electoral result on 10 February.  It will be a different understanding in 
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the Western Australian community after the first eight years of the long Gallop Government that I confidently 
predict, because it will deliver.  There was a special gravity to His Excellency’s speech to this Chamber to open 
this Parliament, because it represented a government program that will be delivered and fully implemented.  This 
Government will not shy away from the difficult fiscal challenges it confronts.  With the utmost care, it will 
reorder priorities in the application of the resources of the State and ensure that its program is delivered - a 
program worth delivering because it is based on the clear understanding of the Gallop Government of the 
genuine aspirations of the people of Western Australia.  Therefore, it is with tremendous enthusiasm that I am 
pleased to thank His Excellency for the delivery of a speech that entailed hope. 

Listening to the very heartfelt, genuine and strongly delivered inaugural speeches of my colleagues Hon Sue 
Ellery and Hon Jon Ford this evening reminded me of the time when I delivered my first speech in this House.  I 
remember that the one word which was the focus of what I saw as important for this State was hope, and 
ensuring that the people of Western Australia had the opportunity for an excellent life in time to come.  I 
reflected on aspects of our society that were not positive.  In fact, it is not making too strong a point to say that 
many aspects of our society are reflections of despair.  It is our duty to turn around that despair, to turn it into 
hope and to offer real opportunities for each Western Australian to improve his or her lot.  The program put 
forward by the Gallop Government is encouraging.  It contains many concrete and practical steps that will 
progress the hope of Western Australians in many practical ways to enhance their opportunities for the future.  It 
is with enthusiasm that I am pleased to back the Government’s program and to thank the Governor for his 
articulation of that program in his speech in this House. 

I return to the ongoing history of this House and its evolution towards real democracy.  In 1987, leading up to the 
1989 election, there was a degree of electoral reform for this Chamber.  It was far from perfect.  It continues to 
be the case that half this Chamber represents one-quarter of the population; the other half represents three-
quarters of the population.  To any reasonable person, that can be assessed only as an unfair and undemocratic 
state.  In the past, the unfairness of the representative nature of the Chamber was worse.  The electoral reform 
that was achieved and implemented for the first time in the 1989 election allowed for a change in the nature of 
the Chamber; it allowed the Chamber to have a different representative structure from the other House, and in 
that way enhanced its role as a House of Review.  It has imposed on Governments a need to convince members 
of Parliament who are not directly adhered to that Government through party allegiance to support the 
Government’s legislative program if it is to be implemented.  The election in 1989 was conducted under the new 
proportional representation system - new as it then was.  It altered the nature of this Chamber.  The defection of 
Hon Reg Davies from the Liberal Party deprived the conservative forces in Western Australia of control of the 
Legislative Council for the first time, and when the conservative forces no longer had absolute control over this 
House, it changed character and became a genuine House of Review.  Governments of whatever persuasion 
needed to convince people who were not part of their party and were not part of the party discipline adherence 
factor that would normally enable the Government to assume it would receive majority support in the Chamber.  
It put the onus on Governments to obtain the support of members outside their party if they were to get their 
legislative program through.   

It is interesting to reflect that during the course of the last Parliament the numbers in this Chamber were such 
that when the Court Government wanted to put legislation through, it needed to convince only one non-coalition 
member that it was reasonable and worthwhile legislation.  On many occasions the Court Government failed to 
get its legislation through, and my assessment is that in most cases that reflected the unreasonable nature of the 
legislation.  I remind members that at that time the Court Government had a wide menu from which to select.  
The Australian Democrats were represented in this Chamber, but they are no longer with us.  They came unstuck 
through the folly of their policy proposals.  The Greens (WA) obviously prospered during the course of the last 
Parliament, and have increased their representation from three to five members.  There was the loyal opposition 
in the Labor Party, which understood its duty to apply rigorous scrutiny to the Government at the time.  Through 
two unfortunate defections from Labor Party ranks, in the end there was a repertoire of two Independents - it 
may be more appropriate to call it a menu of two Independents.  The Court Government needed to convince only 
one of those people to get their proposals through.  On many occasions the proposals put forward by the Court 
Government were so absent in logic that they were unable to achieve the support of these various members of 
Parliament, and their programs failed.  In that sense, this Chamber, working as it is constituted with proportional 
representation, provides an effective House of Review.  The Gallop Government will face a similar challenge.  
Without the support of members of this Chamber from parties other than our own, we will not advance our 
legislative program.  We understand that.  The smaller set of ministers surrounding the Premier, Dr Gallop, 
understand this.  Their answer is not to bemoan the numerical situation in the Legislative Council; their answer 
will be to put forward legislative proposals of particular and special quality that will be understood by all 
members of the Chamber.  I am sure that they will have no trouble at all in convincing members of the Chamber 
who are not of the government party of the merits of their legislation and the logic in supporting that legislation.  
On that basis, we anticipate that the Gallop Government will achieve the progress of its legislative program, 
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rightly, subject to the effective and rigorous review of this Chamber; and by virtue of the quality of the 
Government’s legislation, the legislation will progress nevertheless.   

I have long had a keen interest in the history of parliamentary democracy.  It has been a matter of personal regret 
that the Parliament in my home State is one in which the evolutionary progress of democracy through the 
Westminster system has, to some extent, stalled.  We had that progress leading up to the 1989 election, but we 
still continue to have the scandal of an essentially unrepresentative, malaportioned voting system.  I said before 
that three-quarters of the population are represented by half of this Chamber and one-quarter by the other half.  
Effectively, that is a malapportionment of three to one.  When a comparison is done of electors represented by 
members from the extremes of the six regions the malapportionment is closer to four to one.  This is 
unacceptable and a matter of concern.  As a citizen of this State I am very concerned - and have been for a long 
time - that the Westminster system of democracy, as it has evolved in this State, does not compare well with that 
in the other States in the Commonwealth of Australia.  It is with great enthusiasm that I look forward to the 
electoral reform program being delivered through this Chamber and the other Chamber - certainly not by weight 
of numbers in this place, but by the inherent value and logical presentation of the electoral reform program when 
it is delivered.   

It is interesting to reflect on the comments of the Leader of the Opposition this evening.  He was endeavouring to 
defend the indefensible; he was endeavouring to defend this inherently unfair electoral system that we have.  He 
tried to twist the argument by putting an emphasis on depriving country citizens of Western Australia of a fair 
level of representation.  The true argument is the fact that metropolitan citizens of Western Australia are 
deprived of a fair representation because three-quarters of the population is represented by only half of this 
Chamber.  I had occasion in the last Parliament to debate this point with the now Leader of the Opposition, the 
then Leader of the House.  I made the point then, and I am happy to repeat it, that what rural Western Australians 
need is not an unfair, distorted or excessive number of representatives in Parliament, but representatives of 
quality.  Rural Western Australians heard and understood my message.  The then Leader of the House promised 
that he would take this message to rural Western Australians.  I think he thought that they would be concerned 
that they might lose their distorted number of members of Parliament.  However, I was pleased when he took the 
message to rural Western Australians.  I was pleased when I had occasion for a short period to be in Albany 
immediately after Christmas and saw the advertisements on television and the message they were driving home; 
that is, that the conservative forces wanted to retain that malapportionment.  That is because I knew that rural 
representation is not dependent on the number of members but on the quality of members.  I knew that rural 
Western Australians would understand this, and they did understand this.  We have had a terrific outcome from 
rural Western Australians.  Let us make this clear. 

Hon M.J. Criddle:  Are you talking about real rural Western Australians? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Murray Criddle can define people how he likes, but I understand who Western 
Australians are.  All Western Australians of adult age are enfranchised with a vote.  It is a matter of great 
misfortune that some votes are of more value than others.  It is interesting that the then Leader of the House said 
that he would make it clear to rural Western Australians that the Labor Party’s program would be to get rid of the 
unfairness in this Chamber, and to ensure equal representation for all Western Australians.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  What about the Senate? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I am happy to get onto that.   

Clearly the Liberal Party pushed this issue very hard in its election advertising campaigns.  When the good 
people of Albany, Collie, Bunbury and Geraldton voted on 10 February they were fully enlightened of the 
Liberal Party’s view that it would oppose electoral reform to get rid of the inherent unfairness in our 
representative structure in this Chamber.  When they were enlightened in this way, when they considered this, 
they totally ignored the argument from the Liberal Party.  I have evidence to back my claim.  I think they heard 
my argument, and I am pleased about that.  They are wise Western Australians living in rural areas.  They 
understood that their welfare, opportunity and hope did not depend in any way on having bloated ranks of too 
many conservative members tripping over each other rather than representing their constituents.  They have an 
eye for quality.  I think the new members for Albany, Geraldton, Bunbury, and Collie, my colleague Hon Adele 
Farina as the new member for the South West Region and your good self, Mr President, are evidence to 
demonstrate that the people of rural Western Australia understood the thesis that I put forward last year in a way 
that the then Leader of the House never understood.  They understood that their representation was not 
contingent on exaggerated numbers and on an unfair system, it was based on the selection of quality 
representatives who knew what their needs were, who would work hard to ensure that their opportunities were 
enhanced and their hope for a better life similarly enhanced.  I am pleased that Hon Kim Chance is performing 
the role of Leader of the House.  He certainly understands the needs of people throughout Western Australia.  He 
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understands the importance of primary industry.  He will ensure, through quality rather than numbers of 
members of Parliament, that rural Western Australia will be well represented.   

The Senate is very interesting.  I am glad that Hon Murray Criddle reminded me of this, because the Leader of 
the Opposition raised it earlier.  Trying to draw an analogy between the way the Senate evolved with a set 
number of representatives for each State and the way this Chamber evolved is to attempt a false analogy.  Hon 
Murray Criddle has kindly reminded me of this point and given me an opportunity to explain.  Prior to 1901 the 
Australian continent was occupied by six self-governing British colonies.  It is interesting to reflect on the fact 
that many of the powers in the original federal Constitution, that are entailed in the power of the Federal 
Parliament and the Federal Government, reflected the residual powers that were still held by the British Empire 
at the time when the self-governing colonies came into being.  Foreign affairs and defence were the main 
residual British powers over those self-governing colonies.  As democracy was evolving in Australia it was those 
powers, naturally, that were entrusted to the Commonwealth Government.   

The people of those colonies, which were to form the Commonwealth of Australia, were thoroughly consulted.  
The process, of which I am very proud as an Australian, in the same way I am very concerned as a Western 
Australian to have this unrepresentative Chamber governing me, is a very peaceful evolution of the federation 
without the cost of a life.  It is important to note that in the end the consultation was resolved by referenda.  Each 
State had an opportunity to vote to become part of the federation.  I was interested to note that the Leader of the 
Opposition suggested, although not explicitly, a certain sympathy for the secessionist movement.  It puzzles me 
that someone with that view would bother going to Melbourne for the Centenary of Federation event.  However, 
although I could not attend through work commitments, I was delighted that my colleagues were able to attend 
that great celebration of the foundation of our nation, which can claim proudly and almost uniquely to have 
achieved democracy without bloodshed.  

Each State held a referendum when the States were self-governing British colonies.  Part of the contract to fuse 
these States to create this great nation was an acceptance of the Senate voting structure.  I am happy to accept the 
historical legacy of that great democratic act from the late nineteenth century in each of those self-governing 
British colonies that led to federation, including the Senate structure.  That did not happen in this Chamber.  The 
situation here was quite the reverse.  Understandably, in 1832 the Colonial Office in London appointed the 
Governor, with four senior advisers.  It has evolved and we are nearing the final step of democracy.   

The people in Western Australia have never had an opportunity by referendum to determine the nature of this 
Chamber or its representation.  The Brian Burke-led Government made a very serious bid to reform this 
Chamber and to ensure that it was to become truly representative and democratic.  The outcome of that initiative 
was not to achieve equal voting value but to achieve some progress towards that end.  That progress was 
important towards the evolution of the Chamber today, where the conservatives no longer have a guaranteed 
monopoly.  Your election today, Mr President, reflects that.  When it was first elected, the Burke Government 
proposed proper equal voting value.  It wanted to put that proposition to the people of Western Australia by a 
referendum.  However, the conservative forces, which still had a monopoly in the Chamber, prior to the reforms 
implemented in the 1989 election, blocked it.  By way of an unfair voting system, they had the guaranteed 
majority, which they abused to reinforce their privilege.  They denied the people of Western Australia an 
opportunity to hold a referendum that would have allowed the people of this State to resolve the matter.  

One of the great strengths of the Australian democracy is the legal requirement to have matters often resolved by 
referendum.  That is the difference with the Senate, where that decision was made collectively and 
democratically when the six self-governing colonies led to federation.  They accepted the importance of ensuring 
representation for small States.  When we wanted electoral reform here in the mid 1980s it was denied because 
this Chamber refused to have a referendum on the issue.  

I believe we had effectively a referendum on 10 February.  I believe Hon Norman Moore indicated today that 
when people were voting on 10 February they were voting on electoral reform, which was spelled out in the 
Gallop Labor Party’s program.  It had been central to state Labor programs in Wester Australia during many 
elections.  People understood the Labor Party’s policy.  What was the result?  We have new members for 
Albany, Geraldton, Bunbury and Collie.  That is a clear endorsement of this Government’s program for 
democratic reform.  

Hon B.K. Donaldson interjected.  

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  We were not shy about our policy, nor were members opposite.  People made an 
informed decision.  No election is decided by an issue in isolation.  In deferring to the comments of my 
colleagues opposite, electoral reform was not the only issue; nonetheless, it was important.  We were entirely up 
front about it.  Our opponents’ opposition to reform was up front and people knew the views of both sides when 
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they voted.  Through our preferential voting system, people have a wide choice of whom to vote for.  At the end 
of the day many more people voted for the Australian Labor Party than for the Liberal Party.   

Another important element that arose prior to 10 February was the appalling performance of too many of the 
Court Government’s ministers.  I had an interesting opportunity to speak to many of the good citizens of the 
town of Albany in the lead-up to the election.  For a city boy I have a reasonable insight into how Western 
Australians across the State think.  It would have been easy to become despondent in the light of the importance 
of those regional seats in deciding the outcome of the last election, and the size of the swing needed in Albany to 
return it to Labor representation after 27 years.  In recent elections the Labor Party came close to coming third in 
the competition to win Albany and now it has a Labor member.  According to my insight, country Western 
Australians appreciate quality of representation and are excellent judges of it.  People in Albany understand that 
when they have a local member who they believe deserves their trust they will vote for that person.  Prior to the 
last election, the local member for Albany, who was also a minister of the Crown in the Court Government, had 
demonstrated a lack of ability to live up to the great trust afforded him by the people of Albany when they chose 
him as a representative in 1996 and in previous elections.  They were loyal and backed their local member until 
he showed there was good reason to no longer trust him.  I would like to think that the lack of trust was based not 
on his personal morality but on his judgment, which led to many of his mistakes.   

I focus on Albany because it is a clear example of my argument.  Trust existed, evidenced in 1993 and 1996, 
when people happily voted for their incumbent member.  When that confidence in his judgment disappeared, as 
it did suddenly, in response to his limited performance as a state minister of the Crown, the trust evaporated.  
That sort of evaporation of trust caused the dramatic swings in various Legislative Assembly districts throughout 
the State.  The people in Albany demonstrated clearly that the importance of their representation is not based on 
how many members they may have.  They certainly would not want to take advantage of other Western 
Australians by having a vote-weighted unfair electoral system.  In Albany two factors occurred together that 
determined the result.  Both of them were based on the wisdom of the people of Albany in selecting candidates.  
The man they elected in the past demonstrated his lack of trustworthiness and good judgment and performed 
badly as a minister of the Crown.  In its wisdom, the Labor Party endorsed Peter Watson, who had given much to 
the community.  The coming together of those factors - the loss of trust in the previous member and the good 
fortune of finding such a good candidate in Peter Watson - resonated and accounts for the enormity of the swing.   

The Leader of the Opposition made it clear tonight that he has learnt nothing.  He has not learnt that the 
challenge facing members opposite is to demonstrate that they are quality members of Parliament.  I do not recall 
his words exactly, but I am sure I heard the Leader of the Opposition suggest that if we had electoral reform - if 
every Western Australian’s vote had equal weight in this Chamber - the conservative parties would have no 
chance of winning office.  That is an extraordinary admission.  I have grudging admiration for the Leader of the 
Opposition - he is a serious-minded individual - and that admiration has increased as a result of his admission.  It 
was very honest.  I agreed with and supported him when he said last year that he would deliver my message to 
rural Western Australia that the voters should choose quality candidates rather than stick to an unfair voting 
system that gave them many representatives.  That message was delivered and the result was increased Labor 
Party representation for rural Western Australia.   

Tonight we had another erudite and honest statement from the Leader of the Opposition when he spoke about the 
impact on the conservative parties of one vote, one value for this Chamber.  I cannot believe the free kicks the 
Government is getting.  I used to dream about the member for Cottesloe being Leader of the Opposition, and 
now it has happened.  The downside of that is the enormous responsibility that falls on the Government because 
it is important to all Western Australians that that man never become Premier.  We will work long and hard - as 
we would anyway - to ensure that that never happens.   

I remind members of the Opposition that under the Westminster system they have a duty to scrutinise the 
Government.  To date, question time has not been an encouraging demonstration of their capacity.  I hope they 
will all improve.  So far, the first four question times have shown that members opposite have a lot to learn about 
being effective in opposition.  It is important that members of the Opposition learn to scrutinise properly.  I am 
confident that each of the Gallop Government’s 14 ministers is of such quality that he or she can handle any 
questions standing on his or her head, even if the quality of the questions improves.  That is our challenge; the 
challenge for members opposite is to do their job properly.   

The Opposition has an even greater responsibility; that is, to provide the people with a realistic choice at the next 
election.  It is in that respect that the Opposition has let the side down: Colin Barnett as Leader of the 
Opposition.   

It is important for balance and constitutional stability that opposition parties do their job properly during 
question time and that they provide a real choice at each election.  To do that, members opposite must have a 
very good look at themselves and the State and they must listen to the people.  They should understand what the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 22 May 2001] 

 p235c-253a 
Address-in-reply; Motion; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Ed Dermer 

 [20] 

people of Western Australia want and present policies at the next election as a challenge to the quality 
administration of the Gallop Labor Government.  The people should have a real choice.   

I was concerned to hear tonight that the Leader of the Opposition does not want to do the hard work to develop 
the Liberal Party as a real choice at the next election.  He wants to hide behind an unfair voting system.  His 
assessment - it is probably realistic - is that unless the opposition parties wake up to themselves, without an 
unfair voting system they will have no chance.  That is the very clear message and the Government understands 
it.  To make any difference, members opposite must understand their responsibilities and put themselves forward 
as a realistic option.  They must compete with the Government in the market place of ideas and not hide behind 
an unfair voting system.  Perhaps the admission voiced by the Leader of the Opposition is a glimmer of hope.  It 
suggests he understands that if members of the Opposition want to be taken seriously, they should examine 
themselves, listen to the people of Western Australia and put themselves forward as serious competition to the 
Government.   

I appreciate the opportunity to put these thoughts into the ether as part of the consideration of His Excellency’s 
speech.  I was in two minds about my contribution.  A long-term Gallop Labor Government will be a reality and 
it will be good for the State.  I hesitate in giving advice to the Opposition, but as a Western Australian I will not 
be entirely partisan.  I hope members opposite listen to my advice and lift their game as scrutineers of the 
Government.  They must present a real option to the people at the next election.  I am sure the people will choose 
the Labor Party, but members opposite must at least try not to hide behind an unfair voting system that has been 
described by the Commission on Government as inherently corrupt.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon B.K. Donaldson.  
 


