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LABOUR RELATIONS REFORM BILL 2002 
Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [10.28 pm]:  There is one old 
saying that applies to this legislation; that is, if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.  Interestingly, from the point of view of 
most intelligent and sensible observers, at the present time the Western Australian industrial relations system is 
in good shape.  All the measurements of industrial relations are positive.  The number of industrial disputes and 
things of that nature are all in positive territory.  We have acknowledged that there were some problems on the 
fringes of workplace agreements that needed to be, and would have been, fixed.  However, this Government is 
hell-bent on throwing out the baby with the bathwater and starting afresh.  

The Australian Labor Party-Greens (WA) alliance is giving us new legislation that will take our industrial 
relations back to the past.  It is the third leg of the Labor Party’s three main pieces of legislation.  This is the 
thuggery part.  As we debated every clause in Committee it became more and more obvious just how bad this 
Bill is.  That was illustrated by little known aspects that popped up, such as the requirement for employers to 
provide the facilities if a conference is to be held.  This Bill is all about a state of mind driven by union control 
and domination even though only about 25 per cent of Western Australian workers are members of unions.  They 
have voted with their feet.  Those who are members of unions are not members by choice.  A classic example is 
the iron ore industry in the north west, where Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd, for example, went from having a totally 
dominated union work force with continual industrial disputation and strike action to a workplace in which three 
people remain as members of the union.  The rest signed workplace agreements.  In their view, that was better 
for them.  They have not voted to sign Australian workplace agreements.  However, they will not rejoin the 
unions either.  They do not want to go back to the bad old days of industrial relations in the Pilbara.  Nor does 
anyone else for that matter, except the people in charge of this legislation and their political masters.   

This Bill should not be read a third time because it represents a return to the bad old days of industrial 
disputation.  I have been around long enough to see the changes in the work force over the years.  I watched in 
my own electorate, especially the Pilbara, the bad old days of industrial disputation, union control and 
domination and circumstances in which the productivity of Western Australia was the laughing stock of the 
world.  In the past eight or so years that has turned around, as have industrial relations at the commonwealth 
level, where significant improvements have occurred in productivity across the board, as they have in working 
conditions and salaries.   

This legislation should not be read a third time because it will take us back to the bad old days of industrial 
disputation that the coalition Government sought to get rid of and succeeded in doing so.  As I said, a reading of 
the Bill will reveal lots of little-known clauses.  Its passing will see a return to the days when ALP funding came 
directly from the unions.  Regardless of whether union members are willing, their money will go to the Labor 
Party because the provisions that prohibited that have been wiped out.  It will see a return to the days when union 
membership fees will be taken out of workers’ salaries by employers and paid in a lump sum to unions.  In the 
good old days, the Education Department sent a cheque to the teachers union every payday.  The union did not 
have to do a thing but collect the cheque and spend it.  However, the new legislation contains provisions that 
allow employers to deduct employees’ union fees and pay them to the unions.   

Fundamentally, the Bill should not be read a third time because it will take away the flexibility of the current 
system and return the inflexibility of the old industrial relations system.  That incredible inflexibility in working 
conditions and arrangements led to very poor productivity and stereotypical working arrangements that were not 
in the best interests of either employers or employees.  Whether or not the Labor Party likes it, this legislation 
will have a devastating effect on many businesses and industries in Western Australia at a time when they can 
least afford it.  I will come back to that in a moment.   

I took a particular interest in this debate about the tourism, hospitality, mining and petroleum industries - four 
industries which are particularly reliant on the flexible working arrangements and which have been the main 
beneficiaries of the flexibility that the previous workplace agreements allowed.  The flexibility of workplace 
agreements in the mining industry is legendary.  It made a huge difference to the capacity of our main industry to 
survive at a time when the Asian crisis was having a dramatic effect on many economies around this region.  The 
Australian economy sailed through that Asian economic crisis partly - not totally - because we had in place in 
Australia a workplace regime that allowed for flexibility and productivity.  We were fortunate that we did not 
have to wear the serious pain that other countries suffered.  That is probably one of the main reasons people have 
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forgotten about it so quickly.  The strength of our economy, based upon the flexibility of our working 
arrangements, gave us a chance to survive that particular downturn in this region’s economy. 

The Government has ignored completely the pleas of industry associations about this legislation.  Countless 
letters have been sent to me as a member of Parliament by industry associations and companies saying that they 
cannot tolerate this legislation, that it will be extremely detrimental to their businesses and industries and asking 
me to stop it going through.  In some parts of Western Australia people still believe that the Liberal Party has the 
numbers in the upper House.  We had the numbers for 150 years and people still think that situation exists.  The 
fact of the matter is very simple: we do not have the numbers in this House anymore.  Some people think that is 
a good thing, but the people who think we still have the numbers to stop this legislation should understand that 
we cannot.  We have done what we can, first of all, to review this legislation and to make it clear to everybody 
what it actually means clause by clause, and it has taken a long time.  I make no apology for how long it has 
taken, because it is a Bill of great significance to Western Australia - a Bill which has the potential to be very 
detrimental to this State’s industries.  It is our duty as an Opposition to expose and oppose it, and we have week 
after week.  As I said, the Government has ignored the pleas of those in industry, who have also pleaded with us 
to stop this legislation.  We have had to say to them, “We are sorry, we can’t do it.”  The party with the balance 
of power - Greens (WA) - has not only ignored the pleas of industry, but also turned its back even further and 
introduced countless amendments that would make the legislation even worse.  As I said by way of interjection 
on one occasion, the Greens are trying desperately to make the Government look good.  I will talk a bit more 
about that later as well. 

I shudder when I think about what this legislation will do to the Western Australian economy.  Initially it will 
have the effect of driving a large number of employees into the federal system, because at least there is some 
flexibility in the Australian workplace agreement system.  In my view, it is not as good as the legislation that is 
being replaced by this Bill.  This legislation will have the effect of driving many employees into the federal 
system, and perhaps that is what the Labor Party wants.  Maybe it has a long-term vision of a Crean Government 
- God forbid - bringing in national industrial relations legislation that would apply to everybody in Australia.  
Maybe in some perverse way, by driving people into the federal system, that is what the Labor Party hopes to 
achieve.  Every poor employee across the country would be stuck with a Labor union-dominated industrial 
relations system that would take away individual freedom, flexibility and the right of employees to make their 
own arrangements.  Maybe that is what the Labor Party has in mind.  Alternatively, maybe there is a second 
wave to come.  At one point during the committee stage, the minister told us that a review of the industrial 
relations legislation is under way and that some parts of the Bill are being reviewed and will be reviewed in the 
future - I think later this year.  Maybe the review is all about putting together the next stage of the legislation.  
Maybe the next stage, the second wave or the second whammy - perhaps we need to start using some new 
terminology - for Western Australia is a Bill from the Government based on the amendments moved by the 
Greens (WA), which we found so obnoxious during the committee stage.  Maybe those amendments are the 
second whammy.  Those amendments did not come from the Labor Party; they came from the union movement, 
and the Greens are in bed with the unions on this piece of legislation.  The unions and the Greens worked out the 
amendments together.  For some strange reason, the union members in this House did not vote for those 
amendments.  Perhaps they think they should be seen to be just vaguely moderate, to give industry some vague 
hope that they have their heads screwed on straight.  Perhaps that is what they are trying to do; I do not know.  
However, I do know that the Greens’ amendments did not come from the Greens party; they came from the trade 
union movement of Western Australia.  That is what the trade unions want.  What the trade unions want 
ultimately is what the Labor Party delivers.  That is what happens in Western Australia, and that is what happens 
at the national level.  That is why the unions are fighting so desperately to ensure that they retain their 60 per 
cent control of the Labor Party.  Even if they keep only 50 per cent control, that is a very large slice of the action 
when they represent only 25 per cent of employees.   

What do members see when they look around this Chamber and the other Chamber and at the federal 
Parliament?  Union officials sitting on benches in Parliament, because they were put there by the endorsement 
processes of the Labor Party.  A Labor Party-union coalition - I should not say “coalition”, because it is the same 
thing - is making the decisions for the State of Western Australia, regardless of the views of industry, industry 
associations and even individual employees.  The Labor Party is taking away from them the rights they have had 
in recent times, and it has not asked them whether they wanted that to happen.  It does the bidding of the union 
movement; that is what we have seen.   

In the not too distant future, we may well see the second whammy, which will be the amendments moved by the 
Greens and other amendments that they will think up in due course, and we will finish up with an even worse 
industrial relations system.  I find this incredible, and not because I happen to be sitting here.  I have never been 
a capitalist.  I am not a big employer.  I am a simple schoolteacher from the bush.  However, I sat down and 
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worked out how the world goes around from my point of view.  Like Hon Ray Halligan, I understand that the 
people who pay most of the salaries in this country, who employ people and who provide individuals with their 
wherewithal, are those who put their money on the line and create enterprises.   

I have a small business.  It cost me a few dollars.  I employ two or three people.  I know that, at the end of each 
week, what I get out of that business is what is left over after everybody else takes his slice of the action.  If there 
is no money left, I do not get any.  If a business must pay more than it has, it goes broke.  The person who has 
his capital on the line is the last person to get a quid out of the business.  Regrettably, in this country, countless 
hundreds of small businesses go broke very quickly because their owners cannot meet the cost of running the 
business and cannot get enough money out of it to survive.  That is the nature of industry in Australia.  The 
economy is very much dependent on the small business sector.  This sort of legislation will do nothing to give 
those businesses a chance to survive.  In fact, it will do the exact opposite.   

The small businesses in the hospitality industry provide casual jobs, on workplace agreements, for kids who go 
to university.  The jobs are not all that flash.  However, those people have a job because the cafe is open all night 
or the restaurant is open for 18 hours a day.  They provide part-time and casual jobs outside normal hours.  
Young people can earn the money that keeps them going and do their studies.  Those flexible working 
arrangements are part of the existing system.  I can only hope and pray that this legislation does not completely 
stuff up that system.  It would be a tragedy if it did.   

If we want this economy and this State to grow as it should, we must recognise the needs of industry.  As I said 
earlier, our big industries are the mining and petroleum industries, as well as the growing industries of hospitality 
and tourism.  We are not a big manufacturing economy.  We do not have car plants etc.  We are an economy that 
is based mainly on primary industry.  The service industries also keep the economy going.  We do not have a big 
secondary industry base.  The sorts of industries we have demand and require flexible workplace arrangements.  
We have had them and they have worked.  As I said, if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.   

We now have a clear and obvious demonstration by the Labor Party and its union mates that the class war in 
Australia is alive and well.  It is them and us: the unions and the employees on one hand and the bosses on the 
other, and never the twain shall meet.  That is what they have been preaching for generations.  Yet, the hatred, 
bitterness and warfare that Hamersley Iron and its employees experienced for years were replaced overnight by 
agreements.  Labour and employers negotiated arrangements in a way that nobody had thought was vaguely 
possible.  They worked.  I think Hamersley Iron has lost the plot a bit in the past year or two.  It has forgotten 
that these people are its employees and that it needs to maintain that dialogue, which everybody had thought was 
impossible in the first place.  This legislation will take us back to the bad old days of the class war - them and us; 
workers and bosses.  We will be revisited by the rhetoric of the past.  That is a tragedy.  The only way we will go 
forward in this country is if everybody works in the same direction.  If a certain group continues to do its best to 
ensure that productivity does not improve by extracting every last dollar and cent it can get out of the bosses - 
because that is its entitlement - for the least amount of work, and by not negotiating but using industrial action to 
get its way, this country will not thrive.  It will go backwards.  

I say to the Labor Party in all sincerity that it cannot allow its industrial relations system and its union mates to 
ruin the economy of Western Australia.  As I said, we would not have survived the Asian crisis without flexible 
workplace agreements.  The goldmining industry would not have survived the downturn in the gold price 
without workplace agreements.  Had it not survived, that would have meant that all the dollars the Government 
is getting from the gold royalty that it said it was not going to have would not now be coming into the 
Government’s coffers to spend on the things it wants to spend them on.  The mining industry, particularly the 
goldmining industry, survives because of workplace agreements and fly in, fly out arrangements, whether we 
like it or not.  That is a simple fact of life.  In the mining industry we cannot turn the clock back to the days of 
eight-hour shifts and five shifts a week.  It will not work; and if the Labor Party tries to do it, it will ruin the 
industry.  As much as I hate the idea that Kambalda does not have a footy match on Sunday afternoons, we need 
to have a surviving industry if people are to be employed.  If the Labor Party ruins the industry by changing the 
employment practices, no-one will have a job.  No-one will have a job if the business goes broke.  As I said 
earlier, at the end of the day there will be no money left for the entrepreneur or investor who has put his money 
on the line, because everybody else has taken out more than their share.  The Labor Party must not under any 
circumstances allow this legislation and its relationship with the unions to destroy the industries of Western 
Australia, or even put a dent in them, because there is not a big gap between the survival and the decimation of 
the industries in this State.   

This State is dependent on overseas commodity prices, which go up and down very quickly.  The price of oil 
goes up and down very quickly.  The Government is benefiting now because the price of oil is up because of the 
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Middle East crisis.  If the Middle East crisis were sorted out, the royalties would plummet.  It is as simple as that, 
regrettably.  The commodity prices that are so important to our economy and industries can send us down the 
tube very quickly.  We need to be flexible enough to cope with those variations in prices.  It is not just 
commodity prices.  It is also the value of our dollar.  We have seen what has happened to the value of our dollar 
over the years.  At the moment, the value of our dollar is low in historic terms, which means that our products 
can be sold in international marketplaces and our exporters do well.  However, it is going up.  In some respects 
that is a good thing, but it puts pressure on exporters.  It does not take much in the world that we live in now to 
have a massive effect on commodity prices and the value of currencies.  If our industries and workplaces are not 
flexible, we will suffer.   

The one good thing about this legislation is that, in my humble judgment, it will be the beginning of the end for 
the Gallop Labor Government.  The day this legislation hits the streets of Western Australia and people start to 
see what this Government and the union movement has in mind for them, they will jump off the bandwagon so 
quickly that the Government will not know what has struck it.  I was in the Pilbara the other day and I said to the 
people, “Have you gone back to the old days?  You didn’t want to go onto the Australian workplace agreements.  
Have you gone back to the good old days or the bad old days?”  They said, “No way in the world are we going 
back to the bad old days.  We don’t want to have a bar of that.  We just want to give the company a bit of a 
nudge, because we would like to do a bit better than we are doing now.”  They do not want to go back to the 
Labor Party and the union movement.  The moment they will have to do that is the moment they will jump off 
the bandwagon; and the Labor Party will regret it at the next election.  That is the only good thing I can find in 
this legislation.   

I thank Hon Ray Halligan and my other colleagues for the significant job they did in going through this Bill 
clause by clause and making sure that every issue that could possibly be extracted from this legislation was 
extracted, analysed and reviewed, albeit that the Minister for Racing and Gaming, on behalf of the Government, 
accepted no amendments from anyone.  The Government took the typical approach of saying, “We know it all, 
and you know nothing; you are going to get what we want whether you like it or not”, regardless of the merit or 
otherwise of the amendments moved by members on this side of the House.  I also acknowledge the minister’s 
stamina.  I have commended the minister in the past, because for some reason or other Hon Nick Griffiths has 
been given every major piece of legislation that has come into this place.  Hon Nick Griffiths got the triumvirate 
of thuggery, buggery and skulduggery.  That must be some sort of poison chalice, because I watched the minister 
and I could not find too many clauses that he agreed with in any of those three Bills.  However, he manfully 
went through them point by point and did his duty to the Labor Party.  For that I congratulate him; albeit that I 
think that he got the meaning wrong from beginning to end.  I acknowledge his stamina.  I suggest that next time 
the Labor Party wants to bring in its second whammy, it give the job to the Minister for Housing and Works to 
give him a reason to be in this place.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Get it all out! 

Hon Barry House:  It even evokes laughter from your side.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They know it is true.  The Minister for Housing and Works has not been here for as 
long as I can remember, except for question time.  It would do him the world of good to come in here and deal 
with a piece of legislation.  Let us see whether he is any good.  He has already had one go, which was a disaster.  
That Bill is now languishing at the bottom of the Notice Paper with 47 of his amendments.  I say to that minister 
and the people who took great satisfaction from our embarrassment at the second reading stage of this legislation 
that it is a fact that no member on this side of the House was watching television on that occasion.  The public 
suggestion that it was the case is, in my view, defamatory.  It is defamatory to suggest that I would watch some 
puerile television program when I should be in the Parliament.  I take great exception to the people who 
perpetrate that myth, which was created by the Premier’s press secretary on the morning after the event - I know 
that is where it came from - and given to the media, which then asked where our members were.  The West 
Australian printed a list of where every member from this side of the House was on that occasion.  Not one was 
engaged in the alleged activity in the myth perpetrated by the Premier’s press secretary.  I say to those people, 
including the Minister for Housing and Works and the Minister for Education, that if they continue to use that 
phrase in public, there are remedies for people like me who take great exception to their reputation being 
attacked in that way.   

We on this side of the House have thoroughly analysed this legislation, as we did the last two Bills.  The 
Government decided the priorities of its legislative program.  Those are the three Bills that it chose; we did not 
choose them.  As I said yesterday, I also take great exception to being told that somehow or other we have 
stopped other Bills being debated.  The Government can bring them on any time it likes and they will be 
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debated, as we showed today.  There are Bills we will agree to without any problem, as long as the Government 
brings them on for debate.  If the Government brings on Bills that we do not agree with, we will argue against 
them, just as the Leader of the House did when he was on this side of the House and I sat in his seat.  We will not 
have people hanging out of the public gallery or marching in the streets, because that is not our style or the way 
we do business.  We have been seeking to argue the merits of this Bill from day one until now.  We believe that 
we are right and the Government is wrong.  The Government will win because it has the numbers with the 
support of the Greens (WA), but at least it should give some credibility to the people who have worked hard to 
make sure that the Government’s legislation is properly scrutinised.  That is what Parliament is for.  Hon Nick 
Griffiths said yesterday that the one-line speech made by Hon Jim Scott was the best speech he had ever heard.  
If that is the future of this Parliament, we might as well give it away altogether.  We might as well let the 
Government wheel in its Bill and all say that we either agree or disagree with it and then sit down.  Parliament is 
about talking.  It is a place in which members put their views on legislation, argue their case and, after that, vote 
on it.  We will continue to do that as an Opposition.  As I said, I have no doubt that this legislation will go a long 
way towards ensuring that we are not in this place arguing against the Government’s legislation in the future but 
that we will be the Government promoting our legislation. 

This is a black day for Western Australia.  It is a very sad day indeed for our economy.  It is a sad day for the 
employees of Western Australia, who will now be told, “Sorry, guys, the flexibility you have had for the past 
five or so years is now gone; we are now back to the bad old days of union control.”  This legislation should be 
thrown out.  I recall an occasion - I guess because I have been in this place a while - when a Bill was lost on the 
third reading because a member got caught in the dunny and missed a division.  I hope that something like a 
small attack of diarrhoea happens either to a Labor Party or Greens (WA) member between now and the third 
reading vote.  That is the only hope I have, but hope springs eternal in the human breast, Mr President.  One can 
only hope that a Labor Party or Greens (WA) member either has that affliction, or wakes up to what this Bill is 
all about before it is too late and votes against it. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.01 pm]:  Under no circumstance can I support the third reading 
of this Bill.  I saw the first industrial relations Bill go through this Parliament in 1993 and the second Bill in 
1997, and have seen an improvement in industrial relations in this State in that time.  As many members in this 
place know, I was involved in an industrial relations case in the Federal Court for a day and a half.  That case 
was all about creating flexibility in the workplace and about facilitating trade in a better and more efficient 
manner in the ports around this State.  Container handling in those days was at a very low ebb, but it has 
developed well since then to give Western Australia a competitive edge in its trading arrangements.  Besides 
visiting all the other ports, I well recall visiting the port of Esperance, which was a typical example of how the 
work force gradually shifted to workplace agreements to allow flexibility for people to move from working in 
the hold of a ship to the port office.  That legislation was all about giving flexibility to the work force and 
providing an opportunity to put in place a very efficient process in our ports.  This legislation will take away that 
flexibility. 

There has been no industrial unrest to call for this legislation.  We have seen none of the performances that we 
saw in this State eight years ago and in 1997.  In my ministerial role, I dealt with people who were employed 
across this State on buses, at the wharves, as truck drivers and the like, and I had no difficulty working with 
those people.  They were happy with the arrangements in place.  I can foresee this legislation impacting heavily 
on the State and on the opportunity for it to compete on the world market.  As Hon Norman Moore pointed out 
several times, whether or not we like it, we are an exporting nation.  We must compete in the world market and 
we must have flexibility. 

I will not speak for long, Mr President.  This has been very difficult legislation and has taken many hours to 
debate.  Following the legislation in itself has been quite an experience.  However, I do not believe we have a 
good Bill out of that debate.  I hope at some stage somebody will tell employers and employees exactly what is 
expected of them and the way in which the Bill should be implemented, because it is very complex legislation. 

Already employers are responsible for workers compensation, superannuation and taxation.  Now they will be 
asked to take heed of the hours people work, the wages they are paid - that is part of employers’ current 
responsibility - the names of their employees, the ages of those under 21 years of age, when they clock on and 
clock off and when they take their lunch breaks.  God knows how they will do that in places such as my home 
town.  What are employers going to do - run around behind employees with a notebook and take heed of when 
they start work, when they have lunch, and what job they do?  What an experience that will be for employers.  
The legislation goes on to state “any other arrangements that are in place”.  Employers will require a lot of 
explanation about these requirements and it will take an enormous amount of time for people to get some idea of 
this complicated legislation. 
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Because requirements are so complicated, employers will put other mechanisms in place.  They will employ 
machinery instead of people; the legislation will encourage them to do that.  It is an unfortunate thing.  This 
legislation will impact more on lower paid workers; they are the people who will suffer.  They will be put out of 
work and they will have to face the challenges when employers work out other ways to be productive.  That has 
already happened in the industry in which I worked.  People buy modern plant and technology and workers get 
laid off.  Operations that once employed six or seven people now employ only one or two. 

I have made it clear that I will not support this legislation under any circumstance.  I was very disappointed with 
the rejection the other night of the amendment that was designed to exempt the brethren.  It should have been 
adopted.  The brethren employ more than 800 people around the State and only about half that number actually 
belong to the organisation.  The legislation will impact heavily on those people and that is a real tragedy.  The 
Parliament has seen a long and laborious debate about very complex legislation.  The legislation will impact 
poorly on the State, especially lower paid workers, and make it very difficult for them to remain in employment. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.07 pm]:  I will not speak for long.  Among Greens (WA) members 
are teachers, public servants, lawyers, health workers, other professionals, farmers and small business owners.  
Many of those people feel very strongly about the pillars of green politics, which include social justice and 
participatory democracy.  I thank all those who participated in the debate who are beginning to realise that green 
politics is not, and never was, just about the environment, although there is no doubt whatsoever that there is no 
party in this place that has better credentials on environmental sustainability.  Since the party’s inception in 
1990, the Greens (WA) has never been simply an environment party, although the environment and 
sustainability is one of the party’s four pillars.  Congratulations to all those who have now realised, somewhat 
belatedly, that the other three pillars exist.  The drafting of Greens (WA) amendments was undertaken through 
the facilities of this place.  Greens (WA) members believe strongly in the party’s principles.  They are the people 
who drafted our amendments to this Bill.  If members ever want to check the source of the amendments, they 
should look at Greens’ policies.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.10 pm]:  I begin by congratulating the Leader of the 
Opposition and Hon Murray Criddle for their dissertations on this extremely unfortunate legislation.  I also 
commend Hon Ray Halligan for the excellent job he did trying to move amendments through the committee 
stage of this Bill.  I express One Nation’s very real concern at the passage of this industrial relations Bill.  Parts 
of this Bill are totally unacceptable to the public of Western Australia, in particular to the small business sector.  
I am absolutely appalled at the stance taken by the members of the Greens (WA) in their attempted amendments.  
I thank goodness that government members had at least a modicum of intelligence and forethought in coming 
across and voting with the Opposition to defeat those totally unrealistic and stupid amendments.  I believe the 
Labor Party has totally abrogated its responsibility to the small business operators of this State.  It has stabbed 
these people in the heart of their endeavours, and the result will be closures and lost employment opportunities 
throughout the State.  One Nation opposes this legislation totally in its present form.  I have no hesitation in 
extending One Nation’s apologies to the business community of Western Australia for its inability to prevent the 
enactment of this callous and badly improvised legislation.  We reject this legislation, and this third reading, on 
the grounds of fairness, equity and commonsense.  Western Australia has a very bleak future to look forward to 
in employment and small business until some of this legislation can be repealed.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan) [11.12 pm]:  I have listened to some of the opposition speakers 
tonight and unlike them I think this is a glorious day.  As a Labor member and a proud trade unionist I have been 
waiting for this day since 1993, and I fully support the third reading of this Bill.  I am proud to be part of a 
Gallop Labor Government that looks to reform and to repairing the damage done by the industrial relations 
agenda of the previous Government.  That legislation went too far and stripped workers in this State of their 
dignity and self-esteem.  This Labor Relations Reform Bill seeks to restore that dignity and self-esteem, and to 
offer hope for workers.  It has come about through a detailed process, and I commend the minister for the 
passion and dedication he brought to his handing of this Bill.  My fellow government members would concur 
with that.  

This Bill seeks to restore fairness and equity to workplaces, put good-faith bargaining back into the negotiation 
process and reinstate a safety net that will underpin the minimum conditions of employment.  It removes the 
predominantly anti-worker provisions of the third wave legislation of the previous Government.  One thing I 
note, having listened to a large proportion of the debate on this Bill, is that there has been much talk about the 
needs of the employer and very little talk about the needs of the worker - the human factor in the workplace, that 
has been stripped so bare by the previous legislation.  I have not heard much talk about how workers on 
individual contracts have provided for their families or their futures.  That is something the Government really 
needs to focus on, because unless that future is provided for working people, it will not get too far.  I never 
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understand why members opposite always seem to think that the economy can only improve through the 
degradation of workers’ wages.  That always seems to be the lynchpin for them.  I never hear them talking about 
trying to reduce the other capital costs of running a business; it always seems to be the soft target of the worker.  

During this debate I have heard a lot of myths discussed about the work done by the unions.  Members opposite 
have set out to demonise union officials and the work they do.  Opposition members should have talked about 
the need to restore the rights of workers, including their rights to access information, security and protection.  
Members opposite have not discussed those issues.  They have called union officials thugs and all sorts of other 
dreadful names.  I congratulate the State’s trade union movement for its efforts to protect and support the 
working people of this State over the years.   

The Gallop Labor Government has delivered its pre-election commitment to the community of Western 
Australia.  Members of the Opposition have said that people did not want it and that union members make up 
only a minority of the work force.  However, I believe that the majority of the population wanted these types of 
changes in the workplace.  They demonstrated that in February last year by removing the previous Government 
and opening the door for the Labor Government because they knew that these changes would be introduced.  I 
look forward to the passage of this Bill and the positive changes it will bring to workplaces.  The working people 
of this State look forward to the restoration of their rights, privileges and dignity once this legislation is enacted.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.16 pm]:  I rise with a lot of mixed feelings tonight.  The three 
members of One Nation who spoke on this Bill made it clear that we are not an anti-union party.  In our slightly 
mixed-up speeches in the second reading debate, we made it clear that we support responsible trade unionism.  I 
do not apologise for this, but it is very difficult for a relatively inexperienced speaker to follow some of the 
marvellous speakers in this third reading debate.  Members have already spoken about most of the subjects I 
wanted to raise.  Hon Ray Halligan spoke of a meeting at Albany that the Minister for Labour Relations and I 
attended.  When the minister was asked what consultation had taken place outside the metropolitan area, he 
replied that it had occurred in two mining towns.  Any reasonable person would not consider that to be adequate 
consultation.  By “reasonable person”, I mean not the modern use of the word, but the dictionary definition.  

I will raise a matter in which I was involved; that is, the dirty tricks that the Labor Party used to bring about a 
most untimely conclusion to the second reading debate.  It is fair to say that when members of Parliament use 
those types of tactics, no-one wins.  The bad publicity that the parliamentary process receives affects all of us, 
including members in the other place who were not involved with it.  The harm that that does to the lack of 
esteem in which the public holds politicians and the way in which we fulfil our public duties means that there are 
no winners, only losers.  That was a very sad day.  It was interesting that for a few days afterwards, very few 
members of the Labor Party would look me in the eye.  I think they realised that they had not been as clever as 
they thought.  It was childlike behaviour, and not responsible.   

People are concerned about going back to the really bad old days.  I will recount one incident that involved my 
family.  My family came out to Australia on a cargo boat and I followed three or four months after my parents.  
My mother wanted to make sure that I wrote to them, because I was a small child, so she went to see the 
shipping company.  They were to reach Australia via the Canary Islands and South Africa, and would then pass 
through Fremantle, Adelaide, Melbourne and Sydney before ending up in New Zealand.  She left me addressed 
aerograms in which to write, because she wanted to get it right so that the letters would reach her.  The shipping 
company could tell her the exact dates that the ship would arrive at and depart from ports, but only until it 
reached Australian waters, because it was well recognised that Australia and New Zealand had the worst 
industrial disputes in the world.  That happened all right.  When my parents got to Adelaide, the workers went on 
strike.  The workers were unloading open crates of toilet pedestals and went on strike for embarrassment money.  
This happened; it is a fact.  I know I am older than most members, but I assure the House that it happened.  
Those are justified concerns.  People do not want to return to the bad old days.  

The PRESIDENT:  Before I give the call to Hon Bruce Donaldson, I remind members that this is the third 
reading debate, and not a repeat of the second reading debate.  

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [11.21 pm]:  I will stick to the rules.  I totally oppose this Bill for 
a number of reasons. The best industrial peace Western Australia has had for many, many years occurred 
between 1994 and now.  No-one could argue against that, because it is a fact.  There is an old saying: if it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it.  Of course, the legislation needed some finetuning - all members would readily agree with 
that.  However, what we have seen is not a reform Bill, but a revenge Bill.   

I have said before in this House that the pre-selection of Hon Kate Doust is safe.  Most Labor members have 
been put where they are through the unions and their heavy voting regime.  I guess Hon Kate Doust is safe.  I 
hope Hon Tom Stephens’ colleagues -  
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Hon Tom Stephens:  I hope you are going to say something kind and nice to me.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am going to.  I am worried for Hon Tom Stephens because he does not know 
what this Bill is all about - we have not seen much of him.  I hope that his colleagues, especially the minister 
who has handled this Bill, will sit down with him over the six-week break and explain what this Bill is all about.  
Our legislation was not anti-worker, as Hon Kate Doust tried to explain.  If that were the case, we would have 
had anarchy among the workers; there would have been protests and marches.  No-one from that side can tell me 
that during the past seven or eight years Western Australia has not had the best industrial peace that it has ever 
had.  This Bill is not about the workers; it is all about union power.   

The minister can shake his head and frown, but they are the facts of life.  Union membership is falling; it is 20 
per cent of what it was a few years ago.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is not falling quite as fast as Liberal Party membership.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am talking about unions.   

The coalition’s legislation gave people the right of freedom of association.  I thought democracy is all about 
freedom of association.  This Bill will remove that.  The unions are trying to claw back their power.   

The consumers have been the winners out of the coalition’s industrial relations legislation over the past seven or 
eight years.  Many small businesses have been able to operate and to provide services during extended hours 
because workplace agreements have enabled employees to work on a shift basis.  It is pretty disappointing that 
this Bill is undoing a lot of the good work of the previous Government’s legislation.  Regardless of what people 
may say, the proof of the pudding is in the eating, and that is what actually happened.   

I would like to turn to the Greens (WA) and to its so-called pillars of democracy and justice.  Hon Dee Margetts 
announced that the Greens had been called anarchists and that she was proud to be called an anarchist.  We 
talked about anarchy and what that really meant.  During the abortion debate, both Houses of this Parliament 
were literally paralysed.  If ever there was a good example of what occurs when we do not have parties in the 
Parliament to run this State, that was it.  The conscience vote in the abortion debate was a good example of how 
not to govern.  That debate paralysed the Western Australian Parliament for some time.  I find it very strange 
that the Greens would be proud to be called anarchists.  I went to the Pocket Oxford Dictionary for the meaning 
of the word “anarchy” because I did not think Hon Dee Margetts understood what she was talking about when 
she said, with a great deal of pride, that she was an anarchist.  The definition of anarchy reads -  

Absence of government; disorder, confusion;   

We all understand that.  Anybody who went to school would know what anarchy means.  The definition of the 
word “anarchist” is better still.  Obviously, it is one of the pillars of the Greens party that have been espoused by 
Hon Dee Margetts in this House.  The Pocket Oxford Dictionary definition of anarchist” reads -  

(adherent of) doctrine that all governments should be abolished;  

Is this what the Greens stand for?  Is this the real reason that they race around the country telling people they are 
independent and will make up their own minds?  Is that why the first thing they did when they got into this 
House was to form a coalition with the Labor Party?  The Government has dangled 30 pieces of silver in front of 
their eyes: at $11 000 for each piece of silver that adds up to $330 000.  The Premier has been very clever, 
because the Greens will not receive the $330 000 unless this Bill is passed tonight.  Then they will see changes 
in their staffing requirements and the Greens will be well and truly looked after.  If anarchy is a pillar of the 
Greens party - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I trust the member will refer to why we should not pass this Bill rather than the 
record of the Greens.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Mr President, I am just prefacing my remarks.  I am concerned for the 
Government because its offsiders want to get rid of it.  One day many people will understand what some of the 
draconian measures in this legislation really mean.  Therefore, in one sense, I am looking forward to seeing the 
end results, because it will make it easier for the Opposition to be re-elected to government in 2005.  I have said 
in this House before, and I will say again, that as sure as the sun comes up in the morning and goes down in the 
evening, this Bill will be repealed.  Changes will be made.  The people of Western Australia will ask for that to 
occur.  Some of the draconian measures in this Bill are, in one sense, as we have discussed as a party, almost like 
music to our ears.  The quicker this legislation is proclaimed and operating, the better off our party will be, 
because people will feel the pain.  The more pain they feel, the better off we will be.   
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When the Court coalition Government came into power, youth unemployment was over 30 per cent and adult 
unemployment was over 12 per cent.  Look at the situation when we left government.  Youth unemployment had 
dropped to 14 per cent and adult unemployment was about six per cent.  When we came to office, the youth 
unemployment rate in this State was one of the worst in Australia.  I think Tasmania might have beaten us. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Don’t kid yourself into thinking that it was your laws that did that.  Every other State 
performed exactly the same. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I have never said that it was entirely as a result -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I think we are departing from the subject matter of the debate, although I 
am sure the member is about to relate his comments to the reason that we should or should not pass the third 
reading. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I was trying to relate my remarks to the Bill.  I said that it was not only the 
legislation that was brought in; there were other factors.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  This is a pretty long preface. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I thought I should be careful to go through, step by step, what will happen when 
this Bill becomes law.  I know my colleagues would like to say a few words, but I want to put clearly on the 
public record that I totally oppose the Bill, and I will continue to do so.   

I will conclude with this message: I was brought up by my late father and mother in a very strong Labor 
household.  I have said once before that my father became very disenchanted during the heady days of Bob 
Hawke and the Australian Council of Trade Unions, when there was a great deal of industrial trouble across this 
nation and certain things happened that brought a lot of businesses to their knees.  My father believed strongly in 
unions, and always had.  However, he became disenchanted because the union leaders were seeking power.  
Unfortunately, in any organisation that tends to happen, which is sad.   

The Greens (WA) have certainly supported the Bill throughout, directed by UnionsWA.  As I said before, Hon 
Dee Margetts makes Kevin Reynolds look like Mother Teresa.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Sorry, what was that? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I said that because of her absolutely draconian views, Hon Dee Margetts makes 
Mr Reynolds look like Mother Teresa.  I have said, and I will say again, that as far left as the Labor Party is, 
thank heavens it has had enough brains to ditch everything that the Greens (WA) has tried to foist on Western 
Australians collectively.  I hope that, over the next couple of years, the people of Western Australia will 
appreciate the different approaches to this legislation by the two parties.  I am sure they will.  I look forward to 
seeing this House repeal this legislation one day and reintroducing legislation to allow good workplace 
agreements. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [11.34 pm]:  At this last opportunity this third reading should be rejected 
because the Bill fails the basic tenet of good legislation, which should be in the interests of the majority of 
Western Australian citizens.  It should be also fair and reasonable.  This legislation is neither of those things.  
We have heard about the lack of meaningful consultation and a range of other factors such as the relatively good 
shape that the Western Australian economy has been in since 1993.   

I opened the drawer of my desk in this place a while ago and discovered in there an old black arm band.  I cannot 
remember where it came from. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It was to symbolise our rejection of the electoral reform legislation. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I was not sure whether it originated during a rally outside this place against electoral 
reform or gay and lesbian law changes.  In any event, I will wear it until the vote has been held.  The nexus 
between that legislation and this legislation is very clear.  It is payback.  It is payback for the Greens’ support for 
the Labor Party and the Labor Party’s support for the Greens.  Those two Bills and this Bill are each part of the 
Government’s trifecta of legislation.  The electoral laws involved skulduggery. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Your party voted for electoral reform in the party room and you know it.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Hon Nick Griffith has spoken some garbage in his time but that takes the cake. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Barry House should address this Bill and not be misled by interjections into 
discussing another Bill. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Thank you, Mr President.  This legislation should not be read a third time for a host of 
reasons.  As I said at the outset, it is not in the interests of the majority of Western Australians.  It was not 
compiled following consultation with a wide cross-section of the community; it was compiled out of consultation 
with a narrow, minority set.  It reaffirms that this Government is a Government for minority interests, whether 
they be the gay lobby or the Government’s left wing union lobby.  Two things make that very clear.  During this 
debate I tabled a document prepared by the Coalition of Business Associations comprising, I think, 12 peak 
business associations that were not consulted on the drafting of this Bill.  They are horrified at the impact this 
legislation could have on their businesses.  None of the following industry bodies considered that they were 
consulted: the Australian Hotels Association, the Baking Industry Association, the Combined Small Business 
Associations, the Electrical Contractors Association, the Housing Industry Association, the Liquor Stores 
Association of WA, the Master Builders Association, the Motor Trade Association of Western Australia, the 
Property Council of Australia, the Restaurant and Catering Industry Association of Western Australia, the 
Western Australian Farmers Federation, the Western Australian Independent Grocers Association and the 
Western Australian Ship Builders Association.  Worse still, that document was tabled during the debate and an 
open invitation was given to the Government to take some notice of the impact of this Bill on their industries.  
There is still an opportunity for them to be heard and for the Government to take some of those issues on board.   
The last say is in a letter to the editor in The West Australian of Tuesday, 25 June from Michael McLean, 
director of the Master Builders Association of Western Australia, and is headed “Labour relations at crossroads”.  
Time is short, so I do not intend to quote the article, but I invite members to look at it.  The Master Builders 
Association is expressing the views of the business community generally in Western Australia: firstly, that it was 
not consulted; and, secondly, that it made an honest attempt to negotiate with this Government on a range of 
issues that could have been tinkered with at the edges to make this legislation far more palatable but would not 
have destroyed its whole thrust.  During the second reading debate I said that when a new Government comes to 
power it has a mandate to introduce some changes.  I accept that; that is the system in which we live.  I am a firm 
believer in a two-party system, in which the Government of the day has the authority of the people to introduce 
changes.  This Government has introduced some sweeping changes that have represented revenge and vindictive 
politics.  These changes have swung the pendulum much too far to one side and have put the power back into the 
hands of an element in the trade union movement that a lot of government members do not even trust.  During 
the Cole royal commission we had numerous examples over the past couple of months of the sorts of tactics that 
this Government will again introduce into Western Australian workplaces.  We know that most of those tactics 
are used in the construction industry of Western Australia, and they will set this State back enormously.  The 
only thing I can be thankful for, in line with what some of the previous speakers have said, is that the sooner this 
gets into the marketplace and that regime is in operation in this State, the better it will be for the Opposition, 
because only then will the community realise what draconian legislation this is and how far this Government has 
pushed the pendulum back to one extreme. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Are you aware that most construction workers are on federal awards? 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am very aware of the sorts of unions that operate in the construction industry in this 
State.  They use thuggery, extortion, blackmail and other unpalatable means that do not belong in the sort of 
democracy in which we live and which we work so hard to preserve.  The Leader of the House should not tell me 
about those sorts of things.  I am very concerned about the future of this State.  The mindset that has been used to 
put this legislation together is turning the clock back 200 years to the old class war, and that will be to the 
detriment of this State. 
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [11.43 pm]:  Over the past few weeks a great deal has been said 
about this issue, and there is probably not a lot more to say, but a lot more will be said in the future.  I want to 
touch on a couple of matters that arose during the committee stage of this Bill.  I am sorry if that does directly 
address the third reading, Mr President, but I will speak about this legislation as it emerged during the committee 
stage, and about one or two points that have just been raised by way of interjection during the course of this third 
reading debate.  My mind goes back to the second reading when Hon Bill Stretch, who is one of the longest-
serving members in this place, gave a very good speech, which I invite members to revisit in Hansard.  He told 
us that during his time he has seen this cycle of industrial relations policy come before the House on four or five 
occasions.  He spoke about the enormous swings of the pendulum and how great the arcs were out to one side or 
the other as the policy values of governments of the day ebbed and flowed.  My comment, among others, was 
that from what I had seen of the passage of industrial relations legislation in this State, which consists of my 
observance of what went on in this place in 1997 when I was a member-elect and what I have seen during debate 
on this Bill, more heat than light has been created in our consideration of these affairs.  I guess that is the nature 
of the beast that we are dealing with to some extent.   
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There are significant vested interests, but there is also a large range of very strongly held views.  As I also said 
during my second reading contribution, if people have very strong views, this is the appropriate place for them to 
be expressed.  We gained two things from the committee stage of the Bill.  First, there has not been any form of 
significant change in the Bill itself.  A colossal number of amendments were debated and dealt with.  As we 
know, the Government was not inclined to accept amendments to its Bill, and that is its prerogative.  During the 
debate, the various proponents of the amendments argued that the Government should take on board the 
amendment that was being considered at the time and gave reasons for doing so, and probably suggested at least 
obliquely that the Government would be a damn fool if it failed to do so.   
The Government has the control of this legislation and it is determined to implement its policy.  I will not 
criticise now and use words like “intransigence” or “one-sided”.  A lot of that has been said before in deciding 
the policy of the Bill, and it will not benefit us now if we revisit the issue in that hostile way.  However, I say 
this to the Government: clearly it believes that the primary responsibility for all aspects of labour relations in this 
State rests with the union movement, its officials and its members.  As I have said, I do not want to get into an 
argument about that now; we have had all that.  I simply state that an obvious key part of the Government’s 
policy is that it believes that that should be the case.  Indeed, that has been a key plank in the platforms of many 
other Labor Governments at both state and federal levels over the years.  I caution the Government that, as a 
result of what we have seen in the reinforcement of that policy throughout the committee stage, the other 
interests, which have made themselves known to the Government either directly or through individual members 
in this place, be they individual workers who have concerns, businesspeople, contractors or representative bodies 
- a few were mentioned by Hon Barry House - are stakeholders and are vitally interested in what is going on.  If 
they are shut out - effectively they have been - the industrial relations scene in this State will not see the peace 
that I am sure most of us would like to see.  That will happen, and we can anticipate further battles in this place 
and elsewhere.  This Government has not provided a solution or taken a positive step forward.  The Bill will 
pass.  Time will tell, and the proof of the pudding will be in the eating.  I hope that the next time the pendulum 
swings back - I hope Hon Bill Stretch will be here to see it, and I hope it will not be long - we produce 
something that meets the needs of a larger proportion of the community rather than just one particular interest 
group, no matter how influential it may be.  All Governments say they want to govern for all Western 
Australians.  I do not think there has been a Premier who has not said that on election night, and this one is no 
exception.  Governments must address the wider constituency - not just some sectional interests - and this 
legislation fails to do that.   

I also found the attitude of the Greens (WA) during the Committee interesting.  This is an issue that will be 
further discussed.  I do not want to have a shot at the Greens.  Other people have done that.  As I said, I am fed 
up with the fighting on this issue, and I do not want to start a row.  However, I was interested in the points made 
by the Greens about their various pillars of policy and their attitude to a range of issues other than environmental 
issues.  The term “anarchist” was used to describe its members and, to my surprise, it was accepted as a 
compliment.  That is the sort of thing that the public of Western Australia needs to consider.  It is high time that, 
in the same way it scrutinises the social policies of Labor Governments and the polices of potential Liberal 
Governments, the wider electorate took a little more notice of some of the attitudes and policies of our minor 
parties.  Maybe that will be stimulated by this debate.   

In closing, I refer to an interjection by Hon Nick Griffiths.  Again, I do not want to enter into any argy-bargy 
with Hon Nick Griffiths across the Chamber, although I am sure both of us enjoy that on occasion.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I will endeavour to maintain my right to remain silent.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The minister has a right of reply.  This accusation is levelled against all Governments 
from time to time, and probably from time to time all Governments are guilty of it.  I have accused this 
Government of the arrogance that comes from thinking it has power, the capacity to use the numbers, and the 
ability to know what is right.  That positions the Government on a slippery slope.  That arrogance and inability to 
offer solutions for the wider community rather than just a section has been evident in several of the 
Government’s controversial Bills.  This attitude was exemplified by a remark Hon Nick Griffiths made to Hon 
Barry House during the debate on the lesbian and gay reform Bill.  He said that he knew the vote in the Liberal 
Party room.  Was it about that Bill? 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You know as well as I do that your party room split 15-16 on the one vote, one value Bill.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It was the one vote, one value Bill. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members, we appear -  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am trying to deal directly with the third reading, and I am trying conclude my 
remarks.  The minister says that he knows the vote in the Liberal Party room on a particular Bill.  He tells us that 
there was a 15-16 split, and that he has proof.  I challenge the minister when replying to this debate to take the 
smug look off his face and put up or shut up.  The first thing the minister needs to do is learn how to count.  
Sixteen and 15 equals 31.  There are 28 votes in the Liberal Party room.  I will be interested to see the minister’s 
proof.  Perhaps he has a copy of the minutes from our party secretary.  I doubt it.  What the minister will also 
find is that this party is dead against the particular Bill that we were arguing against at the time.  If the minister 
has proof to the contrary, and he has just restated that he has, he should put up or shut up; or he stands naked 
here - I will not say almost as though he were in an interview room - as a victim, caught out by his own 
pomposity and arrogance.  Let us hear what he has to offer.   

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.55 pm]:  I unequivocally reject the third reading of the 
Labour Relations Reform Bill, for a number of reasons.  The so-called Labour Relations Reform Bill is not about 
achieving or maintaining social justice, because social justice is about equity.  Equity in the workplace is about 
developing and maintaining good labour relations and ensuring that workers, both employers and employees - 
they are all workers - have a fair and reasonable expectation of reward for their efforts.  I suggest that the 
majority of employers in this State are fair-minded and want this result.  This Bill does not echo what I 
understand to be the basic elements of social justice or equity, because it is about reducing the number of jobs 
that will be available for Western Australians.  It is an anti-jobs Bill.  It will reduce the number of jobs in this 
State and destroy the economy.  The Labor Party has expressed a commitment to link government with the needs 
of business and industry, to develop the Western Australian economy to be a better economy, and to encourage 
investment in the State, so that this State can be competitive in the global economy.  None of those elements that 
this Government has expressed a commitment to work towards will be possible if this Bill goes through this 
House tonight.   

I ask members on the other side who have said genuinely that they are there for the workers to think about the 
workers.  There will be no jobs, or at the very least a huge reduction in the number of jobs, if this Bill goes 
through.  The debate on this Bill by members on this side has not been about putting down workers and giving 
power to employers.  I am sorry, but that is a misconception that some people on the other side have.  The debate 
has been about maintaining some balance in the workplace.  There is no balance when we expect employers to 
put up capital, risk their family lives and work extended hours for the sake of providing jobs.  For what purpose?  
This Bill is anti jobs, for a number of reasons.  I do not intend to go through the reasons in detail, but one of the 
elements of the Bill that in my view will make employers think twice about employing people is the extension of 
the 28-day time limit to make a claim for unfair dismissal.  The right of entry into the workplace, which is part of 
this Bill, is an outrageous imposition on employers.  I have no objections to people joining unions and unions 
supporting workers, but I do not believe there is equity in unions going into a workplace, disturbing the 
workplace, stopping production and stopping workers and employers from producing what they are there to 
produce.  If there is no profit, there will not be any gain for anyone and there will be no jobs.   

The proposal for the collection of union fees is taking us back to the 1980s.  I find it discriminatory and 
unacceptable.  Are we now to expect employers to collect football fees, netball fees and fees for whatever 
employees want to do?   

I find those three parts of the Bill totally unacceptable and not in line with a workplace conducive to job creation 
- indeed, it is an anti-job Bill.  Those parts deal with unfair dismissal, right of entry and collection of union fees.  
A fourth part is the moving away from a workplace agreement.  As a woman, I believe that many women and 
young people have come to enjoy and be very happy about the flexibility of workplace agreements. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  That is not true.  They are worse off under workplace agreements.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Some of them may well be.  Women in particular like to have a little flexibility about 
their working hours.  We must get into the new millennium.  There is no longer a job for life.  Most young 
people these days, particularly professional people, do not consider that they will be in a job for life.  They are 
quite happy to have projects for two or three years, or whatever.  This Bill is about giving unions strength and 
power and money to fund the Labor Party.   

I will read one of the many letters I have received about this Labour Relations Reform Bill.  The letter is from 
Dale Alcock Homes Pty Ltd.  The letter is written by Mr Dale Alcock, and reads - 

As an employer of over 350 people throughout Western Australia, I am well placed to understand the 
impact these laws will have on our state, and its economy. 

My concerns are generally that: 
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. employers will be facing massive increases in the cost of administering their workforce, due to 
the much greater burdens placed on them, 

. unions will have far too much power to disrupt business in general, even where employees 
have chosen not to be union members. 

. any increases in employees conditions, without a corresponding increase in productivity, will 
be eroding our state’s competitiveness in interstate and overseas markets and causing higher 
prices for all goods and services sold locally. 

. the new law seems to make it more difficult for employees and employers to enter into 
individual agreements, and will therefore put more people under Industrial Agreements and 
other “collective” arrangements.  This is not suitable to many employees. 

The government does not have a mandate to return this state to the era of wage blowouts and industrial 
disruption of the 1980’s.  

That quote captures the views of many large employers in this State today who want to provide jobs for workers 
and who want to have social equity and social justice in the workplace.  Gone are the days when the majority of 
employers do not value social justice.  No member in this Chamber during this debate has denied that, no matter 
what labour reforms are put in place, there will always be recalcitrant employers.  The majority of employers are 
fair-minded and want their employees to be happy and satisfied in the workplace, otherwise they know they will 
not have a satisfactory or productive workplace environment.  However, employers will be faced with increased 
labour costs, impediments to employing people - Hon Nick Griffiths may shrug his shoulders, but I am not sure 
how many people he has ever employed - and problems with unfair dismissal cases.  They will have to go 
through a range of steps to dismiss someone if they do not have enough work for them, and they will have to put 
up with unions coming in and out of their workplaces under the right of entry provisions and other impediments 
that the unions will use in workplaces.  I ask members opposite to truly consider the issues of social justice that 
have been raised in this third reading debate, the issues of equity in the workplace and the fact that the 
Opposition wants good workplaces and fairness for both employers and employees. 
In the absolute nonsense that was spoken in this Chamber by Hon Dee Margetts, in maintaining that one of the 
pillars of the Greens (WA) philosophy was social justice, she forgot to mention the other side to social justice.  
There are two parts to social justice.  Equity in the workplace is about fair exchange and fairness, not only for 
employees.  I urge members opposite to consider the elements of this Bill that will make Western Australia a 
more difficult place in which to get a job.  This anti-jobs Bill will not create employment; it will create more 
unemployment.  I do not believe this Government really wants that for the workers of this State. 
HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [12.07 am]:  I oppose the Labour Relations Reform Bill 2001 - as it was 
previously; it is now the Labour Relations Reform Bill 2002 and this legislation will be with us for a few years.  
I do not believe it should be read a third time for several reasons.  The most basic reason is that the aim of social 
justice, fairness and equity will never be achieved or guaranteed by legislation.  It can only ever be achieved by a 
mind-set of both employees and employers working as a united team for the betterment of the workplace in 
which they work and as an integral part of the State in which they work. 
It now appears that the legislation that we are considering will be put in place.  It is the inevitable result of a 
change of Government.  As I said a long time ago in the debate - and as Hon Simon O’Brien was kind enough to 
reiterate for me, thereby saving me some time tonight - the Opposition expected these changes to happen.  Hon 
Barry House spoke of the pendulum of change, which is also inevitable.  Within the family of the workplace, as I 
like to describe it - maybe ideally, but we all have ideals and hopes - there is a swing of the pendulum.  In the 
view of this Government and the union movement, the Court Government swung the pendulum too far.  In the 
view of some Liberals and some employers, maybe the Court Government swung it too far.  The interesting 
thing is that the previous Government did not swing it as far as its legislation allowed.  The other side of the 
House has pointed out that the legislation had several parts that were never proclaimed, or if they were 
proclaimed they were not used.  This Government has used that as an excuse to repeal parts of that legislation, 
and that is fine.  There are also what my side of politics, employers and fair-minded businesspeople see as 
draconian provisions in this legislation.  We hope those provisions are never used, although they will probably 
be proclaimed.  I hope those provisions will never have to be used.  If we are to build an ideal work force and an 
ideal workplace to carry this State forward - which I believe is the dream of all of us - we have to retain the 
reasonableness that keeps us all within the swing of the pendulum.  I am realistic enough - and as Hon Simon 
O’Brien said, I have been here long enough - to recognise that the Government will win this debate and pass the 
legislation.  As such, I wish the Government well.  The Government and the unions will enjoy their hour of 
triumph.  Good luck to them; they have worked hard for it and has earned it.  Members opposite should 
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remember that with those rights comes great responsibilities.  As Hon Barbara Scott said, the Government has 
not won this fight on behalf of the Parliamentary Labor Party or the union leadership; it has won it on behalf of 
the entire work force of Western Australia.   
There is, no doubt, some good in this legislation.  I believe that many government members spoke with great 
sincerity.  I have worked with Hon Kate Doust on committees and I know she is a sincere and well-meaning 
person.  When she says that some people have been oppressed and downtrodden in the workplace, that is 
probably true.  However, it is also true that some employers have been victimised and targeted by certain unions 
because they too have stood up for their principles.  They are included in the swing of the pendulum, as I have 
described it.  They are all part of the toing-and-froing.  We are all human beings full of frailties.  There is a 
healthy element of competition and ambition in all of us.  There is also a certain amount of greed in all of us.  I 
always hope it can be kept to reasonable and healthy levels.  That is the price of progress; that is the way society 
develops and builds.  We cannot deny human frailties; they will be apparent whatever we do in legislation.  The 
Government will never achieve the nirvana it is looking for through legislative means.  A lot has been said about 
social fairness and equity.  Whenever Parliaments get into the area of social fairness and equity, in my 
experience they get it wrong because they ignore the human factor.  They try to make everyone in their own 
image, but that just does not work, because they are dealing with such a huge diversity of thought, opinions, 
effort, intelligence and ability.   
People should not expect too much from this legislation.  There will always be a majority of people who want to 
work but there will always also be a minority of people who, for whatever reason, want to better their position at 
the expense of the majority.  Those people are often in positions of great power, both politically and through 
machinations in the organisations, on both sides of the political divide, in which they work.  The greatest threat I 
see to society in the direction the Government in is taking is the element of hate that is sadly embedded in certain 
sectors, on both sides of politics.  It has never been more viciously brought to the surface than in the recent 
statement by Mark Latham, a Labor member of the federal Parliament, who has gained headlines recently for his 
rather animalistic preoccupation with the nether end of humanity, to put it in a kindly way.  Far worse than that 
was his statement that he hates the Liberal Party, he has always hated the Liberal Party, and the longer he spends 
in Parliament the more he hates the Liberal Party.  For a mature person elected from an electorate with a mix of 
people of various political persuasions, that is an untenable statement.  If he believes that, I suggest to his 
colleagues that they do not want him.  
Hon Ken Travers:  I take it you will not be voting for Hon Graham Kierath in the Liberal Party’s upcoming 
presidential election.  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  I do not believe that Hon Graham Kierath - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We are departing from the subject matter before the Chair.  

Hon BILL STRETCH:  The reason I believe this Bill should not be read a third time is my fear that it will be 
driven by sentiments such as those just expressed by Hon Ken Travers, in that facile, high school debating smart 
remark about a former colleague of mine who, I might remind him, had a work force of 70 people in a cleaning 
business, which is a very tough environment.  Hon Graham Kierath is not a person of hate.  I know him, his 
family and his values.  If Hon Ken Travers wishes to bring the Mark Latham level of debate into this Chamber, I 
suggest he take a good, hard look at his basic values and where he is going.  

That pendulum will always be there.  The previous Government’s legislation included provisions that were not 
proclaimed and were not used.  They probably went too far.  This Government’s legislation has provisions that 
go beyond what most people see as reasonable.  I hope the Government will not have to proclaim or use those 
either.  Providing the Government can keep in check the people on whose behalf it brought this legislation, and 
keep the debate at a reasonable level, it will do quite well with it.  There is no point in the Opposition’s opposing 
this legislation.  I oppose the third reading, but I am a realist and I know what will happen.  I just implore the 
Government, now that it has unleashed its dogs of war, to make sure that it knows the limits of decency and 
behaviour.  It is in no-one’s interest to allow this to develop into industrial anarchy.  It does not help the workers.  
It may punish a few employers the Government wants to get square with, but it does not help the Government’s 
people one little bit.  I do not like the legislation and its extreme measures.  We have had a reasonably fair 
debate.  Both sides have made a lot of sense.  The Government now has the great responsibility of making the 
legislation work for the benefit of the State, not for the Labor Party’s paymasters.  

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [12.20 am]:  I do not support the third reading of the Bill.  This Bill 
has been introduced for only one purpose: to bring back the relevance of the unions.  The Labor-Greens (WA) 
coalition has not considered working people as individuals but only as fodder for collectives.  They have shown 
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that their belief in individual freedoms is a fallacy.  They believe in individuals only if they belong to a union 
monopoly.   

As a new member in this House, I have found the debate on this Bill to be fascinating and engaging and I have 
learnt a great deal about the parliamentary process, for which I am truly grateful.  I will finish with a quote by 
Charles Dickens from A Tale of Two Cities that aptly describes our engagement in this House over the past few 
weeks -  

It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of 
foolishness . . . it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair, we had everything before us, we 
had nothing before us . . .  

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.21 am]:  I am conscious of 
the time.  This is an important Bill and an important part of the Government’s legislative program.  A primary 
concern of Labor Governments and the reason we are the Labor Party is that we have always been concerned to 
ensure that there is a good industrial relations climate so that employees and employers alike can have a fair go 
in Australia and Western Australia.  To do that, we need a good legislative framework that acknowledges the 
very important role of trade unions and the very crucial role of the Industrial Relations Commission.  That is 
why this Bill should be read a third time.  

I am conscious of the fact that we have been dealing with this Bill for a considerable time, not only in terms of 
weeks but also hours of debate in this Chamber.  I invite members opposite to consider that they might just be 
wrong in their views about trade unions and they might just be dwelling in the past.  Perhaps they might wish to 
engage in discussions with the trade union movement to find out what it is about and what it wished to achieve in 
this Bill.  I am assured that UnionsWA would welcome the opportunity to have a dialogue with members of the 
Liberal Party, the National Party and One Nation to see whether a better understanding between them could be 
achieved.  

Hon Barry House:  For some of them we would have to bring our own baseball bats.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I do not think that is an appropriate interjection.   

I acknowledge the contribution of Hon Ray Halligan.  All members involved will agree that it has been a very 
difficult debate.  This has been a very complex Bill.  I must say that I have not found it easy.  I thank Hon Ray 
Halligan for his very proper and courteous contribution.  He served his side well.  I will return to his contribution 
to the third reading debate.  Hon Ray Halligan and his fellow opposition speakers have a very pessimistic 
outlook.  The fact is that this Bill will promote flexibility.   

Hon Ray Halligan mentioned the plight of the disabled.  That matter is being attended to by employers and 
UnionsWA.  The Bill allows for the appropriate flexibility.  That sort of flexibility has been occurring nationally 
for many years.   

Hon Ray Halligan referred also to the economic performance of the State, unemployment, workplace agreements 
and the like.  Again, a study of the recent economic history of Australia refers to cycles.  The economic fortunes 
of Western Australia have moved in tandem with the economic fortunes of the rest of Australia.  It has had 
nothing to do with the workplace agreements regime, but is more to do with the basic operation of our system - 
the so-called laws of supply and demand.  Others may have a different view.  The Premier, Dr Gallop, has on 
many occasions acknowledged the role of Hon Richard Court in promoting our trade relations with China.  He 
has done that publicly on many occasions and I am sure he will continue to do so.   

We often concentrate on where our parties differ.  We on this side of the House acknowledge that we do not 
have a mortgage on wisdom.  I know that many members opposite also acknowledge that in a reciprocal way, 
but let us not get too carried away in drawing the battlelines.  Governments in Western Australia change.  We do 
not have revolutions; we have elections.  In reference to economic wellbeing, both sides work in tandem and 
tend to build on each other’s achievements, even though there are major differences between the parties.  That is 
as it should be, because people should have a choice.   
Pre-strike ballots were never used, so I do not know why an issue was made of that.  Hon Norman Moore made a 
number of observations, which I understand from his point of view.  I certainly acknowledge, as does the 
Government, the right, and frankly the duty, of an Opposition to properly scrutinise legislation.  As I said during 
another debate tonight, we would be a poorer society if that did not occur.  The circular thing about politics is 
that we sought to scrutinise the previous Government and the Opposition now seeks to scrutinise our 
Government.  So be it; that is the function of Parliament.   
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Hon Murray Criddle made a number of observations.  Industrial practice in Western Australia has for almost 100 
years required the keeping of proper records.  It is not a difficulty.  It has not been a difficulty for a long time and 
should not be so in the future.  The brethren did not express any difficulty with the pre-1997 situation, and 
frankly I do not see what the big deal is now.   
I note the contribution of Hon Dee Margetts in the course of this debate.  The Greens (WA) have pursued a 
different course from that of the Government on that issue, as is their right.  The Greens (WA) are a separate 
party from the Australian Labor Party and we are not a coalition.  However, they have voted with us against the 
views of the Liberal Party, the National Party and One Nation.  That is the political spectrum in this Chamber on 
these issues.   
Hon John Fischer made a number of observations.  It is clear from what he said that, from Hon John Fischer’s 
point of view, One Nation does not support employees.  However, I do not think that is the view commonly held 
by all members of One Nation.   
Hon Kate Doust made a great contribution.  Her speech demonstrates her commitment, capacity and 
competence.  I am looking forward to many more speeches from the member.  When she spoke, as she did on a 
number of occasions in the course of this Bill, as have a number of her colleagues - I am singling the member out 
because she spoke in the third reading debate - she demonstrated a calibre that the Government should be using 
more in debate.  We will move along and do that with respect to Hon Kate Doust and her other colleagues as we 
progress through this Parliament.   
Hon Paddy Embry spoke from his perspective.  I thank him and note his contribution.   
Hon Bruce Donaldson made reference to industrial peace under the current law; the law has not been changed 
yet.  The trends with industrial peace and the movements up and down over the past decade are no different in 
Western Australia from the rest of Australia.  I note in that context that Hon Bruce Donaldson opposes the Bill, 
and I can assure him that he did not surprise me in his opposition to the Bill.   
Hon Barry House sought to portray a nexus between this Bill and other pieces of legislation that the Government 
has introduced and the House has seen fit to pass, namely, that very important legislation dealing with bringing 
democracy to other Western Australian Bills.  There is a nexus; that is, those were very good laws.  The rest of 
it, frankly, is a matter of fantasy on his part. 
Hon Simon O’Brien sought to make a number of points.  This Government acknowledges the very beneficial 
role of the union movement.  With regard to the division in the Liberal Party, I think I am wrong about the 16-15 
vote.  When I go home tonight I will check my records and note what the numbers were.  However, the division 
was won by one vote.  The member can read my memoirs - when I get around to writing them - and he will see 
what transpires.   
Hon Barbara Scott gave a view that she honestly holds from the perspective of an employer.  I think she wears 
very rose-coloured glasses.   
Hon Bill Stretch gave a typical Hon Bill Stretch speech full of good will for our community; a speech full of 
optimism rather than the pessimism that tends to characterise a number of speeches that are given in this place.  
Having said that, I disagree with a number of things he said - he would expect that.  He used a number of 
phrases.  He is perfectly correct that if this Bill passes tonight - I am paraphrasing - the Government and those 
who voted with us - the Greens (WA) have supported us through this - will have won the fight for the work force 
of Western Australia.  We will be very proud to have done that because, as far as Labor is concerned, that was 
the primary election commitment.   
Reference was made to the politics of hate.  I have no interest whatsoever in the politics of hate.  I am not 
interested in any notion of a class war.  The Government and I want to achieve a society that will operate in 
harmony.  Hon Bill Stretch mentioned - again, I paraphrase - the benefits of cooperation of employers and 
employees working together.  The Government’s view and my view is that this Bill will facilitate that 
environment. 
Hon Alan Cadby made observations about the role of unions.  I differ from his view.  He has a misplaced view 
of the role of the unions.  I invite him to sit down and engage in dialogue with UnionsWA.  Unions do not exist 
to dictate; they serve.  Their role is to look after the interests of their members - employees.  This Bill provides a 
balanced approach to the interests of employers and employees.  Insofar as it does that, it facilitates, quite 
properly, the role of unions. 

I conclude by thanking all members who have contributed to the third reading.  I am aware that there have been 
difficulties in the course of the debate.  Members opposite are entitled to their views, and they have put them 
with passion from time to time.  I acknowledge their contributions, but I believe it is time to draw the debate to a 
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close.  It has been a very long debate.  The Government and the Australian Labor Party trust that the House will 
see fit to support this Bill, because this was a primary objective of the Australian Labor Party in government.  
We want a better industrial environment for Western Australia so that employers and employees alike will have 
a better future.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (17) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon J.A. Scott Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Tom Stephens  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (16) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


