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PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Third Reading 

Resumed from 13 November. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.16 pm]:  This is a very black day for Western Australia, for families and 
particularly for women in Western Australia, because today what will pass through this house is the Prostitution 
Amendment Bill, and it will do so because government members have the numbers to ensure that it does pass 
through.  I say this is a black day because it is a black day.  In future we will see an inordinate number of both 
legal brothels and, more importantly, and one adverse effect, illegal brothels.  They will spread throughout the 
whole of Western Australia because this government has been hell-bent on legalising brothels.  Today we will 
see this house pass state-sanctioned abuse of women in Western Australia.  Today we will see state-sanctioned 
abuse of women who will be trafficked to Australia, and in particular Western Australia, for the purposes of 
prostitution.  Today we will see that happen in this house because of government members, not members of the 
opposition, because every member on this side of the house - the Liberal Party members, the National Party 
members and the two Independents - are united in their opposition to what will go through the house today.  We 
are seeing today a retrograde step for all those reasons.   
We will also see an increase in the foothold of organised crime in what is a very lucrative business for crime 
gangs - that is, of course, prostitution.  We will see, as a result of today’s decision to pass this bill, mini-brothels 
operating in the suburbs that members live in.  They could be operating in members’ own streets, because the 
Attorney General will allow two prostitutes to work from a residential address.  Members could have one on 
each side of their own home.  Prostitutes will be able to do that with impunity.  They will be able to do that even 
if they are near a school, a place of worship or any childcare centre, because as long as only two prostitutes are 
working at that residential address, it will be allowable under this state Labor government’s legislation. 
I am very distressed that the consideration in detail stage of this bill was guillotined and gagged, because 
members on this side of the house feel that they were not given ample opportunity to debate, to query and to 
investigate the implications of every clause of this bill.  It is quite a substantial bill with quite a lot of clauses; I 
accept that.  However, this is the most controversial bill that this government has brought to Parliament during 
this term in office.  The only way the government could get this bill through the house without it being properly 
scrutinised was to guillotine and gag debate.  The opposition was given the opportunity to speak on only some of 
the clauses; it was denied the opportunity to inquire about and deliberate on many of the clauses.  This house has 
not done justice to this bill and has therefore not done justice to the people of Western Australia.  They are the 
people we represent.   

I am absolutely astonished that this bill will very shortly go through this house on government numbers after so 
few members on the government back benches spoke up about it.  I think only two government members spoke 
in the second reading debate.  The members for Swan Hills and Wanneroo made contributions; I think the 
member for Maylands also spoke.  They were the only government members to make any contribution to the 
debate on this bill at all.  I tried to find out exactly how much time government members spent speaking on this 
bill.  I can tell members that the opposition was stunned by the silence.  The time spent by the government on 
this bill during the second reading stage, including the minister’s second reading speech and his response, was 
probably about an hour and 20 minutes.  I think the second reading speech was probably about 40 minutes, and 
the minister’s response was probably about half an hour or 20 minutes, but I am not quite sure.  However, the 
total time spent by the government on this bill was one hour and 50 minutes, so if the remaining time is divided 
between the three other members who spoke, it can be seen how little commitment government members had to 
this bill.  On the other hand, the opposition spoke for eight hours during the second reading debate, deliberating 
and trying to persuade members not to support the bill in its present form.  It should not be supported in its 
present form.  What did we do when we were in consideration in detail?  We spent 12 hours on a very large bill, 
trying to dissect and scrutinise the various clauses and their implications.  We also moved amendments; we spent 
12 hours doing that.  How much time did the government spend?  When I say “the government”, I mean the 
Attorney General, because he was the only member of the government who spoke during consideration in detail. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It’s quality, not quantity. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If it was quality, I would not mind so much, but unfortunately the Attorney General did 
not qualify in that area.  He really did not.  The Attorney General spent one hour scrutinising the clauses, 
compared with the opposition’s 12 hours.  Very often he would not respond to our comments; he just sat there, 
and opposition members had to stand second and third times to try to get some answers.  The consideration in 
detail stage of this bill was abused by the Carpenter Labor government.  Let us make no bones about it; that is 
who is responsible.  It is the Carpenter Labor government, run and directed by the Attorney General.  We all 
know who the top man in the government is in this place.  I ask members opposite why they did not speak to this 
bill.  If the government is so committed to this very controversial bill, why did government members not speak 
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to it at any stage, apart from the three members who made very small contributions?  Why did other members, 
particularly Labor Party women, not make contributions?  I would have thought female members of the Labor 
Party would have a real interest in this bill because it basically provides for state-sanctioned abuse of women.  
They have let down their fellow women in Western Australia.   
I think I am right in saying that during the matter of public interest yesterday, I heard the member for Mindarie 
say that he used prayer when considering how to deal with what he alleges was a corrupt police officer involved 
in the Mallard case.  That gave me the impression that he is obviously a Christian - I would like to assume a 
committed Christian, with Christian principles.  However, I wonder whether he has used the same facility of a 
higher being in his consideration of this bill, because this bill allows for the abuse of fellow human beings - in 
this case, women and young girls.  Obviously he has not, because if he had, he would vote against this bill.  I ask 
the same question of other members of the house who are committed Christians or believe in Christian values.  I 
am not necessarily talking about religious values, just values that respect other human beings, the value of life 
and the value of the way we might choose to live.  I would suggest they have not, and perhaps they should, 
because those members should think differently about this.   
During the next election campaign, the opposition will let everyone in marginal seats know exactly where 
government members stood on the issue of the abuse of women.  They will all come to me, because I can tell 
members that people always come to the shadow Minister for Police when they have problems.  The first illegal 
mini-brothels will begin to appear in our residential streets.  It will happen, because it has happened in other 
Australian jurisdictions in which state Labor governments have legalised brothels and income received from the 
immoral earnings of women.  It is deplorable for any government to want to inflict this upon its constituents.  I 
get calls from people even now, because they know that the bill has not yet gone through the whole Parliament; 
it has ostensibly only gone through the lower house.  People are complaining to me, and at the next election I 
will let every one of our candidates in the marginal seats know exactly where the government stood on the 
Prostitution Amendment Bill, on allowing brothels to open in our suburbs, and on allowing prostitutes to operate 
from residential homes with impunity.  I will tell every single one of them, and I think the government will be 
judged for not only its inaction, but also its apathy and acquiescence to the Labor left.  We know that this has 
come from the Labor left.   

The opposition knows that this bill will go through the house very shortly.  We will divide on it.  It will then go 
to the upper house.  We also know that the bill will have the acquiescence of the Greens (WA), in particular 
Hon Giz Watson.  She was hand-picked by the Attorney General for his task force, together with the member for 
Perth and Hon Sue Ellery.  They went on a taxpayer-funded trip to New Zealand and the eastern states.  These 
were the members of the task force that went to find out what governments were doing over there. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What were they doing over there? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That was not approved by Parliament; it was approved by the Attorney General.  It was 
paid for by taxpayers’ funds.  It was a little junket for the chosen three to investigate prostitution.  Why do 
members think they were hand-picked?  It was like everything the government does.  It will not call a 
referendum unless it knows what the outcome will be.  It is not interested in democracy or decency.  Quite 
frankly, I think some members of the government have joined the sewer rats through their support for this 
legislation.  They will be condemned for the stand they are taking, but they are frightened to speak out.  What 
about the member for Kingsley?  She is a woman.  Why does she not speak out against this bill?  If she supports 
it, she should say so.  She should let the people of Kingsley know where she stands, because I certainly will even 
if she does not.  I will tell them exactly where she stands on human decency, the abuse and trafficking of women, 
and the illegal brothels that will spring up throughout the suburbs of Kingsley.  I will tell them about it.  The 
member for Kingsley should have the guts to stand and tell her constituents that she supports this bill.  It will be 
recorded on the voting slip that she supported it, but she has not had the guts to stand and say so publicly.  She is 
like the rest of the government members; they are like a flock of sheep.  Nothing has changed. 

I do not intend to take up much more of the time of the house on the third reading.  I have said ad nauseam 
throughout debate on this bill -  

Mrs J. Hughes:  It is ad nauseam. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Hear, hear! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Because, my friend, I am committed to honesty, decency and integrity. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 14 November 2007] 

 p7092b-7096a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Max Trenorden 

 [3] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am committed to the safety and wellbeing of the women and young girls of this state.  
Where does the member for what was the Roleystone electorate stand?  I am not quite sure which electorate he 
represents now. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Bassendean. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is the member for Bassendean.  He moves around in the darkness of the night from 
one seat to another, looking for a safe Labor seat.  That is all he is interested in.  He probably does not give a 
hoot about how the people of Bassendean feel.  He knows that if he is to play the game and is to have any chance 
of progressing in the Labor Party, he must support the caucus view.  I do not believe that every member of the 
Labor Party supports this bill.  If they do not support it, I urge them to take this last and very important 
opportunity to stand and say so and to indicate that they will vote against the bill.  The trouble is that I know that 
will not happen.  Unfortunately, with all due respect to the people in this chamber whom I quite like, I do not 
think any of them have the guts to do that.  That will be proved because we will have a record of everyone who 
has spoken on this bill, but there will be a much bigger list of the people who have not spoken on the bill.  Have 
they done their job as members of Parliament in representing their constituents?  Have they raised any of the 
issues that some of their constituents will have brought to them?  No, I do not think they have.  I do not believe 
any member in this house has not been contacted by a person or group about this bill.  I ask members who have 
not been contacted by at least one person to put up their hands.  Nobody has put up his or her hand.  They know 
that what I am saying is true.  I know that people have been in contact with them.  The odd person may have 
supported legalising brothels, but the vast majority of people are opposed to it.  I know that people have been in 
contact with members opposite, so I ask them whether they have been doing their duty.  Have they carried out 
their responsibilities as elected members representing their communities?  I am sorry to say that I do not think 
they have, and I say that with all due respect to the people in this chamber whom I like.  I know how much they 
are tied to caucus rules, and what caucus rules, they do.  They wag their tails.  If caucus says, “Roll over and 
show me your tummy”, they will all do it. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The “member for Swanbourne” has just admitted that; he said that they are the rules.  
They are not the rules in this house, my friend.  The rules in this house are the rules of democracy.  He is 
supposed to represent the people in his electorate.  Members opposite are absolutely failing in their job on this 
bill.  They should be ashamed of themselves.  Some members do not even worry about shame.  They are in this 
place because of the union movement and they will be here for as long as it says they will be here, and when it 
says that they must go, they will go.  We have seen it happen time and again.  In the past 15 years that I have 
been in this place, I have seen their colleagues come and go because the unions dominate in this place, just as 
they dominate on the federal Labor scene.  We know who runs this place at the end of the day; it is the unions 
and the union affiliates.  That is what will happen.  The unions are probably looking to build up their 
membership through sex workers.  They are probably looking for membership fees from sex workers.  In one 
way this industry could well be described as being union dominated.  At the end of the day, members opposite 
are sitting there like a lot of puppies.  Quite frankly, if they lie down with dogs, they will get fleas, and that is 
what they have done in this instance.  They have sunk into the sewer with a lot of the rats that are down there. 

I will take my seat now, Mr Speaker, because I got the feeling that you were about to say something to me, even 
though I was not looking your way; I just felt that vibration.  I am psychedelic!  I am being a bit humorous, but 
at the end of the day, this is such a serious, sad, drastic, terrible, horrible, vile bill from a vile government that I 
will not support it.  Members on this side of the house will oppose the bill at this stage.  I hope with all my heart 
that when it goes to the upper house, the Greens (WA) might have a change of heart and decide that although the 
Attorney General paid for their trip to the east and to New Zealand and they had a good junket, they cannot now 
support the bill.  Members on this side of the house will oppose the bill at this stage and we hope that it is 
opposed in the upper house. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.35 pm]:  Mr Speaker, I will also -  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We can’t trust you guys.  We had a deal.  Everybody had the opportunity to speak last night.  
We had an express arrangement that there would be one last speaker and then this matter would be put to the 
vote. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It would have gone through last night otherwise. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I was not part of that - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Maybe we shouldn’t do deals with you guys if this is the - 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Hang on.  There is a lot of banter across the chamber, but obviously I was not part 
of that deal. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  And you wouldn’t have had the opportunity to speak had we put it to the vote last night, as 
we wanted to. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am happy to go along with those sorts of processes, but the Attorney General 
should not have a shot at me because he never said to me, “Please, Max - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I never have a shot at you.  I’m having a go at them for not honouring their undertaking. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Attorney General would not also expect the member for Hillarys to approach 
me and ask me not to speak either.  I am not part of the opposition.  However, if there is an arrangement - I am 
reluctant to sit down because I have a few things that I would like to say - perhaps the Attorney General could 
agree to let me have two or three minutes to say a few things. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Okay; fine. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I ask members to be aware of a bit of history.  During this process, the Attorney 
General seemed to indicate that he took note of some aspects of this legislation, particularly how local 
government will deal with the bill.  A range of bills have gone through this house in the past few years without 
adequate examination.  If I can be bold enough to say it, the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill was one 
such bill.  All the corridors are abuzz with what was allowed to go through in the CCC bill.  In that process, there 
was not enough examination of the bill by the people in this chamber.  Only a few weeks ago the Minister for 
Education and Training referred to a particular bill of his and he said that, in hindsight, particular arrangements 
in that bill should not have occurred.  There was not enough examination of that bill in this house.  At least on 
this occasion the Prostitution Amendment Bill did get some scrutiny and I was pleased to provide some of that 
scrutiny.  However, it is a little hard to take when we have days like yesterday when we basically debated an 
issue that amounted to absolutely nothing.  It was an absolute garbage bill and was a total waste of Parliament’s 
time.  We argue about guillotining important matters such as the Prostitution Amendment Bill, but we do not 
spend enough time discussing a message from the upper house about the CCC bill and a range of other bills that 
have not had appropriate examination by this chamber.  They were the points that I wanted to make.  I do not 
believe that this bill is good enough in its current form to become legislation.  At least we had several days of 
debate on the bill.  I will always say that the Attorney General listened to some of that debate, which I 
appreciated.  I am still concerned about the process of local government under the Prostitution Amendment Bill.  
I will vote against the bill. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr B.J. Grylls 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


