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COMMENTS BY MEMBER FOR COTTESLOE RELATING TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S 
ATTITUDE TO EDUCATION 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the Premier seeking to debate as a matter of 
public interest the following motion - 

That this house endorses the recent comments by the member for Cottesloe when he said “ . . . the 
attitude being taken by the commonwealth government is extraordinarily destructive to education”.  

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.14 pm]:  I move - 

That this house endorses the recent comments by the member for Cottesloe when he said “ . . . the 
attitude being taken by the commonwealth government is extraordinarily destructive to education”.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  
Dr G.I. GALLOP:  A number of issues are running within our community at this time.  Some of those relate to 
governance in Western Australia.  Both the government and the opposition carry out our roles in contesting those 
points and making sure that the public interest is served in Western Australia.  At the same time, a number of 
issues are running within our community that relate to both the federal and state governments.  They relate to the 
way in which our federal system is working.  However, as part of that, there should be an assessment of the way 
in which our federal system should be working.  It has become very clear that one of the leading protagonists in 
what is an obvious push by the commonwealth to attempt to dictate what we do in Western Australia is the 
federal Minister for Education, Science and Training, Hon Brendan Nelson.  However, he is not the only one.  
Comments have been made by a range of federal ministers in the transport, industrial development and industrial 
relations portfolios.  The federal Treasurer himself has made comments that indicate that the commonwealth 
government does not respect the principle of federalism that underpins the Australian system of government.  
That principle is that there shall be a division of powers between the central and state governments and no one 
jurisdiction in Australia shall have the power to pass laws and administer the affairs of any other jurisdiction.   
This issue has exploded in the area of education.  There is no doubt that the comments of the federal minister 
have been very provocative.  The member for Cottesloe has spoken on this issue in both the Parliament and the 
media.  He put it very well when he said -  

. . . the attitude being by the commonwealth government is extraordinarily destructive to education.  
He went on to say -  

The divisive approach to education in this country is undermining the public’s confidence in education.  
Despite our differing politics and policy issues and agendas, members of Parliament in all Parliaments 
have a joint responsibility and duty of care to support institutions, organisations and people who work 
with children.   

We endorse the comments that have been made by the member for Cottesloe.  It is important that this Parliament 
send a clear message to Dr Nelson that what he is doing is undermining both the federal system and the 
education system.   
The comments by the federal minister can be broken up into a number of different headings.  Sometimes he 
focuses on standards and claims that the standards in our education system are falling.  Sometimes he focuses on 
what he calls the ideologists in our education system, who are driving agendas at the expense of good student 
education.  Sometimes he focuses on the outcomes-based education system and claims it is a cancer in our 
society.  Finally, he threatens to withhold funding if the states do not carry out federal government policy, 
particularly in the area of industrial relations.  Of course that issue is totally separate from the delivery of 
education services.  We are proud of our education and training system in Western Australia.  However, we 
certainly do not believe that system is perfect.  Therefore, we are introducing reforms and adding resources to 
enable it to work better.  However, we strongly believe that the claims made by the federal minister about 
teachers, administrators and the government are wide of the mark.  In our first four years of government, we 
recruited an extra 954 teachers and increased retention rates.  We spent $64 million on behaviour management 
and discipline and increased the number of apprenticeships and traineeships by 40 per cent.   
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I will focus on one of those issues - retention rates.  The increase in retention rates has not been massive; 
however, we have turned the corner on what was a radical decline in retention rates over a number of years.  
When retention rates in the education system are increased, the standards of education in the community are 
raised, because we are ensuring that more students stay at school longer.  That was one of the great challenges 
we took up when we came to government, because a cohort of youngsters were not staying on at school long 
enough.  As a result, they lacked the skills and capacity to cooperate within the community and get a job.  Of 
course, such people are attracted to criminal and antisocial behaviour and represent problems that we must 
address through the justice system.  Increasing retention rates is a vital ingredient in our policy to raise the 
standard of education.  We are continuing with this program by ensuring that all 16 and 17-year-olds stay in 
either education or training, or both.  We are backing that up with an extra 280 staff and 100 new mentors who 
will guide 16 and 17-year-old students so that they take up programs that are appropriate to their skills and 
capacities and ensure that they will get an opportunity in our community.  These are the issues that the good Dr 
Nelson in Canberra never addresses when he comments on education in Western Australia.  He does not 
comment on the good work that is going on in school after school that is ensuring that our youngsters get this 
opportunity, which, as I said, is backed up by the government’s commitment to extra resources.   

I also note that the good Dr Nelson has not mentioned the four issues that are central to our program of 
education.  When we talk about outcomes in education we talk about them in the same way as did the previous 
minister for education in the previous government; that is, we talk about the knowledge that students have, the 
skills and capacities they gain and the values they possess.  The values they possess relate directly to two of the 
commitments given by this government.  The first is to have compulsory school uniforms.  That policy is being 
implemented throughout the system.  The second commitment is compulsory service in the community.  In other 
words, I refer to the outcomes we want from the system.  The government is backing that up with programs to 
encourage our youngsters to participate in the community.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is it an academic standard that you have to wear a uniform?   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Is the Leader of the Opposition unaware of the fact that one of the outcomes is improving 
the values of our students?  The former minister for education in the coalition government is aware of that.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  You can’t even explain what it is!   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I explained it very well.  However, the Leader of the Opposition lacks the capacity to 
understand what I was talking about.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There is no such word as “outcomes”.  Is the Premier aware of that?  You should look up 
that word in the dictionary, my friend.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Perhaps the member should consult with his former minister.   

Our government is focused on literacy and numeracy; it has made them priorities.  I will quote Lawrence 
Ingvarson of the Australian Council for Educational Research, who was asked to comment on our Getting It 
Right literacy and numeracy strategy.  We can be proud of the Getting It Right strategy.  It was developed over 
many years by staff in our schools and has been distributed all over the world.  In fact, I remember introducing 
this idea to the British Labour opposition in the United Kingdom in the late 1990s.  I will quote what Dr 
Ingvarson said.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Where is he from?   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The Australian Council for Educational Research.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Whereabouts are they? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  It is based in the eastern states - either Melbourne or Sydney.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  You don’t even know.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I know that it is a leading authority -  

Mr M.J. Birney:  You’re about to quote someone and you don’t even know where he’s from!  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The Australian Council for Educational Research is the leading research body in education 
in this country.  It has played a significant role in developing tests to ensure that there is progress in our 
education system.  Dr Ingvarson said that the Getting It Right strategy is -  

. . . without a doubt one of the best professional developments programs I have ever seen.   

The strategy was developed and applied in Western Australia.  It was supported by the government and has been 
carried through our schooling system.   
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  What do the other experts say about it?   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Here we go!  The opposition is trying to diminish the achievements of teachers in our 
education system.   

We have also expanded our computers in schools program.  I congratulate my colleague the member for 
Willagee on his brilliant idea to give laptop computers to students at John Willcock College, which I recently 
visited.  That school has had extreme difficulty securing a position within the community and working out its 
educational objectives.  The laptop strategy has lifted the standards of everything in that school.  I sat in a history 
class when I visited that school and was shown how the laptops are being used and how the students are being 
empowered through their research project, which, incidentally, was on the relationship between Cornwall and 
Western Australia.  As members know, one of the original reasons for the creation of the white population in the 
mid-west was the tin mines in Northampton.  The project is considering the relationship between Cornwall and 
Northampton.  The computer strategy is helping to raise the standards of our education system.   

Outcomes-based education was introduced in the 1990s and it has been taken through the system.  It has been 
confirmed that the work being done in our state is progressing well.  The Program for International Student 
Assessment 2003 data has revealed that 15-year-old Western Australian students perform better in overall 
mathematical literacy than do 15-year-old students in New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Tasmania and the 
Northern Territory.  In science, Western Australia performed significantly better than Queensland, Victoria, 
Tasmania and the Northern Territory.  Of course, my government is promoting science in the schools.  It is 
encouraging university students studying science and mathematics to take up the challenge of becoming 
teachers, because the age profile of many of our science teachers is at the higher end.  The level of qualifications 
of many of our science teachers is at the lower end.  We need to ensure that we have good science teachers.   

These things are happening in our education system.  When I visit schools throughout Western Australia I see 
enthusiasm within the teaching profession to increase standards, to focus on the values of our students and to 
make sure that the system is relevant to the needs of students.  Members may recall the comment made by the 
Prime Minister last year that there are no values in our public schools.  Not long after the Prime Minister made 
that comment, I visited Wanneroo Senior High School.  The students at that school were furious about those 
comments.  They showed me what they had done in their school to create a values framework for their 
community.  Those values were listed on broadsheets and displayed around the school.  That was done before 
the Prime Minister made those despicable comments about our government school system. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The curriculum framework has values throughout.  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Absolutely.  The whole concept of values is built into the system.   

Why is the federal government doing this?  I believe very strongly that it is drunk with power and that it has 
been working on an ideological agenda that has been put together by the far right of Australian politics and that 
has no relationship with the reality of what is going on.  It is obvious to anyone who watches Dr Nelson on a 
daily basis that he is positioning himself to the far right of the Liberal Party so that he will get a few votes in the 
contest that will take place after John Howard retires.  We expect better from our federal government on 
education issues.   

Our government is enthusiastic about raising standards.  We are focusing on literacy and numeracy, and on 
computer literacy.  We are focusing on the professional development of teachers, so that teachers can encourage 
their students to raise their standards.  We are increasing the leaving age of students from education and training 
in Western Australia.  We are ensuring that our students participate in the community, so that they have good 
values by the time they leave school.  We are making sure that our students know about Australian history, in 
particular the stories relating to the Anzac myth and legend.  All these things are being done in our education 
system in Western Australia, yet the federal minister, for his own political purposes, and the federal government, 
for its narrow right-wing purposes, are continually undermining and denigrating the work that is going on within 
our system.   

We now have a problem.  The federal government has the numbers in the Senate.  It is drunk with power.  
Unless some senators stand up against the federal government, it will push very hard to take over some of the 
responsibilities that lie with our state Parliament and state government.  We need to unite as a Parliament to send 
a message to the commonwealth that that is unacceptable.  The only way to do that is by working together as a 
community to make it clear to the commonwealth that we support federalism but that we do not approve of 
commonwealth interference in our system in that way.  The member for Cottesloe has said things with which we 
agree and which we believe need to be endorsed by the Parliament.   

We must perform a number of tasks as a state Parliament.  The first, of course, is to legislate.  The second is to 
provide a forum in which to debate state government issues - the government versus the opposition etc.  The 
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third is a role that we should never forget; that is, to stand up for Western Australia and to make sure that this 
institution and what it represents in terms of the history of the commonwealth of Australia is properly protected 
and promoted, and that we hold to account any attempts to undermine what we do.  That is what we need to do 
today; we need to endorse the comments of the member for Cottesloe and to send a very clear message to the 
federal minister that what he is doing is destructive of both our education and federal systems.  Australia works 
best when the diversity of its political system is respected.  Our view is that the commonwealth is totally out of 
step with modern thinking on politics, decentralisation and devolution.  What it wants to do would undermine the 
creativity and innovation that is the strength of modern Australia.  Let us stand up against it.  Let us endorse the 
comments of the former Minister for Education, the member for Cottesloe, and send a clear message to 
Canberra, the Prime Minister and the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training that we will resist the 
federal government’s efforts to undermine our system and the federation in which we live.   
MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [3.33 pm]:  It almost does not seem right to be 
debating such an immature and juvenile stunt on the part of the government following the very frank, honest and 
serious speech that has just been delivered to the Parliament by the member for Mindarie.  In that vein, I publicly 
say to the member for Mindarie that I wish him all the best.  He has the sort of strength of character that will 
ultimately see him through this very difficult time.  I think every member on this side of the house would have a 
similar view.  If it helps, I am happy to offer a standing pair for the member for Mindarie to achieve his ultimate 
goals.   
This motion is an immature, juvenile stunt on the part of the government.  Matters of public interest are the 
domain of the opposition.  They are one of the few occasions on which the opposition has the opportunity to 
raise a matter of public importance.  The role of the government in Parliament is to introduce and progress 
legislation through the Parliament so that it might become law, yet, instead of doing that, the Labor government 
has engaged in a cheap, pathetic, nasty, immature and juvenile stunt.  That is all that this motion is.  The motion 
reflects very poorly on the Premier.  We will not support this ridiculous motion on the basis that it is just a stunt.  
It is a ridiculous stunt and it has no substance whatsoever.   

I hold similar views on federalism to some members of this house.  To an extent, I hold a similar view to the 
member for Cottesloe; that is, that the elected government of Western Australia should have the right to govern 
in areas that have traditionally been governed by state governments.  I hold that view very strongly, but I will not 
be drawn into supporting the ridiculous, juvenile stunt put forward by the Premier today.   

Let us look at what the Premier could have been dealing with instead of putting forward this ridiculous stunt.  He 
could have dealt with the Emergency Management Bill 2005.   

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We have listened to about two and a half minutes of tedious repetition and we are now 
entering an area of debate that has nothing to do with the motion before the house.  Is it because the Leader of 
the Opposition cannot debate education, or is it because he is not prepared to support the member for Cottesloe?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is no point of order.  The Leader of the Opposition was making a very 
relevant point about whether this is indeed a matter of public importance that deserves to be debated in this way.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The Leader of the Opposition has been on his feet for just 
over two minutes.  I am quite willing to listen to his arguments, but I remind him that we are dealing with the 
motion before us.  I ask him to come back to the motion in due course.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker; I intend to do just that.  The motion before us is a matter of 
public importance, or so the government would have us believe.  There are other matters of public importance, 
including the Emergency Management Bill 2005, which has been languishing on the notice paper of the 
Parliament for at least a year.  It was about two years ago that the government said that this was a very important 
matter, yet the bill is still languishing on the notice paper.  We have passed up the opportunity to deal with that 
bill today and to pass it through the Parliament, because the Premier is intent on engaging in a ridiculous stunt, 
the likes of which I have not seen from him for five years.  In fact, I have not seen him do anything like this in 
all the time I have been a member of this Parliament.  It is a ridiculous, pathetic stunt that reflects very poorly on 
the government.  The government could have dealt with not only the Emergency Management Bill 2005 but also 
the Censorship Amendment Bill 2005.  We all know about that bill.  The Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services made a horrible mistake.  That is why that bill is now on the notice paper.   

Point of Order 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am not being vexatious, but I ask, Mr Acting Speaker, that you direct the Leader of the 
Opposition to focus on the motion before us so that we can actually debate its substance.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  Leader of the Opposition, I ask you to come to the 
motion.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Of course there is no point of order.  The poor old fellow at the back of the chamber has no 
idea!  The Censorship Amendment Bill is on the notice paper only because the Minister for Police made a 
mistake when she introduced the sex offenders bill to the Parliament the best part of a year ago.  Ever since the 
minister introduced the sex offenders bill to the Parliament, child sex offenders have been able to escape having 
their names placed on the sex offenders register.  When I raised this matter, the government produced a bill to fix 
the problem as a matter of urgency.  What would it rather do instead of fixing the problem with child sex 
offenders?  It would rather undertake this ridiculous stunt to once again have a crack at the federal government 
than deal with the Censorship Amendment Bill, which will ensure that child sex offenders have their names 
automatically placed on the child sex offenders register.  The government is not interested in that.   Once again, 
that reflects very poorly on the government of the day.   
The other bill on the notice paper that we could be debating is the Parental Support and Responsibility Bill 2005.  
This government is espousing all this stuff about kids’ education by way of this stunt, but the Parental Support 
and Responsibility Bill 2005 is languishing on the notice paper, doing absolutely nothing.  The government 
could also be dealing with the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2005.  I am sure lots of people in voter 
land would like to see the government dealing with that.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Leader of the Opposition, I have taken a number of points of 
order from the member for Riverton about whether you are dealing with the motion.  For some time, I have been 
giving you the opportunity to actually deal with the motion and you have not come back to it.  I now ask you to 
come back to the motion that is before the house.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Acting Speaker, I thank you for your ruling and I am sure you will be consistent in your 
ruling when the opposition moves a matter of public importance and when the government deals with something 
that is completely outside the realms of that MPI.   

Whenever I read what Brendan Nelson says about education, I find myself nodding my head and agreeing with 
him.  When he talks about returning to the three Rs - reading, writing and arithmetic - I find myself saying that 
that seems to make sense.  When I read articles, as I did in The West Australian recently, in which Nelson is 
quoted as saying, “I think too much of the curriculum is dominated by contemporary television and media, . . . 
So you’ve got the kids studying Big Brother and Buffy the Vampire Slayer instead of T.S. Eliot and Thomas 
Hardy”, I find myself nodding my head.  When I hear Brendan Nelson saying publicly that he wants plain 
English report cards and that parents want to know whether their kids got an A, B, C, D or an E, guess what?  I 
find myself nodding my head.  I tend to think that Brendan Nelson has a much better grasp on education than the 
Premier of Western Australia, the very same person who is trying to ram outcomes-based education into Western 
Australian upper schools to ensure that years 11 and 12 will study under that system.   

Given that the Premier is feverish about outcomes-based education for years 11 and 12, one would expect him to 
know about it.  When I asked him a very simple question in Parliament the other day - I will quote myself, 
something I do not normally do, but I will - he said, as reported in The West Australian  - 

Can the Premier provide the House with a concise explanation of Outcomes Based Education? 

This is a treat for members, especially those who were asleep during question time that day.  This was the 
Rhodes scholar’s response to what is outcomes-based education.  He said - 

I’ll tell you what it does mean my friend.   

That is me, by the way - 

It means going through a situation where the teacher goes into the classroom, expounds and puts 
forward their point of view of what’s happening and doesn’t take any interest in the level of 
development or whether the students are actually absorbing the ideas.  So that’s point number one.   

Point number two is, what we want out of our education system is a range of outcomes in respect of the 
students’ ability to know certain things, in their ability to relate to other youngsters, in their ability to 
participate in the workforce.   

Thirdly and importantly, Mr Speaker, it means that the students can go at a rate of their education that 
suits their own intellectual standards, . . .  
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Nowhere in there is a concise definition of “outcomes-based education”, the very system that the Rhodes scholar 
has been championing.  All that the Premier has managed to do is upset people in the teaching industry.   

In response to that article in The West Australian, I received a number of pieces of correspondence from people, 
most of whom are schoolteachers or broadly involved in education.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  How many?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Quite a good handful.  I received lots and lots.  In fact, my e-mail inbox was jamming up, I 
got so many.  I will give a little sample of them, just for fun.  This fellow said - 

Geoff Gallop’s answer to your question yesterday really exposed him.  Great work.   

I suppose that is directed at me.   

To continue - 

I suspect the Education Minister wouldn’t have a better answer.  She has no idea about it at all.   

I have attached a document that, I believe, illustrates why OBE must result in declining academic 
standards.   

Another one says - 

I am extremely offended by the comments made in Parliament yesterday by your leader.  

This was directed at one of the Labor members of Parliament.  It goes on to say - 

He not only demonstrated his ignorance at the educational changes taking place in WA but also insulted 
every teacher in the State.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Who wrote it?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It was sent to one of the Labor members and was blind-copied to me.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Who wrote it? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is not somebody I know.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What is the name?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why is that? 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I see.  What will the Minister for State Development do if it is a teacher in the education 
system?  Will he root her out and get rid of her?  Will he kick her out of the education system for daring to 
disagree with the Premier?  While we are on this topic, guess what?  The Minister for State Development, 
formerly the Minister for Education and Training, is on record as saying at a principals’ conference words to the 
effect - I will have them slightly wrong but members will get the meaning - that “If anybody dares to kick up a 
stink about outcomes-based education, I will get rid of you.”  That is effectively what he said.  That is why he 
wants to know who wrote this e-mail.  He wants to trot off to the department and do exactly what he said he 
would do at the principals’ conference; that is, get rid of the person.  Guess what?  I will not tell the minister.  He 
will have to search the e-mail inboxes of all his Labor backbenchers to find out the name of the person who 
wrote this article. 

There is a great deal of disquiet in the community about the way this state Labor government is treating 
education in this state.  There is no doubt that the implementation of OBE in years 11 and 12 should be delayed.  
There is an overwhelming school of thought that says we should at least delay it and at best we should consider 
what changes could be made to it.  For those members who have not followed the OBE debate, I will read into 
Hansard a document that was sent to me by a teacher.  I will not tell the Minister for State Development who 
wrote it because I am sure he will go looking for that person with a view to getting rid of him, as he said he 
would do at the principals’ conference.  The relevant bits go like this - 

All previous curriculum reforms included a prescribed curriculum.  Subject or Learning Area teams of 
senior educators decide upon a range of desirable subject objectives and develop the specific pieces of 
knowledge, skills and understanding to be used by teachers.  They also provide guidance on the order in 
which teachers should introduce various concepts to students.  The chief emphasis of this work is to 
provide a solid academic basis for teachers to follow in their teaching programmes.   

I will skip a fair bit because we are short of time.  Towards the end it says about outcomes-based education - 
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However, rather than develop the sets of knowledge, skill and understanding to be used by teachers, 
OBE leaves that to the teachers.  That is, teachers have to develop these for themselves and also the 
order in which various concepts are taught.  As a result, students in different schools in the same “Year” 
will often be doing different work.   

That is from someone in the education system - somebody whose name I will not give to the Minister for State 
Development.  It is somebody who has clearly given this matter quite some consideration.  That particular 
document goes on to say that outcomes-based education is focused on giving people certain grades for attitudinal 
development and social behaviour and those sorts of things rather than academic achievement.  In fact, I will 
read it because it is quite important.  This teacher says -  

In the WA OBE approach groups of senior educators have developed Subject or Learning Area 
objectives to be used.  In doing so they have broadened the objectives by including social behaviours 
and attitudes within them.  That is; the objectives developed are as much about desired social behaviour 
and attitudes as they are about strict academic performance.  The objectives developed have been 
renamed “Outcomes”.  

That is from someone in the education system, who is obviously very concerned.  I would be the first one to say 
that the old system had some problems, particularly in the way marks were compared within schools, across 
schools and across the state.  Some changes were certainly necessary, but I am very concerned that this 
government is implementing outcomes-based education at a rapid rate in years 11 and 12.  That flies in the face 
of overwhelming public opinion, and overwhelming opinion from within the Department of Education and 
Training.  It is made all the more farcical by the attempt of the Premier to explain outcomes-based education in 
this house.  He is the Rhodes scholar; he is the bloke who should understand this, chapter and verse, and yet we 
see the drivel that was reported in The West Australian.  It was not even close to a definition of outcomes-based 
education, and now he has the hide to waste an hour of this Parliament’s time on a ridiculous stunt.  This reflects 
badly on the Premier and on the government; it is a disgrace, and the public will see it that way. 

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Minister for State Development) [3.51 pm]:  Two debates are happening 
here.  One of them relates to support for comments of the member for Cottesloe about the federal government, in 
particular the attitude taken by the current federal minister, and the other is about outcomes-based education and 
its implementation in the post-compulsory years.  The one factor that binds both those debates together is the 
member for Cottesloe.  I will get to that in a moment, but, first of all, the exposition just given by the Leader of 
the Opposition is one of the most embarrassing performances he, and indeed any person who has sat in his seat, 
has put on.  He showed a complete lack of any knowledge, or any desire to have any knowledge, of the issues, 
and no capacity whatsoever to engage with the issues at all.  For a person who is leading the opposition - the 
alternative Premier - that was very disappointing.  He has had plenty of opportunity to come to grips with some 
of the issues involved in the educational programs in this state and how the federal government is impacting on 
them, but he has made no effort to do so.  The current opposition spokesman for education is not making any 
effort either.  The opposition is succumbing to the attitude that is being pursued by the editor of The West 
Australian, which is an ignorant, flat-earth approach to the issue.  The newspaper is not trying to inform anybody 
about anything; it is simply pitching to the lowest common nominator.  The West Australian and its education 
writers have fundamentally failed to tackle this issue and try to explain to the community what changes in 
education in Western Australia are necessary, and why they are necessary.  The newspaper is trying to dumb 
down this issue to a point that is beyond belief, and that is very unfortunate.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  It is not appropriate that other conversations be 
conducted across the chamber, particularly when they are in front of the member who is on his feet.  I would like 
to hear the debate from both sides.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  We do not need in this, or any other chamber, senior people who are in effect, anti-
educationalists.  

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Like who? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Like the current Leader of the Opposition, and some of the other people who have 
spoken in support of these attitudes in this place.  It is pathetic and ridiculous.  At least we are getting some sort 
of support for our position from people across the community who know little bit more about the significance of 
this.  

I turn now to the federal government, and the position of the federal minister.  I had the opportunity to be 
Minister for Education and Training in this state for four years.  It was a wonderful experience, and I really 
valued it.  I had the benefit of attending numerous - probably five or six - education ministers’ conferences, and 
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of dealing with Brendan Nelson, someone I quite like on a personal level.  However, he has no educational 
agenda whatsoever.  He has no understanding of educational agendas.  All he does is create diversions.  As the 
Premier said, he pitches to a particular minority group so that he can garner its support when the time comes to 
seek a position in the federal Liberal Party.  Brendan Nelson is, in effect, not only antifederalist and antistate, he 
is pursuing an agenda that is detrimental to education in not only this state, but also other states.  The tragic part 
is that I think he knows that.  I think he knows exactly what he is doing.  He is too bright a guy not to understand 
what he is doing.  It is really sad that he does that.  

The previous government pursued some very good reforms in education.  It introduced some very significant 
changes to the early years of education - kindergarten and preschool - that will have some tremendous long-term 
benefits for the community of Western Australia.  The previous government should be congratulated for that.  
We concentrated on literacy and numeracy programs - the Premier spoke about increasing resources to schools 
that needed them most - behaviour management and discipline, and trying to encourage people into the teaching 
profession, on the basis that it was an exciting profession, and could change people’s lives forever.  We 
concentrated on that and, as members know, we concentrated on trying to change the years 11 and 12 
administrative structure to hold people in education and training longer.  The minister in the previous 
government had already put in place a very significant change to the post-compulsory curriculum - outcomes-
based education moving into years 11 and 12.  It was a superb initiative, and we supported it in opposition.  We 
did not stand here and carry on like pork chops, the way the current Leader of the Opposition is behaving.  I was 
not the shadow minister at the time, but we recognised that it was an important and very valuable initiative, and 
we supported it, because it is good for the children of Western Australia.  I have the press release of the then 
Minister for Education, and I agree with every word that he said in it about the need for that reform, to improve 
standards for all subjects across the curriculum, and to change the way that teaching is conducted so that students 
are actually encouraged to learn and not just be in the classroom.  All these very important initiatives relating to 
the changes in post-compulsory education and the curriculum were introduced by the member for Cottesloe.  
They are superb reforms, and I congratulate him for them.  He also introduced the Curriculum Council itself.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  You were very nasty to the member for Cottesloe. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I have attacked the member for Cottesloe on a range of issues, but never on this one.  
He should be congratulated.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are the most spiteful member of the Legislative Assembly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands!   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  When we retire from politics and look back on our achievements, the member for 
Cottesloe will be able to look back and take credit for implementing a very powerful and worthwhile reform.  He 
recognises the damage that is being done by the current attitude of the federal government to the positive reforms 
that the government has introduced in education.  The federal government is saying, for example, that unless the 
Western Australian government agrees with the federal government’s industrial relations reforms, the federal 
government will not fund Western Australia’s schools and TAFE colleges.  The federal government is saying 
that, because it provides 10 per cent of the funding for schools, it will decide how this state spends all its money, 
how it builds its schools, what labour it uses, and so on.  It is trying to dominate the educational agenda in all the 
states, and that is to the detriment of not only Western Australia but all the other states as well.  Brendan Nelson 
does not understand what it is like to run an education system, particularly in Western Australia with its vast 
geography, 900 government schools, 300 or 400 non-government schools, more than 300 000 students and 
20 000 teachers.  He has no idea of the importance of curriculum reform.  He has never spoken out in support of 
what the Western Australian government is trying to do with the school-leaving age reform.  He is destructive of 
education across the country.  As I said - I will leave it at this point - the member for Cottesloe is absolutely right 
in describing the impact of what the federal minister is doing and saying.  The real tragedy is that I think 
Brendan Nelson knows what he is doing.  I do not think he is an ignoramus; he knows what he is doing, and why 
he is doing it.  He is completely opportunistic, and that is very sad.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [3.58 pm]:  The motion moved by the Premier is a stunt, as the Leader of the 
Opposition said.  All members on the government side know that.  They might get a cheap headline or story out 
of it, but this motion does absolute nothing to advance the education of children in Western Australia, whether in 
schools or any other educational organisation.  If they actually wanted to discuss something of substance, the 
Premier and the government should be moving and debating a motion that encompasses concerns about the 
outcomes-based approach to education, or the curriculum framework in this state at the moment.  Some of the 
comments that have been made by the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training probably do not 
reflect an appreciation of all the aspects of the education system in this state.  To that extent, the member for 
Cottesloe is justified in expressing some of his concerns.  I know that the federal minister is driven by a concern 
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about educational standards and outcomes for children in not only Western Australia but also Australia.  That is 
what motivates the federal minister.  He is not motivated by a political desire to undermine the Western 
Australian Minister for Education and Training or, as was suggested by the government, to appeal to the extreme 
right wing of Australian politics. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  No.  The reality is that there are major concerns about the changes to the Western Australian 
curriculum, particularly in years 11 and 12, and the outcomes-based approach to education, which is being 
implemented under the auspices of the curriculum framework.  It is true that the curriculum framework process 
was started in about 1995 when the coalition was in government.  The member for Cottesloe can elaborate on 
that if he speaks on this motion, or he can elaborate on it on some other occasion if he prefers.  The curriculum 
framework has some benefits, as does an outcomes-based approach to education.  However, it is appropriate to 
conduct a review into the benefits that have resulted from the curriculum framework so far and to assess what 
have been its advantages and disadvantages over the past 10 years or so.  A process must be established to listen 
to the very legitimate concerns some people have about what is happening at the moment.  If there had been a 
change of government in February this year, that is exactly what would have occurred.  A review of the 
curriculum framework would have been conducted, particularly regarding its implementation in years 11 and 12, 
so that those concerns could have been heard and adjustments could have been made to the system if that was 
justified. 

I do not suggest that all aspects of the outcomes-based approach to education are harmful or negative.  However, 
as the shadow Minister for Education and Training, I have heard from experienced and senior teachers in this 
state and from parents and others in the community - particularly during the second half of 2004 - who have 
well-founded and justified concerns about the outcomes-based approach to education.  In particular, they are 
concerned about its impact on year 11 and 12 students.  The government, and indeed all members of Parliament, 
must listen to those concerns. 

For the record, as I understand it, the main feature of the outcomes-based approach to education is the ability of 
students to achieve certain outcomes rather than about how those outcomes are achieved.  Those aspects are 
regarded as more important than a curriculum that is more focused on particular course content.  I have heard the 
change in approach summarised as a greater emphasis being placed on children learning how to learn as opposed 
to understanding and learning particular essential content, as many people would understand it.  That raises some 
concerns.  Maybe the balance has shifted too far, as I said, towards students learning how to learn as opposed to 
learning what most of us would agree is essential content to be able to deal with life and to go on to tertiary 
education.  Those concerns exist, particularly regarding the maths and science subjects of the school curriculum.  
Most of the concerns are coming from teachers in those areas, although not exclusively. 

The concerns need to be heard by the current Minister for Education and Training in particular.  It is a great 
shame that the current minister is largely rejecting those concerns.  I listened to her being interviewed on ABC 
radio by Liam Bartlett three or four weeks ago.  That interview indicated very clearly that she could not deal 
with the issue.  Brendan Nelson is right when he says that the minister has shown that she is out of her depth 
when trying to deal with these concerns.  The Minister for Education and Training said she had come back from 
leave to deal with an interview.  It was a perfect opportunity for her to explain her understanding of the changes 
and to advocate the benefits of those changes to the community.  However, she could not deal with that.  She did 
say that these changes started during the previous coalition government, which is correct, and we do not resile 
from that for one moment.  In essence, she said that if there were any problems with the system, it was the fault 
of the previous coalition government and that she should not be blamed for them.  That was a very pathetic 
performance and Liam Bartlett quite rightly gave her a hard time during that interview.  A member who has been 
in Parliament for as long as the Minister for Education and Training should have been able to deal with the 
substance of the issues much more effectively than she was able to.  Unfortunately, she believes that if she talks 
over people and talks loudly enough, she will win the argument.  That does not work when dealing with 
important issues about the future of children or when being asked questions about complicated issues of what or 
how children should be taught in Western Australian schools.  I could speak at much greater length, but I know 
that other members wish to speak. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  For the reasons I have just outlined, I move - 

To delete all words after “house” and substitute - 
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(a) expresses its concern at the inability of the Minister for Education and Training to adequately 
respond to the community’s concerns about the implementation of the outcomes-based 
approach to education; and 

(b) calls on the Premier to ensure that further changes to the curriculum in years 11 and 12 in 
schools are put on hold until a full review has been undertaken. 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.06 pm]:  I do not agree with the amendment 
proposed by the member for Darling Range.  I am concerned that the member has suggested shifting the debate 
away from the concerns the member for Cottesloe has expressed about federal intervention into an area that is 
largely a state responsibility in a way that avoids dealing with the very substantial issues confronting Western 
Australian education.  In particular, I am concerned that this amendment steers the debate away from the issues 
that Dr Nelson has raised in his role as the federal Minister for Education, Science and Training. 

It is important to understand Dr Nelson’s history.  He was on the fringes of the left of Labor in his younger days.  
His desire now is to show to his newfound right-wing colleagues that he has moved further to the right than 
Genghis Khan ever was.  In his attempt to show that that shift is deep in his veins and bones, he is displaying all 
those attributes that the Premier has so rightly characterised as a piece of theatre for the extreme right of the 
Liberal Party. 

The proposed amendment does nothing to deal with Dr Nelson’s suggestion that intelligent design should be a 
subject of scientific education in our schools.  What a load of nonsense!  To think that we can avoid that type of 
discussion when we consider the original motion and then the amendment is in fact - 

Point of Order 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am aware that presiding officers allow leeway for a member to get to the 
point of an argument, but we have heard the member for Riverton mention Brendan Nelson’s name 400 times.  
That has nothing to do with the amendment to the motion, which the member is supposed to be debating. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Only 10 or 20 minutes ago, the previous Acting Speaker ruled that members could not 
deviate from the question in front of them.  The then Acting Speaker did that while I was speaking and, as a 
result, I changed my speech.  In the interests of consistency, Mr Acting Speaker, I ask that you rule that the 
member for Riverton’s speech is also out of order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  On the point of order, the previous speaker, I have been told, 
was allowed time to develop his argument.  I ask the member for Riverton to get to the point. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I notice that the Leader of the Opposition is displaying oversensitive bruising to an earlier 
ruling.  He is displaying all the characteristics of a significant dummy spit!  The amendment proposed by the 
member for Darling Range - if members opposite were listening, that was the construct in which I was putting 
my arguments - seeks to avoid dealing with all the matters that are directly confronting Western Australia’s 
education system because of the flawed interventions by the federal Minister for Education, Science and 
Training.   

I have already made the point about intelligent design.  I have not heard one member opposite say anything 
about voluntary student unionism in our universities when we have a solution that was prepared in Western 
Australia by the Gallop Labor government in its first term.  It was implemented with a great degree of 
cooperation across all campuses and generally supported by members of the Labor and Liberal parties in 
Western Australia.  Despite that, the ideological extremist streak that runs through Dr Nelson in his attempt to 
prove that he is now part of the hard right of the Liberal Party shows that he has no regard for education in the 
state.  Members opposite have no regard for the outcomes that people are experiencing. 

We have not seen one skerrick of evidence in the amendment proposed.  There is no evidence whatsoever that 
members opposite are at all concerned about Dr Nelson’s proposals on the three Rs.  I heard the Leader of the 
Opposition suggest that he felt a certain resonance and affinity with the suggestion by the federal Minister for 
Education, Science and Training when the minister referred to the reintroduction of the three Rs.  The 
reintroduction of the three Rs will do nothing to prepare young people in Western Australia for the world of 
work in the twenty-first century.  We need them to understand that, in a globalised world, they need language 
skills, social skills and problem-solving skills. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order. 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  We have dumbed down the debate by introducing this amendment.  It avoids the discussion 
about the essential elements that the Premier has brought to the attention of this chamber.  Through the moving 
of the amendment, all the member for Darling Range is doing is displaying an unwillingness to debate the broad 
educational issues.  Australian training colleges are another example.  We have heard of a proposal for two 
Australian training colleges to be established in Western Australia when no industry group would step forward.  
However, the Western Australian government stepped forward and made a submission with the support of BHP 
Billiton, the Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce, small businesses in Port Hedland and the east Pilbara and the 
local community.  What did the federal government do to that proposal?  It deleted it and said that it was not 
taking a submission from the Western Australian government on behalf of industry, the region and the 
community because the government would not introduce Australian workplace agreements.  The federal 
government said that it would dictate education and training outcomes in remote and regional Australia and 
disadvantage the people who work in industries operating in Western Australia on an ideological, extremist 
basis. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [4.13 pm]:  The original motion was described as a stunt.  I actually 
thought it had a lot of substance to it.  If that can be described as a stunt, the amendment can also be described as 
a stunt.   
Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is a stunt; it has nothing to do with the motion.  It is an issue of great concern, but the 
real issue we should be debating is funding.  The original motion was about funding, not just in education, I 
suspect, but in other areas as well. 
We should be concerned about the attitude that the federal government is taking towards funding, not only in 
education, but also in a wide range of areas.  We have seen examples lately of the commonwealth trying to tie 
the states to certain activity if they want money, otherwise the money will be withdrawn.  I despair at the 
increasing centralist attitude of the commonwealth government.  I think every member of this chamber should 
feel the same.  More and more, the centralist attitude is being tied to funding, not just in education, as I said a 
moment ago, but in many areas.  Last week the member for Cottesloe quite properly drew attention to this matter 
and the threats to federal government funding in education.  However, there have been lots of other examples, 
one of which relates to salinity.  The federal government has offered matching funds of $158 million to the state, 
but under certain conditions that are quite onerous to the state.  The example of TAFE funding has been raised 
this afternoon and that the state would lose $400 million of TAFE funding unless Australian workplace 
agreements are put in place.  That is the wrong way to go about funding and arguing those issues.   
During question time we had the example of funding for the Peel deviation and the big stick that the 
commonwealth wants to hold over the state on that infrastructure program.  The commonwealth is threatening 
the state in many areas of funding.  Education is just one of those.  More and more, we see the commonwealth 
attaching strings to its funding.  In the area of education we have seen many such threats.  The federal minister is 
a bit like a bad parent saying to a child that if he does not do such and such, he will withdraw his pocket money.  
That is not good parenting and it is not a good way for the federal minister to behave. 

We all remember the issues around flags and the stupidity of the minister saying that people would only receive 
flags if they allowed government members to present the flags.  We have seen the same sorts of threats to 
education funding for testing programs and over literacy funding and school reports.  As I mentioned a moment 
ago, there have been threats to withdraw funding for TAFE if the state does not do certain things that the federal 
minister wishes it to do. 
The issue is not really about people’s points of view about reports.  I am sure that we all agree that reports should 
be clear and understandable and mean something to both students and parents.  To tie something like school 
reports to funding is absurd.  It is taking the centralist view to an extreme that, I think, we should all be very 
concerned about. 
The federal minister is trying to exert power through the hip pocket in a way that is not in the best interests of 
children and adolescents in this state.  We should be able to debate issues such as reporting without it being 
attached to funding.  That is where the federal minister has made his big mistake.  The commonwealth is 
exerting power in a way that is not in the best interests of the Federation that we all belong to.  Just because the 
minister holds the purse strings, it does not mean to say that he can hold a big stick over our heads when it comes 
to funding in such important areas as education. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [4.18 pm]:  It is interesting that this is a matter of public 
interest to the Labor Party when the Premier has barely 10 Labor members in the chamber to back him up! 
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I certainly support the amendment put forward by the member for Darling Range, who has made a good attempt 
to turn what was a meaningless abuse of parliamentary processes into something that we can get our teeth stuck 
into and debate in this Parliament.  Members may not be aware that the matter of public interest process came 
into being in 1988.  Prior to that, oppositions had very limited opportunity to debate substantial issues like this.  
It is my understanding that one could be raised either at the time of an adjournment, with the agreement of the 
government, or through the suspension of standing orders where, again, the government of the day had the final 
say on whether it went ahead or not. 
In 1987 a report was presented by the Standing Orders Committee, which recommended the process of matters 
of public importance.  The Hansard of when that was discussed in this chamber shows that a Labor minister at 
the time indicated that the then Labor government proposed the idea.  It is abundantly clear, on reading that, that 
it was not designed for governments to use; it was a tool for the opposition to raise matters, as I said earlier on.  
Since 1988 not once has a government of the day abused parliamentary processes by raising a matter of public 
importance to push such a bland and shallow political agenda as the government has done today.  The 
government of the day has many avenues available to it to raise matters of public importance.  The opposition of 
the day does not have those same avenues available to it.  Therefore, if the government wants to take the 
extraordinary action of overriding parliamentary processes in this way, one would think it would be on a matter 
of extreme public importance, such as a potential terrorist attack, that needs to be debated in this chamber 
urgently.  Instead, we have had the piffle that the Premier has brought into this house today.  If the government 
wants to debate the implications of current federal-state relations on education policy in this state, one would 
think it would do that in the chamber in which the Minister for Education and Training resides so that the 
minister, who is the head of the executive arm of government on education matters and commands authority over 
the education bureaucracy, and who drives the policy agenda on education, could steer this debate for the 
government.  However, because this is purely a political motion, it has been moved in this house so that the 
Premier can get his name on the tag.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If members opposite want, I will move an amendment that will enable me to 
speak to this matter.  This matter is extremely serious.  Not since 1988 has a government abused parliamentary 
processes in this way.  One hour of government business has been taken off the agenda today because of this 
motion.  The Leader of the House has indicated that the opposition will still be given the opportunity of raising a 
matter of public importance.  Make no bones about it: this is one hour of government business that has been 
chucked in the bin.  We could have been dealing with the Emergency Management Bill.  We would have been 
debating some anti-terrorism legislation, or issues relating to the release of sex offenders into the community.  
Instead, this is what the government has chosen to do.  I put it to the Premier -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  I have given the member a fair bit of leeway, because I 
have given him about three minutes, but he is not speaking on the amendment.  I ask the member to please 
concentrate on the amendment. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is very good, Mr Acting Speaker.  Because of the limited time, I will 
not move a further amendment that would enable me to speak further on this matter.   

The Premier has spoken in some detail about commonwealth-state relations.  He has said that his government 
stands up for Western Australia and protects the institutions of this Parliament.  I remind the Premier that only a 
couple of years ago he agreed with the suggestion that the commonwealth government should use the external 
affairs powers that are available to it under the Constitution to override the electoral laws of this state. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I have spoken to the member once about the need to talk to the amendment.  
Nothing the member is saying at the moment is about the amendment.  I am sure the member will now get on to 
the amendment.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I intend to move the following motion, so that I can continue with my 
comments -  

To add a new paragraph (c) to read as follows -  

and condemns the Gallop Labor government for its abuse of parliamentary processes. 

Dr G.I. Gallop interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have made the point that, if necessary, I will move that amendment so that I 
can continue with my comments.   

It was only two years ago that the Premier said that the commonwealth should override our electoral laws, yet 
today the Premier is suggesting that he has some difficulty with a commonwealth government that wants to 
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influence state policy.  I do not think any member in this chamber would disagree that it is time for a serious and 
comprehensive debate, not just in this chamber but nationally, about the future of federalism.  As many people 
have pointed out, huge benefits could be obtained from an overhaul of our federation.  For example, if one level 
of government were to leave the health portfolio, potential savings of $2 billion could flow back into 
improvements in the health sector.  A debate needs to be held about whether the commonwealth or the states 
should contemplate moving out of the health sector.  However, this motion does not address those issues.  It does 
not even address the education matter that was referred to in the substantive motion moved by the government.  
This motion will not achieve anything constructive.  It is nothing more than a pathetic and shallow political 
point-scoring exercise.  I do not intend to waste any more time on this matter.  I withdraw the motion that I have 
foreshadowed, because I had intended to move it only so that I could make these points.  I will leave one minute 
so that the government can get on with government business.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The motion could not have been put before the house in any case, because 
we are dealing only with the deletion of words, so the motion would not have been valid.  The question is that 
the words to be deleted be deleted.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [4.25 pm]:  I suppose I could be flattered that, as a humble backbencher, the 
government would spend an hour on a matter of public interest debate to debate what I said in the Parliament last 
week. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You will never be humble! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I assure the minister I am not flattered.  I may never be humble, but I am certainly not 
flattered.  This is a silly motion, and it has largely been a silly debate.  A debate about the education of our 
children deserves a lot better than this.  I agree with some of the things that Brendan Nelson says.  I agree that he 
has a right to comment on education policy.  However, the point I was making last week is that to threaten 
funding cuts to children’s education is not on.  We should have a debate about outcomes-based education.  That 
is an important topic.  We should have a debate about the funding arrangements and commonwealth-state 
relations, as the member for Churchlands has said.  That is a legitimate issue.  However, what has happened 
today has been largely a waste of time.  I will not be supporting the motion.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  The question is that the words to be deleted be deleted.  
All those in favour say aye, all those against no.  I think the ayes have it.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Sorry, I think the noes have it.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Then divide. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The Acting Speaker has ruled.  You have abused the parliamentary process enough today, 
Premier. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Excuse me, members!   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You have ruled. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Yes, and I withdraw that ruling.  I will put the question again.  I made a 
mistake. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

Question put and passed. 
 


