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GOODS AND SERVICES TAX, IMPACT ON STATE FINANCES AND ECONOMY 
Motion 

Resumed from 7 November on the following motion moved by Hon Ken Travers - 

That the House notes the impact of the goods and services tax on the State’s finances and economy.  

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [11.16 am]:  Hon Norman Moore regrets that unfortunately he has to 
attend a funeral and cannot therefore continue his remarks.  I therefore seek leave for him to continue his 
remarks at a later stage.  I do not know whether he will wish to take advantage of that, but at least that will give 
him the opportunity should he wish to do so. 

[Leave granted.] 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [11.17 am]  I thank members for granting me leave yesterday to 
continue my remarks today.  The urgent parliamentary business that I had to attend to yesterday has been 
attended to successfully and I am pleased to now return to the important matter of the goods and services tax.   

Hon Peter Foss:  At least you did not have to listen to Hon Tom Stephens. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I hear an interjection from Hon Peter Foss.  I was happy to note his comments earlier 
about the role of interjections and how they may impact on the duration of speeches.  I had not fully appreciated 
what a delicate fellow Hon Peter Foss is and how he may find the occasional interjection from me so hurtful.  I 
am very concerned.  I was surprised to learn of his delicacy and sensitivity on this matter.  I am of course, Mr 
President, always respectful of the standing orders and of the precious time of the House, and my occasional 
interjections are consistently measured and brief and applied only when absolutely necessary. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I do not object to your interjections; I just said that I thought your party should discipline its 
members. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  From now on I will take special account of Hon Peter Foss’s sensitivity, and I will 
endeavour to be even more economical with the time applied and to continue in that tradition of making 
interjections that are measured and that are made only when they are absolutely necessary.  It is interesting to 
contemplate the length of Hon Peter Foss’s speeches.  In terms of revenue raising, it would be ideal if we could 
find a mathematical formula - perhaps Hon Alan Cadby could help us with that - by which we could place a 
monetary value on the length of Hon Peter Foss’s speeches.  I am sure that if we could find a way of taxing the 
length of his speeches at a rate of 10 per cent, we would solve many of the fiscal problems confronting the 
various jurisdictions within the Commonwealth of Australia. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Will that be called an FST - a Foss speech tax? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  That may be an appropriate title.  We can rely on Hon Derrick Tomlinson to find the 
title, and we can rely on Hon Alan Cadby to find the mathematical formula according to which we can tax Hon 
Peter Foss’s speeches.   

Hon Alan Cadby interjected. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Perhaps we should not debate the finer details of the formula across the House; that 
might be something that we can work on in a committee or behind the Chair.  It would solve many of the fiscal 
problems if we could find exactly the right formula.  I have taken on board the sensitivity and delicacy of Hon 
Peter Foss.  Interjections will continue, as appropriate; always measured, and always at the right time, taking 
account of Hon Peter Foss’s sensitivity -  

Hon Peter Foss:  You know I will be speaking next! 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Peter Foss can go for his life! 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I think we should proceed beyond sensitivity to the motion at this stage. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I look forward to Hon Peter Foss’s speech, as always! 

Hon Peter Foss:  I am sure you do. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  It is interesting to reflect on the fact that the goods and services tax as a consumption tax 
has a deleterious impact on people on low incomes because they are required to spend all their income on 
essentials.  It is, therefore, a very serious and regressive form of taxation.  When I last addressed this motion I 
made it clear that the reduction of income of those who need to spend all their income to meet their needs has a 
deleterious impact on the economy by reducing consumption, which impacts negatively on all businesses in 
Western Australia.  Sadly for many small businesses in Western Australia, the GST has had a double negative 
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impact, firstly, due to its effect of reducing the disposable income of low and middle-income earners in Western 
Australia.  That has impacted on consumption.   

Secondly, now proprietors of small businesses, who often work in their own personal time, have limited capacity 
to employ other staff to work with them.  The proprietors of small businesses consistently find themselves the 
unpaid tax collectors for the Commonwealth Government.  The many small business people throughout Western 
Australia who have applied enormous amounts of time and dedication to working their businesses have received 
a very serious blow through the further imposition of the many hours a week they must spend to comply with the 
GST reporting requirements.  That deleterious impact on their businesses is compounded by the reduction of the 
power of low and middle-income Western Australians to consume. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is highly arguable.  You are asserting that.  You are not producing figures in support 
of your argument. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Simon O’Brien would do well to speak to his constituents. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You would do better to speak to the motion. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Simon O’Brien would do well to speak to the small business people who contribute 
to the economy of the South Metropolitan Region.  If he were willing to listen, he would learn directly from 
them that the GST has had a serious deleterious impact. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Two or three members of the Chamber want an independent debate.  They are most 
welcome to do so outside the Chamber. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I share your concern, Mr President; I wish Hon Simon O’Brien and Hon Ray Halligan 
would pay more attention to the important message I am delivering.  I am trying to be helpful and raise their 
understanding of the world around them.  If they want to have a serious heated discussion between themselves - I 
think that is what they are doing - and start to roll up their sleeves, I suggest that they exit the Chamber. 

I spend much time talking to small business people in the North Metropolitan Region and I suggest Hon Simon 
O’Brien do that in the South Metropolitan Region so that he will understand the impact of the GST on small 
businesses throughout Western Australia.  I am sure the South Metropolitan Region is no different from the 
north in that respect.  Small business people realise that their businesses depend on their customer base.  The 
majority of customers are low and middle-income earners, who must spend all their income to meet their needs.  
The GST is a tax on consumption rather than on income.  The shift in the taxation burden from income to 
consumption has reduced their customers’ ability to consume.  That has had a serious deleterious impact on 
small businesses throughout the Western Australian economy.  That is compounded by the fact that small 
business proprietors are now the unpaid, hard working tax collectors for the Commonwealth Government.  

We need reflect only for a moment on the inadequacy of the reporting process as first proposed by the 
Commonwealth Government and the Australian Taxation Office and the inability of the Treasurer, Peter 
Costello, to handle this issue.  The test of the point I am making will naturally occur on Saturday in the federal 
election.  In the past, many small business people have made the serious error of voting for coalition candidates.  
However, we will see a correction of that on Saturday.  They understand that the GST is bad for their business.  
It increases their administrative load, it is bad for customers and it reduces their customers’ power to consume.  
In addition to the fundamental errors in the GST structure, we have experienced the incompetence of the 
Treasurer in his inability to provide a reasonable administrative system for the application of the GST.  The 
imposition of the extra work on small business proprietors is outrageous.  However, all members of any 
Parliament in Australia are readily accountable on election day and the truth of what I am saying will be borne 
out on Saturday. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  Did you talk to your small business people about the cost of collecting sales tax? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Bill Stretch makes an interesting point.  The small business people in my electorate 
to whom I have spoken have not raised that issue with me.  Their consistent concern is the administrative 
imposition of the goods and services tax.  I have not run a small business; I have no personal experience of it.  
However, I listen to my constituents, and that is what they have said to me.  I have not had anyone raise issues of 
the previous administrative requirements. 

Hon W.N. Stretch:  They don’t get the opportunity to discuss what the previous Government did. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I have conversations with people.  I listen to what they say.  I am not seeking in any way 
to distort their answers or modify what they tell me; I listen to them. 

Hon W.N. Stretch interjected. 
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Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  No, I listen to what they tell me.  They have made it clear that they are concerned about 
the administrative load of the GST.  It is interesting to reflect on the results of the 1998 federal election and see 
very clearly how the low and middle-income people of Australia understood that the GST would be bad for them 
because they would need to spend all their income on consumption.  

Our electoral system is interesting, because from time to time a party will achieve a majority of members in a 
lower House of Parliament and, therefore, be elected to government, without a majority of the vote on the two-
party preferred basis. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We saw a trenchant case of that on 10 February. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  We have seen several cases of that, one of which obviously was not on 10 February 
2001.  An example was the 1989 state election, when the Dowding Labor Government was returned with a 
majority of seats in the Assembly, but, clearly, with approximately 48 per cent of the two-party preferred vote, 
two per cent away from the 50 per cent mark in the two-party preferred vote.  

Another example was in 1990, when the Hawke federal Government was elected with a majority in the House of 
Representatives, but with a little less than 50 per cent of the two-party preferred vote.  My recollection is that the 
two-party preferred vote was 49 per cent, or something of that order, at the time it achieved a majority in the 
House of Representatives.  The 1998 election is special because the disparity between the two party preferred 
vote and the result in the House of Representatives was one of the largest I can recall.  The 1989 state election 
result was comparable.  In 1998, the Howard coalition Government received significantly less than 48 per cent of 
the vote on a two party preferred basis.  It was still able to achieve a majority in the House of Representatives.  
Unlike the Parliament of Western Australia, the House of Representatives is constituted fairly, in that the 
tolerance between House of Representatives constituencies is 10 per cent and the distribution of seats between 
States is based fairly and equitably on population distribution.  The only exception is Tasmania, which has five 
House of Representatives seats.  That is based on a constitutional guarantee from the original charter that 
brought the colonies together 100 years ago.  On the basis of population distribution, Tasmania should have four 
seats in the House of Representatives.  The House of Representatives is fair and equal in its distribution of voting 
power between the citizens of Australia.  It is a strong principle of our democracy and something that should be 
adopted in the Legislative Assembly in Western Australia. 

How does the situation arise that a party with approximately 48 per cent of the two party preferred vote in the 
1998 election achieves government?  After minor candidates had been considered, approximately 52 per cent of 
Australians chose the Labor Party and Kim Beazley as Prime Minister.  Nevertheless, the House of 
Representatives generated a majority for the coalition.  It was because the GST was the predominant issue in that 
election. As in no other election, in the 1998 election most people voted according to dollars and cents.  
Conservatively inclined people in lower socioeconomic suburbs voted Labor, as they understood the GST was 
bad for them unless they were very high income earners.  People in wealthy suburbs voted Liberal on a similar 
financial understanding, although they may not normally have voted Liberal.  In 1998, the GST polarised the 
electorate according to dollars and cents.  The 1998 election showed that there was a clear understanding across 
Australia that once all the information and disinformation had been considered, the GST was bad for people on 
low or medium incomes.  If they were on high incomes, the GST would be to their advantage.  The logic behind 
that is very simple.  In areas in which low income voters lived, the Labor Party recorded results such as a two-
thirds majority.  Those low income voters were often concentrated in particular geographical areas.  Because 
they voted according to their hip pockets, in an attempt to avoid the GST and improve their spending power, the 
electorate was polarised.  People on low and middle incomes understood that the GST was bad for them.  The 
polarisation created large majorities for Labor in a small number of seats.  It resulted in the electoral aberration 
of 1998, when the Howard Government was re-elected with a majority in the House of Representatives with less 
than 48 per cent of the two party preferred vote. 

My explanation is lengthy but it underlines the point that whatever might be said, in 1998 the people of Australia 
on low and middle incomes - who realised they would need all their income to sustain themselves - recognised 
the shift of the tax burden from income toward consumption.  They realised it was bad for them.  That illustrates 
the point. 

I look forward to Saturday’s federal election with considerable enthusiasm.  I am confident that the Labor Party 
will be returned to office and assume its responsibilities in the Commonwealth Parliament.  This election is less 
clearly about GST, nevertheless people understand that - 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Labor likes it so much, it is going to keep it. 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I would be grateful if Mr President would call the House to order.  Hon Simon O’Brien 
obviously prefers to talk rather than listen.  He is now silent; I will take advantage of that while it lasts. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
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Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  Hon Simon O’Brien continues to speak.  If he could articulate his thoughts more clearly, 
I would have more chance of understanding what he is saying. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I thought the member invited interjections.  He should make up his mind. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Has Hon Simon O’Brien anything worth saying? 

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I may be waiting some time for that to occur, but I am a patient man. 

In 1998, the people of Australia understood that the GST was bad for them unless they were particularly 
wealthy.  The results indicated that clearly.  The Labor Party was unsuccessful in achieving government in 1998, 
despite having more than 52 per cent of the two party preferred vote.  It occurred because people on low incomes 
were concentrated in seats in which the Labor Party received an extraordinary majority.  This election is less 
clearly related to the GST, although it is still an important factor.  The proposals by the forthcoming Beazley 
Government for adjustments to the GST are because of the legacy of the financial maladministration of Peter 
Costello, and have a limited capacity to reduce the GST to specific items.  The items selected by Mr Beazley are 
chosen judiciously.  They are important.  Gas and electricity are basic services that are essential to all families.  
Most families find the GST on utility bills to be a significant item.  It is often very difficult for low and middle 
income families in Western Australia to pay the bills.  Mr Beazley’s proposals - after he is elected on Saturday - 
will be of enormous relief to families throughout my constituency and throughout the constituency of Hon 
Simon O’Brien.   

It is proposed to remove the GST on funerals.  I was decidedly unimpressed when I heard the insensitive and 
inappropriate comment of Senator Amanda Vanstone on this point.  It is important to remove the GST from 
funerals.  The North Metropolitan Region that I represent has 360 000 constituents.  I speak to many of my 
elderly constituents.  They have a strong sense of responsibility to attend to their own needs.  It is not a happy 
thought for many people to consider the looming costs of their funeral.  Many elderly people have to deal with it.  
It is a matter of importance and pride to them to make sure that, even on a modest income, they are able to set 
aside money to pay for their own funeral.  This is a big issue for many Western Australians.  Many people on a 
low income have managed - on pensions and in retirement - to set aside money to cover the cost of their funeral.  
On top of that, they have to pay 10 per cent GST, as funerals are a service rather than a good, and are not subject 
to many indirect taxes.  It is a good example of the inherent unfairness of the GST.  Correspondingly, Mr 
Beazley’s proposal to address that and remove GST from funerals is a matter of utmost importance.  It is 
unfortunate that Senator Vanstone made an insensitive comment.  There is much to say on this important matter.  
Other members wish to contribute to the debate and I will therefore conclude my remarks.   

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [11.39 am]:  I am very grateful to Hon Ed Dermer, who has indicated 
he will continue to interject on me, because he obviously did not understand my reference to his interjections.  It 
is not that I object to them; I actually welcome them, because I regard it as something of a coup on my part that 
the very person who, on behalf of the Government, is meant to make sure that members on the government side 
behave themselves, do not unnecessarily prolong the debate and allow the government program to be met, is 
himself so incapable of controlling his emotions that he prolongs the debate by interjection.  I felt particularly 
proud once when I even got him to his feet.  I am sure there are many points for an opposition member who 
sufficiently provokes the Whip so that he cannot behave himself and hops up and further delays the legislative 
program.  I welcome the fact that he will continue his interjections and, more importantly, Mr President, I hope 
he continues to make valuable contributions to the debate, just like the last one, which was worth absolutely 
zilch. 

I will explain why.  I thought his last remark about funerals was an interesting one.  Obviously, Hon Ed Dermer 
has made an extremely detailed analysis of the cost structures of funeral directors.  It may be that the service 
component provided by a funeral director was not previously taxed, but obviously those incredibly expensive 
caskets were.  What he does not understand, like all Labor Party members it appears, is that the goods and 
services tax operates on the final result, but any business has a huge number of inputs that were previously 
subject to wholesale sales tax.  I do not think the Labor Party ever had the faintest idea of the cost structure of a 
business.  Does he think that funeral directors do not buy paper? 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is right, but does he think they do not have paper, biros or desks? 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Motor cars. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  Does he think they do not have motor cars or expensive hearses, for instance?  Does he 
think that a business operates purely by sending out bills?  A lot of people have gone broke that way.  That is 
probably one of the reasons some of the people he has referred to have gone broke, because a lot of people assess 
a business on its take.  I do not know how many people I have seen go broke because they looked at the books of 
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a business they were thinking of buying, and took into account only its receipts.  They never bothered to find out 
how much money it spent.  They regarded an income of $1 000 a day as an enormous amount of money.  The 
fact that it cost the business $1 010 a day to earn that $1 000 seemed to have been overlooked.   

The GST is important to businesses because they do not need to have large amounts of capital for wholesale 
sales tax.  People who have had a business know how much money goes into working capital.  Many businesses 
have large amounts of money tied up in tax, which, if they recover it all, will be recouped only when they sell 
something.  They will not get that tax back while they are waiting to sell goods, which may take months; they 
will not get it back unless they actually leave the business, at which time they do not really need it.  The trouble 
is that when many people start out in business, the first thing they have to do is set aside about a third of their 
shelves for wholesale sales tax.  When people go into a computer shop and see computers on the shelves; they do 
not recognise that one-third of the cost of the computers on the shelves is tax.  Those in the computer business 
frequently have to quit those computers at the end.  They do not get a return on the wholesale sales tax if they 
sell the computers at half price, throw them on the tip or use them as fishing anchors.  However, their GST is 
returned the moment they send in their first return.  That is one of the important aspects of the GST. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Who do I send my GST slips to? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The Leader of the House raises a very interesting issue.  The point I am trying to make is 
that a person who buys a product is dependent upon the business costs of the person selling the product.  I do not 
know how good a farmer the Leader of the House was and, although I have heard rumours about how good a 
farmer he was, I never pay much attention to rumours.  However, having been in business for years, I can tell the 
Leader of the House that the major cost is the money that is laid out until there is an opportunity to render a bill 
and get some money back.  The overheads are frequently very high indeed, and the cost that people pay in the 
end is not just the tax.  The suggestion seems to be that the tax is simply added on, otherwise it never gets paid; 
and there are never any overheads to allow for! 

Hon Kim Chance:  This has created an additional burden for farmers.  They have to now account for the GST 
and claim it back again.  Before, because they were sales tax exempt, they simply showed their certificate and 
did not pay it at all.  It is an imposition on farmers. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would love to have been sales tax exempt, as farmers were.  I would have gladly put up 
my hand, and said I thought lawyers should be wholesale sales tax exempt as well.  It was an imposition having 
to pay all this wholesale sales tax.  Why could we not be like farmers?  Farmers were wonderfully privileged.  
The leader is very lucky to have been so privileged.  I feel very envious about the way he was able to carry out 
his business.  Farmers can still manage to go broke.  The majority of the businesses pay a high amount of 
wholesale sales tax, and they do not get it back until they sell their goods or send out a bill.  They then must buy 
more to replace it.  Business people who are not in that privileged class of farmers, get their money back only 
when they go out of business.  Then they get it back because when they flog everything they get their wholesale 
sales tax back and do not buy anything to replace it. 

This wonderful accounting by Labor is no better exemplified than by the federal Leader of the Opposition.  He 
has said he will roll back the GST.  He has had to reduce his rollback fairly considerably.  It appears to be a bit 
of a whimper, after the grand announcement, but he has not yet explained who will pay for it.  Bearing in mind 
that the entire GST goes to the States, that the federal Government will decide on the impact, and the 100-year 
history of the States’ dealings with the federal Government, who do we think will pay for it? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Access Economics. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Those at Access Economics, of course.  They will tell us how much it will cost.  We hope 
they get it right. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They have already told you.  It has already been published. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  How much will it cost? 

Hon Kim Chance:  I don’t know.  Read the thing yourself.  I am not going to do the research for your speech. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It will cost an awful lot of money. 

Hon Kim Chance:  If you are genuinely interested, read the report. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  But who will pay for it? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  That will not be decided by Access Economics.  The federal Government will cut back on 
its expenditure and it will make up the shortage by handing it over to the States.  Has Mr Beazley said that?  Did 
members notice Mr Beazley making a special offer to the States that they should not worry because, although he 
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intended to roll back a state tax, a federal Labor Government would tighten its belt.  He did not say that despite 
the fact that the Labor Party is making a few rather extravagant election promises, the States do not need to 
worry because they will be completely and utterly free of this.  They will continue to get the benefits of a growth 
tax because a federal Labor Government will recognise its obligations to the States; and as an incoming 
Government will make sure - 

Hon Kim Chance:  It will be 2006 before we end up in a positive position.  You sold out Western Australia.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House will come to order.  This is not his speech. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It will be about 2050, the way Hon Kim Beazley is going.  The year 2006 is some time to 
wait for a growth tax, but what a State really wants is a growth tax.  One reason that States want a growth tax is 
that they want to participate in the growth, because, generally speaking, the States create it.  It is still being 
created.  We have heard about the terrible effect the goods and services tax has had on Australia.  While the 
world economy has slowed in recent months, how come Australia is growing more strongly than the United 
States, Europe, Japan and most of Asia?  The latest The Economist magazine poll of gross domestic product 
forecast predicts that Australia will record the second-fastest economic growth in most developed economies in 
2001.  This is despite that terrible GST.   

For members opposite, one of the wonderful things about being members of the Labor Party is that they can 
believe all this rubbish and ignore the facts.  They can say that things are terrible, despite the fact that the figures 
show they are good.  Do the States participate in this economic growth?  Unfortunately, they do not.  Who gets 
the income tax, the company tax and all the growth taxes that go with a growing economy?  It is the federal 
Government.  Who creates the growth?  It is the States.  Why do we want a growth tax?  It is worth investing in a 
growth tax on the basis that, if that is done, the States will get the reward for having promoted the economy.  
There will at least be a feedback mechanism to the States for their endeavours.  One of the terrible things for a 
State is that it creates all these things, and the benefit always goes to the Commonwealth. 

What will Mr Beazley do?  We do not know. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Yes, we do.  He will take away the States’ tax. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  He will take the money off the States. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Everybody knows that.  We all know that this will cost the States.  We know that because it 
must be the case.  There is no way that it will be any other way.  However, has Mr Beazley said so?  We have 
asked in this House who will pay for it. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Access Economics. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Hang on.  We will allow Hon Ed Dermer, who has promised to interject, to tell us whether 
the States or the Commonwealth will pay for it. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  No, interjections will not be encouraged. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Mr President, we did not hear.  Why is it that suddenly the Labor Party goes silent, with Mr 
Beazley giving the lead probably better than anybody else? 

Hon Kim Chance:  The President told us to stay silent. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, Mr Beazley has told the whole Labor Party to keep mum, just in case the public works 
out what it is all about.  We all know what it is all about: Mr Beazley is promising our money.  A system to 
reward the States was set up, and Mr Beazley - typical federal parliamentarian - will whip the money away from 
them.  He is promising the States’ money.  Is that not wonderful?  He will take the GST off electricity and gas 
bills.  Is that not wonderful?  When electricity bills are sent out in our State, the tax will not have to be charged.  
What is more, Mr Beazley will make the State pay for it.  That is a pretty good thing, is it not?  What a great deal 
that will be!  How will the State make that up?  Do members think that some more nasty taxes will have to be 
added, which this Government promised it would not add?  This Government’s fees and charges have increased 
massively. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  The premium property tax. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, and all the other new taxes.  How will the Government pay for all the lovely little 
things it has been doing?  This wonderful benefit to the people of Western Australia, which will come from the 
fact that they will not pay GST on their electricity bills, will come out of the State Government.  Will we lose 
services; and who will suffer from that most of all?  Will it be the same people about whom the Labor Party was 
worried, or will taxes be increased?  Has the Labor Party told us what it will do about it?  It must have worked it 
out.  Members opposite must be shivering in their shoes about what will happen to their budget if a federal Labor 
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Government is elected, because they know perfectly well that they will miss out on a lot of money.  A bill is 
coming their way!   

Hon E.R.J. Dermer:  Economic growth will pay for it. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  There is good economic growth.  One good thing is that John Howard can be thanked 
because Australia has one of the highest economic growth rates around.  One can always rely on Hon Ed 
Dermer.  One of the nice things he has done is that he has popped up and said that it will be paid for by 
economic growth.  That is a good point.  If members had listened to his speech, they would have heard that, 
according to him, there is not any economic growth.  We are all going broke because of the GST.   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the House and Hon Ed Dermer will come to order.  I realise they wish 
to assist Hon Peter Foss with his speech, but they will desist. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  This shows Labor economics.  If GST is taken off electricity and gas bills, funerals and 
tampons, Labor says that the economic growth will be seven per cent, whereas if it is not taken off those things, 
there will be none.  In fact, according to the Labor Party, the Australian economy has been in decline. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The black hole. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Black holes, decline - all these wonderful things.  Labor economics are simple.  If we want 
to stimulate economic growth, we should just take the GST off four things: tampons, electricity, gas and 
funerals, and growth will come.  I will tell the House the reason there has been growth.  It is because of the good 
economic management by the Howard Government.  The GST has contributed to that economic growth.  All the 
gloom, doom and nonsense the Labor Party has been talking is absolutely - 

Hon Ray Halligan interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Right.  Another gem from Hon Ed Dermer is that it is the Gallop Government that has 
caused this growth.  That is fascinating because - 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Ray Halligan and Hon Ed Dermer might need to leave the Chamber if they want 
to engage in a debate, because that parallel debate will not continue. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Let us look at the Gallop Government.  Where was I earlier this week?  I was in the south 
west.  I went to Manjimup. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Where all that growth in employment is. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  I went to Manjimup to see the enormous economic growth that has occurred in the 
south west since the Gallop Government came into office. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  All those jobs that have been created. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  Only the other day, 90 were negatively created.  I remember a taxi driver saying that 
he had a negative profit.  What a wonderful thing - a negative profit.  The Gallop Government’s job growth is 
negative job growth.  Its action has been very good.  It has done a great job in the south west.  I can understand 
that perhaps the Premier thinks there has been good job growth in that area, because he has not been there.  One 
thing that the people in the south west mentioned was that he had not been there.  If Hon Ed Dermer thinks that 
is the case, has he been to Manjimup recently and seen the enormous job growth, thanks to the Gallop 
Government?  No?  Another interjection?  He has buttoned his lip.  Good on him.  At last Hon Ed Dermer has 
buttoned his lip, and he should too, because there is nothing he can say about the job growth in Manjimup. 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  He is right.  He is not doing it because he does not want to interrupt me, Mr President; it is 
because you kindly protected my sensitive soul from his interjections.  However, I thank him for his 
interjections, because they were providing me with some good food for conversation.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The bottom line is that you are saying the GST is a great tax. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think it is a very good tax. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The coalition will raise it to 15 per cent if it wins on Saturday. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  It is clear that the Prime Minister won the last election on his tax reform policy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  He got less than 50 per cent of the two party preferred vote. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is a lot more than those opposite got. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  We got 50.5 per cent. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Nobody likes taxes. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You love the GST. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You love taxing the poor.  You just don’t like taxing the rich.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is nonsense.  

Hon Kim Chance:  If it is land tax on the poor, you like it.  If it is land tax on the rich, you will not wear it.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You should go to working-class suburbs and see real suffering. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I live in one. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You caused that suffering with the goods and services tax.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I must provide protection to Hon Peter Foss.  Hon Derrick Tomlinson will yield the 
floor.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I thank Mr President for his protection.  It is clear that the Leader of the House did not take 
to heart my advice that cooperation is required if we are to get through his Government’s legislative program.  
We do not need the Leader of the House or the Government Whip interrupting speeches, thereby extending 
them.  The more I am interrupted, the more inspiration I get.  I have been incredibly inspired during the course of 
this debate.   

I return to the topic of my address.  Nobody likes paying tax.  There is no such thing as a popular tax.  Nobody 
has ever paid tax willingly.  However, it is a reality of life.  Whether people like it or not, we need a balance 
between the taxes and charges levied by government for government services and the people’s capacity to 
expend money to provide those services.  Some taxes encourage economic growth and others discourage it.  Tax 
is a great motivator.  It has one of the best capacities to get people to do things.  If people’s incomes are taxed at 
a rate of more than 50c in the dollar, it is more worthwhile for them to try to avoid it than to pay it.  That has 
been the case in many countries.  It becomes a law of diminishing returns.  It is useless to levy high rates of 
income tax because people, whether they be rich or poor, do not see any point in working if the Government gets 
more of their wages than they do.  At one stage, people did not have to be earning a high income to pay the 
majority of their overtime to the Government in tax.  That was stupid. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That was when John Howard was Treasurer. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, it was not. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The Hawke Government cut income tax.  When John Howard was Treasurer, it was 60c in 
the dollar.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  John Howard lowered it further.  The estate, or probate, duty was another useless tax.  That 
was removed due to a political campaign.  However, the Government did not fight that for a good reason - it was 
one of the most expensive taxes to collect.  Most of the revenue went into collecting the tax.  It promoted a 
considerable amount of avoidance.   

Payroll tax is another tax we would like removed.  We would have had a better chance of doing so if the 
Australian Democrats and the Labor Party had not interfered with the proper implementation of the goods and 
services tax.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you saying the GST should apply to food? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That was our policy position.  What is secret about that?  Why did the Labor Party not read 
our policy?  The reason it lost the last federal election was probably because it did not read our policies.  We 
made it clear that the GST should be applied to food.  We do not have the slightest chance of doing it now.  The 
Labor Party stopped that.  I am not part of the federal Government, but if I were, that would be my plan.   

The most important thing is that a tax system be simple.  My objection to Beazley’s proposed rollback is that it 
will cost a lot of money and do absolutely nothing for the people it is supposed to help.  It is a pretence that he is 
doing something.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


