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OUTCOMES-BASED EDUCATION - IMPLEMENTATION 
Urgency Motion 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Clerk 

I give notice that I will move pursuant to standing order 72 that this house consider as a matter of 
urgency the following motion - 

 That the Minister for Education and Training respond to the overwhelming public concern at 
the pace of implementation of the courses of study by delaying the implementation for at least 
12 months. 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [10.54 am]:  I move the motion.   

I have moved this motion because the debate on the implementation of the courses of outcomes-based education 
studies continues in earnest.  The debate has reached a level at which it is doing serious harm to the reputation of 
the education sector.  There is only one resolution to this problem: the implementation of the courses of study 
must be delayed for at least 12 months.  I encourage all members of the house to support this motion. 

The ideology of OBE is now under scrutiny.  I would have liked to have avoided that situation, and I suggest that 
a majority of educators would agree with that.  We have moved away from debating the courses of study and are 
now talking about OBE in general terms.  In essence, this debate is about the courses of study and the 
continuation of OBE into years 11 and 12.  We must be mindful of that.  As I said in my reply to the budget 
speech on Tuesday, unfortunately the whole OBE process is being tarred with the same brush.  We have a very 
real problem because the perception of OBE is being demonised in the community.  There is a tremendous 
amount of uncertainty within our schools about the way to proceed.  There is an enormous amount of 
disenchantment among the teaching fraternity, and an equally significant amount of anxiety and confusion 
among parents.  Most schools at this stage are preparing the year 10 course recommendations for students who 
will be in year 11 next year.  There is great uncertainty about how the schools will proceed. 

The problems with the courses of study are twofold.  I will not go into a great amount of detail, because I would 
like other members to express their concerns about this matter.  I have articulated my concerns on a number of 
occasions.  Fundamentally, the concerns involve two areas.  The first is the courses of study and what some see 
as a lack of prescribed content.  I can assure members that that very real issue exists.  I taught history for more 
than 20 years, and I was the head of the history department at Scotch College.  I am very concerned about the 
history course of study.  Those concerns have been expressed by a wide range of members of the history 
fraternity.  I will not go through all those concerns again.  The second issue is assessment.  That is a profound 
issue.  As I have said before, the progress maps for the courses of study were never intended for fine-grained 
assessment.  I will leave it at that.  The incompatibility of those two forms of assessment has caused endemic 
problems and tremendous confusion regarding an appropriate assessment procedure.  There is an enormous 
amount of disquiet and anxiety about the assessment procedures, and an equal amount of anxiety about the lack 
of prescribed content for the courses of study.  Those two problems are the essence of the concerns of the 
teaching fraternity.  The concerns are not about anything else.  We must be mindful that the majority of the 
concerns are not about abolishing OBE altogether.  The concerns rest with those two issues; that is, whether the 
courses have been sufficiently prepared for the teachers, and whether an adequate and appropriate assessment 
procedure is in place.  I again declare to the chamber that we have serious problems with those two areas.  I am 
of the opinion also that if we can resolve those issues, we can progress and the matter would move off the front 
page of the press.  However, it cannot be done in the short time frame that is left in which to implement OBE.  
Those issues will not be resolved within the next six months.  We are talking about the implementation next 
year. 

The opposition has been quite transparent and quite consistent in its approach to this issue.  We do not want to 
get rid of the courses of study.  I want to make that quite clear.  We do not want to get rid of outcomes-based 
education.  However, we are of the opinion that the courses themselves are not adequately prepared, and that 
there are endemic problems with assessment.  Basically, we have a stand-off - everyone can see that - with the 
minister, the Premier and the government in one corner, and every other sector in the other corner.  If we can 
resolve that without having a boxing match, it will be better for everyone.  All I am calling for is a delay in the 
implementation.  Yet again I am calling for a delay.   
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I have read from a vast number of e-mails, directives, letters and other correspondence from a wide range of 
members of the educational sector over the past 12 months.  I identified all those sources in my budget reply 
speech on Tuesday.  The last actor on the stage, for want of a better term, was basically the Catholic Education 
Office of Western Australia.  Whatever Ron Dullard did or did not say about the courses of study - this was read 
into Hansard by the minister yesterday - he did state -  

In my interview with Jessica Strutt I indicated that most Secondary Principals have advised me that they 
would like to delay the introduction of the new Courses of Study. 

That is unambiguous and quite clear.  Most Catholic schools want to delay the implementation.  They were the 
last actors on the stage from the educational sector. 
I have read Margaret Herley’s letter before, so I will not read the whole letter again.  However, I will read the 
last paragraph again.  Margaret is the principal of Iona Presentation College - a senior Catholic college.  She 
states -  

Therese, if you could see the faces of some of our young, formally bright-faced English teachers, and 
those of longer-standing teachers formerly so passionate about their literature and in sharing their love 
of it, you would be quite demoralized speaking with them now.  Some changes must be made and very 
soon! 

That paragraph followed her concerns about the assessment procedure and the actual courses themselves.  That 
letter is from Margaret Herley, a principal of a senior Catholic secondary college. 
Another one comes from Ian Elder from Sacred Heart College.  His latest newsletter to parents is dated 
25 May 2006.  It is quite a lengthy newsletter, so I will not read all of it.  It basically deals with assessment 
procedures.  I will read his fundamental concerns.  He states -  

Dear Parents 
Last year I put together my thoughts on the implementation of Courses of Study in the Newsletter dated 
4 August 2005.  Staff, parents and students present at Sacred Heart College at that time would 
remember the reaction that followed when parts of this Newsletter were printed in The West Australian.  
I continue to stand by what I said in this document and have included parts of this Newsletter below. 

He goes on to talk about his concerns with assessment.  He then says -  
The direction I hoped the Curriculum Council would consider was one that did away with the proposed 
time-consuming assessment tasks.  It was also a plea to consider the classroom teachers who are 
overworked trying to implement a flawed system. 
Over the past year there has been a reluctance to listen to our classroom teachers by the State 
Government, the Curriculum Council and other bodies that should have been proactive in their stance.  I 
find this quite amazing given the media saturation that has occurred during this time. 
. . .  
I believe we should delay the implementation of the 17 Courses of Study that are due to commence in 
2007 until the following two issues are resolved: 
1. The assessment procedures. 
2. The content in each of the Courses of Study.  Until it can be demonstrated that the new COS 
are demonstrably better than existing subjects then why would we change? 
Best wishes and God Bless 
Ian Elder 

As I said, that common thread is coming through.  Always there are issues with content and assessment.   
I will also read some comments from the latest newsletter from Glenda Parkin, who is the principal of 
St Stephen’s School.  Again, I will read it in part, because she goes through the very real issues regarding 
assessment procedures etc.  She states -  

Dear Parents, Friends and Students 
Most of you will be aware of the rigorous debate about Outcomes Based Education (OBE).  Despite 
some of the media giving the impression that the debate is about OBE, the major concern is the 
implementation of OBE into Years 11 and 12, i.e. the New Courses of Study . . .  
The main concern is that there are many things about the NCoS and the ways in which assessment will 
occur, which are unclear, still to be developed or resolved.  We are trying to plan for next year’s 
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courses, prepare timetables and information packages on courses we plan to offer and plan pathways for 
students with inadequate and changing information. 

She then goes through a number of her concerns, and concludes with -  
St Stephen’s School is as well or even better prepared than many schools to implement the NCoS.  
However, you cannot make a silk purse from a pig’s ear!  We have tried many avenues to have our 
concerns addressed including through the Curriculum Council, the Minister for Education, other 
political representatives, the media and professional associations. 
Unfortunately, some of our leaders are brushing aside genuine concerns arguing that the issue is 
teachers not wanting to make changes.  This is definitely not the case.  Unfortunately our leaders are 
refusing to listen to committed and expert teachers who are gravely concerned for our students.  I 
believe good leaders need to have the courage to admit when they are wrong rather than refusing to 
resolve issues. 
Last year I likened the implementation of the NCoS to being instructed to build an aeroplane in mid-air 
with no flight plan!  We have been given some patches to place over gaping holes and know we have to 
land somewhere in 2007.  There is little fuel remaining.  It’s likely we shall crash-land.  The casualties 
will be our children. 
God bless you and yours.   
. . .  
G Parkin, BA . . .  

Finally for today, I will read the final paragraph of a letter to Therese Temby, chair of the Curriculum Council, 
from Reverend Andrew Syme, the headmaster of Scotch College.  I can certainly speak about Andrew.  I was 
teaching at Scotch College when Andrew commenced in 1998.  He was still there when I finished.  He is a 
committed, highly respected and passionate educationalist.  He is very innovative.  I will read the final 
paragraphs of his letter.  They state -  

In summary, the Scotch College position remains that there are still serious issues needing to be 
addressed and our position is that we would strongly support a delay in introduction of new courses 
until further material is available to staff and a review is undertaken about the current courses.   
I would like to raise the following issues formally at the next Principals’ Forum: 

•  An explanation of the research that leads Mr David Axworthy to make an assessment that the 
English, Media and Engineering and Aviation staff are supportive of the current course. 

•  A discussion about the scaling mechanisms and use of the examination as the scaling instrument. 

•  A discussion about the workload on our English, Media and Engineering and Aviation staff with 
the new course. 

•  A discussion about the purpose and value of the GAT. 
I look forward to these matters being a part of the agenda at the next Principals’ Forum. 

Yours sincerely, 

Revd A P Syme 
That is a very good letter from Reverend Syme, and it articulates a number of the very real issues about 
assessment in particular.  I would like to table the letter, and I seek leave to have it incorporated in Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

[See paper 1561.] 

The following material was incorporated - 

 
1 June 2006 

Ms Therese Temby 
Chair of Curriculum Council 
27 Walters Drive 
OSBORNE PARK WA 6017 

Dear Ms Temby, 
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As a member of the Principal’s Forum and having recently received the latest information from Mr Axworthy about ‘clarifying the process to 
assessment’, I felt I should write to you representing my school, on a number of issues. 

Let me begin by affirming the position I held at the Parliamentary Enquiry which is that above all things the Curriculum Council is under-
funded for the scale of implementation that is currently required for the new courses of study that flow from the Curriculum Framework.  
Secondly, that I am a supporter of an outcomes approach which focuses on the achievement of students.  My comments are therefore 
predicated on the recognition of these views. 

Our first and major concern remains the quality of the current model of assessment and its capacity to truly differentiate the academic 
capacity of students.  It appears that we have returned to the current system with Mr Axworthy’s recent paper where it states that ‘the 
examination score will continue to be used to statistically moderate the school’s score’.  More detail is needed about the examination score.  
Will the examination be levelled or given a score?  If it is levelled, will the levels on each outcome be used to moderate school levels/scores?  
Some clarity needs to be given about the purpose and function of the moderation partnerships. 

While some parts of our educational sector are nervous about ‘teachers teaching to the examination’ the lack of information about the final 
assessment of a student’s understanding remains a critical concern and further tensions among teaching staff have been raised by the 
ideologically driven nature of some of the curriculum assessment thus far received.  In particular I have received very serious concerns raised 
about some of the proposed examination material in Music, Physics, Chemistry, Accounting and History.  The general consensus in these 
areas is that questions occur in the exam that cannot possibly be prepared for and do not truly assess a student’s understanding of the area.  
An example is question 10 in the Chemistry draft exam that seeks to investigate the Australian cosmetics industry. 

We recognise the significant step the Curriculum Council has made by having a numerical equivalent aligned to levels and bands.  This is not 
substantially different from the previously proposed process but does remove the linear inconsistency e.g. between 5.2 and 5.5 (0.3 
difference) and 5.8 to 6.2 (0.4 difference). 

The WACE policy update on assessment states the following: ‘the current Average Marks Scaling procedure will continue to be used to 
place all course combined scores on a common scale.  Scaled scores will continue to be used to determine each student’s Tertiary Entrance 
Rank’.  This statement recognises that the philosophic imperatives of Level 8 equivalence across many subjects has now collapsed and we 
have reverted to scaling across subjects.  This has been a sensible approach to what was an ideologically virtuous but practically impossible 
dream.  Clarity now needs to be gained about the mechanism for scaling and whether we return fully to an iterative scaling model. 

Questions remain about the purpose of the GAT in the light of this new information.  Attached to this document is information from the 
Victorian Admission Centre which shows the lack of reliability of the Victorian GAT.  This is an issue which needs exploration at our next 
Principals’ Forum. 

The letter from Mr Axworthy states that early findings are indicating that teachers are supportive of the new courses in reference to Media, 
Production Analysis, Engineering studies and English.  Our own experience at Scotch College, and in talking to staff and Principals of other 
schools, is that the implementation of the new courses is having a debilitating affect on staff, particularly related to the enormous work loads 
of assessment that are currently required.  It is estimated by some of my English staff that assessment is taking two to three times longer in an 
area of teaching that is already time-poor because of the assessment demands.  Sometimes the preparation and return of assessment is taking 
so long that the effect of feedback is being negated.  It remains a serious issue in terms of load on staff and quality of feedback to students. 

We continue to support the notion of students being in one system rather than the two-tiered system that currently exists.  There is a slight 
danger in current VET courses being seen as separate through their competency based assessment, but nonetheless we continue to support the 
Curriculum Council’s drive to have all students in one system and believe the expansion of courses to 50 also deserves commendation in 
terms of the breadth of possibilities. 

In summary, the Scotch College position remains that there are still serious issues needing to be addressed and our position is that we would 
strongly support a delay in introduction of new courses until further material is available to staff and a review is undertaken about the current 
courses.   

I would like to raise the following issues formally at the next Principals’ Forum: 

•  An explanation of the research that leads Mr David Axworthy to make an assessment that the English, Media and Engineering and 
Aviation staff are supportive of the current course. 

•  A discussion about the scaling mechanisms and use of the examination as the scaling instrument. 

•  A discussion about the workload on our English, Media and Engineering and Aviation staff with the new course. 

•  A discussion about the purpose and value of the GAT. 

I look forward to these matters being a part of the agenda at the next Principals’ Forum. 

Yours sincerely, 

Revd A P Syme 
Headmaster 
Enc: Victoria Admission Centre information on GAT 

c.c. 
The Hon L M Ravlich MLC, Minister for Education and Training 
Mr David Axworthy, Acting CEO, Curriculum Council 
Ms Beth Blackwood, Chair of AHISA WA 
Ms Audrey Jackson, Executive Director of AISWA 

 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  As I said, I feel as though, on a regular basis, I am expressing the concerns of 
virtually every educational sector.  The only group that does not appear to be listening is the government.  What 
has happened, particularly over the past month, as I mentioned on Tuesday, is that this debate has reached almost 
crescendo proportions.  Therefore, the real concerns of the educational sector have arisen.  We can no longer 
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hold onto the last bastion of hope that is Catholic education, because the majority of Catholic principals do not 
want OBE implemented next year.  The State School Teachers’ Union, representing more than 13 000 teachers, 
does not want it implemented next year.  The Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia, the peak 
representative body of independent schools representing more than 200 independent schools, does not want it 
implemented next year.  The Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, which is the community 
body that represents the parents and citizens organisations in more than 700 government schools, does not want 
it implemented next year.  A vast array of other groups, organisations, individuals and academics from across a 
broad spectrum of tertiary institutions have also called for the introduction of the courses of study to be delayed.  
As I said, I have probably said enough; I feel as though I am at groundhog day with this issue.  It needs a new 
day, a new issue, a new objector or someone who is seeking delay of the implementation of OBE.  We must 
continue to voice their opinions, and I do not mind doing that.  However, I feel a little frustrated because, as I 
said, the matter is at the point of a stand-off.  I would like to think that the minister, the Premier and the 
government will acknowledge that this is not about The West Australian, or People Lobbying Against Teaching 
Outcomes; it is about the educational future of our students.  It is about the fact that we are about to institute one 
of the most profound philosophical changes in the direction of our schools for decades.  That cannot be taken 
lightly.  Those changes are to be implemented in six months.  At this stage, every single sector that represents the 
people involved in education in Western Australia is calling for the introduction of OBE to be delayed.  An 
intransigent, virtually ignorant, state government is bulldozing ahead with it, come hell or high water.  I would 
like the chamber to support this motion.  The government needs to listen to the very real concerns of the 
educational sector, acknowledge that it has listened and acknowledge those concerns.  It should then act on them 
and delay the implementation of the courses of study for 12 months, which, with the OBE, will remain at the 
upper school level.  The opposition supports that and it will support the government if it shows courage and 
strength on this issue, and so will the educational sector.  All I am asking is that the government listen to the 
views of the educational sector, take heed of the recommendations of every single sector and delay the 
implementation of OBE, get the courses of study right and then move forward in 2008.  I urge all members to 
support this motion.  
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [11.12 am]:  I am pleased to support the motion.  I want to make sure 
that this house is fully aware of the opposition’s position, which has been consistent since March last year when 
this house first sat following the election.  The various education spokesmen for the opposition, Hon Simon 
O’Brien, Hon Peter Collier and I, have been consistent in our approach to the issue.  We are not opposed to the 
principles and fundamentals of outcomes-based education; we support them.  I was a teacher in the education 
system 30 years ago practising outcomes-focused education, as I am sure were Hon Peter Collier and Hon Matt 
Benson-Lidholm as practising teachers.  In the classroom, teachers adopt practices that aim to achieve the best 
for the students.  It is far more valuable to have students focus on their interests, their abilities and their potential.  
They will learn far more that way than from rote learning.  The opposition has never advocated a return to the 
rote-learning style of the nineteenth century.  Unfortunately, I think the minister has misinterpreted the concerns 
in the community about the implementation of these courses of study.  That is the issue at stake that has caused 
the impasse.  
Hon Peter Collier:  The important word is “implementation”.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is right.  It is about the implementation of the courses of study that are the syllabus 
of the outcomes-based approach.  They have been successfully adopted in other states, but unfortunately, to her 
detriment, the minister has misconstrued that.  Her approach has backed her into a corner.  Members can read in 
Hansard debates in this place of a year ago when the Leader of the Opposition, a previous Minister for 
Education, stood in this place and told the Minister for Education and Training that her approach to this situation 
would cause her difficulty.  That has come to pass because the minister, the Premier and the government find 
themselves in an extremely difficult political position, all of their own doing.  Had more meaningful consultation 
occurred in which they talked with people rather than at people, this situation could well have been avoided.  
The issue has always been the disastrous interpretation of the changes by “educrats” - a term that has emerged in 
Western Australia - in our system.  Regrettably, many of the people charged with the implementation of these 
curriculum changes in Western Australia’s education system have become refugees from the classroom.  They 
are remote from practical teaching experience and have interpreted the courses of study in a very academic, 
subjective, nebulous way.  Quite frankly, that does not translate to a meaningful syllabus that teachers can adopt 
in a classroom.  It does not provide a meaningful assessment process that is, first of all, practical enough to be 
adhered to and that will actually mean something when it is put to the students and, more importantly, to their 
parents and the community so that they can quickly assess the student’s abilities and his or her position on their 
educational journey.  That has been the first major problem in Western Australia.  
The second major problem compounding that has been the disastrous approach by the Curriculum Council.  
Regrettably for education in Western Australia, the performance of the Curriculum Council over the past four or 
five years, as this issue has developed, has been awful.  The Curriculum Council needs a shake-up to address its 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 1 June 2006] 

 p3377b-3387a 
President; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Barry House; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Simon O'Brien 

 [6] 

ideology.  Its composition, personnel and general approach to education also need a shake-up because, quite 
frankly, it has made a mess of the courses of study and the assessment procedures.  I can recall saying to the 
minister, I think right from the start last year when the opposition raised some of these issues in this house, that 
without the practitioners - the teachers delivering them in schools - understanding the OBE changes and 
supporting their direction and the tools to implement them, the changes will fail, even if they are good and have 
merit.  If that happens, it will disadvantage a whole generation of students.  I can recall the very debate in this 
chamber.  Hon Peter Foss was still a member of this chamber at the time, so it was before the changeover of 
Legislative Council membership last year.  I was commenting, and the minister said, pointing her finger, “Well, 
what would you do?”  My response was that, firstly, I would call for a moratorium on taking this approach and 
take a step back and assess exactly what is in place and how to go about implementing the change.  That was the 
first thing that needed to be done at that stage, which was in March or April last year.  It was before the People 
Lobbying Against Teaching Outcomes group, PLATO, emerged as a commentator on the issue.  It was before 
many organisations had made their positions clear.  Of course, we are now aware of the concerns that have been 
expressed by organisations and individuals about where outcomes-based education is heading.  I remind the 
house that, initially, members of the opposition were not the only people picking up the vibes and sentiments 
from the grassroots level.  Twelve months ago the Legislative Assembly’s Standing Committee on Education 
and Health, chaired by Hon Tom Stephens, felt that it had picked up enough of these concerns to warrant 
establishing an inquiry into the issue.   
Hon Peter Collier:  It should look at the New South Wales model.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  That committee presented an interim report to the Legislative Assembly towards 
the end of last year.  Its final report, which is due to be presented on 30 June this year, is keenly awaited.  The 
committee flagged in its interim report that the curriculum changes to years 11 and 12 should not proceed if the 
courses of study were not ready.  There is enough evidence now to suggest that those courses of study certainly 
are not ready to be implemented.  There is serious concern about a couple of the subjects that already have been 
implemented in year 11.  I am told that English students in year 11 have not had an exam of any sort in this 
subject because an exam has not been prepared.  I may stand to be corrected on that, because I am not as closely 
in touch with the system as I was previously.  They are flying blind at the moment in those subjects that have 
been implemented in year 11.   
This issue has been around for a while and now the chickens have come home to roost.  It has become, I am sure, 
an unpleasant situation for the Minister for Education and Training and the government, and we see an untidy 
impasse between elements in the media and the minister.  Let us not forget the root cause of it all; that is, that 
major concerns have been expressed about OBE for a long time.  The minister has chosen not to listen to them.  
Her consultation has been with only a very select band of educational administrators and Curriculum Council of 
Western Australia operators.  Regrettably, because they are so far out of touch that they have become removed 
from the practicalities of OBE, they keep telling the minister what she wants to hear; that is, that everything is 
okay and they have it under control.  Clearly, it is not under control, because the people who have to put OBE 
into practice in the schools, which is where it counts, are confused, are not well enough informed, do not have 
the tools to do the job and are very concerned about the general direction OBE is taking, particularly with 
assessments.  How do we create an assessment regime if the courses of study are not organised?  The assessment 
must be based on the content of the syllabus.  The root cause of the difficulties in Western Australia is probably 
that the Curriculum Council has taken this assessment approach, which is different from the approach adopted in 
other states and does not line up with the structures in this state.  That has created an enormous amount of 
concern and debate.   
I know some other members want to contribute to this debate.  Unfortunately, the minister has adopted a 
dogmatic attitude to the whole issue and that has caused her to dig a deeper and deeper hole for herself.  I am 
afraid that hole will swallow her up in the near future if she is not prepared to take the advice of the 
overwhelming majority of people in Western Australia, advice that is reflected in the motion moved today by 
Hon Peter Collier; that is, let us back off from continuing with these changes for a year and reassess where we 
are at and where we are going.   
The opposition to the minister’s stubbornness has reached a climax.  In the interests of the educational future of a 
whole generation of school students in Western Australia, the minister and Premier should lead the way by 
changing direction slightly away from their very dogmatic and stubborn approach to the implementation of these 
changes.  They have to back off and allow a bit of breathing space to properly organise the system for the 
implementation of these changes.  Hon Peter Collier’s motion reflects the sentiment of the community of 
Western Australia very well.  The community of Western Australia has for some time been calling for a delay to 
the introduction of OBE.  This is more pointed now than it has ever been.  The government should heed that 
advice.   
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HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.27 am]:  I support the motion moved by Hon Peter 
Collier; that is -  
 . . . that this house consider, as a matter of urgency the following motion - 
  That the Minister for Education and Training respond to the overwhelming public concern at 

the pace of implementation of the courses of study by delaying the implementation for at least 
12 months. 

It is very clear from this motion, and it has been very clear from the way in which the opposition has addressed 
this issue over a number of months, that the opposition philosophically supports outcomes-based education, but 
has major concerns about the pace of its implementation and how teachers and their professional development 
have been resourced.  There is still a great need for that development.  The motion does not seek to have 
consideration of the number of courses of study reduced, but wants their implementation delayed.   

I stand today as a parent of four children who experienced a change to the education system at the time my 
children were doing their tertiary entrance examination.  I want the Minister for Education and Training to 
understand that most parents in Western Australia are very earnest about education and very determined to 
ensure that their children will have a good education.  Any major change in the education system affects not only 
the children but also the parents.  Most parents are good parents and want to be able to understand the changes 
that will confront their children.  They also want to know that the outcomes for their children will have a positive 
impact on their future lives, including providing opportunities for them to follow their particular career, be it in 
university or wherever.  My children went through the TEE when it was altering to take in school-based 
assessments and moderating.  At that time, they were new words to me as a parent.  It seemed a very strange 
change from a straight exam to a system in which the children were examined on the content of the courses, 
which were known, and the children got the mark that they achieved.  As I have said, my children came in on the 
cusp of that change, and their marks were moderated - for good or for bad.  It was a significant change.   
The motion moved by Hon Peter Collier calls on the government to delay the implementation of outcomes-based 
education for at least 12 months to enable the assessment procedures and the content of the courses to be fully 
understood by not only the teachers, but also, very importantly, the students and the parents.  As has been said, 
the Minister for Education and Training is about to crash-land.  If the minister and the government cannot see 
that, that is not our concern.  Our concern is for the teachers, the parents and the students.  As a former teacher, I 
know for a fact that teachers in this state, and in most of the countries in which I have met teachers, are very 
hardworking, earnest and dedicated people.  They are committed to achieving good outcomes for their students.  
This rushed implementation of outcomes-based education is an insult to good teachers.  Teachers have been 
calling for this delay through their peak bodies - the Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia, 
the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, which is the parents’ organisation, and the State 
School Teachers’ Union of Western Australia.  Many of the Catholic school principals in this state are also 
calling for a delay.  I have met the two principals who have been referred to this morning.  I know Margaret 
Herley very well.  She taught my children at John XXIII College.  She is a reasonable person.  She is not calling 
for something that is not sensible.  This minister and this government are displaying gross arrogance.  They need 
to understand that they are being directed and pulled by the nose through this obstacle course by a set of 
bumbling bureaucrats who know little about how to handle the provision of education in this state.  I am very 
concerned for the teachers and the parents.  However, I am concerned mostly for the children who will be in this 
situation.  I have personal experience as a parent of trying to come to terms with how the two systems work, 
because my daughter left the Western Australian school system and did years 10, 11 and 12 in the Victorian 
school system, where outcomes-based education is in place.  The teachers are not asking for this delay on a 
whim.  They are doing it on behalf of their students, because if they do not understand the content of the course 
and how it will be assessed, and can report that to students and their parents, they will feel they have failed as a 
teacher.  Teachers are not the sort of people who want to fail at their profession.  Most teachers are very 
dedicated to their profession.   
I therefore call on the government to take heed of Hon Peter Collier’s comments, and of the concern in the 
community, for the sake of teachers, parents and students.  If the government does not care that it will lose votes 
on this matter, that is its choice.  I plead with the government, on behalf of teachers, parents and students, to 
delay the implementation of OBE so that the teachers can be confident that they understand the courses of study 
and that OBE is just not a reduction or dumbing down of those courses.  I read The West Australian early every 
morning.  It is part of my morning routine.  This morning’s The West Australian contains a very interesting 
letter.  The letter is headed “OBE debate is a warning to us all”.  The letter commences with the words -  

Most WA people are sick and tired of the controversy over the implementation of OBE.   
The government does not seem to be getting that message.  The letter continues -  

Certainly I am, and I am no further advanced in my understanding of what it represents.   
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That line says it all.  This government has failed to send a clear message to the people of Western Australia - 
Hon Kim Chance:  I think that is a comment not on OBE itself, but on the media coverage of OBE, is it not?  
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The government has already spent a lot of money on trying to get the message out.  
It is a poor government if it cannot get the message out to teachers, parents and the community and has to blame 
the one daily newspaper in this state.  
Hon Kim Chance:  Do you think the media coverage has been quality coverage that puts both sides of the 
argument? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I have never, in my 13 years in this place, relied only on the media to get a message 
out to Western Australian parents and children.  The government should keep the message simple - the old KISS 
theory of “keep it simple, stupid” works - otherwise, it will fail to sell the message.  The government should not 
rely entirely on the media to do its job for it.  The government has a lot of ways and means at its fingertips to get 
the message to the community.  The government has failed to send a clear message to the community.  
Everywhere I go, people say to me, “Barbara, what is this OBE?  Can you tell me what it means?  We do not 
understand it.”  Parents, teachers and students are battling to accommodate the increased number of courses that 
this government wants to introduce next year.  They do not understand the assessment process.  Teachers are 
concerned about the content.  Teachers need to be properly resourced.  They need to have proper professional 
development.  The message to the community must be clear and simple so that teachers can give a clear message 
to parents.  Parents need to be given school reports that mean something.  I have already given the example of 
parents who were given a school report that said their child was doing very well for his age in year 7, but when 
their child went into years 8 and 9, the teacher said, “Do you realise your son can read only at a year 3 level?”, 
and the parents said, “Why were we not told that earlier?”  The teachers of high school students do not want to 
launch those children into the community if they do not know where they are at, how good they are, or how they 
will be able to manage further courses of study.  The parents do not want that uncertainty either.   
I therefore urge members to support the motion moved by Hon Peter Collier.  I urge the government to take note 
of the concern in the community.  We are doing the government a favour by warning it.  Please heed the 
warning.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.38 am]:  I certainly agree with Hon Peter 
Collier’s statement that outcomes-based education is being demonised by the poor quality of the debate about its 
implementation.  I also appreciate the measured approach taken by both Hon Peter Collier and Hon Barry House 
to the issue.  That stands in stark contrast with the hysterical and one-sided position that has been taken by the 
monopoly newspaper in Western Australia.  In that regard, I also very much appreciated the comments made by 
Hon Barbara Scott.  Outcomes-based education has clearly been an outstanding success in Western Australia 
over most of the past decade.  OBE has been around since 1998.  There is nothing new or radical about OBE.  I 
note and appreciate the support that has been given to OBE in the statements that have been made in this place 
today.  
Let us look at the success of OBE in terms of education outcomes.  I have to say that if we are not focusing our 
education on outcomes, I wonder what we would base it on.  Outcomes seem to me to be fairly important.  The 
benefit of OBE was clearly demonstrated by those figures from the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development that the Minister for Education and Training tabled in this house.  They made comparisons 
between Western Australia’s education outcomes and those of other Australian jurisdictions and the OECD 
countries.  It put a cohort of West Australian kids who have been almost entirely educated under the OBE 
system - almost their whole school life has been under OBE - right at the top of the world.  Clearly OBE, 
measured objectively by somebody quite removed from the Western Australian government, comes out on top of 
the world.  Measuring outcomes in education is obviously a very important thing. 
I picked up very clearly the point made by Hon Peter Collier and Hon Barry House that this is not about OBE - I 
appreciate that - but about the way in which it is being implemented.  I think that is an appropriate and intelligent 
way to start the debate. 
Hon Peter Collier quoted from Mr Ron Dullard’s letter, but only in part.  For the accuracy of the record, I think I 
should read the sentence following the one he quoted.  Mr Dullard said -  

 Nevertheless, there were a substantial number of Principals who wanted the Courses of Study to go 
ahead on the established timeline.   

He recognised there was a majority who would have preferred a delay, but there were a substantial number of 
principals who wanted the courses of study to go ahead on the established time line.  Let us concede that that is a 
minority. 
When we talk about teachers, parents and students who are concerned and confused about the way the courses of 
study are being implemented and OBE generally, we have to bear in mind that their views about OBE, as 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 1 June 2006] 

 p3377b-3387a 
President; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Barry House; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Simon O'Brien 

 [9] 

Hon Peter Collier said, have been coloured by the demonisation not of its implementation, but of the system.  As 
much as our debate is and should be about the implementation of OBE, in fact the attack is being made on OBE 
itself, not its implementation.  That is one of the difficulties I have.  On one hand there is a clear objective 
measurement by an international organisation of the benefit of the outcomes of OBE and on the other hand there 
is somebody who knows nothing about education at all, as far as I could tell from his interview on ABC radio 
today, and that is the editor of The West Australian, who claims it is a load of rubbish.  Something just does not 
fit here. 

Hon Peter Collier:  Probably the most profound concerns come from the teachers themselves with regard to the 
courses and the assessment procedures.  Leave The West out of it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I think Hon Peter Collier has a point there.  I will try to dig down into that a little.  
We are talking about what some teachers and parents are saying.  I have to say that what Mr Dullard said in that 
letter about others wanting to go ahead fits with my own, admittedly very limited, experience in contact with 
teachers.  Teachers tell me, “We are ready, what is the problem?  We knew this was coming 10 years ago; we 
have done the work, we are ready to go, what is the problem?”  I will not go on to say the rest of what they told 
me about some teachers who are not ready to go on, because that will be offensive to some people.  The point is, 
they say, “We knew it was coming 10 years ago, we did the work, we are ready, let’s go.” 

Hon Barry House:  Is there a difference between being prepared mentally - and teachers have no excuse not to 
be mentally prepared - and not having the tools to go ahead with the next step?  That is the issue. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It could be.  As I said, I will go into that.  There is concern at the pace of change, but by 
any objective measure it is difficult to see how that pace of change could be described as being rushed.  Whether 
everything that needed to be done has been done may be a matter for further discussion.  I will concede that; it is 
not my area.  However, I think there are ways in which one can approach that.  The legislation was passed in 
1997 and implementation started in 1998.  It was originally to go to full implementation by 2000 but was 
delayed until 2004. 

Much has been made of the claim that while OBE is highly desirable, all we need is a 12-month deferment of its 
universal introduction to overcome the problems.  In fact, a number of courses have been deferred.  Those that 
were not ready have been deferred as a result of advice that more time was needed.  Seventeen courses of study 
are to be introduced in phase 2 in year 11 next year.  There were originally 20 courses.  Three of the expert 
subject panels advised that their courses were not ready.  They are, as I think all honourable members know, 
religion and life, economics and integrated science.  By implication, that means that those expert panels for the 
other 17 subjects in phase 2 indicated they were ready.  That was the advice they gave to the Curriculum 
Council, and that is the advice the minister accepted.  The expert panels said, “We’re ready.”  It is quite wrong to 
suggest that the minister has not listened to advice.  She has listened, and she has taken that advice.  It is wrong 
to say she has somehow been unwilling to adopt that advice.   

The core of the opposition’s argument today is about implementation and not about OBE itself.  I refer again to 
Mr Dullard’s letter.  In the last paragraph and the penultimate line he made a point that I think is consistent with 
some of the examples quoted by Hon Peter Collier about principals of other schools.  I did not take them down 
as the honourable member read them, but I think he will see the consistency.  In his letter, Mr Dullard said - 

 Catholic Principals overwhelmingly support the OBE approach to learning and teaching.   

 I have spoken to the Minister twice in the past two days and I am meeting with her on Friday.  At this 
meeting I will seek extra resources for Catholic schools to implement the Courses of Study. 

In the last few words we get to the issue: are schools adequately resourced to get phase 2 through in its current 
shape in time for full preparedness in relation to the courses of study?  I understand a meeting has been 
scheduled between Mr Dullard and the minister.  That is the opportunity for resourcing issues to be discussed.  I 
feel confident that the minister will give him a very good hearing.  She wants to get phases 2 and 3 completed on 
time.  I do not believe for a moment the minister would put the state and our students in a position where we are 
not going to have a proper flowthrough of what has been planned.  She has already demonstrated that where she 
has had advice that we should not proceed - with those three subjects - she was prepared to defer.  If we drill 
down a bit from the question of implementation and go a step further to whether we have the resources for 
implementation - time is one resource, but there are others - that is something the minister will listen to very 
carefully.  That is a positive side to the debate.  She has never indicated that she is unprepared to listen.  She has 
been, I think, more than open about her intentions about the way she wants to go forward.  In the face of what 
has been a media campaign that actually attacks OBE, and is quite separate from the very reasonable proposition 
the opposition has been putting forward here, she has been defensive.  So would I have been, I have to say. 

Hon Barry House:  Does that mean that you will vote for the motion? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 1 June 2006] 

 p3377b-3387a 
President; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Barry House; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Simon O'Brien 

 [10] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We will not get to the stage of a vote.  However, I can say that I appreciate the spirit in 
which the motion has come forward.  I think it is highly desirable that we, in this house, drill down through those 
issues and try to identify where the problems are.  I agree with the motion and the spirit of the motion insofar as 
Hon Peter Collier has said today and previously that it would be a tragedy if OBE were put at risk - if it were 
“demonised”, which I think was the word he used - as a result of difficulties that exist or are perceived to exist 
for its implementation or, going beyond that, the resources available for its implementation. 

Much of what I have said really goes to the benefits of OBE.  I do not really think I have to canvass those points.  
However, there is one issue that I want to highlight relating to the way in which the extension of OBE in years 
11 and 12 over 2007-10 will take us forward.  At the end of 2009, with the implementation of OBE, there will be 
50 course choices for students who want to go to university.  That is up from the 22 courses, plus languages 
other than English, that are currently available to Western Australian year 11 and 12 students.  That will have the 
effect of bringing the choices for WA students closer to the university-track choices that exist in other states.  
Hon Barbara Scott referred to this when she referred to the proliferation of such courses.  In fact, we have only 
22 courses plus languages other than English.  Taking that to 50 will actually bring us to the level of other states.  
In New South Wales, for example, there is a total of 51 TEE courses plus languages other than English and 
Victoria has 48 courses plus LOTE. 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  Currently we have only 22 courses.  I think that a wider choice for kids is a good 
thing, and similarly I think that the tracking system that OBE provides for those who will not go to university is 
also good.  The new system will allow students to progress towards VET certificates or apprenticeships in years 
11 and 12, even - 

Hon Peter Collier:  School-based apprenticeships! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They will even complete an apprenticeship and graduate with the new Western 
Australian Certificate of Education.  Only a couple of weeks ago, I visited the Narrogin campus of the Western 
Australian College of Agriculture.  I was shown what it was doing, particularly in the area of mechanical 
engineers, to take the next step with the additional year of compulsory education.  I was so impressed with what 
it is doing that I asked my colleague the Minister for Education and Training to find time to look at what it is 
doing, because the Narrogin campus - I hope this is true of all the WA Colleges of Agriculture - has always been 
three or four years ahead of the mandate, if I can use that word.  It has always been a driver of what it offers 
students and it has always been able to anticipate what the students’ needs will be.  The Narrogin campus, with 
tremendous support from the private sector, particularly the Farm Machinery Dealers Association, is doing some 
amazing things.  I asked whether there were any difficulties working in what very much looks like a commercial 
workshop with heavy equipment and lots of interesting tools.  I was not sure that I would want to work in that 
building with 16-year-old kids.  It looked a bit scary to me.  I was told that the only problem with the workshop 
was keeping the kids out of it!  If one walks past it at seven o’clock in the morning - before breakfast - in the 
middle of winter, one will find the lights on and the kids in there working.  Apparently, they have to be told to go 
home at night!  I thought that was terrific.  That is what engagement in the schools can do if the kids are being 
offered the appropriate courses and if education is being tailored to what the kids need.   

Outcomes-based education may or may not lie at the root of that kind of enthusiasm.  I think it is probably, at 
best, only one component of it.  However, what outcomes-based education does allow us to do in our whole 
education system, whether it be the primary school system, the secondary school system, down the VET stream 
or in the university stream, is look at the individual and ask how we can take that individual forward.  That is 
something for which we should strive.  If there are issues about resourcing and about the timing of 
implementation, let us deal with them and deal with them appropriately.  I am absolutely confident that the 
Minister for Education and Training wants to do that.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  It is not just the case with Narrogin.  If you go around the state to agriculture colleges, 
you should bear in mind that in the future 16 and 17-years-olds will attend those institutions; they are vital to the 
development of those kids. and I hope beyond hope that they continue and are developed because they are 
absolutely essential. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I could not agree with the member more.  I referred only to Narrogin because that is 
where I was a couple of weeks ago.  I think I referred to Narrogin and the other WA campuses.  If I did not say 
that, I intended to because I have seen some tremendous work done at the other campuses and I have been to just 
about all of them, if not all of them; and I have been to some more than once.  I am also happy to note in the 
limited time that I have left that, as an education success story, the WA College of Agriculture can really hold its 
head high.  It is an area of education that is attracting more students than it can take; that is, more people want to 
go into the system than it has the capacity to take.  I think it is doing a tremendous job and making a great 
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contribution.  I am thrilled to bits that that has been recognised by the private sector, including the Farm 
Machinery Dealers Association. 

In my last few remaining seconds, I want to indicate something which is probably not relevant to the motion, but 
which arises from what I learnt at Narrogin.  What is becoming clearly evident to me is that we now have to deal 
with the 18-year-old plus post-secondary students in those country locations, because I think there will be a 
demand for 18-plus students.  We have no residential facilities that are capable of taking them.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [11.59 am]:  I thank the Leader of the House for responding on 
behalf of the government so that we have some idea of where it stands.  I thought his remarks close to the end, 
which were couched in very reasonable terms - that is, if we have problems with implementation and with 
readiness, let us have another look at it - were refreshing and commonsense.  Perhaps he should be the Minister 
for Education and Training. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The minister has agreed to do this. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Frankly, I am not sure that is the case and that is what this debate is all about.  So 
often the debate comes down to what it is not about.  It is not about whether curriculum frameworks were 
introduced in 1998 and are now in all Western Australian schools from years K-10.  It is about the introduction 
of 50 new courses of study in years 11 and 12.  That was always going to be problematic.  That is why it has not 
happened with the other years K-10.  It is different.  The reason it is different and problematic is that universities 
support the outcomes-based education system but, paradoxically, they also rely on the tertiary entrance rank to 
select their undergraduates.  The scores that are attributed in that process to upper school students are absolutely 
critical to the allocation of university places.  As we know, there is a cut-off point.  It does not matter where the 
cut-off point is from one year to the next.  It is a numerical point.  If a person is above it by one mark, he is in 
but, if he is below it, he dips out.   
Hon Kim Chance:  They are softening that line now. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The Leader of the House would agree that that is the problem.  The government is 
having extraordinary difficulty harmonising its version of OBE with the tertiary admissions system, to establish 
the fine-grain tertiary entrance ranks that are needed.  The system needs to be fair and to fit in with the 
outcomes-based education.  In recent years it has been a subject of great controversy.  I went back to some notes 
I prepared, which were approved by the shadow cabinet and released during my brief time earlier this year as the 
opposition spokesman on education.  I noted that in 2005 there was division between some teachers and the state 
government, and that all the controversy and divisiveness tended to erode confidence in teachers and parents 
alike.  The government would agree with that.  A lot of that seems like the twittering of very small birds 
compared with what we are seeing now.  A lot of this comes down to a lack of preparedness over the past five 
years to allocate the resources and to communicate effectively with the teacher body that needs to implement this 
new system.  As a result, all sorts of people are protesting and objecting, and want to delay courses, get rid of all 
systems and all the rest of it.  How do we know that?  We know that from Paul Albert, the Director General of 
the Department of Education and Training.  Earlier this year he admitted that they had problems now because the 
department had not communicated effectively, and had not provided enough resources for the preparation of 
sample exams on which teachers could model the new courses in order to achieve the outcomes wanted.  In 
addition, the department had not supplied enough resource materials and the like.  That is the nub of the issue 
from which a whole range of problems are now emerging.  I remind the house that we have called on the 
government to address these matters and to get them right.  I refer to the questions of assessment, resource 
materials and the other resources required to make teachers happy about teaching the courses.  The trouble with 
the courses is that they cannot be delayed for two months.  If a course is to be delayed, it must be delayed for a 
year, because that is the nature of the school system, particularly at this time of the year.  That is why the 
opposition said that, if the government wants to delay any courses because they are not ready, we will not make 
a political issue of it.  Indeed, the government delayed three courses, and we did not.  We are now renewing that 
offer.  If that is what the government needs to do, it should look at doing so. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to sessional orders. 
 


