
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 16 October 2002] 

 p1853c-1864a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr John Quigley 

 [1] 

ADOPTION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 August. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.25 pm]:  Certain members of the public of Western Australia have been 
waiting for this Bill for a long time.  I am pleased that the Government has brought it on for debate at this stage.  
It contains important provisions.  Many of the amendments to the Adoption Act 1994 are needed to keep pace 
with the times, family structures and the fact that many people are having children later in life.  It is my hope that 
this Bill will pass through this House within the next two weeks.  However, it will do so only if the Government 
allows the Opposition to debate and consider it very closely during the consideration in detail stage.  I will move 
one or two amendments.  One is already listed on the Notice Paper, and I am sure the Minister for Community 
Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and Youth has read it with great interest.  She may even indicate at 
some stage during the debate whether she is prepared to accept it.  
Ms S.M. McHale:  I will give that indication in due course.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister will give that indication in due course.  She does not want to give me all the 
good news at once.  
Ms S.M. McHale:  I will eke it out.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Okay.  The main amendment to this Bill that the Opposition will move relates to the age 
criteria for prospective adoptive parents.  During the second reading debate, I will speak about other parts of the 
Bill about which I have a fundamental problem.  Either certain amendments need to be made to the Bill or the 
minister needs to withdraw and delete certain parts of this Bill.  I have had some indication that the minister will 
make some changes to one or two areas of the Bill.  It would be wonderful if I knew what those changes will be, 
as that would save me discussing the entire Bill at length and allow me to concentrate on the areas that are to be 
left in the Bill. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I am prepared to move amendments about the question of the contact veto for people under 
18 years, and to the clause giving the Director General of the Department for Community Development the 
power to disclose information about a person over the age of 18 years.  They are two of the areas to which, after 
discussions with the member, I am prepared to move amendments.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank the minister for that, because she knows that I have some serious concerns about 
the Bill.  One of the concerns is about the part of the Bill, which the minister has indicated will be amended, that 
relates to situations in which a contact veto has been placed on the adoptee child by the adoptive parents.  
According to the Bill as it stands, that contact veto will automatically be nullified when the adoptee child reaches 
18 years of age.  It is a great concern to some people that that child, or young adult, should have the opportunity 
to maintain that contact veto if he or she desires.  That is very important.  The minister has indicated that she will 
delete the part of the Bill that would have given the director general the automatic right to override the wishes of 
the relinquishing mother by allowing the director general to speak to the relinquishing mother’s parents, 
immediate family, extended family etc.  It would be a fundamental abuse of the relinquishing mother’s rights to 
do that.  I have explained that to the minister and her advisers.  I am delighted that the minister has taken that on 
board and has agreed that that provision will be deleted from the Bill, which is encouraging.  

I have serious concerns about other aspects of the Bill.  I am concerned about the Aboriginal child placement 
principle being enshrined in law.  Later, I will detail why I have a fundamental problem with that and why that 
should not be the case.   

There are many changes in the Bill and we must look at other aspects of it, which I do not necessarily disagree 
with, including the information vetos.  It is a fundamental right of every adopted child to know of his or her 
parentage and heritage, and to be given the same information that all other children can access.  I can understand 
why information vetos were put in place many years ago.  However, today, with open adoptions and an adoption 
plan, I fully accept that if the relinquishing mother or the adoptive parents agree to the plan, some information 
should be accessible.  It would be acceptable if, for example, for very good reasons, the relinquishing mother or 
parents and the adoptive parents agreed that there be a form of contact veto whereby contact could not be made 
for a number of years - although it will not be called contact veto.  Provided that that is adhered to by the 
relinquishing parents or relinquishing mother, there will be no problems.  As I understand it, if somebody goes 
against the adoption plan, the matter can then be referred to the Family Court for determination to ensure that the 
initial agreement can be adhered to.  If people want to vary the initial adoption plan and agreement, they can also 
apply to the Family Court to have the agreement varied.  That is fine, and I do not have a problem with it.  If that 
were to happen, I hope an eminently sensible person would hear the case.  If it were not a contestable case, one 
would hope that the court would rule in the best interests of the child.   
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The overriding theme of this Bill should be the best interests of the child.  The Opposition totally supports that.  
The best interests of the child should always be paramount over the interests of the relinquishing parents and 
adoptive parents.  

I will spend some time talking about the age criteria.  Currently, there is a difference between the provisions in 
this amendment Bill and my amendments on the Notice Paper, which I believe would provide much more 
reasonable and sensible age criteria.  I believe there should be age criteria, because that is in the best interests of 
the child.  Parents must consider many matters when they care for children.  If the parents of an adopted child 
were very old and one or, God forbid, both parents died, that would have a traumatic effect on the child.  We 
must try to reach a reasonable compromise between the Bill before the House and the Bill that the member for 
Churchlands has introduced, which has not yet had an opportunity to be properly debated.   

Currently under the Bill, the eldest of the prospective adoptive parents must not be 45 years older than the child 
they intend to adopt.  A 35-year-old woman and a 47-year-old man in a relationship could not adopt a six-month-
old baby.  That is unreasonable and is not responsible.  A 35-year-old woman is competent to raise a child.  That 
provision is inconsistent because if that woman were to apply as a single person, she would have no problem 
adopting a six-month-old baby.  However, under the provisions of this Bill, if she had a 47-year-old husband, the 
couple would have to adopt a child who was at least two years old.  That provision is unreasonable.  The minister 
is a reasonable person and I hope she will take on board my amendment on the Notice Paper because it takes into 
account those types of situations.   

These days, people are having children much later in life.  I was 19 years and two months old when my first 
child was born; I was a baby myself.  However, these days few married couples of that age have children.  Most 
people wait until their mid 20s before they have children.  Many women of 35, 40 or 45 years of age are capable 
of conceiving a child, and have every right to.  There should never be an age restriction on a couple having a 
biological child.  God forbid we should ever put an age limit on when people can biologically conceive a child.  I 
am sure that you, Mr Speaker, would agree most earnestly with that.  People take on a heck of a lot when they 
have children later in life.  I am pleased to have had my children when I was younger.  Regardless of people’s 
age, they cannot be stopped from having biological children.  Well-known people who have had children later in 
life are Charlie Chaplin, who fathered a child when he was 80 years old, and Rupert Murdoch who has recently 
fathered a child.  That is their wish.  It would be wrong for any State Government or other Government to go 
against people’s wishes and desires.   

We must take biological factors into account.  We must correlate those factors in a way that allows children to be 
adopted by people who might not be capable of conceiving a child biologically.  This Bill is not just for 
prospective adoptive parents.  I would not support a Bill on just that basis.  Many people in society who are quite 
capable of having their own children are passionate about providing a loving and caring home to a child who has 
been relinquished or who has suffered the death of both parents.  I am not necessarily referring to this State 
because very few children in this State are adopted.  There are probably between six and 10 adoptions a year of 
children living in this State; however, a number of overseas children are adopted.  

I believe that the minister misled this House - not deliberately - in her second reading speech when she said that 
for every international child who was available for adoption, there were 50 applicants.  That is untrue.  I know 
that the minister quoted from figures she received from her advisers, who got the information from the Council 
of Europe. 

Ms S.M. McHale interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I want to hear the minister only if she is going to give me good news.  It is important that I 
finish what I am saying on this particular aspect.  If the minister wants to come back at me, that is fine. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  You must carefully correct your assertion that I misled Parliament. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not say that the minister did it deliberately; I said inadvertently, or I should have said 
inadvertently. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Then perhaps you might withdraw the comment because - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What the minister said was incorrect.  I do not want to get into a bunfight with the 
minister.  However, she made the statement that for every child who was available for international adoption, 
there were 50 applicants.  That is not true, and it can be confirmed by UNICEF.  The Council of Europe says that 
it got its information from UNICEF.  Perhaps what I should have said is that the minister passed on information 
that I have been told is incorrect.  

Ms S.M. McHale interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not say that the minister deliberately misled Parliament.  Let us not get into a bunfight 
over this, as it is far too important a matter for the minister and I to argue over.  The information that she passed 
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on was not correct because UNICEF has said that there are a few million children who need to be and would 
love to be adopted and are currently available for adoption.  The figure of 50 applicants for every one child is 
incorrect.  I know that figure came from the Council of Europe.  However, the council got it wrong.  I suggest 
that the minister may have found out more information in the meantime and I hope that she will concur with me 
that that information was incorrect, because what UNICEF says, particularly the section in UNICEF that deals 
with international adoptions and orphaned children throughout the world, is contrary to that information.  I am 
sure that when the minister gives her speech, she will be able to correct the information that she unfortunately 
inadvertently passed on. 

There are people in this State who have a desire to provide a loving and caring home to children from another 
country and to give them the opportunity to have a wonderful life in Western Australia.  There are not many of 
these people around and therefore we should be doing everything we can to facilitate that process and help these 
prospective adoptive parents.  We should not be putting barriers in their way.  We can help them today if the 
minister agrees to my amendment, which is a reasonable one.  Under it, instead of the prospective adoptive 
parents being targeted by the 45-year age gap between the older parent and the adopted child, the younger of the 
two parents would be targeted.  If a 45-year-old woman - I use a woman as an example because women are the 
younger parents in the majority of cases - and a 65-year-old man apply for adoption, we could be criticised for 
allowing an adoption to take place with such a large age gap between the younger and the older prospective 
parent.  My amendment provides for a 10-year age gap only in relation - 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Is that regardless of the sex of the older parent? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, because I have tried not to be discriminatory in any way with my amendments.  I 
realise that there is a discrimination against age not only in the Bill but also in my amendment.  However, my 
amendment is a compromise that would be acceptable to most people in society.  I have done quite a bit of focus 
surveying in this particular area with regard to the age gap and whether it should apply to the younger or the 
older prospective parent.  Every person to whom I have spoken and every forum that I have surveyed has said 
that the age gap should apply to the younger rather than the older of the adoptive parents.  However, I placed the 
caveat of a 10-year age gap between the younger and the older prospective adoptive parent because the people to 
whom I spoke felt that was required.  The people putting forward these views have not necessarily been involved 
with adoption.  Another view expressed by them was that there should be no age criteria whatsoever.  In the 
forums that I surveyed it was said that there should be some form of age gap provision because that would be in 
the best interests of the child.  I re-emphasise that we should not upset people who may be over that age gap, 
because they could still adopt a child.  However, it just means that it would have to be an older child rather than 
a newborn infant or a six-month-old baby.  I do not believe that we are discriminating against the people affected 
by this age gap provision.  

I desperately hope that the minister will accept that amendment, because it is not unreasonable and we have 
moved on in time.  The provisions in the existing legislation are totally unreasonable.  In my 10 years as a 
member of Parliament a number of couples have asked me to assist them in some way in the adoption process.  It 
has usually been the case that the older of the prospective adoptive parents has been 41 or 42 years of age.  
Under the existing legislation, if they are any older than that, they can adopt only older children.  I felt quite 
helpless at the time because the criteria in the legislation are set in stone and, as far as I am aware, there are no 
exceptions.  However, to look at it in perspective, if a woman is 39 years of age and a man is 41 and they are 
unable to have a child, or they have a desire and a passion to give an orphaned child from another country a 
loving and caring home, why should we discriminate against them by preventing them from adopting a six-
month old child whom they can help mould and bring up in a way that would benefit that child more than 
anything else in the world?  Many children will be left in orphanages around the world if we do not help these 
prospective adoptive parents by addressing the age criteria provisions in the legislation.  I have probably said 
enough on that particular area and I will now move on to another area with which I have a problem.  

The Aboriginal child placement principle will be enshrined in law under this Bill.  I remind the House that much 
reference was made in the Gordon inquiry to the Aboriginal child placement principle.  The Gordon inquiry was 
conducted into the tragic death of Susan Taylor and the problems of sexual, physical and emotional abuse and 
neglect in a small Aboriginal community in the Swan Valley.  The inquiry did not go further afield, which is 
unfortunate.  Members will be aware that I have a motion for a select committee on child abuse before the 
House, which I will be talking to this afternoon, in which I will move that an inquiry should be conducted 
statewide.  Page 152 of chapter 7 of the Gordon inquiry report reads - 

Aboriginal communities expressed concern to the Inquiry during consultations that the Aboriginal Child 
Placement Principles were not appropriate and cited examples where the application of the principles 
had allegedly resulted in children being placed in situations of risk. 
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It goes on to state quite a bit more.  If ever there was a reason that the principle should not be enshrined in law, 
that is a classic case of one.  It shows that the principle is not working and has not worked. 

I had the privilege of meeting some young women in their early and mid 20s who are of Aboriginal descent, two 
or three of whom stuck in my mind.  It was a privilege to meet those young ladies.  They had been adopted by 
non-Aboriginal families.  They were well adjusted, intelligent and articulate.  They had minds of their own.  
They had feelings and thoughts that they wanted to pass on to me as the opposition spokesperson in this area.  
They did not agree with the Aboriginal child placement principle. 

There is a big problem in this area.  I believe that the Aboriginal child placement principle can quite easily be 
classed as racist.  It is used in a patronising way.  It is divisive and separatist.  It was brought into effect in 1985 
by the then Labor Government.  The Deputy Premier would be aware of this, because he was the then Minister 
for Community Services. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Not in 1985; it was in 1991. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sure that the Deputy Premier was well versed in all aspects of that portfolio because 
of his interest in that area. 

The Labor Government brought the principle into being in 1985 in some way to answer the problems created by 
the stolen generation.  However, the stolen generation and what is happening today are 100 miles apart.  
Circumstances are different now.  I will not say that what happened with Aboriginal child placements in the 
early days of this State was correct.  However, we live in a different society today.  Aboriginal people are 
Australians.  They should not be regarded as a separate race within this country.  Many adults and children now 
have part Aboriginal blood and part European blood.  However, if people have one-tenth Aboriginal blood, they 
can claim to be Aboriginal.  Some people in that category are very proud of their Aboriginal heritage, and so 
they should be, but they are also very proud of their European heritage, and so they should be.  At the end of the 
day we are all Australians.  Why should there be this separatist situation in which, because people have a portion 
of Aboriginal blood, they are treated differently from other Australians.  I do not say that in a racist way.  I 
believe that all Australians should be absolutely inclusive. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  That is not how an Aboriginal person is defined either by Aboriginals or any Government; it 
has nothing to do with how much Aboriginal blood someone has.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It has a great deal to do with it.  Most government forms have a box to tick if people are of 
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent.  If people tick the box, sometimes allowances are made and 
consideration is given to them that other Australians do not get.  The young ladies who came to see me were 
totally opposed to it.  They said that they very rarely ticked that box, because they do not believe that they should 
be seen to be any different from any other Australian.  Why not have a box asking people if they are of Spanish 
descent, French descent or whatever, or, God forbid, English descent?  There should not be such a box.  Either 
we are all Australians or we are not. 

I have explained why I believe that this principle should not be enshrined in law.  Why enshrine a principle in 
law that has not been working?  The minister might say that the comments in the Gordon inquiry report related 
only to children being placed in care.  The principle for the allocation of children for adoption is that they must 
be adopted by the immediate family, extended family, family friends, people in the same community or people 
who have sympathy for and a kinship in the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community.  Couples of 
European descent who wish to adopt are at the bottom of the list according to the Aboriginal child placement 
principle.  I find that abhorrent. 
Ms S.M. McHale:  Will you allow me to comment? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, the minister can comment in her reply.  I have only 30 minutes left. 
Ms S.M. McHale:  Keep going then. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will keep going, because I wish to cover other areas. 

I find that adoption principle wrong, divisive and separatist.  For all the reasons I have given, it should not be 
enshrined in law.  This Government would be doing a disservice to Aboriginal children by following the 
principle. 

I am told that adoption is not part of the Aboriginal culture.  I accept that the word “adoption” is not, but we are 
talking about a word, not the principle.  Children who are unwanted or unable to be cared for in the Aboriginal 
community are placed with other people, very often long term, which is practically the same as adoption.  We 
are arguing about a word rather than about the principle of caring for those children.  The word is not part of the 
Aboriginal culture, never has been and probably never will be, but caring for children who need care in a family 
environment I suggest has always been a principle in the Aboriginal community, as in any other community.  We 
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should not support a principle that is not in the best interests of the child.  We should consider where a child 
would be best placed to give that child the best opportunity to be brought up in a loving and caring environment. 
Part of this Bill provides that adoptive parents must be willing to ensure that if the adoptee child is of a different 
culture or ethnic background, the child should be given every opportunity to follow its culture and its traditions.  
I believe it is unnecessary to have that in an Act.  I believe that it could even be classed as racist.  Any 
responsible adoptive parent, who adopted a child from a different culture, would want the child to learn about the 
culture so that the child is aware of the culture.  In every case of which I am aware, that has happened.  Why do 
we need to have what could be classed as racist terminology enshrined in an Act of this Parliament?  It should 
not be the case, and I hope it will not be the case at the end of the day.  However, I suspect that this will be a case 
of the Opposition having its say but the Government having its way.  The Government will have its way by 
enshrining this principle in an Act of Parliament.  That will be a great tragedy, and it will not be in the best 
interests of the child.   
Another area of this Bill greatly concerns me; however, it is one area that I cannot vote against.  Part of this Bill 
takes into account the provisions of the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Law Reform) Act.  The Adoption 
Amendment Bill (No 2) ensures that a same-sex couple who are living together must apply as a couple.  One of 
them cannot apply as a single person.  For example, two homosexual males who live together must apply as a 
couple to adopt a child.  This Government is prepared to allow homosexual couples to adopt children, provided 
they meet other criteria, including having a reasonable home, income and so on - the material things in life.  I 
emphasise the term “material things in life”.  Through the Acts Amendment (Gay and Lesbian Law Reform) Act, 
this Government has encouraged those people to adopt children.  I will never know how that can be consistent 
with what is in the best interests of the child.  A single person can currently apply to adopt a child.  Under the 
Acts Amendment (Gay and Lesbian Law Reform) Act, a homosexual male who lives on his own can apply to 
adopt a child.  There will be no deterrent to that, provided that the person is within the age limit and complies 
with other criteria.  This Government is bereft of moral thinking.  It is happy to allow gay and lesbian people to 
adopt children.  That can never be in the best interest of the child.  The Government wants to stick in the age 
criteria.  Obviously it would prefer a couple of homosexual males to adopt a child than a couple who live 
together in a marriage situation and who just miss out on the age criteria.  We must ask where are the values of 
this Government.  In my view, they are very low.  I would like that whole clause to be deleted, but it will not be.   
Obviously the Government believes it would be better for two homosexual males who are living together to 
apply to adopt as a couple.  However, I hope and pray that the relinquishing mother or parents of a child would 
not choose that couple as prospective adoptive parents over other people who would be better qualified and 
would provide a far more natural living environment for that child.  There are so few local adoptions in Western 
Australia that I do not think that a couple in that situation would stand a hope in hell of adopting a child.  
However, if they are accepted under certain criteria, they might stand a chance of adopting a child through 
international adoptions.  There was a case in the United Kingdom in recent times in which two homosexual men 
adopted a child from the United States of America.  They paid for that child.  I suggest that that child was 
conceived on the understanding that the couple would pay money for the child and would then take the child to 
the UK.  If anybody can tell me that that sort of environment is in the best interests of the child, I will cry hooky.  
It cannot be so.  Two homosexual males, performing the sort of acts that they do, cannot provide an environment 
that would be in the best interest of any child.  The theme of the Bill should be protection of the best interests of 
the child.  We are told that it is.  However, I believe that this area is deficient and contradictory.   

Some areas of the Bill are not relevant.  The Government has extended the areas that recognise the value of and 
need for cultural and ethnic continuity for a child.  The existing legislation is quite adequate, but the minister 
obviously feels that we should go a bit further and be more definite about what adoptive parents should do.  
However, it does not really provide the answer.  Anybody who is desperate to adopt a child will agree to that 
condition.  How will it be monitored or policed?  Who will make sure that the adoptive parents follow the 
adoption plan and meet the criteria on providing for the cultural and ethnic needs of the child?  I do not believe it 
will happen.   
I refer to the information and contact details.  I asked whether I could have a copy of an adoption plan, but I am 
still waiting for it.  I want to know what an adoption plan looks like.  
Ms S.M. McHale:  How long have you been waiting?  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  A little while.  I am not criticising the Department for Community Development, because I 
have received a lot of help from it.  However, I still want to see what an adoption plan looks like.  Under this 
legislation, contact vetos will not be included.  The information vetos will be extinguished two years from the 
date of proclamation of this Bill.  From the information I have been given by the department, I accept that a lot 
of sensitivity will be involved in this process, and that people will be counselled before implementation of the 
extinguishment of those information vetos.  I hope that is the case, because if it is not done properly and 
sensitively, there could be problems.  Some cases involve mothers who relinquished children in the 1950s and 
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1940s - some may involve earlier adoptions.  When those mothers gave up their children for adoption, they did 
not want any information about or contact with those children.  They decided that the best interests of the child 
would be served by adopting out the child.  It was done for all sorts of reasons in those days, including social 
reasons.  Some of those relinquishing mothers have moved on with their lives.  They have established new 
relationships - they married and had other children.  For their own reasons, they have never informed anybody 
about a child that they had many years ago.  They do not wish anybody to make contact.  They now have 
completely separate lives.  Some are very concerned that not only their husbands but also other children and 
relatives would have to be told about the child that they adopted out many years ago.  I am glad that we are not 
abolishing the contact vetos that are in place, because that would be a very serious matter.  Of course, by 
abolishing existing information vetos, we run the risk that an adoptee will be able to find out about his or her 
relinquishing mother and possibly his or her father, depending on who is listed on the original birth certificate.  
Penalties are essential.  We must accept and observe people’s rights.  We must accept that people may have 
wished not to have contact and not to have information given out about them for many years.  The contact side 
of the issue should be set in stone.  On the information side, I do not have a problem with balancing the rights of 
the relinquishing mother and parents with the right of the child to know of his or her heritage.  I am also 
concerned that, within an adoption plan, someone can say what forms of contact will be available to the 
relinquishing parent or the relinquishing mother.  I have a concern that that should never be allowed to disrupt an 
adoptee’s life when the person is in his or her younger or formative years.  If a child is given up for adoption, it 
must be done so that the child, when six or seven years of age, will not be traumatised by suddenly finding out 
that he or she has two mummies or two daddies, because that would not do the child any good emotionally.  At a 
later stage the child must be able to make a decision.  I am aware that, with the open adoption plans that are in 
place at the moment, there are cases where contact is not only agreed to but also encouraged.  If both sets of 
parents - the relinquishing parents and the adoptive parents - are of a common mind and can work things out so 
that the child will not suffer, we should not have a problem, and we should ensure it goes ahead.  I still have a 
nagging thought in the back of my mind that that is not necessarily in the best interests of the child.  A child 
often needs a lot of stability until he or she reaches maturity and can fully understand the situation.  All adopted 
children should be told that they are adopted and they have been chosen to be adopted children.  There is nothing 
worse than a child reaching the age of 18 and then finding out inadvertently that he or she was adopted.  It can be 
a cruel realisation for that to happen.  One or two close friends of mine have been involved in adoptions and they 
have always ensured that their adopted children have been made aware that they have been adopted and that they 
were chosen because the adoptive parents wanted to give them a good life, and that for some unfortunate reason 
their birth mother or father was unable to care for them or, worse still, may have died, which is even more tragic. 
I was hoping to speak to a few other areas in this Bill.  I am now having to prioritise the areas to which I will 
refer.  This Bill does not allow for grandparents, step-parents or other people to adopt children automatically.  
What happens if a mother and father with two children die in a car crash or some other horrific disaster?  The 
natural thing would be for the siblings of those deceased parents, or the grandparents, to take charge of those 
children and care for them.  There is nothing wrong with grandparents looking after their grandchildren.  Some 
people have put to me that grandparents should be able to adopt those children.  I have thought long and hard 
about that issue and I do not believe that that is the appropriate way to go.  The minister is probably in agreement 
with me.  
Dr E. Constable:  Are they too old? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, they are not too old. 
Dr E. Constable:  What is wrong with them? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  There is nothing wrong with them.  They are the children’s grandparents and I think it 
would be wrong for them to suddenly become the parents.  It takes away an aspect of the family tree. 

Dr E. Constable:  That is a value judgment on your part. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is a personal judgment.  There is a simple answer to this: those grandparents can 
become the guardians of those children.  

Ms S.M. McHale:  Through a parenting order. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Personally, I would prefer to see grandparents in that situation as guardians.  If the 
children’s parents are deceased through some sort of horrific accident or disaster, the grandparents can carry out 
the role of parenting those grandchildren, but they should not lose sight of the fact that they are the grandparents 
and the children must look upon them as their grandparents.  There is nothing wrong with that.  It is not because 
the grandparents are too old.  The grandparents have the opportunity to become the legal guardians.  I hope, in a 
situation like that, the minister’s department would do everything in its power to ensure that the grandparents 
were given guardianship of those children, because it is difficult to try to become a guardian.  I know that from 
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personal experience.  If the grandparents had to go before the Guardianship and Administration Board to seek 
guardianship of those grandchildren because their parents had been killed, I hope the minister’s department 
would stand alongside those grandparents to assist them to gain that guardianship order, because that is the most 
important thing.  The grandparents can then do their job of caring for the children, and making decisions on 
behalf of the children, which must happen because the children are too young to make decisions on their own.  It 
is important that that should happen. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I will answer that as part of my reply. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I say again to the member for Churchlands that it is not because the grandparents are too 
old.  There is a better way to deal with this issue and attain the same result at the end of the day. 

I do not want to see a situation develop in Western Australia, as has happened in some other countries, in which 
children basically become auction targets and are adopted by the highest bidder.  This has happened in some 
countries and I would hate to see it happen in Western Australia. 

It is important that people be made aware that 40 years is the age gap criterion between the prospective adoptive 
child and the prospective adoptive older parent.  Other countries have a 40-year age gap, which is what is 
contained in our present Act.  We have come a long way from the original 1994 Adoption Act to the Bill before 
the House today.  It will be interesting to hear what the minister has to say in consideration in detail and to have 
advice from her advisers on a few clauses of the Bill.  I have not yet referred to some clauses because they are 
not significant in the second reading debate, but they will be significant when we debate them in consideration in 
detail. 
Since I have taken on this shadow portfolio, I have had more representations on this Bill from members of the 
public than I have had for a long time on any other Bill that has come before the House.  Obviously, those views 
have varied.  Some representations came from organisations, two of which receive funding from the Department 
for Community Development and another that receives no funding from the department.  I have listened to all 
three of those groups, but I have taken on board more the submissions made to me in meetings I have had with 
individuals who are not affiliated with any group.  They are people who have adopted a child and who want to 
ensure that an opportunity exists for people who presently fall outside the age criteria to adopt children, not for 
their own benefit but for the benefit and welfare of children waiting to be adopted. 
I also had meetings with children who have been adopted, some of whom I mentioned earlier.  Some children 
who have been adopted from other countries have also given me their perspective on the contents of the Bill.  
They have given me their insight, thoughts and feelings on the life that they have had as people from other 
countries who were adopted by Western Australian couples; they have explained their beliefs about the most 
important aspects of the Bill.  More than anybody else, I have listened to individuals with first-hand experience, 
not people who might have a general view about the Bill; people who have had experience either as adoptees, 
relinquishing parents or prospective adoptive parents.  They are the people, more than anyone else in this State, 
to whom we should be listening because they have active experience in this very sensitive area. 
I conclude my remarks now because I know that other members wish to speak on the Bill.  I hope that when the 
minister responds, she will give some comfort to not only me and the House but also members of the general 
public who have a passionate interest in the Bill, particularly about the clause on the age criteria; and that she 
will respond positively to the amendment in my name on the Notice Paper.  She will make me very happy if she 
does that.  More importantly, she will give the people outside this Chamber a lot of comfort in knowing that they 
will have an opportunity to do what they want to do for children in orphanages in other countries or in areas 
where they are without a parent or parents to care for them.  I look forward with great anticipation to a very 
positive response from the minister. 
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [1.24 pm]:  Many people are concerned about this legislation and have 
waited a long time for it.  It is five years since the review of the Adoption Act was completed in 1997.  The 
previous Government and this Government promised that we would have this amendment Bill.  I know that 
some people are pleased with the Bill but many people to whom I have spoken are disappointed with the 
outcome of the review and with many aspects of the Bill.  The Bill in many instances appears to assume an anti-
adoption view and continues to put up barriers to adoption. 

All members acknowledge that adoption laws have very special meaning to many groups in the community, first 
and foremost to the children who are placed in adoption.  I agree with the sentiments that the interests of the 
child are most important and must be kept very much in front of us when we consider this legislation.  It is 
particularly important legislation for relinquishing parents - that is, usually the birth mother rather than both 
parents - and for adoptive parents.  However, the legislation also has special significance for professionals 
working in the area of adoption; people working in government departments; professionals employed by the 
State, particularly by the Department for Community Development; special interest groups such as the Adoption 
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Research and Counselling Service, Adoption Jigsaw WA, Adoption International of Western Australia; and, of 
course, many childless couples who put their names forward for adoption.   

I am concerned at the general thinking and attitudes held on adoption issues by those groups that I suspect have 
been very influential in drafting this legislation.  For example, the Adoption Research and Counselling Service is 
contracted by the State to provide certain services, which include education seminars.  It is, therefore, paid by the 
State to provide education seminars to all prospective parents who wish to consider adoption.  As part of the 
adoption process they must attend those education seminars.  I wonder whether the minister has ever read the 
newsletter of ARCS.  If she has, she would have found some extraordinary statements of bias.  A sample of 
correspondence published in the recent winter edition of the “ARCS” newsletter states -  

The fact that adoption numbers have ‘slumped’ in recent years, and continue to do so should be 
applauded as one of the few good news stories appearing in newspapers in recent times.   

Therefore, the less adoption we have, the better.  The correspondence continues -  

. . . the . . . fall in numbers of children placed for adoption to approximately 1/10th of the 1973-74 
figures would indicate that support services for mothers and their children have certainly come a long 
way from the times when single pregnant women had few options other than to place their baby for 
adoption. 

There is no question in my mind that the single, pregnant women mentioned in that correspondence should have 
many options and the support of the State if they wish to bring up their babies themselves.  I agree that support 
services have improved immeasurably in the past 25 to 30 years.  The assumption in this letter is that birth 
mothers are caring for their children and I am sure many do.  However, although that has occurred for a number 
of years, the number of children in the care of the State has risen.  For instance, there were 779 wards of the 
State in 1997; in 2002 that figure has climbed to 1 007.  That means many children are in an impermanent 
situation and being cared for by the State in a foster home where there is no restriction on the age of a carer.  
This represents a major inconsistency in policy: it is okay to have no age restriction for children who are in foster 
care, but we must have an age restriction in adoption.  I suggest to the minister that some good research needs to 
be done in this area to follow through many of these children.  Perhaps the minister could start with some good, 
systematic research on children in care, and look at their backgrounds and history to see how successful we have 
been in providing the services about which the letter in the “ARCS” newsletter was so fulsome.  The writer of 
this piece in the “ARCS” newsletter goes on in her article to make the outrageous comparison between the 
practice of adoption and the stolen generation.  This insults everyone involved in adoption, especially officers of 
the Department for Community Development.  The writer of the letter glosses over the fact that the consent of 
the birth mother is required in adoption before a child is relinquished.  To make that comparison between the 
stolen generation and adoption is outrageous. 
Another Adoption Research and Counselling Service supporter makes the astonishing link between the Childers 
backpacker fire and the fact that the arsonist was adopted.  She asked this question: should the jury have taken 
more consideration of the fact that his childhood was possibly scarred because of his adoption, with possible 
trauma?  Goodness gracious me!  To make a cause-effect link like that is just stupid.  The people who publish 
this newsletter are great supporters of this legislation and have influence on policy in this State.  The minister 
should look carefully at this sort of stupid thinking. 
In my second reading contribution today, I want to deal mainly with the age criteria and aspects of 
discrimination.  Many important issues are in this Bill, and I am sure that they will be dealt with in detail during 
consideration in detail.  I will deal first with the retention of the age criteria in section 52, which refers to 
restrictions on placement.  As we all know, this Bill retains an age criterion for adoptive parents.  It makes the 
concession of raising the allowable age difference between adoptive parents and children, but this does not deal 
with some of the principles that the minister and the Government should be dealing with in regard to this issue. 
Clause 29 provides that an adoptive parent cannot be more than 45 years older than the child when the 
prospective adoptive parent has not adopted before.  Therefore, a person who adopts an infant cannot be more 
than 45 years of age.  The allowable age difference rises to 50 in a case in which the prospective adoptive parent 
has adopted before.  What is the rationale for these age limits?  Why is it not 46 and 49 years of age?  Why is it 
not 44 and 47 years of age?  There is no research and no rationale.  It is just somebody’s feeling that this is a 
good age - just pick an arbitrary number!  This really affects people and has nothing whatsoever to do with 
whether people will be good parents.  The age of a person simply does not relate to whether that person is a good 
parent.  I base that on my own experience when I did research at Harvard University.  We spent thousands of 
hours observing mothers and children and researching what seemed to be good interrelationships between 
mother and child; and we related that to the child’s social, emotional and cognitive development.  Age was not a 
criterion that was important in whether someone was a good parent.  Therefore, it is absolutely stupid for the 
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minister to dress this up in this way, to pick an arbitrary age and to tell me that that makes for the right sort of 
parent.  It is very stupid indeed. 

This Bill also proposes to amend section 39 of the Act so that married or de facto couples - that is, heterosexual, 
gay or lesbian de facto couples - must lodge joint applications for adoptive parenthood.  Under existing law, that 
is not the case.  Under existing law, at least in theory, the younger partner of a couple can apply to adopt as a 
single person.  That is open particularly to those couples in which the older member is too old or falls outside the 
age criterion.  However, now the age criterion will apply to the older partner of the couple.  These changes will 
have the effect of preventing certain couples from adopting a child and introduce a double discrimination.  The 
double discrimination is on the basis of age and marital status of the younger partner, in particular for married 
couples. 
I will give an example of how this will work.  A woman of 40 years of age is married to a 52-year-old man.  The 
couple may consider adoption after they discover that they are unable to have children naturally, and they have 
tried in-vitro fertilisation.  Therefore, they have tried in every possible way to conceive.  While the 40-year-old 
woman is well within the allowable age limit, her husband is not.  Under the proposed changes to section 39, 
they must lodge a joint application to become adoptive parents.  As I said a moment ago, it must be borne in 
mind that the age criterion relates to the older member of the couple.  In this instance, the husband is seven years 
outside the age criterion of 45 years.  Therefore, that couple’s application would be tossed in the bin; they could 
not adopt.  However, a 44-year-old woman married to a 45-year-old man would be able to adopt an infant.  It 
seems, however, that if the 40-year-old woman in my example were single, she would be able to apply to adopt.  
That seems a bit strange to me.  Why are we discriminating against someone because she is married?  The single 
person would be able to adopt under the proposed changes to the Act.  The Bill is clearly discriminatory, and it is 
a disgrace for this Labor Government to bring such legislation before the Parliament.  A prospective adoptive 
parent who is within the allowable age difference but married to someone who is outside the age limit would not 
be able to adopt.  It is clearly discriminatory in that instance as well.  In my example, the 40-year-old woman 
who is married to an older man would be discriminated against by reason of a particular characteristic of her 
husband - that is, his age - as well as her marital status.  She would be discriminated against on two grounds.  I 
am not saying that if this couple applied, they should be able to adopt and that is it.  However, their adoption 
application should at least be considered along with everybody else’s.  In many cases, this legislation sets up 
barriers and closes gates on people far too early.  We should make sure that we open the gates and give people 
opportunities at least to apply. 
It is breathtaking that this Government is entrenching discrimination in this Bill.  After all we have heard in the 
past 18 months, that is what the minister and the Government are doing.  They are saying that discrimination is 
good - not equality before the law, as we have heard the Attorney General and the Premier say on many 
occasions.  In this instance they are saying, “No, let’s discriminate against these people because of their age, and, 
what is more, we will make it so complicated that all sorts of people fall through the gaps and miss out on the 
opportunity to apply” - not to be allowed to adopt, but to apply to adopt and to be given a chance.  The 
Government is not giving people that chance. 
Since 10 February last year, this Government has put itself forward as the champion of equal opportunity before 
the law.  How many times have we heard that from the Attorney General, the Premier and others?  However, this 
Government does not even believe its own rhetoric.  It is a great pity that the Government and the minister did 
not take the lead of New South Wales, Victoria and the Australian Capital Territory and drop the age limit.  It 
has not made a huge difference - in fact, probably no difference - to the number of children adopted, but it has at 
least given people the opportunity to apply.  That is all this is about.  Of course, it does not mean that 70-year-
olds will be able to adopt.  If the age limit is dropped, it does not mean that.  It just gives people an opportunity 
to be considered.  It means we will not shut the gate before they can even start.   
I am particularly concerned today to stress the inconsistency in the Government’s policies and actions.  A 
woman who is now living in Victoria has sent me copies of correspondence with her then local member, the 
member for Fremantle, now the Attorney General.  She is a lawyer who moved to Victoria so that she could 
adopt because she could not adopt in this State.  We all know that the proposal in this legislation to retain the age 
criteria is at odds with the Government’s promotion of itself as the champion of anti-discrimination policy.  This 
legislation reneges on the Government’s approach to this issue.  On 9 February last year the now Attorney 
General wrote to a former resident of WA - the woman to whom I referred who has now moved to Victoria to 
adopt a child.  She had been trying to adopt a child in Western Australia but was considered too old at the age 
42.  She wrote to the member for Fremantle, who was her local member of Parliament, and pointed out the 
problem with age discrimination in the current Act and her concerns that the then Government - the Liberal 
Government - was proposing to raise the age limit to 43, which did not solve the problem of discrimination.  A 
letter she received from the member for Fremantle stated - 
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I must confess to not having followed the debate on this issue very closely and was therefore unaware 
of the proposal to adjust the age difference to 43 years.   

I can respond in general terms that Labor’s approach to these issues will be based on the principle of 
non-discrimination.  Obviously the rights of the child is the paramount consideration - 

We all agree with that - 

and other statutory constraints should be subject to this principle and independently justified on rational, 
non discriminatory grounds.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  As I said, the member for Fremantle’s constituent has since moved to Victoria and has 
successfully adopted a child.  In the second reading speech the Minister for Community Development said -  

. . . there is considerable anecdotal evidence that children with older parents feel fearful that their 
parents may die, are unhappy at being different from their peers and feel that their parents are less likely 
to understand them.   

Until the minister produces systematic research, not anecdotal evidence, she should not make those sorts of 
statements.  It is possible that there is no greater percentage of unhappy adopted people than non-adopted people.  
Where does this view come from?  It has come out of the bias of someone who has been advising the minister.  
This simplistic cause and effect argument should not be accepted by this House.  I would not accept it from an 
undergraduate if I were marking a term paper; it is just bad thinking.  The argument in the minister’s speech 
against older people adopting echoes the writings and the thinking of the Adoption Research and Counselling 
Service Inc and Adoption Jigsaw.  The minister also seems to take a direct quote in her speech from a briefing 
paper circulated by the Department for Community Development in April 2002 and sent to members of 
Parliament.  This statement reads -  

Research on the experience of children born to older parents substantiates the fact that having older 
parents can in itself represent a significant life stress or for children.  They express regret and sadness 
about aspects of their lives in relation to ageing parents.   

The footnotes in the background briefing paper show that this statement is based on one academic research 
reference from a Professor Monica B. Morris from California State University and was written 15 years ago in 
l987.  A further look at the research paper shows it is based on 18 non-adopted people between the ages of 20 
and 54.  This means they were born between 1931 and 1965 and had parents aged between 35 and 52 years of 
age.  The parents were born between 1877 and 1930!  It is hardly a definitive study when it is based on 18 
people.  How can the minister compare that sort of research on 18 people with what is happening at the 
beginning of the twenty-first century?  It is nonsense for the minister to take research like that and extrapolate 
from it really important decisions in legislation in Western Australia.  Morris made no claim that her small 
sample of 18 people spoke for all late babies.  She found that half the subjects expressed positive feelings about 
having older parents and that they felt totally unaffected by it.  We have to be very careful in using flimsy 
research like this in making important decisions.  It is very selective.  It is a plainly silly value judgment and an 
insult to older parents to suggest that being an older parent is bad for children.   

The minister, and I suspect her advisers, should be aware that having younger parents, whether they are 
biological or adoptive parents, is no guarantee that the parents will not die early.  There have been some tragic 
examples in the past week in our newspapers.  Young parents may end up having marriage break-ups and all 
sorts of difficulties and problems that we know any person can suffer.  Having young parents is no guarantee that 
a child will have grandparents.  These days, in the age of mobility, many children have grandparents living 
thousands of miles away and do not see them or they are not part of their growing up.  Having young parents is 
no guarantee that illness or accident will not befall a parent.  We cannot legislate for every possibility.   

I will give members an example that has been circulated to members of Parliament by Maureen Roberts, who is 
in the gallery today and who works and is involved in Adoptions International of Western Australia.  She is a 
relinquishing mother and an adoptive mother.  Her birth daughter was born in 1964 and placed with an adoptive 
mother aged 27 and an adoptive father aged 29.  The adoptive father died in a plane crash when the little girl was 
four.  In 1974, when the child was 10, the mother died at the age of 37.  We cannot legislate to protect people 
against that.  Sadly, these things happen.   

It would be much simpler if this legislation were based on the principle of non-discrimination because then we 
would not be going through these contortions and seeing where it is so inconsistent for so many people.   

The other thing that seems to seep through the thinking involved in this legislation is that somehow difference is 
a bad thing.  It is not.  If children are made to feel embarrassed because their parents are older, or because of 
something in their background, it is not that their parents’ age is wrong; it is the attitudes of the people around 
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them.  It is those attitudes we have to change.  We have to change the culture of non-acceptance of difference.  
We should not bow down to the ignorance and the fear of difference when we are legislating.  It should not be 
the basis of public policy in Western Australia.   

Last year in this House - I heard it again today from the member for Hillarys - we heard people talking about 
how children cannot cope with difference if they are brought up with lesbian or homosexual parents.  That 
argument was put in this House and was refuted by the Labor Government.  However, today the Labor 
Government is prepared to support discriminatory legislation that underlines its bias about difference.   

How can this Government now rely on the opposite argument from that which it used when the equal 
opportunity legislation was debated last year?  How can this Government continue to present itself as a 
champion of equality?  Last year, the Premier stood in this place and said -  

The Labor Party has a clear view, as articulated in its platform, that it will treat people equally.  I 
absolutely and fundamentally believe in the equal rights of all our citizens.   

My goodness me, how that clear view has become very blurred and muddied.  The Premier is also on record as 
saying -  

I am about guaranteeing equality under the law in Western Australia.   

He should tell that to the people who will be prevented from even applying to adopt because of their age or 
marital status.  This Premier has turned his words into a very sad joke.  The single-minded resolve of the Premier 
has dissipated into the ether.  It does not exist any more.  The Attorney General said last December in response 
to a question about adoption by gay and lesbian parents -  

The Adoption Act provides that the adopting parent cannot be over the age of 40.  That is 
discrimination on the basis of age.  Section 52 of the Act refers to the placement of the child in 
culturally appropriate circumstances that will enable that child to continue his or her education and 
cultural development and so on.  That is discrimination.  The legislation contains a prohibition on 
certain classes of people, regardless of their parenting skills, being considered as adoptive parents.  The 
Government proposes to remove that prohibition.   

He had no idea what the Government was proposing to do because the Government certainly has not done that.  
He went on to say -  

The only consideration will be who are the best parents for a child,  

That is exactly what I am saying.  We want the best people for the child.  We do not want to exclude people who 
might be the best parents for these children.  The Attorney General continued -  

Broadening the range of people who are eligible to adopt will enable the director general of the 
Department for Community Development to make the best decision about who will provide the best 
family and the best parenting.  That is the purpose of the legislation.   

He was arguing that so that gay and lesbian couples could adopt, but he is not here arguing that so that 46-year-
olds or even 35-year-old women married to 46-year-old men can adopt infants.  Where is he today?  They were 
very hollow words and rhetoric from the Attorney General.  The Attorney General expressed exactly my 
argument for the removal of age discrimination when he was debating the equal opportunity legislation last year.  
It appears that the Attorney General does not believe what he says and is not a man of his word.  It is all smoke 
and mirrors from this Government.  The words used to defend one piece of legislation are the opposite from 
those used to defend another.  How can anyone ever trust that the government members are people of principle?  
They certainly are not.  Having taken the high moral ground, the Government has seriously undermined, if not 
extinguished, its policies.  

There is much more to be said on this Bill and about some of the statements in the minister’s second reading 
speech.  I especially wanted to cover the issue of international adoption and the point raised by the member for 
Hillarys about the number of children available for adoption.  I have copies of e-mails from various people in 
United Nations children’s organisations and associated organisations that clearly refute the statements of the 
minister.  I believe that she should look at those.  I will raise those issues during the consideration in detail stage.  
They are very important.  The minister simply cannot come in here and give a speech based on information that 
is not correct.  I am not saying that she has intentionally misled us; however, the officers of her department 
should have looked beyond the information they gave her and ascertained that it was absolutely correct.  It was 
not.  This is the sort of false information that affects practice and policy in this State, and it should not happen 
when it comes to the adoption of children.  

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Innaloo) [1.54 pm]:  As a single person of nearly 54 years of age, I suppose I am well 
placed to discuss the issue of the age limit upon people who can adopt.  I note that the proposal of the Opposition 
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when in government was to raise the age difference between a person adopting a first child and that child to 43 
years.  In recognition of the trend in the community for couples to have children at a somewhat later age, the 
Government decided, after deliberation, to raise that limit to 45 years and to 50 years for a second child.  I 
listened with interest to the member for Churchlands’ misplaced criticisms of the Government and her argument 
that putting this age limit on the director general’s placements was discriminatory.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I thought it was an excellent speech.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I thought that the member would judge it to be so.  That is marked by the limited way he 
looks at these matters.  He was a minister at the cabinet table that voted to put a limit of 43 years on people 
eligible to adopt a child, and he is now saying that the speech that criticised his vote was excellent.  That is 
something to behold in this Chamber. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Times have changed.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Times have changed: the member is out of the cabinet room, he is in opposition and he is 
largely irrelevant.  We have raised the age difference beyond which a person cannot adopt to 45 years for the 
first child and 50 years for the second.  This legislation is not, as the member for Churchlands considers, a 
service to people in the community wishing to acquire a family.  This legislation is about providing a service to 
children without families by integrating them into full family life by way of adoptive parents.  The purpose of 
the Adoption Act is to provide a service to children; it is not to provide a service to the people of the community 
who wish to acquire children.  The State of Western Australia’s role is to identify those children who have been 
given up by their families and who are suitable to be placed with other families as adoptive children, and to find 
those children the best possible families in which to be placed.  A limit on the age at which people can adopt 
children is not in any way contradictory to the philosophy of the legislation, or even the Liberal Party.  This 
legislation is not about children and their natural families but about the State’s responsibilities in placing a child 
to whom the State is providing a service with a family.  Much evidence has come forward to suggest that once 
adoptive children become aware of their adoptive status, they not unreasonably feel somewhat different from 
their peers who come from natural families.  Placing these children in families with parents who are of middle 
age or beyond puts those children into another different category in which they are brought up by parents of a 
different generation from that of their peers’ parents.  That of itself would present no problem if it occurred in a 
natural family.  However, in an adoptive family, the child would be burdened with a further difference, and feel a 
deep demarcation from the rest of the community.  The child is not only adopted but also has been placed with a 
family that is from a completely different age bracket than that of his peers.  Further difficulty arises as the child 
reaches adolescence or his 20s as the State would have placed him with a family that will soon become 
dependent upon him as its primary caregiver.  This has happened.  Reports have come back from a woman who 
was placed in that sort of situation.  The younger of the two adoptive parents passed away at a tender age, and 
the woman found herself as the primary caregiver for a very elderly adoptive parent.  Is this fair on the child?  It 
is all very well to have those philosophies, but they must be considered in their context.  They are conservative 
philosophies.  We will not discriminate against any child.  This is a Bill for children; it does not discriminate 
between any child in Western Australia.  This Bill does not provide a service for wealthy middle-aged childless 
couples.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 1870.]   
 


