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TEACHER SHORTAGE 
Motion 

Resumed from 15 November on the following motion moved by Hon Peter Collier - 

That this house expresses its grave concern at the recent revelation of the Department of Education and 
Training that there will be a shortage of 3 000 teachers in Western Australia in five years unless some 
serious action is taken to remedy this significant problem. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.10 pm]:  When we were 
lasting discussing this motion, I was indicating to the house my view that the greatest impediment to education in 
the western world is teachers’ unions.  I was suggesting that because they spend all their time concentrating on 
working conditions, to the exclusion of the consideration of professional issues, they have created the 
impression, in the mind of the community at least, that all that teachers are concerned about is their working 
conditions.  It never ceases to amaze me that the teachers’ union - I will talk about the State School Teachers’ 
Union of WA, although it is the same in other states and in other parts of the world - spends half its life telling 
the whole world how badly off teachers are, how terrible the working conditions are, how hard they work for the 
little pay they get, how terrible their hours of work are, how appalling are the conditions that they have to put up 
with in the buildings they work in, and how terrible the disciplinary problems with children in the classrooms 
are.  This is all designed to say to the government of the day that because of these terrible conditions, teachers 
are entitled to a significant pay rise.  That may be a good argument from the point of view of an industrial union.  
However, it says to young people who are contemplating becoming schoolteachers: why bother; and why even 
contemplate going into that occupation - I will not say profession - when, according to those people in it, it is so 
bad?  That is one of the great conundrums of this matter.  We do not hear the lawyers’ union, the doctors’ union, 
the engineers’ union or the accountants’ union running around saying that their professions are no good, that 
they are underpaid, that they are undervalued, that their working conditions are dreadful and that people would 
not want to be one for love nor money.  They do not say that at all.  When young people, the sort of people who 
want to go into education as a profession, hear what is being said about the education profession, they say: why 
would I want to do that?  If it is so bad, why would I waste my life working in that job?   
I suggest to teachers’ unions that they occasionally up-beat their profession and start telling people that it is 
actually a wonderful job; that although they might not mind a bit more pay, it is a wonderful job and, indeed, 
people can have enormous professional satisfaction from being a schoolteacher.  I have always been concerned 
about the way in which teachers’ unions have gone about doing their business.  However, I guess it comes back 
to the fact that there is one major employer of teachers who has traditionally treated teachers appallingly in my 
view and tells them what to do in every sense.  The teaching workforce, therefore, regards the employer as 
oppressive and not caring, and teachers’ unions spend most of their lives in adversarial contact with the 
employer.  There was a period in recent history prior to 1993 when I believed there was a joint venture between 
the teachers’ union and the education department.  The then Labor government seemed to be allowing the 
teachers’ union to make half the decisions on the education system in Western Australia, and not necessarily for 
the benefit of the system at all. 
Putting all that to one side, we are talking about why the government is having difficulty attracting people into 
the teaching profession.  I have indicated that the action of teachers’ unions simply does not help at all and that 
their constant whingeing, whining and complaining is turning young people off the job.  The unions need to 
understand that it is in their best interests to promote the profession and to have more people in it.  This would 
then allow employers to give teachers more duties other than teaching time - DOTT - or more capacity to do 
things that relate to their professional development, rather than putting them under the enormous pressure that 
they are currently under because of the shortage of teachers, which is resulting in principals, deputy principals 
and everybody else having to go into classrooms to make sure children are being taught. 

There has been some discussion in recent times about salary levels and the government’s recent offer.  I have 
always held the view that the starting salary for teachers is quite comparable to the starting salary for people in 
other professions, and as such I do not believe that is where the problem lies.  It may be an idea to put up the 
starting salary by a bit here and there to make education more attractive than other professions; however, 
generally speaking first-year teachers are reasonably well remunerated compared with other professions.  The 
statistics indicate that is the case.  However, the problem is that the increases in salary from that point onwards to 
the end of a teacher’s career is one of very slow and minimal growth, certainly compared with other professions 
in which growth is dramatic.  A person who goes into the education profession may start on a salary of $40 000 a 
year - or whatever it is - and finish up on $70 000 a year.  A person who goes into dentistry might start on 
$40 000 a year and finish up on $400 000 a year.  Therefore, the career expectations in terms of salary for 
teachers are significantly lower than that for other professions.   
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I have always argued - I did not have much success when I was a minister because the government was a bit 
short of money - that we should increase the increments for teachers as they get more experience and the longer 
they remain in the profession.  However, at the same time I have always held the view that it should not be by 
right; teachers must actually prove that they can do the job before they are entitled to these increments.  Back in 
the old days when I was a teacher, we actually got marked by a superintendent who sat in the classroom for half 
a day and then gave us a mark at the end of the day, which was an indication to the education department about 
how well we were doing.  However, it did not relate to our salary; it related to whether we kept our job.  Times 
have changed.  However, I believe it is possible to determine whether teachers are good or bad, and good 
teachers should be rewarded and bad teachers should not be rewarded. 

The ultimate salary that a teacher can aspire to must be lifted quite dramatically.  If, as the Minister for 
Education and Training is currently saying, a good teacher will get $100 000 a year, that will get into a ballpark 
figure.  However, I gather from what I have read in the fine print that not too many teachers will get $100 000. 

Hon Peter Collier:  It is $100 000 in four years. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is $100 000 in four years.  Is that not typical of this government?  It is this sleight 
of hand stuff: get a headline that teachers will get a hundred grand and then say that it does not apply to 99 per 
cent of them.  I must say that the Minister for Education and Training is really a boy on a man’s errand.  He just 
does not have what it takes to be an education minister.  I did not always agree with Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich when 
she was the Minister for Education and Training, but she did a darned sight better job than the guy who is the 
minister now.  He is just there to promote himself in the hope that one day somebody will be stupid enough to 
make him the Leader of the Labor Party.  When I listen to him in the Assembly, I can hear that is what he is 
about.  He seems to think that he is a headkicker on one hand, a solver of problems on the other and the saviour 
of education on another hand - that is three hands! - and we all know that he is incapable of any of them.  This 
sort of sleight of hand stuff really annoys me.  The minister must come out with a firm offer and say that the 
government will recognise good teachers in the system and that $100 000 a year is fair and reasonable for all the 
good teachers, not just for those level 3 classroom teachers who qualify under the system at the moment.   

I hoped that the government might spend more time on something I started as Minister for Education; that is, the 
use of workplace agreements in education.  The first workplace agreement we brought in was called the remote 
teaching service workplace agreement.  We had an absolute problem in the most remote schools in Australia, 
mainly the Aboriginal communities, because we could not get teachers to go there and, if they did, they would 
stay for six months and leave.  The turnover of staff and lack of stability in those remote schools created a 
significant problem.  The remote teaching package provided that if a teacher stayed in the one place for a certain 
time - I think it was four years - he or she would get free rent, increased salary and six months’ leave on full pay 
at the end of that four years.  It was a very attractive package, particularly for young husbands and wives who 
were both teachers, to get people to go to these communities.  It was an extraordinarily successful package.  
However, the State School Teachers’ Union of Western Australia hated it because it considered that the 
government was treating some teachers differently from others.  It was as though it thought teaching at City 
Beach Senior High School was the same as teaching at Warakurna or somewhere like that.  There are significant 
differences and we must look at those differences and treat them accordingly.  That package was available to the 
remote teaching service when I was minister.  I think it still applies.  I am not sure whether the union is now 
involved in negotiating a package on behalf of its members, but we did it on the basis of individual teachers.  It 
reminds me of how the teachers’ union operated in those days.   

I brought in a proposal called four on five.  Teachers could teach for four years and take 80 per cent of their pay 
each year, put aside the remaining 20 per cent and take the full year off on the fifth year on 80 per cent of their 
pay.  It meant that teachers could, on 80 per cent of their pay, take a year off for a sabbatical, to go overseas, 
study another course, renew their batteries or do other things after four years of hard work.  The teachers’ union 
said that I would take away long service leave and that is the reason I brought in that proposal.  People had been 
saying to me for 20 years that it would be a good idea.  It should apply to members of Parliament.  If it were 
brought in here, I would be off tomorrow for 12 months - although I am not sure I could deal with a 20 per cent 
cut in my pay, but that is another story.  We must be imaginative.  The four on five proposal said to teachers, 
“Here is a chance to have time to renew your batteries, do more study or other things that might keep up your 
enthusiasm.”  As the former Minister for Education and Training would know, teaching is a very draining 
occupation.  Contrary to what many people think because the holidays are good and the hours are not that long, it 
is a very demanding business.  Standing in front of 40, 30 or 20 children for four to seven hours a day trying to 
teach them and at the same time control them is demanding.  To have a year off after four years was attractive to 
the profession.  As I said, teachers could improve their qualifications or do whatever they wanted in that year.  
The teachers’ union said, “No, it’s an underhand way for the minister to get rid of long service leave.” 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was a very good idea.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I was terribly disappointed that nobody from the minister’s side of politics or the 
teachers’ union said that.  The workplace agreements were about dealing with particular circumstances.  The 
remote teaching package should be extended to more schools and towns in Western Australia to recognise the 
remoteness and distance that these communities are from Perth.   

When we look at the remote parts of the state, and particularly at the mining industry, there is no doubt that the 
competition for labour is enormous.  I remember teaching in Tom Price in the 1970s and each year we would 
lose about half the male teachers who came into town because they were offered jobs with Hamersley Iron, in 
many cases as trades assistants, or TAs.  They were getting paid about three times more that what they were paid 
as schoolteachers.  Of course, they left the teaching profession and we lost a lot of very good teachers.  It has not 
always been the case since the early days in the Pilbara, but it is now.  Every occupation in this state is finding it 
difficult to hang onto its staff because of the demand for labour in the resource sector.  It applies to teaching as 
much as to any other profession.  Again, it says something about how much teachers are paid and looked after in 
the conditions in which they are required to live.  In respect of that, one of the fundamentals is decent housing.  
Hon Peter Collier raised the issue of the disgraceful conditions that some Victorian teachers who went to the 
central desert had to put up with.  Over the years, successive governments have not done enough to provide 
adequate and decent housing for teachers and other government employees in country communities, especially 
those in remote locations.  If decent housing is provided and people have comfortable living conditions to go to 
at the end of the day, it makes the remote and difficult communities more liveable.   

I suggest that the government should contemplate giving thought to going back to what used to be the case.  It is 
easy to say, “When I was around in the old days that’s how things should have been, but things have got worse 
since.”  As a student teacher at teachers’ college I was bonded by the education department, which paid me a 
small salary, and because I was living away from home it provided me with enough money to pay for my board 
and petrol to get me to and from university and teachers’ college.  In exchange for a small salary, I was bonded 
to work for the education department, at whatever school it chose to send me, for four years - the time equivalent 
to the period of training.  If a student teacher did not go to that school of the department’s choice or left after 
teaching a short time, he or she was required to pay back the proportion of the money that related to the time not 
served as a teacher.  That system attracted a lot of young people into teaching in the first place.  A lot of people 
find it very difficult to raise the necessary funds to put themselves through university, particularly country 
children who have to pay boarding costs.  For people in my then financial circumstances, that money was very 
necessary and it was probably the reason I got a tertiary education, albeit one that was a bit average.  In those 
days, people going into universities and teachers’ colleges to study education were often the bright kids in the 
school, because they were not able to raise the necessary funds to do medicine, law, engineering or whatever and 
they chose teaching.  A lot of people did that and taught for four or five years and then went off and did other 
things.  I know a number of them who did four years’ teaching to satisfy their bond requirements and then went 
off to study other professions.  At least the education department got four years of good service from high-
quality people.  We should start thinking of something similar to that again.  The government should say, “We 
desperately need good teachers and we must find a way to attract young people to study education.  Let’s give 
thought to a bonding system such as the one that existed in the old days.”  The same should be contemplated for 
country doctors, nurses, police and dentists who work for the government and are required to live in less 
attractive locations.  There is a virtue in contemplating something like that.   

I am very concerned about the state of the education system in this state.  I am very amused that the federal 
election campaign is about education and the federal government is being blamed because the education systems 
in the states are no good, when they are the responsibility of state governments.  The great irony of this election 
is that the federal Labor opposition is criticising the Howard government for the failings of the state governments 
in health, education, transport and the major issues that affect us on a daily basis.  Western Australia desperately 
needs the state government to give serious thought to enhancing the teaching profession.  I desperately hope that 
the teachers’ union will look at the negative impact of what it does on the teaching profession.  I hope that WA 
can go forward with some significant changes that will enhance the professionalism of teaching and, as a result, 
enhance the outcomes for students at our schools.  That is fundamental to a productive society. 

In conclusion, teachers are more important than any other profession in our society because they educate people 
to become other professionals.  Without good teachers, there would not be good doctors, engineers, accountants 
or dentists.  Teachers are the cornerstone of people entering other professions.  The sad thing is that the very 
good students are not going back into education, and this will ultimately lead to a significant deterioration in our 
capacity as a society to train and educate people to do the tasks that enhance our society.  I very much support 
the motion moved by Hon Peter Collier.  It would be a serious tragedy, and an absolute disaster, if the estimate 
of a shortage of 3 000 teachers should occur in five years.  Instead of making silly statements, as the Minister for 
Education and Training has done in recent times, he should take the problem seriously and seek to do something 
about it.  
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HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.31 pm]:  I give my full support to the motion moved by 
Hon Peter Collier in the following terms -  

That this house expresses its grave concern at the recent revelation of the Department of Education and 
Training that there will be a shortage of 3 000 teachers in Western Australia in five years unless some 
serious action is taken to remedy this significant problem. 

As a former teacher, I endorse the remarks of Hon Peter Collier and Hon Norman Moore, and I support the 
concept that the teaching of children in Western Australia must be elevated to the highest level of a professional 
standing possible.   

Each member in this chamber today should think about their teachers.  It is a long time since I attended school at 
a one-teacher school in a little country town, but I can remember very well every one of my teachers.  This is a 
critical time in the formation of career options, and in a remote little community like the one in which I lived, the 
teacher was the highest educated person that children came into contact with.  Teachers, therefore, were held up 
as role models, particularly for women.  As Hon Norman Moore said, many people followed their teachers into 
teaching.  Back then, students were required to pass their leaving certificate to get a university entrance.  I was 
one of eight children and my parents could not afford to send us all to university, and I was fortunate enough to 
get a bursary, which is what we lived on during our training. 

What is happening today is a real indictment on how we value our children and the importance of their 
education.  I will not go back over what has already been spoken about, but I will cover a couple of areas.  It is 
an absolute necessity that when young people, in the main, are being educated to be teachers, people must gain 
skills in specialist areas.  I refer to starting off in the early childhood area and Aboriginal education, and then 
moving to other specialist areas of subject choice in high school and such things as remedial teaching.  What is 
happening today is an absolute disgrace, and the government’s solution to this problem is outrageous.  I put on 
the parliamentary record today a couple of things I feel are quite unacceptable.  We must fight these proposals to 
somehow get a message through to the government that it cannot and should not do what has been proposed.  I 
refer in particular to a proposal launched by the Minister for Education and Training to offer a so-called 
scholarship to a number of teacher assistants - I think it is 40 at the moment - to go into a two-year training 
course.  When I trained as a teacher, I lived on my bursary and attended college for the whole day really - that is, 
from 9.00 am until 3.00 pm, or sometimes from nine until five or six o’clock.  We could not take another job 
because we had to work on assignments after university.   

I have with me a letter sent out by Sharyn O’Neill, the current Director General of Education, that states -  

I am very pleased to let you know about a course specifically designed to enable Education Assistants 
in our schools to qualify as an early childhood or primary teacher in two years - and continue to be paid 
through a scholarship while studying.   

I have downloaded some documents that state that this scholarship is to train early childhood and primary 
teachers, but I am told that that is not the case - the scholarship is not being offered for early childhood teachers.  
Curtin University, where the course is to be held, certainly is not offering the scholarship for early childhood 
teacher training.  I have a letter from the director general and a downloaded document called “Teaching WA” 
encouraging education assistants to apply for a two-year scholarship to train as a teacher.  That may sound like a 
good idea, but let me share with members what that involves.   

First, people who work as teacher assistants in schools at the moment do not require a certificate, other than one 
acquired from a short training course of three to six weeks.  I do not intend to criticise or put down anybody who 
does not have an academic qualification, but in the light of prior comments made about the importance of having 
teachers who are well educated, well trained and can motivate children to become good teachers, currently there 
is a prerequisite to enter a university teaching course.  A person cannot attend a university in WA without 
meeting that prerequisite.  What is the situation with this proposal?  First, I have been told there is a mistake in 
this letter.  This scholarship course is not being offered for early childhood teachers, but for the training to 
become primary teachers who will go into government schools.  The course will last for two years, during which 
time the students work as an assistant on assistant pay.  After completing the two-year course, the students will 
come out as graduated teachers with a four-year degree.  Colleagues, that is unacceptable and unbelievable.  The 
teaching profession is outraged to think that they had to spend four years at university to graduate with a 
Bachelor of Education, yet now people who attend a part-time, two-year course will graduate with a Bachelor of 
Education degree.  I find that really mystifying and almost unbelievable.  I have some figures here that show the 
decline in the amount of training that will take place.  There are other issues surrounding this proposal.  The 
schools will need to release these people for blocks of study.  Principals have raised questions about whether 
they get replacement assistants; and, if so, where they come from.  That is not likely to happen in the country if 
these people go off for three-week training blocks.  How can it be expected that a person can become a teacher in 
such a short time with no university prerequisites; that is, that person has not yet reached the level of schooling 
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necessary to apply to enrol in a teaching degree at a university?  The minimum requirement is a level IV TAFE 
certificate, which is not what I would deem an appropriate prerequisite for a teaching course.   

Many people who work as teaching assistants may be extremely helpful in the classroom, but we know from all 
the research that even if we double the number of assistants and the class sizes, we will never achieve the same 
result from students, or be able to give students as much as if the class sizes were halved with a teacher only.  
Teachers are trained in observation and assessment.  It is extremely important that somebody comes in as an 
assistant, perhaps to hear children read.  I am sometimes appalled at the ignorance of some people about even 
listening to children read.  It is not an oral test.  It is far better to let the children read with their eyes and then ask 
them a question.  It is quite overwhelming for some students in years 1 or 2 to have to read aloud.   

I will go through some of the issues involved in the face-to-face university tuition that these people will receive, 
and compare it with the present four-year teacher training course.  First of all, there is the difference in length of 
two years in the new course and four years under the Bachelor of Education course for primary school teachers.  
The new proposal includes face-to-face university tuition of 16 weeks.  Currently, face-to-face university tuition 
is 84 weeks.  We all know that if we do not get literacy and numeracy skills right in the early years of education, 
we may as well forget the kids.  If they fail in their early years at literacy especially, and numeracy to a lesser 
extent, they will not succeed throughout their school lives.  In the proposed course, literacy skills will be taught 
for a total of 10 weeks over two years; in the four-year education degree, it is 29 weeks.  It is the same for 
numeracy skills - 10 weeks under the proposed course compared with 29 weeks currently.   

The study of child development is essential for every teacher so that they are able to understand the 
psychological levels of child development, particularly in the early years.  If we do not understand the child as a 
whole and how he or she is developing psychologically, emotionally, physically, verbally and intellectually, we 
cannot put in place a proper program based on a true assessment.  If people do not go through that training in 
psychology and child development, they will be ill-equipped to make assessments of children.  The first thing a 
teacher does on entering a classroom - the first challenge - is not only get to know the children in the classroom, 
but also make an assessment of where they are at individually and in comparison to their peers.  Under this new 
program, training in child development will take place for four weeks, compared with 12 weeks for every 
primary school teacher under the present system. 

Teaching theory and instruction is fairly important for anyone wishing to become a teacher, because there are 
methods of teaching that work and those that do not.  I ask members again to cast their minds back and think of 
one very good teacher from their time at school.  Was it the way that teacher wrote on the blackboard?  Was it 
the way that teacher dressed?  Was it that teacher’s prowess at sport?  I would suggest that it is more likely that a 
good teacher is one who knows the children, treats them as individuals, picks them up from where they are and 
takes them to the next step, and gives them the confidence to do so right throughout their school years.  A 
teacher cannot do that without a thorough understanding of where the child is at, and the knowledge of how to 
teach individual children.  It is impossible to get a message over in the same way even to each of the 34 people 
in this chamber.  Every child is different, and that is the challenge - to have a background of good theory and 
instruction.  In this new course that the minister is proposing - a two-year course for people working as teaching 
assistants in primary schools, who have worked in that capacity for three of the previous five years, and who 
need no academic prerequisites - teaching of theory will be allocated 12 weeks.  In the Bachelor of Education 
degree, this area receives 36 weeks.  

I have a lot of other information about this new course, and I am very concerned about it, but two aspects stood 
out for me.  No time is allocated to curriculum studies, and it is not proposed as an elective, even if people want 
to choose it; and no time is allocated to physical education and health, although this state has a serious issue with 
childhood obesity.  This course allocates no time to curriculum studies, which receives 12 weeks under the 
current course, or physical health, which receives 12 weeks under the current four-year degree course.  This 
course will fail graduates, and it will send a message out to the community that all the teachers who have studied 
four-year degree courses will now be valued as much as people who have undergone a two-year course while 
they worked full-time as teaching assistants.  In my view, that is totally unacceptable. 
How did this come about?  There have been a number of theories about why we are faced with a teacher 
shortage.  There are a number of reasons, but I want to point to one or two of them in particular.  In 1994, Hon 
Norman Moore asked me to carry out an assessment of early childhood education in this state.  We brought in a 
program that offered kindergarten education to every four-year-old.  We have now achieved that.  Kevin Rudd 
got it wrong on Monday, but that does not surprise me.  

Hon Peter Collier:  What did he say? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  He suggested that he was going to come in, like a champion on horseback or a 
saviour, and give every four-year-old 15 hours of kindergarten and a health check.   
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Hon Peter Collier:  We already have that.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Of course we do.  That is what I am saying.  Western Australia is the only state that 
does it, but he came across here to gather some votes.  I hope parents with children at kindergarten, or 
prospective parents, know that they will be getting kindergarten schooling anyway.  During the time I chaired 
that task force, we consulted with universities and training institutions about the proposed influx of students and 
teacher need.  Universities cannot stand aside today and say that they did not know and that it is up to the 
government to respond to that need. 
The year we introduced a four half-day, or 15 hours a week, kindergarten program for our little people - some 
schools took the option of two full days a week - we also introduced an altered school entry age, and we 
nominated 30 June as the cut-off date.  As a result, a half-cohort entered the school stream that year.  In 2007, 
students in that half-cohort are now in year 5; in 2008, they will be in year 6; and in 2009, they will be in year 7.  
In 2010, there will be a full cohort in every year of primary school.  That means - if members do not know, I will 
tell them now - that there will be 12 500 to 15 000 extra children in primary school.  I hope that has been 
accommodated.  Approximately 25 000 children enter kindergarten each year.  As a result of this half-cohort and 
other factors such as migration and whatever - one can never be sure but we should look at the birth statistics and 
the rate of migration to the state - there will be approximately 12 000 to 15 000 additional primary school 
children in 2010.  A quick analysis shows that several hundred additional teachers will be required.  A crisis 
looms, which Hon Peter Collier has identified, and we have a government that is not really responding in a way 
that will solve the problem.  We could end up, as we did some years ago, with parents marching in the street.  
Education is very important to parents.  It is critical that we have enough teachers.  This government suggests 
that we will be 3 000 teachers short in five years, or in 2012.  I hope that its calculations include the predicted 
full cohort of primary school children that will come on stream in 2010.   
The importance of preparing children well for life cannot be underestimated.  As both a parent and a 
grandparent, I speak for many parents when I say that all we want is for our children to achieve to the best of 
their ability and without unrealistic expectations.  Every parent wants to know that their children have caring, 
well-educated, well-trained and compassionate people looking after them in the classroom.  That is not a lot to 
ask in a civilised society and a resource-rich community such as ours.  Members on this side of the house have 
made a number of suggestions, which I support.  I make one suggestion this afternoon about the proposed new 
course for training teachers.  Hundreds of trainee teachers at university have completed the third year of a four-
year degree course.  If this government offered them a twelve-week summer school on scholarship, they would 
graduate in June 2008.  That is a short-term solution to an urgent problem.  Instead, this minister wants to bring 
into the system two-year trained people, who do not really get two years’ training; they will get only a few weeks 
of training.  I do not think that is sufficient and I do not think that it says anything positive about the value we 
place on education and teaching.   
On 14 November 2007, a letter to the editor titled “Simple cure” was published in The West Australian.  It offers 
a word of advice to Mr McGowan, and I would like to read it into Hansard - 

Mr McGowan, after reading about your ideas to help the teacher shortage (Union attacks plan to cut 
teacher training, 12/10), I offer a little help of my own.  I am told there is also a shortage of medical 
practitioners.  Although I have been a teacher for 36 years, I have had a long relationship with the 
medical world.   

Since the advent of Dr Ben Casey I have followed my medical calling with rigour.  I am familiar with 
the Kildare method, the Lancellot Spratt recovery process and the technological mastery of Dr House 
and Dr Grey.   

I have also spent time in hospital and have enrolled in first-aid courses to bolster my suitability for what 
I am about to suggest.  I could easily do a two-year medical conversion course and become a doctor.   

I would not try to move too quickly and would allow at least a year before brain surgery and the like.  I 
feel that my long relationship with current medical practice through dedicated observance would give 
me much more “hospital” experience than a rank first-year intern.   

I think this solves both problems nicely: I make way for a new teacher and the State gains a new doctor.  

I hope Mr McGowan has read that letter, and if he has not, I hope he reads it in Hansard.  It represents the insult 
that he is handing to children in Western Australia when he offers a watered-down two-year course that enables 
people to graduate with the equivalent of a four-year degree.  It is an insult to current teachers and provides no 
incentive to those people who might otherwise want to go to university to do a four-year degree course in 
teaching.  We need to maintain the professional status of teachers and we need to do all the things my colleagues 
have talked about, such as pay teachers properly and offer them good incentives similar to the incentives offered 
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by mining companies, which provide food messes and the like.  We must do whatever is necessary to get good 
teachers out into rural areas and into our schools.   

I also wish to touch on the issue of career opportunities and the importance of specialist training.  In particular, I 
wish to address the needs for behaviour management.  Today, in our complex society, teachers face a range of 
student behaviours different from the ones faced some years ago.  We need well-trained teachers and we need 
support courses available for them.  On a number of occasions in this chamber, I have asked about the Roots of 
Empathy program, which is designed to help little children to manage their anger and their outbursts.  However, 
18 teachers were needed for that course to continue, and this government has made no further commitment to 
that program.  Teachers need to be trained in certain areas to help children through these difficult times.   

I have always fought for non-contact time for preprimary and primary teachers so that they can spend time with 
their students’ parents.  We cannot teach a child in isolation without knowing his family or background.  We can 
try, but if we understand where the child is at in his home and family, such as whether his nose has been put out 
of joint by a new baby in the family or a divorce or the lack of a job, it helps us to understand his situation.  That 
is why the training I am talking about is so important.  As such, I was not surprised to read in The West 
Australian on 15 November that the guidelines for teaching kindergarten and preprimary classes for next year 
were under fire from early childhood experts who say that they are grossly flawed.  I am not surprised on a 
number of fronts, because there has been no consultation with parents and there is no director of early childhood 
in the Department of Education and Training; there is only someone called an “area director”. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 7460.] 
 


