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EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 
Third Report - Changes to the Post Compulsory Curriculum in Western Australia 

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Central Kimberley-Pilbara) [10.16 am]:  I present for tabling the third report of the 
Education and Health Standing Committee entitled “Changes to the Post Compulsory Curriculum in Western 
Australia”. 
[See paper 1652.] 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I will make some preliminary comments on this report, firstly about the enormous 
amount of work that the committee officers put into assisting committee members in getting to this point.  Last 
week we tabled a major report of the committee on another issue that drew on the support of those officers, and 
this week we have now completed a major inquiry and delivered a 107-page report.  The work involved in 
preparing that report required superhuman effort, not only on the part of committee members but especially on 
the part of the community staff.  I pay tribute to our former principal research officer, Michael Baker, and to the 
work of Peter Frantom of the committee office.  We have recently been joined by Dr Jeannine Purdy, who has 
worked with us in the completion of these two reports - an extraordinary exercise into which she walked.  
Presumably, after three weeks or less, she is ready for long service leave as a result of the extra work she had to 
do! 
I also say to the house that this is a 107-page report.  The West Australian tells us today that there is a minority 
report attached to the report.  I have no idea how The West Australian could possibly know that; it represents a 
breach of standing orders of the house for it to know that.  The very first opportunity for The West Australian to 
know that is now, when I announce that there is a minority report attached to the report.  I presume the people 
who have breached the standing orders of the place and told The West Australian that there is a minority report 
will be condemned in the same manner as were those members who made false allegations about other members 
of the house a couple of weeks ago. 
Mr T. Buswell:  What was false about those allegations?   
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The false allegations were that we would breach parliamentary privilege if we had not 
said there was a minority report.  On this occasion somebody has. 
Mr T. Buswell:  Those allegations weren’t false. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  Member for Vasse!  The member on his feet is 
trying to present a report.  It is not appropriate for other members to interject, and I ask them to hold off on their 
interjections. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The good thing about this report is that of the 107 pages, there are effectively about 100 
pages of agreement.  I pay tribute to the quality work of committee members from both sides of the house - the 
Labor Party members, the Liberal representation in the presence of the member for Dawesville, the member for 
Wagin from the National Party and the Independent member for Churchlands.  We have agreement in these 107 
pages on the underpinning of changes and the need for reform.  That agreement between, and shared view of, the 
committee members, has come about because of the hard work that we did collectively.   
We know that there is much in the public debate that is simply wrong.  Our report says as much.  In my view, 
this report proves that outcomes-based education is dead.  The purist model of outcomes-based education is 
finished; it is not being advanced in Western Australia.  Instead, in the process of considering reforms for years 
11 and 12, a change has occurred that has improved the reform process enormously.  That reform process now 
goes more accurately under the banner of outcomes and standards education.  That is what is being advanced and 
delivered for Western Australia.  Congratulations to those opponents of OBE.  In my view, they have won the 
debate.  It has been defeated.  Instead, members will find in this report the description of a reform process that is 
delivering something significantly different for Western Australia.  It is truly evolutionary, not revolutionary.  It 
is delivering continuity, not dramatic change.  It is delivering something that responds to the significant 
challenges that we face in Western Australia that everybody in this house agrees on; that is, the need to 
dramatically lift retention rates through to year 12 to avoid the situation in which students, sometimes at age 14, 
get locked into pathways at year 10 from which they can never emerge and take a new direction.  The reform 
process will create the opportunity for students to study subjects and to take those subject areas through to the 
completion of year 12.  They can then use the marks that they secure in those study areas towards their TER, and 
then gain access to university and higher education to continue with their studies.  For instance, a student who 
was keen to be a journalist can now not only commence media studies at school, but also take that study through 
to their TER and then on to university.  Likewise, the same can be done for students who wish to study health 
and physical education at university level.  They can use that study area towards their TER, rather than their 
results in their particular area of interest, expertise and skill being ignored. 
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In this debate the critics of the purist model legitimately came forward with their complaints.  Those complaints 
finally, eventually belatedly but nonetheless inexorably, were listened to.  The committee report contains 
findings in response to those changes.  I believe that this great debate is now over.  On display in this report is 
the record of the agreement that has been struck amongst all the stakeholders involved in this issue around 
Western Australia.  We tried to report on the fact that unanimity breaks out across almost every issue.  There is 
focus on the one issue of disagreement.  The seven-page minority report that I tabled with this majority report 
effectively focuses on that small area of disagreement concerning timeliness and readiness.  The dissenting 
members have indicated that OBE would be better addressed by a 12-month delay.  Are they attacking the 
underpinning of the reform process?  No, they are not.  The report contains page after page of unanimity and 
agreement.  I ask members to picture the deliberative processes of the committee - we had page after page in 
front of us - and what the members did.  Members worked hard.  I pay tribute to the member for Wagin, Dr Liz 
Constable and the member for Dawesville.  I should have said the member for Churchlands.  Old habits die hard.  
We used to be able to refer to each other by our names in the other place.  In the other place members all have 
long titles which include the names of their electorates.  We would not want to run around with that appellation 
all our lives.  There is unanimity in the rest of the pages of the report.  It will be an interesting challenge for the 
media to report on that.  There are 107 pages in the report.  Members reached agreement on the underpinning of 
the changes.  There is page after page of agreement.  How will that be reported?  How will the media report on 
the fact that OBE is dead?  It is dead; the purist model is gone. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is a nonsense statement.  That is a ridiculous statement.   
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The member for Cottesloe might want to advance it, but it is no longer being advanced.  
The member embarked upon it.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is ridiculous to say it is dead.  This is a PR spin. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  No.  Reform - 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is in every school from K-10. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The member embarked upon the strategies that we have inquired into, and we have been 
able to fix them up and get to a new stage.  We have been able to maintain the opportunity for standards within 
the system.  The member’s colleagues have agreed with me, as is shown in page after page of the report.  
Presumably, the member is neither privy to the report nor the minority statement at this stage.  He would be wise 
to hold his tongue and not foam at the mouth.  If he reads the report and listens to what his colleagues will tell 
him soon, he will realise that they flicked over the pages for more than 12 months while considering this issue, 
and we agreed on basically everything.  We have a small area of disagreement about whether change should be 
advanced in the next 12 months.  I will not associate the committee with my view that it was not appropriate for 
ministers to abolish the work and the workers involved in the development of curriculum within the Department 
of Education and Training.  They should never have been wiped out and pushed aside to leave that burden solely 
on teachers, as previous ministers have done.  They wiped out the curriculum development branch on the basis 
that somehow it would not be needed.  The branch may not have been needed in a purist model but in the reform 
model we now have, it is needed to deliver outcomes and standards in education.   

It reinforces for me a view that I have long held; namely, teachers and the school communities of which they are 
a part are extremely valuable elements of our community.  They hold our children’s future, and they deserve to 
know that they are valued.  This process of change and the debate that has surrounded it have taken their toll on 
individual teachers.  I, for one, and I am sure also my committee colleagues, regret that very much.  Some 
teachers have found this change process very difficult and some have been casualties in that process.  I regret 
that very much.  However, they now have a good pathway forward, on which disagreement is only about timing.  

The committee found, as stated in its report, that there is value in embracing these changes.  The changes will 
create the opportunity for students to choose from 47 courses of study across a range of areas of learning.  The 
courses of study will enable them to not only acquire their Western Australian Certificate of Education, but also, 
through the tertiary entrance rating process, gain access to higher education at university level.  
This process has been tortuous and imperfect; nothing in the process has been easy.  Concerns have been 
canvassed and expressed and they have now been largely resolved.  As a result, the major stakeholders have 
signed off on the reforms.  The reforms provide the opportunity for delivering a system about which there will be 
some minority disagreement, but, by and large, a system for which there is overwhelming support.   
It has been suggested in the public debate that these reforms somehow represent a dumbing down of standards.  
This report finds that not to be the case.  It has been variously claimed that the teaching of spelling, punctuation, 
grammar, calculations, good reasoning and good reading skills will somehow go out the door.  That is not the 
case; the contrary is the case.  Often in debates about change, failings that are identified in the reform process are 
wrapped up and expressed as indications that the process is not tackling those issues.  The reform process is 
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tackling those issues, including the self-evident need to secure the increased retention of our students through to 
year 12.  Our schools have shocking retention rates and shocking levels of achievement through to the TE 
rankings that determine whether students can gain access to university.  Students outside Western Australia have 
the advantage of being able to gain access to our higher learning facilities in the unreformed process.  The 
reformed process is, therefore, urgently needed and should be completed now.  We cannot afford not to ensure 
that students remain at school through to year 12.  We must secure a system that opens those pathways and 
makes those options more attractive.  We are entitled to a competitive situation in Western Australia that gives 
our students a chance to use their areas of interest as the basis upon which they will be assessed for entry to 
university.   
I ask again: why should a student who is keen on media studies and who wants to pursue journalism at university 
be deprived of having that subject assessed?  God knows we need good journalists who can effectively and 
objectively report an issue.  It is time journalists were able to read plain facts and understand debates.  
Hopefully, this process will ensure that so that more good journalists occupy the ranks of the press galleries and 
take their place throughout the media here in Western Australia and beyond.  One of the good contributions of 
the reform process will create interest in that discipline.  Other disciplines such as psychology, health and 
physical education, and aviation studies will be available from which students can choose their subjects of 
interest on which they can be assessed and marked with the aim of studying those subjects at university.  Why 
should they not have those opportunities?   

Do I consider these reforms urgent?  Yes I do.  Do I think they should be advanced now?  Yes I do.  Are the 
arguments for them overwhelming?  Yes they are.  Are those arguments in the report?  They are.  I say again: 
any fair reading of this report will prove that outcomes-based education in Western Australia is dead; the purist 
model is finished.  Rather, a reform process will deliver outcomes and standards-focused education that will 
serve Western Australia well long into the future.  People should read the report, understand it, and accept that 
there is a tiny area of disagreement.  No doubt that tiny area will be the pre-occupation of some sections of the 
media.  The overwhelming support for the majority of the findings in this report is a tribute to the hard work of 
those who brought their expertise, open minds and discipline to the committee hearings.  I commend the report 
to the house. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [10.36 am]:  I have been involved in a large number of committee reports 
over the 15 years I have been a member of this house, and this issue has been the most difficult that I have 
inquired into.  It is a very complex issue, and, as people will see when they read the report, it covers many 
aspects.  One of the difficulties for the committee was that the report was constantly changing.  Until two weeks 
ago it was changing, and until two weeks ago the committee was taking evidence.  It is a major report on a major 
issue, the findings of which were always changing, and that made it difficult to decide at which point we felt we 
had it.  Just when we thought we had it, it would move again.  It was a bit like trying to catch a trout; it was very 
difficult to actually hook it. 

The past two weeks have been extremely hectic for the committee.  As did the chairman of the committee, I will 
start my remarks by thanking the staff.  They did a most extraordinary job getting this report ready for today.  
Michael Baker, our former senior research officer, did a fantastic job providing a lot of background work before 
he left a few weeks ago.  Dr Jeannine Purdy, who joined the staff, I think, only two weeks ago, leapt right in at 
the deep end and provided enormous support in the final process, and Peter Frantom did a sterling job all the way 
through.  I thank also Renae Jewell and Carolyna Murry for supporting the staff over the past couple of weeks.  
Without them this report would not have been completed.  It is important that we record our thanks for the work 
of the staff. 

This is the first report I have ever been involved in that has had a minority report attached to it.  The majority 
report was still being drafted in the past few days, so it is only in the past two or three days that the minority 
report could be drafted and finalised to be ready yesterday.  It was a difficult task.  I will address only the major 
thrust of the minority report in my remarks.  That report deals with one term of reference, although a comment at 
the beginning of the report indicates that other issues are up for discussion, rather than being areas of 
disagreement in the report.  However, we have concentrated on one term of reference, the second, which was the 
readiness of the education system for the proposed changes.   

I want to take members back to 22 December last year, because it was on that date that the committee tabled an 
interim report that looked at the matter of readiness for implementation of the changes.  That interim report had 
one recommendation, and that was that if the support material for a course of study was not in place by the end 
of term 1 in the year before a course of study was due to commence, that course of study should be delayed for a 
year.  That was based on the evidence of a number of witnesses, but particularly the Director General of the 
Department of Education and Training.  The minority report has a quote from his evidence, which was also in 
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the interim report, to illustrate that point; that is, the time required to implement the courses of study 
successfully. 

It is my view and that of the other two members whose signatures appear on the minority report, the member for 
Wagin and the member for Dawesville, that the changes announced by the Curriculum Council on 10 May about 
assessment, and the changes announced in June, when there were meetings between the Premier, the Minister for 
Education and Training and various stakeholders, which amounted to the announcement of significant changes, 
are of such importance and are such major changes that the readiness criteria that we set in the interim report 
have not been met.  In fact, it is very significant that teachers will not know what will happen with those courses 
of study until the next professional development day on 24 July.  This is fully three and a half months after the 
deadline that we set in the interim report.  They just cannot do it in time.  There is a whole rewrite of the courses 
of study now.  People in schools are saying that they do not know what is happening; they do not know what 
they will be teaching next year.  Therefore, they must have time after 24 July to assess the materials that they are 
given and to incorporate that into what they will be teaching next year, and they simply will not have time.  
Therefore, this is not a small difference; it is a major difference between the committee report and the minority 
report.  In fact, it is fundamental to the whole report. 

As a signatory to the minority report, I did not accept finding 21 or recommendation 5 of the committee report.  
Finding 21 refers to the disruption to schools that would occur if phase II courses of study do not go ahead next 
year.  It is my view that if there were an announcement tomorrow, or today, that it would all be delayed for a 
year, everyone would breathe a great sigh of relief and just get on with what they have been doing this year and 
last year.  It would not disrupt schools at all if that announcement were made.  Therefore, I believe that is a 
fallacious finding.  In the conclusion of the minority report, we have made it quite plain that that would not be 
the case if that delay were announced now.  In fact, if there were a delay of 12 months, schools would have time 
to absorb and take on board the new changes that have been made in the past couple of months. 

Recommendation 5 states that the current timetable for implementation of the new courses of study for years 11 
and 12 should continue.  This recommendation is clearly inconsistent with the recommendation of the interim 
report, and I simply cannot accept it.  There has been too much change.  We do not know what the new changes 
are.  There have just been some vague announcements of 12 points of change.  We do not know the detail of that.  
Schools do not know the detail, and they simply cannot be ready in time to meet the demand of starting those 
courses next year.  I believe, as do the other signatories, that a 12-month delay is necessary for the teachers, 
students and parents of this state to absorb those changes and be ready for them. 

I will make one final comment.  I will take up the point that was made by the chairman about the leak to the 
media.  I want to say that I have never seen this happen before with any report in which I have been involved in 
the past 15 years, and I am as disappointed as he is. 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [10.44 am]:  In speaking to this report, I will start first with 
some background information, because it is important to gain an understanding of where I come from and what I 
think is still very relevant today, and to the question: why make the changes to secondary schooling?  I went 
back to the curriculum framework document, which I was pretty familiar with from when I was wearing my old 
hat as Western Australian Council of State School Organisations president.  In the foreword, under the signature 
of the then Minister for Education, Hon Colin Barnett, it states the following - 

The Curriculum Framework represents a major step forward in the reform of school curriculum in 
Western Australia. 

It goes on - 

The Framework establishes learning outcomes expected of all students from kindergarten to year 12.  
These learning outcomes aim to ensure that all students in Western Australia have the knowledge, 
understandings, skills and values necessary to participate and prosper in a changing world and new 
millenium . . .  

Rather than being prescriptive about what must be taught, the Curriculum Framework will be used by 
schools to develop and implement their teaching and learning programs according to the needs and 
characteristics of their students. 

Under its obligations to post-compulsory education, the Curriculum Council commenced a comprehensive 
review involving key education, industry and community representatives.  This led to a post-compulsory 
education review discussion paper in 1999.  The review process resulted in the publication in 2001 of “Our 
Youth, Our Future”, which formed a blueprint for reform of the curriculum for years 11 and 12. 
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I have noted that in the “Post-Compulsory Education Review Position Paper”, dated November 2000, in a 
section entitled “A system for all students”, the following is stated - 

There are other obligations under the Act in relation to determining courses of study outcomes to be 
assessed in secondary schools for university entrance or vocational education and training.  For the 
Curriculum Council to be able to fulfil its post-compulsory schooling role while at the same time 
ensuring that the Curriculum Framework is implemented in the post-compulsory years, a course of 
study must have attributes consistent with the intention of the Framework. 

It states further - 
‘Implementing the Curriculum Framework means that when teachers and schools design and develop 
learning and teaching programs to suit the needs of their students, they must ensure that these programs 
include learning opportunities and enriching experiences for their students aimed at achieving the 
outcomes set out in the Framework’ . . .  

This of course led to a recommendation that the system for post-compulsory assessment and certification be 
inclusive of all students and have sufficient flexibility to accommodate their diverse range of learning needs, 
interests and post-school aspirations.  One of the major issues that emerged from the review was the view that it 
was unacceptable that there continued to be a distinct division of the curriculum pathways, which meant that 
students as young as 14 were effectively locked into making particular subject choices before they had even 
entered year 11.  It is also acknowledged in the report that Western Australia has the lowest retention rate of 
students in upper secondary schooling, and that with the changes to the school leaving age, never before has it 
been more important to ensure that schooling in Western Australia provides students with the knowledge, 
understanding and skills that they need for further education, training and employment. 

There has been much debate about a system referred to as OBE, or outcomes-based education.  However, as the 
previous speakers have said, the Department of Education and Training says that that does not tell the full story, 
because Western Australia is applying both outcomes and standards to its education system.  For years 11 and 12 
students, this is about teaching and learning that is student focused, so what is wrong with that?  Outcomes 
identify what a student should know, understand, value and be able to do.  Standards make it clear what students 
are expected to achieve, and education should be based on effective learning through good teaching. 

With regard to the original proposal, I must say that I was one of those who joined the band and was, if I could 
put it colourfully, “not happy, Jan”.  Why?  The report goes into this in some detail.  Given that my speaking 
time is limited, I will not go into the detail.  My concerns were that the documentation was unnecessarily 
longwinded and included what I colourfully refer to as “edu-speak”; it was confusing and frustrating to students, 
teachers and parents.  A year-10 student told me that it would be nice if it were written in a way that the student 
could understand.  That told me something.  Some work clearly needed to be done.  There is no doubt in my 
mind that under the original proposal the assessment processes would have substantially increased the workload 
of teachers.  I was concerned also about the inability to engage the majority of teachers earlier in the process.  
Why was professional development not undertaken earlier to ensure that the teachers of this state were fully 
engaged?  Frankly, one of the reasons given - that we wanted it to be fresh in their minds - just did not stack up 
for me.  That was absolutely disgraceful.  It was thought that no response was a good response.  The fact that as 
few as 25 teachers were responding in the early days was also unacceptable.  It should have sent signals that this 
needed to be refined. 

Recently, a refined model for curriculum changes has been developed.  These modifications are welcomed and 
have been agreed to by the ministerial reference group and ratified by the Curriculum Council.  I wish to go into 
the membership of this group.  The establishment to oversee the ongoing implementation of the new courses of 
study comprises the Director General of the Department of Education and Training, the Acting Chief Executive 
Officer of the Curriculum Council, the Director of the Catholic Education Office of Western Australia, the 
Executive Director of the Association of Independent Schools WA, the President of the State School Teachers’ 
Union of WA and the Secretary of the Independent Education Union.  The refined model ensures that year-10 
students will no longer be pressured to decide whether they are destined for TAFE, university, an apprenticeship 
or paid employment.  Under the new curriculum, senior students will be able to move between TAFE, university, 
paid employment and apprenticeship programs.  The moderation scaling process will ensure the validity of a 
competitive five-grade ranking process for entry to university.  Importantly, students participating in the school 
apprenticeship link program will be able to complete up to two-thirds of their qualification for nationally 
accredited programs of study while they are still at school.  These studies will contribute to students meeting 
their graduation requirements.  That is something they do not currently do.  Clearly lessons have been learnt, and 
the concerns raised have been addressed and outlined in finding 9. 
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An article in the Sunday Times on 18 June reports that the President of the State School Teachers’ Union of WA, 
Mike Keely - 

. . . described the result as a win for teachers and said they had voted for a plan that would enable most 
teachers of new Year 11 courses next year to run with their existing teaching and assessment programs. 

“This is the space I believe that teachers need to gain breath,” he said. 

“(New) courses will continue in name, but teachers will be able to teach from their existing programs 
and use their existing assessment programs.” 

As part of this agreement, teacher development centres have been set up and support has been offered to 
independent schools, which is essential.  I am aware that schools have published their handbooks and they have 
already counselled students who are making, and in some cases have already made, their subject choices for year 
11 next year.  Some schools have commenced preparation of their timetables based on the implementation of this 
change.  Year-12 students in 2008 who undertake non-TEE subjects would remain ineligible for a TER if we 
were to delay the implementation of the changes.  Having carefully considered the arguments for delay, I cannot 
in all conscience support them.  I believe it would lead to further disruption of students at this critical time of the 
year for them.  It would also continue to disenfranchise the majority of students who undertake non-TEE 
subjects.  That is totally unacceptable.  The Curriculum Council and the ministerial reference group have agreed 
to proceed with the refined model.  Outcomes and standards education has been endorsed by all the state’s 
universities.  The peak parent body Western Australian Council of State School Organisations has consistently 
supported post-compulsory review recommendations and changes to the curriculum that would ensure greater 
benefits and opportunities for students in senior school.  For those reasons I state my case. 

In conclusion, some may think it was not necessarily smart to undertake an inquiry that was developed with so 
much change going on, but we have embraced it.  I thank the staff very much.  We will have a much better and 
fairer system in place. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.54 am]:  I will start by thanking the staff because in the last presentation of 
the committee’s report, I forgot to do it.  To make sure that they let me back in the committee room, I thank 
those staff who are in the chamber and those who are not.  This inquiry was a huge effort not only because of the 
enormous amount of changes undertaken in this subject, but also because the committee had two inquiries 
running concurrently.  Two major changes affected the committee.  Peter Frantom had been working on the 
report on swimming pools in Aboriginal communities, and at the last minute had to switch his focus to this 
report.  Also, Dr Jeannine Purdy came in at the last minute because our previous staff member, Michael Baker, 
left during the final stage of preparation of the report.  Jeannine came in without the benefit of the background 
presentations that were conducted for more than a year.  She did an excellent job helping to put the report 
together.  I thank both of them. 

This committee has achieved a lot in the debate on outcomes-based education and it has been a great opportunity 
for many people to contribute to the debate on OBE.  The so-called purist model was initially supposed to be 
introduced.  The member for Wanneroo outlined the changes to that model, and we agree with those changes 
100 per cent.  There were problems with the implementation of OBE and how it was presented, and there was a 
lack of information available to teachers.  About 90 per cent of the first lot of submissions the committee 
received were either against OBE but, more particularly, were against the purist model of OBE, and against the 
method of introduction that was being implemented by the Curriculum Council.  Along the way, things kept 
changing.  The committee provided the opportunity for people to make submissions and to get their concerns off 
their chests.  As a result, slowly the objections changed.  As the Curriculum Council responded to the pressure, 
people changed and systems changed.  Therefore, the debate changed and the objections to the proposed system 
changed.  Slowly, more and more people supported OBE as a concept and supported the changes that were being 
made. 

It is unusual for a committee to present a minority report.  However, until about two weeks ago, committee 
members were fairly much in concert about their general views.  Three or four weeks ago a debate was held to 
determine whether the delays should have been implemented.  There was no doubt that all members had 
significant concerns about the process that was in place.  Whatever the argument about whether the three 
government members of the committee should have spoken to the Premier, the outcome has been good.  I wished 
I could have done it myself.  The government members of the committee told the Premier that he was not 
listening properly, and there was a serious problem that the Premier had to do something about.  The major 
difference of opinion that has emerged between members in the past two weeks is whether the significant 
changes that have been put in place, which I personally welcome, are to proceed without delay, as the majority 
report has stated, or whether they should be further delayed, as the minority report has stated. 
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I will go into the reasons that I am a signatory to the minority report.  Needless to say, those changes were 
absolutely essential.  Otherwise we may well have had a single report that would have recommended that the 
process be delayed.  I do not know for certain whether that is the case.  However, all members of the committee 
had serious concerns leading up to the changes that were implemented.  The member for Wanneroo has 
highlighted why she and the majority of the committee believe there is now no reason for delay. 

I have a letter that was sent to me by one of the principals of a major private Catholic school in Western 
Australia.  The letter outlines the reasons that I and other members of the committee believe that the process 
should be delayed.  I have deleted the name of the college because it is not appropriate to mention it without 
seeking its permission.  I will read some of these extracts for members.  The letter reads - 

My views reflect that of the majority of Principals from the non-government sector.  As the Principal 
. . .  

Of the college - 

I am a member of AHISA, AISWA and CSPA and, therefore, am privileged to be involved discussions 
in both the Independent and Catholic sector.  At various meetings of these groups it is clearly the 
majority view that a delay is absolutely essential. 

The letter continues - 

The recent “compromises” are not supported by the catholic and independent sectors, and possibly 
make the situation even worse. 

. . .  

The teachers -  

At this college - 

. . . received the document on the day it arrived and have made the changes.  Their workload is 
outrageous and now that they are reporting on the end of semester reports many very experienced 
teachers are upset by the unreliability of these results.   

There are endless examples throughout the evidence which are misleading and which imply that there is 
general support for the recent changes.  I can assure you that there is, in fact, a lack of support from the 
Principals and teachers in both the Independent and Catholic sector. 

. . .  

The “Clayton’s” delay is not acceptable.  The new courses should be postponed . . .  

The principal recommends that the courses should be postponed indefinitely.  I do not support an indefinite 
postponement, but rather a one-year postponement - 

. . . until all aspects of the curriculum change are addressed: that some of the underlying premises are 
re-examined; that each course has a detailed syllabus with clearly stated objectives/outcomes; a clearly 
stated assessment structure is determined; that sample exam papers and other assessment tools be 
developed, accompanied by sample answers or exemplars . . . A proper trialling of each course should 
occur (and do not be duped that any such trial has occurred!). 

My final quote from the letter states - 

I could continue with my ramblings, however, if you are still reading, you will have a picture of the 
frustration of ‘the person at the coal face’.  Face-saving or job protection are not good enough reasons 
to risk the education and future of our children nor the health of our teachers. 

That is the reason for my strong endorsement of our minority report.  I do not believe that next year’s year 11 
students, who would otherwise be undertaking the new outcomes-based education program, will be seriously 
disadvantaged.  Perhaps there is a lack of opportunity for them, because as I have stated, the opposition supports 
the modified outcomes-based education model; however, they will otherwise be exactly the same as this year’s 
year 11 students - no better, no worse.  Although some have said that the process has now progressed so far that 
it would be very difficult to change, that is not the information I have been given.  The opposition has been told 
by many teachers within the profession that it would be a major relief to them if it was delayed, and that it would 
be very simple for them to go back to what they did last year and go through the courses they have already been 
teaching, year after year, until now.  I have spoken to many primary school teachers who are currently teaching 
OBE, and who have said that everyone thinks that teachers think OBE is great.  The Liberal Party introduced it, 
and so I support that.  Those teachers have said that they have major difficulties because they spend so much of 
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their time in assessment that they do not have enough time for teaching.  I think that is something that the 
government should keep a close watch on in the future.   

The chairman of this committee said that OBE is dead; that is not a finding of the committee report, and I do not 
believe it to be the case.  However, the new system of OBE that has been put in place is a vast improvement on 
the old proposed system.  It is a great step forward for sensible modifications to have been made.  However, my 
contention is that the system is not ready for those modifications to be introduced immediately, and I support the 
report from the minority group recommending a one-year delay to allow proper preparation before the changes 
proceed. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [11.04 am]:  This has been a very interesting process over the past 18 months.  
It really has been a moveable feast.  The committee has been deliberating while a public debate has raged over 
the very same issues.  That has proved a very difficult task, but it has also been very interesting and fascinating.  
I have personally learnt a great deal from the process. 

I support the intended philosophy of so-called OBE or standards-based education.  I feel that most teachers also 
support the philosophy.  In fact, many teachers have told me that good teachers have always taught along 
outcomes-based lines.  I support the bulk of this report, its recommendations and its findings.  However, in the 
end I could not satisfy myself that all was in a satisfactory state of readiness for the introduction of the new 
courses of study next year.  The readiness of teachers and students was the crux of the matter for me.  I 
acknowledge that there may be some negatives in delaying the course for a year.  However, I have no doubt that 
there would be many more negatives for students and teachers if we pushed on and rushed through the further-
revised courses in 2007. 

In a recent committee hearing, I asked the acting CEO and chair of the Curriculum Council about the negatives 
involved in introducing the changes compared with the negatives involved in delaying the changes.  The answer 
was not conclusive.  After further consultation with many teachers, and an examination of the latest curriculum 
changes, I could see many more negatives involved in rushing the changes ahead in 2007.  This made it clear to 
me that it would be commonsense to delay the changes.  There may not be any problem with the latest changes, 
to the extent that I can be certain of understanding what the latest changes mean.  This is an issue in itself, 
because the 12 changes are quite open-ended and are themselves changeable.  The changes are, most likely, for 
the better.  I think they move in the right direction, and I would probably support most of them.  However, with 
only six months of this year remaining, teachers are still not yet sure of the changes.  In fact, their day four 
professional development will not take place until 27 July.  These new changes mean yet more confusion for 
teachers, and that has an effect on the students.  That is why we should delay the changes.  I find this 
unsatisfactory.  A one-year delay will not make any difference to year 11 students in 2007.  For them it will be 
the status quo.  My comments and decision are completely in line with the committee’s interim report, tabled on 
22 December 2005 - which happened to be my twentieth wedding anniversary!  The report states - 

•  By the commencement of the Professional Development program in 2006, the Curriculum Council 
publish a timetable for the commencement of each Course of Study, including a detailed listing of 
what complete support material will be provided for each Course of Study and by what date the 
material will be provided; 

•  That the core support material be provided by the last day of first term in the year preceding the 
commencement of the Course of Study; and 

•  That any Course of Study due to commence in 2007 or later, for which the support material are not 
provided by the end of the preceding first term, be delayed until the following year. 

The interim report clearly recommended that if a course of study due to be introduced in 2007 was not ready by 
the end of first term 2006, it should be delayed for one year.  Since then we have seen many further changes.  On 
10 May, the Curriculum Council published significant changes to assessment procedures for students in years 11 
and 12.  On 12 and 18 June, further changes were agreed to for the new courses of study and for professional 
support.  In line with the interim report, I had to support the delay of these changes.  That is my position in 
supporting the minority report. 

I will comment on the trip the committee made to the eastern states.  We heard many reports about what was 
happening in Victoria and New South Wales.  Committee members visited Victoria and New South Wales where 
we had extensive meetings with people from across the education sector.  It was a fantastic experience, which 
really clarified lots of points in my mind and helped me to form the opinion that we needed to change our 
education system, and that the philosophy behind outcomes-based education was the right way to go.  What was 
happening in Victoria was different from what was happening in New South Wales.  I was very keen on what 
was being done in New South Wales, because I felt its outcomes-based education program had a little more 
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structure, syllabus and guidance for teachers.  That is the way in which we need to go.  That will be the direction 
we will be going in with the proposed changes, which is good.  The member for Wanneroo talked about the early 
days of communication and the Curriculum Council.  The New South Wales government provided a compact 
disk to all New South Wales teachers, which I think cost it about $6 million.  It crystallised matters for all the 
teachers, and we can learn from that. 

I thank all members of the committee and its staff.  I thank Michael Baker in particular, Peter Frantom and Dr 
Jeannine Purdy, who have done great work, particularly over the past six weeks, which have been very hectic.  I 
thank all other staff members who have been involved.  We really appreciate their great efforts and their work 
beyond the call of duty.  I thank the chairman of our committee, Hon Tom Stephens, the member for Central 
Kimberley-Pilbara, because I think he has had a difficult task chairing the committee.  I think we have worked 
well as a committee.  Although at the end of the inquiry we did not agree on some aspects, I do not think that is 
such a bad thing.  I thank very much other members of the committee.  I certainly enjoyed their company on the 
trip and their dedication to the task.  I am sure that all involved were concerned to ensure that our children have 
the best possible educational opportunities.  We all had that in mind.  I hope our children will get that.  I urge the 
government to consider the minority report, which has been made in good faith to try to get the best results for 
our children.  I also urge the government to delay for one year the introduction of outcomes-based education. 

I think everyone would have been disappointed to read the article in the newspaper this morning.  When I first 
came to this state I remember Hon Monty House and Max Trenorden, the member for Avon, talking to me about 
committees and instilling in me the fact that committee work must be kept within the committee and not go 
outside.  I remember that.  I hope that it was good judgment on the part of The West Australian, but if it was a 
leak I would be very disappointed.  I thank the committee once again. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [11.16 am]:  The member for Wanneroo and I were passionate advocates 
for setting up this inquiry.  It is fair to say that it was not a universally applauded decision.  However, I am 
particularly interested in it.  I have a background as a teacher, and I primarily taught students in years 11 and 12.  
Frankly, my major interest is because I have a child in year 10 who will be one of the first of the cohort that goes 
through with the implementation of phase 2.  I have said before that there are aspects of the original proposal that 
concerned me greatly.  It is fair to say those aspects are being addressed.  I draw members’ attention to the last 
sentence of the conclusion of the report, which reads - 

Through an imperfect process of public debate, disagreement, negotiation, understanding and 
compromise a better system for Year 11 and 12 education has emerged. 

I note that was agreed by all members of the committee without dissent.  The statement is not referring to the 
committee process, which was very difficult because of the lateness of the changes, I guess, but to the intensity 
and sometimes irrational nature of the public debate around the issue of what has been labelled outcomes-based 
education.  The West Australian took a particular slant on it.  I think there were some real issues that it threw the 
spotlight on.  However, it is impossible not to be critical of some of the aspects of its coverage, particularly that 
disgraceful wanted poster that appeared on the front page a few weeks ago.  Having said that, it has been a robust 
and good process because the spotlight has been thrown on education in Western Australia. 

The member for Dawesville touched upon this when he said that he thought we might have had a different report 
had we written it perhaps a month ago.  Indeed, the committee acknowledged that in its conclusion on the last 
page of the report, which states - 

Indeed had the concerns about assessment, the lack of clear unit syllabi, teacher workloads and the 
values and ethics components of some courses not been addressed, the Committee would have called 
for a delay in the implementation of Phase II. 

The reality is that those issues have been addressed and action has been taken.  I now support the changes and 
the full implementation of phase 2.  I do that in full confidence, with my background as a teacher and as the 
parent of a child who will be one of the first to go through this system. 

If people read the report thoroughly, they will notice that the report talks about the original proposal and the 
refined model.  It is fair to say that the committee accepted that there were significant flaws with the original 
proposal.  It was not until the changes occurred, beginning on 10 May and again outlined by the Curriculum 
Council on 18 June, that a degree of consensus began to emerge around what is referred to as the refined model.  
The committee was not supportive of the original proposal, but that is not to say there were not some good 
elements in it.  The debate concentrated on the issues surrounding outcomes-based education and missed some of 
the key innovations in the original proposal.   

The key benefits that I see in the changes are that they will open the pathways, so that 14-year-olds will not be 
forced to make decisions halfway through year 10 that effectively lock them out of an academic pathway, for 
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example.  Currently, if students choose non-tertiary education subjects, when they graduate from high school 
they are locked out of a university option.  That was the major benefit, as I see it, in the original proposal and, 
indeed, in the final model, which is referred to in the report as the refined model.  Students can choose to pick up 
a subject discipline, be it engineering, physical education, physics or English, and regardless of whether they 
intend to have a vocational or academic future, they can study that subject and move within the pathway.  
Children are not locked out by the decisions they make at the age of 14 years.  That is the major benefit of both 
the original proposal and the refined model. 

Another benefit is in the breadth of study.  Students who intended to go to university were locked out of courses 
such as media studies, when perhaps they intended to go to university to study to become a journalist.  That was 
nonsensical.  They could not study certain subjects at tertiary entrance exam level in years 11 and 12, yet they 
could go on to university to get a doctorate in such a subject.  That was entirely illogical.  This opening up of 
pathways, which has meant an increase from 22 tertiary education subjects to 47 tertiary education subjects, is of 
great benefit. 

Those were the two strengths inherent in the original proposal, which have been there since day dot, I guess.  
However, there were significant flaws in the original proposal.  I have had a series of meetings with one of the 
strongest critics of OBE, and his name is Greg Williams, the founder of People Lobbying Against Teaching 
Outcomes.  His three core criticisms of the original proposals were indeed mine.  The first was the lack of a 
defined syllabus.  The information on the courses of study was contained in a 40 to 45-page document, which 
was full of verbosity, which made it very difficult for students and teachers to understand what they needed to 
learn and what they needed to teach.  The second criticism that he made was that levels and bands outlined in the 
original proposal were inadequate for the fine-grain assessment that is needed to rank students for tertiary 
entrance.  He said that they were too loosely defined and there were too few of them.  The third criticism that we 
shared was on the weightings of up to 25 per cent on the values and ethics component of some subjects, such as 
physics and chemistry, which were introduced for the first time; they were simply too high and did not relate 
properly to the subjects.  I found in my meeting with Mr Williams that we shared those concerns.  It was not 
until those concerns were addressed that I became a convert and ready to endorse the implementation of phase 2 
subjects.  The report outlines how those three criticisms were addressed.  Finding 11 relates to the lack of clear 
planning for the syllabi.  If members read that finding, they will understand that the current tertiary entrance 
examination syllabi form the basis of the new syllabi and look virtually the same.  I have looked at the proposed 
syllabi for economics and I can say that the work-in-progress document on economics for the syllabi is virtually 
indistinguishable from the TEE syllabi I taught six years ago. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you agree that OBE is dead? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I agree that purist outcomes-based education is dead.  I am an opponent of purist OBE.  
We have a model that integrates the best of both worlds.  It protects the ability of students to move across 
pathways and it protects the academic validity that was, frankly, under pressure because of the ill-defined nature 
of the original OBE proposal. 

Finding 10 addresses the issues of levels and bands.  Finding 10 refers to the obligation on teachers to provide a 
mark out of 100.  It will be up to teachers whether they go directly from where they have been previously, with 
their design tests and the outcomes embedded in them, and mark them directly out of a numerical score; or 
whether they take the indirect method of using levels.  They can do whatever they are comfortable with, but they 
are obliged to give a mark out of 100, and the marks in that sense take primacy.  That, therefore, addresses the 
second criticism about the inability of levels and bands to come up with the necessary fine-grain ranking.   

Of course, the third issue was the values and ethics component.  Finding 12 guarantees not only that content will 
not be assessed in the first cohort of years 11 and 12, but also that the Curriculum Council will work closely with 
teachers to ensure that there is a values and ethics component in all courses.  I think there is a benefit in having 
them but, frankly, 25 per cent is too high; five to 10 per cent would be appropriate.  That guarantee will give us 
time to get that right and to make the values and ethics component relate to the course content.   

Those were the major concerns that I had that I shared with Greg Williams, and I believe they have been 
addressed.  In a sense this debate has yet to mature, perhaps because we have been through the committee 
process.  In fact with the departure of Michael Baker, it fell to members to write significant sections of the 
report.  I was in fact the author of chapter 3, which was endorsed unchanged by the committee.  However, it is 
perhaps because we have been through that process that I have a good understanding of those changes.  When 
teachers get the unit syllabi across their desks and see that the TEE subjects look like the current TEE subjects - 
such as when physics teachers get them and see that, apart from the banner on top of the syllabi, they are 
virtually indistinguishable from the current TEE subjects - a lot of angst will subside, as it did for me when I saw 
the economics and accounting and finance syllabi.  That is yet to happen.  It will happen in July before the next 
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round of professional development days.  I believe that will remove a lot of angst.  I think that in a sense there is 
a failure on the part of the opponents of the purist OBE model to acknowledge that they have won.  They have 
won and I am one -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Be intellectually honest. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  If the member for Cottesloe checks the Hansard on committee reports, he will find that 
what I am saying is absolutely accurate.  I have been a strident critic of the purist OBE model and I tell him that 
we have won this debate.  We have a good system.  It is a compromise system that can work.  It is a system that 
will protect the academic validity of TEE subjects and it will open up pathways for all students. 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [11.24 am]:  I also thank the chairman of the committee and the committee officers 
who were involved in preparing the report: Michael Baker, Peter and Jeannine.  I will take a little time to thank 
Michael Baker for his contribution to the committees and the committee system in this Parliament.  Since I have 
been involved in committees, Michael has done some amazing work.  The only good part about his leaving is 
that he has perhaps gone to a better place; certainly to a place that I am happy about.  The Corruption and Crime 
Commission snaffled him and he will be helping tremendously there. 

I believe this is a very important report and a very important example of the value of the committee system, 
particularly in the Western Australian Parliament.  At a time when this government is expanding its committee 
system, the Howard government is closing down its committee system by cutting down on the number of 
members and getting rid of the value of committees to consider government legislation and other proposals put 
forward by ministers.  Two extra members, the member for Churchlands and I, were added to this committee 
because of our background in education, and the government, to its credit, agreed to add another opposition 
member.  I applaud the government and the house for expanding the committee.  Under this government’s 
practice, members other than government members have at times been allowed to speak on committee reports.  
The Howard government does not allow that; it closes down committees. 

I offer the view, as I have from the very beginning, that OBE does not exist.  It is a purist American concept 
from 20 years ago that in its pure original form never existed, and certainly has not existed in WA.  
Unfortunately, we continue to use the acronym OBE.  I have had some very in-depth research times in New 
South Wales with the member for Wagin.  We had one of those light-bulb moments when we met some people 
in New South Wales.  We met a Western Australian who heads the New South Wales equivalent of the 
Curriculum Council that brought in the changes there.  New South Wales ditched the OBE terminology very 
early, when some of the same misinformation and understandable angst became associated with the acronym 
OBE, and started calling it SBE - standards-based education.  OBE really is standards-based education.  My 
personal view is not included in the committee’s report, but it remains my view that SBE is what we should call 
the ongoing education system in WA, because it is a standards-based education system. 

Another matter that must be mentioned is in support of you, Mr Speaker, for having properly resourced this 
committee, enabling an increase in members and enabling the important research travel that was undertaken.  
Committees play a very important role in this Parliament.  I reflect upon when I was an English teacher - Bill 
Grayden was the Minister for Education and Margaret Nadebaum was the superintendent of English - and the 
lesson plans that I made then to teach Latin as part of English, punctuation and grammar.  I could still make 
those plans under year 11 SBE, which is being undertaken in schools in WA now.  Year 11 SBE is already being 
taught in Western Australia.  The English teachers, students and parents in my electorate are very happy with the 
system.  The issue of delay is, therefore, a furphy.  New South Wales, with a third more courses and triple WA’s 
student intake, introduced its new OBE-SBE system for every subject in 12 months.  I maintain that it was a 
mistake to extend the implementation of the system over four years.  I cannot support a delay.  It is proposed that 
the maths course will not be introduced until 2008.  We would expect all the new material to be in place by 
February next year, yet maths teachers are getting upset and angst-ridden over a course that is not yet on the 
radar.  That is one of the mistakes in having a four-year rollout rather than the 12-month rollout that was done in 
New South Wales. 
It is unfortunate that we have had three different CEOs of the Curriculum Council in WA.  Having seen David 
Axworthy perform in estimates in Parliament, which was a public hearing, and in other public hearings, I am 
very confident of his ability to implement the change.  The member for Wagin and I spoke with the eminent 
Western Australian who implemented the Curriculum Council changes in New South Wales.  Very early on in 
that development he said to the academics and others writing the courses in the gobbledegook we have seen in 
WA, “We have to take this to regional areas of New South Wales, we have to take it to the P&Cs and we have to 
change the language so everybody can understand it.”  They totally rewrote the courses, putting the terminology 
into 10 and 12-word sentences that parents and teachers could understand.  The teachers fed the information 
back to him and the Curriculum Council saying, “The DVDs and the material that they put out to parents to 
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explain the new system makes it easier for me as a teacher to understand.  Please make this the teacher induction 
work.”  They totally changed that.  I am delighted that the one Hyde mark of this report is recommendation 4, 
which relates to getting this DVD and material out there.  That is the key.   

There is another thing I wish to reflect upon.  In a changed culture, if we had brought back somebody such as our 
eminent Western Australian who was working on the education system in New South Wales, we would pay him 
$500 000 or $600 000 a year to implement change.  If we had that expertise and Western Australian knowledge, 
perhaps we would have avoided a lot of the pain we have gone through in the past 18 months.   
I refer to recommendation 5, which relates to the timetable.  I hark back to the fact that in New South Wales, 
which is much bigger and has triple the number of students, everything was done in a year.  It is not the 
timetable that matters; it is the commitment to the changed culture and getting the information to parents and 
teachers.  In relation to the experience of English teachers now in this new system, I argue that they are doing as 
much syllabus work and as much good work as they have done previously.  We are now moving towards a more 
transparent system so more students are being better educated.  Students or teachers who perhaps needed extra 
help previously are now getting more of a guideline.  By us moving towards the New South Wales syllabus-
based education system, or stating the bleeding obvious that syllabus does matter, we will ensure an even better 
system.   

The end result of these two reports - whether members agree or disagree with the one per cent of changes in the 
minority report - is that if the major recommendations of the committee are implemented, students in Western 
Australia will be better educated.  They will be part of the new work force.  They will be better participants in 
our more complex society and our more complex community.  I commend this report to the house and I thank all 
those involved in it.  
 


