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EMPLOYMENT DISPUTE RESOLUTION BILL 2007 
Council’s Amendment 

Amendment made by the Council now considered. 
Consideration in Detail 

The amendment made by the Council was as follows — 

Clause 3, page 2, line 18 — To insert after “Act” —  

or any other agreement or arrangement prescribed under the IR Act section 113 for the 
purposes of this definition 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I move — 

That the amendment made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would very much appreciate it if the minister could just run through the amendment 
because we have not all had an opportunity to go through it in detail. I, for one, would certainly like to know 
what action the minister intends to take regarding this amendment made by the upper house on what is, 
obviously, a very important matter. Therefore, could my good friend and colleague—the minister for all sorts of 
things—possibly just explain to the house the exact benefits of this amendment? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: In representing the Minister for Employment Protection, I am advised that this amendment 
has been debated in the upper house and agreed to by both sides in the upper house. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That doesn’t mean a thing! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The amendment agreed to by both sides in the upper house reflects the changes that have 
been made by the commonwealth to the Industrial Relations Act given the provisions of the Workplace Relations 
Act. This amendment, agreed to by both sides, brings the Employment Dispute Resolution Bill into line with the 
commonwealth provisions that are now in force. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is a very generic sort of response. I would appreciate it if the minister would expand 
on that so we know exactly in what context this amendment will have an effect. To simply say that it coincides 
with the federal government’s industrial relations legislation — 

Mr F.M. Logan: What’s your specific question to the amendment, member?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: My specific question is: will the minister please explain in more detail exactly what this 
amendment will do? Simply providing us with a generic answer is not the answer. We want to know how people 
in Western Australia will benefit from this amendment and how it is different from the government’s original 
legislation. The government put the original legislation through this house and it has now been amended by the 
upper house. We often have different views from members in the upper house, and quite rightly we should; 
otherwise there would be no point in having two houses. Obviously, this is not the minister’s portfolio area. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Correct. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: However, the minister has the responsibility in this house to answer questions put by the 
opposition about the things that he has responsibility for. Therefore, I want the minister to live up to his 
responsibilities and tell this house exactly what this amendment will do and how it will benefit people in 
Western Australia. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: When these messages come down, I would really appreciate it if we could know what they 
are about and when they are coming on. I believe that I do my job as Whip fairly thoroughly and judiciously. 
However, this message has come out of left field and it is evident that the minister representing the Minister for 
Employment Protection cannot explain the purpose of this amendment to us. In fact, there is no documentation 
for us to refer to and this amendment was passed by the other place some time ago. Does the minister believe 
that he can simply put it through without some explanation to us about what this amendment tries to achieve and 
why he thinks this is a good idea? I ask the minister for the courtesy of taking us through that because the reason 
for this amendment, honestly, is not clear to us. The minister might say that because the people in the other place 
okayed this amendment it is okay for this house to simply let it go through. I believe that if the minister explains 
the reason for this amendment to us, we can make a decision about whether to support it.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: We want a detailed explanation; we demand it! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The amendment being sought is to insert after the word “Act” — 
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or any other agreement or arrangement prescribed under the IR Act section 113 for the purposes of this 
definition 

Once the minister explains what the purpose of this amendment is, I would like to know what particular “other 
agreement” or “agreements” does the government contemplate? This is meant to be providing so-called 
consistency with federal legislation. What concerns me is this government’s continuing acquiescence to simply 
hand over responsibilities to the commonwealth government and say, “Whatever the commonwealth does, we 
will go along with.”  

This can be seen in the state budget—“We have invited the commonwealth to determine what happens in the 
Pilbara.” The commonwealth government is already controlling the Kimberley. Here we get another example: 
“Whatever the commonwealth says, whatever Rudd says, we will go along with.” The minister has not even got 
an adviser with him. I suggest we adjourn this matter until he has an adviser if he cannot answer the question 
about which agreement or agreements this amendment refers to.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I find this an amazing reaction; the statement that was just made by the member for 
Cottesloe about acquiescing to a federal government! Does that statement not take the cake! We only have to 
think back a couple of months—not even six or seven months ago—and look at the issue of industrial relations 
and acquiescence in takeovers and state powers. The member for Cottesloe himself was one of the critics of the 
former government’s attempt to take state powers, including industrial relations. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Absolutely; I could not agree more. I totally opposed the federal takeover, and did so publicly. 
That is totally consistent with what I am saying now.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: What we saw under the previous Howard administration was, I believe, an absolute disgrace 
when it came to industrial relations. We saw the introduction of the Workplace Agreements Act, modelled on the 
previous act that was introduced by the previous Liberal coalition government here in Western Australia, which 
drove down wages—always for the poorest workers. Those people who were highly skilled, those people who 
worked in areas that had high demand, like the mining industry, were always insulated. They were insulated 
from the provisions of the state Workplace Agreements Act and they were insulated from the provisions of the 
Howard federal government’s Workplace Agreements Act. Why? Because their skills were in demand. Why? 
Because they were in areas of high pay and high demand. Who were the people who were hurt the most as a 
result of our industrial relations? The working poor. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The minister would not even know about the poor! He lives in Swanbourne! The minister 
ought to go down to a blue class working area. He would not know what a poor person looked like!  

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: They were the people who were hurt the most; the people on the lowest pay. The member 
for Cottesloe would not know a hard day’s work if he actually saw it! He has gone from school to university; he 
stayed in university; from there he went to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry; and from there he came to 
Parliament. The man has been institutionalised his whole life! I do not think he has ever got a bit of dirt under his 
fingernails! Maybe doing the gardening, but that’s about all! 

The member for Cottesloe has been institutionalised and he has the hide to come in here and tell us about 
running businesses—he has never done it—and give us economic advice when he has never worked in the real 
world. He has never worked for the private sector. He talks about it a lot, but he has never worked for the private 
sector. The man has been institutionalised and he has the gall to stand up here and criticise our government for 
putting up legislation that is protecting the workers in Western Australia. It is just outrageous.  

Like the member for Darling Range, the member for Cottesloe was a member of the previous government that 
attacked the working poor in Western Australia, that was in league with the federal government, that tried to 
break the unions on the wharf, that nearly brought our state to a point of community strife, anger and violence 
because of the implementation of their industrial relations system on the wharf, where we had busloads—in your 
electorate, member for Cottesloe—of armed police — 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. COWPER: I was called back into the chamber for some urgent business and I am not sure what the 
minister is cracking on about!  

The SPEAKER: I think the minister is responding to a similar attack that has come from people that have some 
views, but whether those views are in relation to this legislation is another point. I am sure the minister and 
members concerned will address the message shortly.  

Debate Resumed 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. In my address to members opposite — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Minister, your time is up. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I hope to throw some clarity on what we are here for. 

On 25 October 2007 this legislation passed through this house to go to the other place, and it was in relation to a 
suite of five bills. One of them was in relation to the Employment Dispute Resolution Bill 2007. During the 
transition between this house and the other, there has been a federal election and, as a result of that, a change of 
government and a change of policy in industrial relations. Part of the “Forward with Fairness” program is the 
doing away with Australian workplace agreements. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That is exactly what I said; the member for Murray is repeating what I said. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The minister did not say that.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I was not in the room to hear what the minister had to say, and I am pleased I was not! I 
can tell the house that from what I heard when I did come back in here, I was glad I was outside the chamber! 

The point is that AWAs are no longer with us and this is a cosmetic change to permit continuity between state 
and federal legislation. We had a briefing from two people from the Department of Consumer and Employment 
Protection—and very pleasant people they are—who have examined the content of the amendment and the 
opposition has no objection to the passage of this amendment.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly.  
 


