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ADOPTION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2002 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am aware that the minister proposes an amendment to clause 2.  Before the minister 
moves the amendment, which seeks to delete lines 4 to 8 on page 2 and which predominantly deals with the time 
the Bill will come into operation, I ask whether she is dealing with those lines now. They are no longer necessary 
because the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Law Reform) Bill has been proclaimed. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  That is correct. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is that the only reason she is moving the amendment? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes, because it is unnecessary. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Although the lines are still in the clause, and before the minister moves the amendment, I 
will say a few words about the clause that deals with allowing gay and lesbian people to adopt children.  I take 
this opportunity again to reiterate that members on this side of the House totally oppose gay and lesbian people 
being allowed to adopt children.  The clause, which relates to the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Law 
Reform) Act, basically states that a couple of homosexual men or a couple of lesbian women who are living 
together must apply to adopt as a couple.  I accept that that is preferable to an application by a single homosexual 
man to adopt a child.  Nevertheless, I put on record again that this side of the House is totally opposed to gay and 
lesbian people adopting children.  We do not believe it is in the best interests of children.  The minister has tried 
to convince the Western Australian public that this legislation exists for the best interests of children.  I do not 
believe it reflects whatsoever the best interests of children.  I suggest to the minister, through you Madam 
Deputy Speaker, that the legislation reflects simply a desire by two homosexual men or two lesbian women to 
adopt a child for their own gratification, not for the best interests of the child.  Gay and lesbian couples do not 
adopt a child because the child needs a good and loving home.  Rather, they do so because they want the addition 
of the child to their unit - I cannot call it a family unit because it is not a traditional family unit - for personal 
gratification.  The Opposition totally opposes that measure.  However, the Government has the numbers and the 
gay and lesbian legislation has already been passed by Parliament and has been proclaimed.  Gay and lesbian 
couples now have the right to apply to adopt children.  The Opposition totally opposes the part of the Bill that 
provides gay and lesbian people that automatic right.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move  - 

Page 2, lines 4 to 8 - To delete the lines.   

As has already been outlined by the member for Hillarys, when the Bill was first drafted the Acts Amendment 
(Lesbian and Gay Law Reform) Bill 2002 had not been enacted.  Therefore, clause 2(2) was included in the 
Adoption Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2002.  However, the gay and lesbian Bill has now become an Act and there is 
no reason that this Bill should deal with the issue of proclamation.   

Amendment put and passed.   
Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move -  

Page 2, line 9 - To insert after “51” the figure “53”. 

The amendment refers to a new clause 53 - it will become a section of the Act when the legislation is proclaimed 
- and a further amendment will change the existing clause 53 to clause 54.  This is a bit confusing, but the 
amendment is a technicality.   

Dr E. Constable:  At the moment, the Bill refers, among others, to proposed sections 51 and 53 and then there is 
to be another proposed section 53.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Proposed section, or clause, 53 will become clause 54.   

Dr E. Constable:  You are not saying that; you are saying that there will be reference to clauses 51, 53 and 53.  
How will the clauses be numbered for the time being at least?   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  To clarify the situation, the rest of the text will be changed accordingly by clerical 
amendment to appropriately reflect the numbering of the clauses.   

Dr E. Constable:  Therefore, if the amendment is passed, will reference be made to clauses 51, 53 and 54 or will 
it read 51, 53 and 53?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  No, the Bill will read “Sections . . . 51, 53, 54”.   
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Technically, after the amendment is moved, clause 2(3) will refer to clauses 51, 53 
and 53.  However, the numbering will be altered to reflect the new clause 53 and the existing clause 53 will 
become clause 54.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  After the amendment is moved, clause 2(3) will read -  

Sections . . . 44, 51, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 . . .  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Surely a new clause 54 will have to be inserted into the Bill.  The member for Churchlands 
was correct when she said that the minister’s amendment will simply insert clause 53 after clause 51.  However, 
clause 53 already exists.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The later amendment will create a new clause 53.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The amendment does not delete existing clause 53, and neither does it create a new clause 54.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am happy to take guidance from the Clerk.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The amendment is a technical change that must be made.  A further amendment will 
be moved to alter the existing clause 53.  Once that amendment is moved and carried, the clause numbers will be 
altered accordingly by the Clerks.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Surely that should be reflected in the amendment that the minister has just moved.  Some 
people, including members opposite, might think that I am a simple person; however, I do not think that I am and 
my mother never thought I was.  The simple fact is that clause 53 already exists.  The minister’s amendment 
seeks to refer, in clause 2(3), to clause 53 after clause 51.  However, clause 53 already exists.  I can envisage 
what the minister is attempting to do, but I am trying to make sense of the amendment.  If a new clause 54 is 
created by renumbering the clauses - I assume that is being suggested - surely that should be reflected in the 
current amendment.   

Dr E. Constable:  The new clause 53 does not yet exist.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is right, it does not exist.  Surely, the amendment should be moved at a later stage 
when the new clause 53 is created, because clause 53 already exists.  The amendment before the House does not 
seek to delete existing clause 53; it seeks to add a new clause 53.  Therefore, there will be two clauses 53.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The silly season has begun!   

The Bill will contain an existing clause 53, which we will deal with further down the track, and a new clause 53, 
which the current amendment seeks to insert reference to.  For the time being, will clause 2(3) read - this is a 
serious question - “Sections . . .51, 53, 53”?  That will be reflected in the Bill, because we are not deleting the 
old and replacing it with the new.  Therefore, if the amendment is passed, there will be reference to clause 51, a 
new clause 53 and an old clause 53, which later will become clause 54.  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am sure that the member for Hillarys’ mother considered him to be very smart - I do too.  
Unfortunately, we are not draftspersons.  The member for Churchlands was entirely correct, because the later 
amendment will create a new clause 53 and the current clause 53 will become clause 54.  However, clause 53 is 
in a different part of the Bill.  Once clauses have been considered we cannot go back and move amendments to 
them.  Unfortunately, we have to think very broadly when making amendments to ensure that the consequential 
amendments are made.  The member for Churchlands is quite right - we are moving the amendments back-to-
front.  We are dealing with a consequential amendment as a result of an amendment that will be moved later.  
We cannot go back in our process of deliberation.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I realise what is going on.  I am having a lend of the minister and the parliamentary 
draftspersons, because the issue seems to be a nonsense.  I understand what is going on.  In moving the 
amendment to insert reference to a new clause 53 - while leaving the existing clause 53 as it is - it is important 
that the minister explain the provisions in new clause 53.  We are talking nonsense at the moment, because we 
are referring to clauses that do not exist and to clauses that have the same number.  It is incumbent on the 
minister to explain proposed new clause 53.  She should explain not merely that it is a consequential amendment; 
we need to know the detail and what is in existing clause 53, which will become new clause 54?  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The current clause 53 repeals section 97 of the Act.  It relates to contact and information 
vetos.  When I was going through the detail of the Bill in preparation for the consideration in detail, I realised 
that in the drafting of the Bill the parliamentary draftspersons had not picked up the fact that section 96 also 
needs to be repealed in two years time.  Therefore, my amendment, when we come to clauses 52 and 53 of the 
Bill, will insert a new provision to repeal section 96 of the Act. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That amendment is simply to repeal section 96 of the Act, is it? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Yes.   
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  That will be new clause 53 or new clause 54, will it? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The current clause 53 repeals section 97; the new clause 53 will repeal section 96; the new 
clause 54 will repeal section 97.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 3 replaced - 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  This is an extremely important clause.  It is important that we ponder it for a few minutes.  
In doing so, I would like to raise a couple of issues with the minister.  We have just repealed the section in the 
old legislation that relates to principles.  The principles that we have just deleted are repeated in this clause and 
are added to.  The words are the same but they are set out in a different way.  We will all agree to those words.  I 
am sure all of us agree that it is a principle upon which adoption services should be based; that is, the welfare 
and best interests of the child.  There can be no argument with that at all, but I would like to take up a couple of 
issues that arise from it.   

A principle refers to a fundamental tenet from which to work.  As I have said, I have no trouble with the 
principle surrounding the welfare and the best interests of the child.  However, proposed section 3(1)(b) reads -  

the principle that adoption is a service for a child who is an adoptee or a prospective adoptee. 

We are therefore talking about a single service to a child and not to anybody else.  That is the way in which I 
understand the minister to be interpreting the principle.  If I am wrong, I hope that the minister will explain it to 
me.  It is a service not to those who wish to adopt or to birth mothers, but to the child who may or may not be 
adopted or considered for adoption.  I would like the minister to state clearly whether that is her intention in 
expressing it in this way in clause 3(1)(b).  If it is not a service to those who wish to adopt or to birth mothers, I 
have some very important questions to ask the minister.  It seems to me that if a government department 
provides a service, it is entitled to charge a fee for that service, as happens in many departments.  At the moment 
a fee is charged to people, for instance, who want to be involved in an inter-country adoption.  I understand that 
currently the assessment fee is $986, and that there is another charge of $650 for people going ahead with an 
adoption.  It seems to me that if a government department is taking that fee, it is providing a service; indeed, 
with an international adoption I believe that it is providing a very important service.  I would not deny that for 
one moment.  The department works with the country from which a child is to be adopted and helps the parents 
through the process of adopting that child internationally.  Is that a service or not?  That is another question for 
the minister to address. 

The second major principle is acknowledgment that adoption is not part of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
culture.  I am very happy to accept that but, in accepting that, I would like some more information about it.  
Perhaps the minister will make a few comments on the fundamentals of adoption not being the practice in 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities.  Perhaps the minister could provide some historical data and 
cultural information that would be helpful in our understanding of why it is important to have this principle spelt 
out in this legislation.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The question is important.  The principles are about the paramount considerations that must 
be taken into account.  The first paramount consideration is that currently in the Act.  The second is the 
statement that above all else adoption is a service for a child who is a prospective adoptee.  To say therefore that 
it is not a service - 

Dr E. Constable:  I did not say that. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  No, but to extrapolate from that and say that it is not a service for birth parents or adoptive 
parents is not a conclusion that I would necessarily draw.  The paramount issue is that it is a service for a child 
who cannot otherwise be placed with his or her natural parents.  Therefore, it is not primarily a service for 
childless couples or couples who think that they might be able to provide a loving home.  I have absolutely no 
doubt that families do think that.  The paramount issue is a service for the children who for a whole range of 
reasons do not live with their natural parents.  That is the paramount consideration; that is the principle.   

The next point involves the acknowledgment of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander culture.  Submissions from 
those communities to the “Bringing them home” report and the work done through the review of the adoption 
legislation in 1997 reaffirmed that adoption is certainly not part of the cultural traditions of Aboriginal 
communities.  I understand that there may well be some recognition of the practice of adoption in Torres Strait 
Islander communities, but the reviews indicated that adoption is not a cultural tradition of Aboriginal people.  
The submissions of the various organisations that work with children clearly show that those organisations are 
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firmly of the view that the principles must be stated in the legislation and must reaffirm the view that adoption is 
not a cultural tradition of Aboriginal people.  I have read something about this issue regarding Torres Strait 
Islander communities, but the current practice and cultural law of Aboriginal people certainly makes no 
provision for adoption as part of the culture and tradition of child rearing and child management in the way that 
we understand adoption to occur.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have many concerns with this clause and the definitions put forward by the minister 
today.  I will address one issue at a time.  We must consider the adoption of Aboriginal children in context.  We 
are not talking about children who are 100 per cent Aboriginal.  The minister is providing blanket cover for 
children who have any Aboriginal blood in them.  The minister refers to them as Aboriginal children, even if 
only one-tenth or one-eighth of their blood is Aboriginal.  European blood could be far more predominant in a 
child that is being given up for adoption; however, notwithstanding that fact, that child will still be called an 
Aboriginal child.  I know that some young Aboriginal women have wanted their children to be adopted by 
people who are not of Aboriginal descent.  The Aboriginal child placement principle will be discussed during 
debate on a later clause of this Bill; however, it also relates to this clause.  This principle is discriminatory, 
separatist and not in the best interests of the child.  Even if the relinquishing mother or parents wish a child to be 
adopted by someone who is not of Aboriginal descent, this clause will preclude that from occurring.   

The minister said that adoption is not part of Aboriginal culture.  I accept that the word “adoption” is not one that 
Aboriginal people would use, because in the past children were often cared for by members of their immediate 
Aboriginal family or within the Aboriginal community.  That is fine if everything works out well.  The concern 
that people have today relates to events that took place many years ago.  The “Bringing them home” report 
reflects that issue.  It relates to the stolen generation and similar issues.  Some Aboriginal children were 
inappropriately taken from their parents in the past.  That is not something that I would have agreed with.  We 
are all wiser and cleverer today.  I would like to think that we know what should happen to children.  

Mrs C.A. Martin:  You are not that clever if that is your view, because this is the consensus of hundreds of 
Aboriginal people and their families.  Things have moved on, but the reality is that there has been nationwide 
consensus on this issue.  The other point you made on how much Aboriginal blood constitutes an Aboriginal is 
not for you or anybody else to decide.  It is a matter of who you are, who you believe yourself to be and who 
your community believes you to be.  It is a matter of identity.  It is not a question that anyone should bring into 
the House.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am a member of a community and I suggest -  

Mrs C.A. Martin:  Not my community!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, and the member for Kimberley is not a member of my community either.   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  You do not identify as an Aboriginal person, but I do.  No-one can tell me how much of me is 
Aboriginal.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member is now talking claptrap.   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  It is important that you do not bring that argument into this House.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member should listen to me.  I have been elected to this House.  I know people who 
have genuine concerns about this legislation.  The member for Kimberley is an Aboriginal; good luck to her!  
She has her views.  I am not an Aboriginal; I am a European Australian, because that is my heritage. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  I have my identity.  It is not up to anyone else to tell me what that is.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I take the words of the member for Kimberley into account.  My concern is that many 
children have one parent who has some Aboriginal blood -  

Mrs C.A. Martin:  As have my children, but they know who they are.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Fine.  If they know who they are, that is good, but some people are descendants of 
Aboriginal people who had relations with people who were not Aboriginal.  Children were born whose blood 
might be one-tenth Aboriginal.  What the minister has said is that those children must be called Aboriginal and 
cannot be declared anything other than Aboriginal.  That is wrong. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  Which part is Aboriginal? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  First and foremost, those children are Australian children.  

Mrs C.A. Martin:  We are talking about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children.  Tell me which part.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Prejudice is being expressed in this House, but not by me.  I have suggested that every 
child born in this country is, first and foremost, Australian.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I refer the member for Churchlands to statements in the “Bringing them home” report of 
1997 in which it was acknowledged that traditional Aboriginal values and laws oppose adoption.  The New 
South Wales Law Reform Commission review of the Adoption of Children Act 1965 states -  

The separation of children from birth families and the absolute transfer of parental rights are 
incompatible with the basic tenets of Aboriginal culture. 

I make this point clear: adoption is about the transfer of the legal rights of parenting.  Once someone understands 
that point and sees how Aboriginal families and networks work, he will understand that adoption is incompatible 
with Aboriginal culture.  Notwithstanding the fact that I have told the member for Hillarys that he is wrong, he 
has continued the line that these principles will exclude the potential for the adoption of Aboriginal children by 
non-Aboriginal families or vice versa.  That is not true.  That issue will be explored in discussions on later 
clauses of the Bill.  It is not correct to say, as the member for Hillarys has said, that this legislation will preclude 
the adoption of Aboriginal children other than by Aboriginal families.  Members must get their heads around that 
point; otherwise, we will not be able to progress.   

The member for Churchlands may well be aware of some form of kinship care in Torres Strait Islander 
communities, which relates to some practice that involves the permanent transfer of parenting responsibilities.  
The member should refer to the good analysis in the “Bringing them home” report and to the fact that all social 
welfare ministers agreed and endorsed the child placement principles in the context of adoption way back in 
1986, along with the view that Aboriginal children should be adopted only in the most exceptional 
circumstances.  The evidence for that statement is strong.  It is a matter of whether one believes in the principles 
or not.  The Government happens to believe in the principles.  We believe that they should be enshrined in the 
legislation.  That call has come from Aboriginal communities based on years and years of oppression and the 
taking away of children from those communities.  It comes down to whether a person agrees with the principles 
or not.  Members on this side of the House are resolute that these principles are important enough to be enshrined 
in the legislation. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I want to make it quite clear that I did not raise the issue with the minister in order to have 
an argument.  I raised the issue for a very important purpose.  If we are to include principles in legislation like 
this, it is very important that we have on record the reason behind the principles.  In that way anyone who reads 
this legislation in one, two, five or 10 years will understand why we, today, on 13 November 2002, endorsed 
those principles.  That is the reason that I raised the issue with the minister. 
I want to explore other directions not connected with proposed section 3(2).  Proposed section 3 deals with 
principles.  A “principle” is defined as a fundamental truth.  The minister used the word belief.  People believe in 
lots of things but they are not necessarily fundamental truths.  Earlier today I heard the Premier speak on Liam 
Bartlett’s radio program.  The Premier made a statement that stuck in my mind.  He said that the Labor Party was 
committed to the principle of equality and that it was one of the fundamental beliefs of the Labor Party.  Is it a 
fundamental truth?  We will talk later about the principle of equality in this legislation.  I want the minister to 
hold that in her mind because something in this legislation cuts across that fundamental belief of the Labor Party.  
Proposed section 3(1)(b) states - 

the principle that adoption is a service for a child who is an adoptee or a prospective adoptee. 
We could decide next week on another principle.  We could decide that it was a service to birth mothers. 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  The member for Churchlands is making some very valid points and I would like 
to hear more from her. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The principle that adoption is a service for a child is not really a principle.  I do not think 
it is a principle at all because we could decide next week on the principle that adoption is a service to parents 
wishing to adopt or that it is a service to birth mothers.  We could do that if we wanted to.  It is not really a 
principle; it is a convenience.  We should recognise it as a convenience; it is an administrative practice that has 
been inserted for only one reason.  It is connected with changes made last year - which came into effect in 
September this year - to the Equal Opportunity Act.  It has become a service so that we can drop the notion of 
equality, especially concerning the age of people who want to adopt.  A swift trick was played through that 
legislation.  It is not a principle.  I will not oppose it, but we should get things straight.  Proposed section 3(1)(b) 
is not a principle, it is an administrative practice.  It has been decided that it is a service to the adoptee.  In her 
explanation, the minister said that other services are provided, but they are not principles.  Services are provided 
to birth mothers and couples wanting to adopt.  However, people are charged for those services.  What are they 
paying for if not a service?  Secondary services are provided.  This provision is a convenience.  We will deal 
with this point later in the legislation when we deal with the age of people wanting to adopt.   
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The Government has violated its own fundamental principle about equality.  It would be nice if this legislation 
contained the principle of equality of opportunity.  It is supposed to be a fundamental tenet of the Labor Party.  It 
is something that I also believe in and that is why I have an amendment that we will deal with later.  Although I 
accept the provisions in the clause, I do not accept that these are all principles.  Some of these provisions are nice 
things that the minister has put in the legislation because she thinks they are a good idea and she believes in 
them.  However, they are not fundamental principles such as one vote, one value, and equality of opportunity.  
Proposed section 3(1)(b) is not a fundamental principle. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My colleague, the member for Churchlands, put that point very eloquently.  I will pick up 
on it because this clause is all about principles.  I do not agree with the principle of Aboriginal child placement 
because it is divisive and separatist.  That is not just my opinion; it is also expressed in submissions to the 
Gordon inquiry by Aboriginal groups.  They said that the principle was not working and it was certainly not in 
the best interests of children who were being abused in the Swan Valley.  The minister may pull a face but what I 
am saying is the truth.  It is in the report of the Gordon inquiry.  The high-level inquiry cost about $1.3 million 
and was run by top people, so we were told.  They have stated that submissions from Aboriginal people and 
groups clearly state that the principle of Aboriginal child placement is not working.  It is obviously not working 
in the best interests of children because children in the Swan Valley have been abused horrifically. 

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would love the member for Kimberley to get up and say something about this clause.  
She is very good at interjecting but I would really like to hear her views, as we are talking about Aboriginal 
children.  I assume that she knows a lot about Aboriginal children. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  What would you know about equality? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know about equality as well, my friend!  The member should get up and speak about it.  
She should not just sit there acting piously and interrupting me all the time.  It is all she ever does.  She should 
get up and make a contribution to this clause.  I would love to hear her speak. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It matters not to me whether children are Aboriginal or of any other ethnic background.  
All that is important is whether they are children.  It is important that they be Australian children.  I suggest that 
all children born in this country are Australian.  That should be the priority for those children. 

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I just cannot take the hassle any more.  I would love to hear from the member for 
Kimberley.  She should make a contribution to this clause.  All she ever does is shout and holler from a sitting 
position on the other side of the House whenever I am on my feet. 

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would love to hear the truth from the member for Kimberley.  All I have heard so far is 
drivel and claptrap!  If the member has genuine concern for children, whether they be Aboriginal or of some 
other ethnic background, she will want to support certain principles that this side of the House has put forward.  
She is very happy for children to be adopted by homosexual men and lesbian women.  That is all she is happy 
about.  What principles does she have? 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  I am concerned about the rights of children. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Rights of children!  We are talking about the best interests of children.  If the member for 
Kimberley wants to try to shout me down, she can as she has a very strong voice.  Unfortunately, I have a touch 
of flu today so my voice is not quite as strong as hers.  I would love to hear the member for Kimberley speak on 
this. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I seem to have upset some members on the other side of the House.  I do not know why.  It 
is very unusual for me to upset members on the other side, but I seem to have done that simply by talking about 
the rights and best interests of children in adoption.  I have met some wonderful adoptive children, some of 
Aboriginal descent and some of European descent.  They are very proud of their Aboriginal heritage and their 
European heritage respectively.  They are wonderful people.  They do not particularly share the same view as 
one or two members of this House.  The adoptive children I am thinking of are two young ladies who spent 
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several hours talking to me.  I found them very interesting because their views on a lot of the clauses in this Bill 
are not shared by the member for Kimberley.  They are very sensible, intellectual young ladies who have had the 
benefit of being brought up in a loving and caring family environment.  That is the most important thing of all 
for children - to be brought up in a loving and caring, normal family environment, ideally where a couple is 
committed to marriage.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Your idea of normality is not everyone’s.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My idea of normality is very different from that of the member for Perth.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 3093.] 
 


