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Children 

1. In response to the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, 

will your party commit to supporting a national redress scheme that is funded by 

institutions, but operated independently, for victims of child sexual abuse? 

Yes. At a state level, Family First has campaigned for a redress scheme for victims of abuse 

in state institutions.  Redress enables many people to have closure, people who have not 

been able to afford lawyers and need a speedy resolution of a simplified and smaller claim 

than a full-blown legal battle.  Family First founder Andrew Evans moved to eliminate the 

bar to prosecuting historical child sex offences in South Australia.  This led to many clergy 

and former church volunteers being prosecuted and jailed for their offending.  Family First 

takes the abuse of children – in the past, or present – extremely seriously. 

 

2. Will your party commit to a national scheme for conducting background checks and 

registration of people working with children and other vulnerable people? 

Yes.  Family First South Australian MLC Dennis Hood has been advocating for the ‘blue 

card’ system in Queensland to streamline volunteer checks.  We take child protection very 

seriously, as the actions of our state members of parliament demonstrate.  Churches, 

sporting and recreational clubs, and charities also need a streamlined procedure to enable 

people to volunteer quickly, and not be discouraged from volunteering due to red tape.  A 

streamlined and well-resourced national system can strike this balance. 

 

3. Exposure of children and young people to pornography in Australia has reached critical 

levels. Pornography is having widespread and measurable negative consequences on the 

physical, mental, and emotional well-being of children and young people. Due to this being 

a double-dissolution election, a Senate inquiry into the harms of pornography on children 

has been discontinued. Will your party commit re-establish this inquiry? 

Yes.  We supported the Senate motion to commence this inquiry.  It takes the evidence-

based approach – before suggesting specific remedies for the rivers of filth on the 

Internet, the inquiry looks at the impact that pornography is having on children.  Family 

First is very concerned about the ease of access to such material, and the sexualisation of 

children in our culture.  We are committed to working further on this very important issue 

if we are returned to the Senate on 2 July. 

 

4. A recent House of Representatives inquiry into the regulatory and legislative aspects of 

international and domestic surrogacy arrangements recommended that the practice of 



commercial surrogacy remain prohibited in Australia. This recommendation was informed 

by the view that, even with the best of regulatory intentions, there is still significant 

potential for the exploitation of women and children. Will your party commit to encouraging 

the States to uphold the ban on commercial surrogacy in Australia? 

Yes.  In fact, our state members of parliament opposed the expansion of surrogacy in 

South Australia, but a Liberal MP promoted expanding surrogacy and Family First was not 

supported by enough Liberal or Labor MPs to block the bill.   

 

5. The Safe Schools Coalition relies heavily on research from the Australian Research Centre 

in Sex, Health and Society (ARCSHS) at La Trobe. Questions about the compliance of ARCSHS 

research with the National Health and Medical Research Council’s guidelines have been 

raised along with widespread community concern about its promotion of gender fluidity 

theory through the so-called “Safe Schools” Coalition. Will your party commit to a Senate 

inquiry into the methodology, research, and staffing of ARCSHS at La Trobe? 

Yes.  Family First Senator Bob Day has been a vocal critic of the so-called ‘Safe Schools’ 

program, describing it as anti-parent.  Many parents were not consulted before their 

children participated in the program.  It is ironic that in Queensland just 1 complaint has 

led to religious education in schools being reviewed, but over 11,000 petitioners has not 

moved the Queensland government to review ‘Safe Schools’.  There must be one rule for 

all Australians and programs targeting children must meet the same strict guidelines as 

any other, particularly requiring prior and informed parental consent. 

 

6. No child should be bullied for any reason at school. Statements from the creator of the 

Safe Schools Coalition (SSCA) assert that the program is “not about bullying”. SSCA 

introduces children to contested gender theory, teaching children that their gender is fluid, 

and aims to change school policy on toilets to allow children to enter the toilet opposite to 

their biological sex if they claim a different identity. The Education Minister has stated that 

official resources of SSCA will be housed on the official Australian Government Safe Schools 

Hub website. Will your party commit to removing any SSCA material that promotes or 

endorses contested gender theory from Commonwealth funded websites?  

Yes.  Since arriving in Canberra in 2014 Family First has been lobbying the Coalition to de-

fund the Safe Schools program altogether.  They have steadfastly refused.  It was only 

when parent and public outrage hit the media that the Coalition agreed to ‘review’ the 

program, demanding only some aspects be removed.  Parents were not being consulted 

about their children’s involvement in the program.  The now-almost-daily revelations 

about the content of the program, its supporting material and the radical beliefs of its 

authors demonstrate that the program must be immediately abolished.  We want a new, 



anti-bullying program that is not focussed on radical agendas but addresses every cause of 

bullying at school – of which gender and sexuality are not the highest causes.  

 

7. Will your party commit to removing all support and funding for school programs that 

teach children that their gender is fluid?  

Yes.  Parents have the right to teach their children their family’s values about gender and 

a great many other things.  A radical minority seek to target children through state-funded 

institutions to circumvent parental rights and change social attitudes about questions 

such as gender.  Family First supports family values ahead of state-dictated values. 

 

8. School chaplaincy has been supported by both the Coalition and Labor parties since 2006. 

Chaplains do important and vital work supporting children and young people in schools 

across Australia. More than 1 million school students and their families depend on their 

chaplain for social, emotional and spiritual support. Will your party commit to extending the 

funding of chaplaincy when the current round of funding expires in 2018? 

Yes.  The next agreement must be accompanied by a dedicated plan to explore just how, if 

funding does cease, the states and territories can pick up the cost of continuing state 

chaplaincy.  Family First upholds the constitution, and wants states to be stronger and 

have the resources needed to fund chaplaincy.  Ideally, by the conclusion of the next 

funding agreement, there will be a binding national funding agreement between states 

and territories that protects chaplains’ role in schools and their autonomy. 

 

Persecuted Minorities and Refugees 

9. The UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative and Head of the United Nations 

Assistance Mission for Iraq, the US State Department, the European Parliament and the 

British Parliament’s House of Commons have all recently made statements or resolutions 

condemning IS/ISIS/ISIL/Daesh as guilty of the genocide of Christians and other religious 

minorities. Will your party commit to a declaration in parliament that the killings of 

Christians and other minorities in Iraq and Syria constitute genocide?  

Yes.  We would like to see such a declaration, but it would take some co-operation 

between all parties in Parliament because it relates to foreign affairs. In the Senate it 

takes just one voice in opposition for such a foreign affairs motion to be lost.  If returned 

to the Senate, Family First is happy to work with like-minded colleagues to frame a 

declaration that can pass.  Our reading of human rights jurisprudence is that killing people 

due to their religious beliefs constitutes genocide.  Our primary hope with the ISIS conflict 



is for their defeat, but we also hope that the perpetrators of this genocide will be brought 

to justice. 

 

10. Australia is one of 189 countries that adopted the Millennium Declaration and 

committed to the Millennium Development Goals in 2000. The past few years have seen 

both sides of politics cut Australia’s overseas aid program. Will your party commit to 

rebuilding the program and to reaching the Millennium Development Goal promise of 0.7% 

of Australia’s gross national income?  

Yes.  Family First Senator Day ran for the Senate in 2013 with his ‘campaign for 1%’, being 

a target of 1% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) spent on foreign aid.  In consultation with 

aid advocates, we have recalibrated the target to the MDG target of 0.7% of its Gross 

National Income (GNI) to foreign aid.  We note that this is more than double the 2015 

spending level.  Family First Senator Bob Day explained how the Commonwealth can 

easily budget for such a small percentage as 1% first during his ‘campaign for 1%’.  We 

have regularly advocated to the foreign minister and treasurer that we do not want to see 

further cuts to foreign aid. 

 

11. Australia's existing humanitarian intake for 2015-16 was 13,750 with an additional one-

off 12,000 places for refugees fleeing Syria. Will your party commit to a doubling of the 

annual humanitarian intake with a weighting given to those in most need such as 

persecuted religious minorities?  

Family First has consistently advocated to the government that it wants the migration 

intake increased.  That was the position we took in 2014 when migration laws were 

before the Senate during Senator Day’s first year in office.  Our advocacy and that of many 

others of goodwill has resulted in intake increases to: 

o 13,750 places in 2016/17,  

o 16,250 places in 2017/18,  

o 18,750 places in 2018/19, 

o We also note that 4,400 of the intake this year and next are from the Iraq / 

Syria conflict. 

We were pleased, therefore, that Federal Government responded to our lobbying and 

announced a one-off intake of 12,000 Syrian refugees and to contribute a further $44 

million to the global refugee effort.  This takes Australia even closer to the top position of 

the most welcoming nations around the world to refugees. 



We can’t commit to a doubled intake yet. We are very concerned about the slow progress 

of the Iraq / Syrian special refugee intake and would seek to review the situation before 

we commit a general intake increase. 

 

12. Is your party satisfied with the current approach of Australia towards persons seeking 

asylum who arrive by boat? Can your party offer any measures which would improve the 

current arrangements? 

Yes. 

These levels of generous refugee intake were not possible overnight.  We went to the last 

election with the same policy as the Coalition and Labor Parties – ‘stop the boats’.   We 

want immigration detention centres closed as soon as possible.  Detention centres only 

exist because people have come by boat. Now the boats have stopped, these centres can 

be closed. Children are being released in significant numbers from detention and those 

remaining are largely cases where their parents refuse to allow their release.  Very few, if 

any, children remain in off-shore detention.  Family First believes current arrangements 

for refugees could be improved if the government would support community groups and 

churches to partner / sponsor and support individual refugees. 

 

Indigenous 

13. Is your party committed to constitutional recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander peoples? 

Yes, in that we support removal of all discriminatory and other race-related aspects of the 

constitution.  We want the constitution to be race-blind.  We also support words in the 

constitution that we could be absolutely confident now, and in the future, would not give 

rise to new compensation claims from indigenous people.  It is hard to foresee how that 

could be achieved with the modern trend of activist judiciaries re-interpreting 

constitutional provisions in later circumstances.  So we are cautious about what, exactly, 

the wording of constitutional recognition might read and mean now – as opposed to the 

future. 

 

Freedom of religion 

14. Religious exemptions or exceptions in anti-discrimination law act as protections for the 

fundamental right to religious freedom, for example, they allow Christian ministries and 

schools the freedom to employ staff who have a commitment to the religious views and 

mission of the organisation. Whilst religious freedom is currently protected by exemptions, 



religious freedom should not be considered as a concession, or some kind of special 

pleading. The Australian Law Reform Commission report Traditional Rights and Freedoms—

Encroachments by Commonwealth Laws, states that in future reforms “further 

consideration should be given to whether freedom of religion should be protected through 

a general limitations clause rather than exemptions.” There have been calls by some groups, 

who are unhappy with religious exemptions to antidiscrimination law, to change the law and 

remove the protections for religious freedom.  

 

a) Will your party commit to ensuring the current religious protections afforded by 

exemptions remain in place, despite calls by some special interest groups for their removal? 

Yes, we could not agree more.  We are strong supporters of the rights to freedom of 

speech, freedom of association, freedom of religion, belief and conscience. 

 

b) Should further reform of anti-discrimination law occur, will your party support a general 

limitations clause that would replace the current exemptions and remove the incorrect 

perception that religious freedom is an exception to other human rights? 

Yes.  We would be very concerned if human rights deteriorated to such an extent in 

Australia that freedom of religion was no longer considered a fundamental human right in 

its own right, not an exception to other rights.   

 

Marriage and Family 

15. Marriage is a bedrock institution for society and redefining marriage has consequences. 

Will your Party guarantee that a peoples’ vote on redefining marriage will take place and 

that there will be no changes to the Marriage Act until the Australian people have cast their 

votes in a national ballot?  

 

Yes.  We will fight to retain the above definition of marriage and, if we could, we would 

even insert it into the Constitution via a referendum to preserve it for all time.  However, 

the Labor, Greens and Nick Xenophon Team parties want to redefine marriage without a 

public vote (‘plebiscite’).  We support a public vote on the question, but not this year as 

the Coalition is proposing.  We need to have a thorough and free-speech protected debate 

on how redefining marriage will affect the rights of parents, the rights of children, free 

speech and freedom of conscience in Australia.  Having thoroughly considered those 

questions, we do not think the Australian public will want to redefine marriage.   



 

16. Redefining marriage in law activates State-based anti-discrimination laws, creating legal 

vulnerabilities for people who disagree (including those who are not clergy). Activists have 

used provisions of Statebased anti-discrimination laws to report those with a different view 

to government commissions. Will your party commit to work with the States to ensure 

freedom of speech, conscience and religion is not inhibited should the Marriage Act ever be 

changed? 

Yes.  A great many of the laws that infringe freedom of speech and freedom of religion 

exist at state level.  We are committed to ensuring that all laws that infringe those rights 

are reviewed and reformed. 

 

17. A single-income household (with income of $120,000) pays around $10,000 more tax in 

Australia than a double income family with the same joint income of $120,000. In a 

submission to the Commonwealth Government discussion paper on taxation, Queensland 

Senator Matt Canavan recommended a limited form of income-splitting to redress this 

inequity. Will your party provide families the option of income splitting so that parents who 

work in the home are not disadvantaged?  

We are disappointed that the work of Senator Day and Family First on Income Splitting is 

not acknowledged in the question.  We have constantly advocated with government 

ministers to allow income splitting rights, as exists in the United States and parts of 

Europe.  Income-splitting has been a longstanding Family First policy well before 

individual LNP Senators advocated for it. 

 

18. The Advertising Standards Bureau administers a national system of advertising self-

regulation. The self-regulatory system has failed to protect women and children from 

objectification and sexualisation portrayed through outdoor and shopfront advertising. Will 

your party commit to a full review of the current self-regulatory system, and additionally 

commit to introducing meaningful fines for advertisers who breach the standards? 

Firstly, Family First supports the primacy of consumer advocacy in this area. For example, 

the boycott of supermarkets that stocked Zoo Weekly ultimately saw the magazine pulled 

from shelves nation-wide and, in the end, discontinued by the publisher.  Secondly, Family 

First is a strong advocate of free speech and the freedom of the press. When governments 

step in to regulate something like advertising or the print media, the result is higher taxes 

and less freedom for consumers.  Church and community leaders need to cultivate public 

concern about negative media messages, such as the sexualisation of children and 



objectifying of women, and bring about social change so there is less incentive for 

government regulation. 

 

Addiction 

19. Will your party commit to banning donations to political parties from the gambling 

industry and associated entities? 

The public interest is best served by prominent disclosure, not banning, of donations from 

‘unacceptable’ corporations or groups.  If the government today bans gambling 

corporations, might a government of different persuasion tomorrow ban donations or 

support from religious organisations, churches or people of certain faiths or beliefs?  In 

future, interest groups’ pre-election surveys might do well to ask if parties accept 

donations from gambling or other unacceptable groups, and report the findings to their 

supporters.  We support freedom of information and the freedom of the press and their 

ability to highlight such donations. 

 

20. Will your party commit to banning sports betting advertising and commentary during 

sports broadcasts? 

Family First supports banning sports betting advertising during live in-play sports 

broadcasts on free-to-air TV.  Such advertising on pay-television networks should be a 

matter for private enterprise.  We note that some stations offer ‘uninterrupted’ sports 

broadcasts – that is, without advertisements at all.  People viewing pay-TV services that 

carry in-play gambling advertisements subscribe to receive such a service.  We would 

encourage pay TV providers to continue offering – or offer - alternate streams of sports 

coverage that does not carry advertising that is not family friendly. 

 

21. Given the proven harm of poker machines, will your party implement the 

recommendation of the Productivity Commission and mandate $1 bets? 

These proposals are specific and we can not commit to them without further 

research.  The biggest addict to gambling is governments.  Governments depend on 

revenue from problem gamblers, so they have no interest in helping them.  Put another 

way, governments raise taxes on gambling because they know gamblers are addicted, and 

will keep paying for the service no matter how high the tax rate is.  Governments exploit 

problem gamblers, and we need to find ways to reduce governments’ continual reliance 

on more tax, by bringing government spending under control.  We also want to pursue 



family-friendly policy across politics that provides job security and housing affordability, 

so that people have economic security at home and then are less inclined to gamble. 

 

22. Drugs such as ICE are wreaking havoc in our communities. Some groups advocate an 

approach that would see the individual use of illegal drugs falling outside the criminal 

framework by applying a system of civil sanctions for personal use of illicit drugs. Does your 

party support the continuation of criminal offences for users of illicit drugs? 

Yes, absolutely.    Methamphetamines or ‘ice’ are rampant in our community.  ‘Drug 

driving’ levels in some places are higher than ‘drink driving’!  Family First supports state 

police initiatives to prosecute those who manufacture or grow illicit drugs, and very strong 

penalties imposed by the courts for destroying lives using illicit drugs.   Family First’s state 

members of parliament have regularly exposed the lenient sentences handed down to 

drug traffickers and manufacturers, and supported mandatory minimum sentencing for 

such behaviour.  We believe states – not the commonwealth – have the dominant role 

and spending obligation to address illicit drugs.  The commonwealth’s only role is to halt 

the importation of illicit drugs at our borders.   

 

Prayer in Parliament 

23. Australia’s western, liberal democracy and Westminster System owes much to its 

Christian cultural heritage. Will your party commit to continue opening parliament each day 

exclusively with the Lord’s Prayer? 

Yes. 

We will always support opening Parliament with prayers.  The Commonwealth 

Constitution begins with a prayer, and so should Parliament.  We reject the approach of 

the Greens and others to have a ‘multi-faith’ prayer acceptable to all religions, as such a 

prayer really means nothing to anyone.  Prayers before Parliament remind all politicians 

that they are servants of the public and subject to a higher power, indeed by definition 

our ‘prime minister’ is the ‘first servant’, not the President.  Our nation has a Christian 

heritage and we have no right to remove a tradition established by the founding fathers, 

our forebears and soldiers who fought for our great nation under that tradition.   

 

Life 

24. A series of recent Galaxy Polls have revealed majority opposition to late term abortion in 

Australia. The recent polling is consistent with the findings of earlier more comprehensive 

research by the Southern Cross Bioethics Institute. Given that babies are viable outside the 



womb from 24 weeks of pregnancy, will your party commit to removing Medicare funding 

for Late Term Abortion in situations where there is a healthy mother and healthy baby? 

Yes, we would support that in principle.  We have found that it is incredibly difficult to 

convince the major parties to take such a stance.  We are disappointed by the low support 

for Dr Carling-Jenkins’ bill to reverse the late-term abortion provisions in Victoria.  This 

will only change if pro-life voters expressly support pro-life candidates, not parties, to 

change the conscience voting pattern in this nation. 

 

25. Planned Parenthood in America has been caught out trafficking organs of aborted babies 

for profit. In response, the US Congress voted to defund Planned Parenthood. Australia, 

through our overseas aid program, grants money to International Planned Parenthood. Will 

your party commit to removing Commonwealth funding of International Planned 

Parenthood? 

 

Yes.  Family First has opposed Greens motions in the Senate supporting the work of 

Planned Parenthood.  We are horrified by the truths revealed by citizen journalists.  We 

are also concerned about the way those who have exposed Planned Parenthood have 

been treated worse than the people exposed.  We hope that in Australia, freedom of 

speech and freedom of the press will see a truly impartial and independent approach to 

the practices of abortion providers in Australia. 

 


