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PROSTITUTION LAW REFORM IN QUEENSLAND

Dear Editor,
I would like to respond to the article 
by Ms Linda Banach Regulating 
Morality? ((1992) 17(1) A lt.U  41), 
which discussed, among other things, 
proposals by the Crim inal Justice 
Commission to reform prostitution 
laws in Queensland. Ms Banach is 
critica l o f the C om m ission’s 
Information and Issues Paper released 
in February 1991 prior to the 
Commission’s 370 page final report to 
Parliament

The Paper was the first step in the 
Commission’s review of the laws. It 
was publicised as a discussion docu
ment only, designed to assist the com
munity make informed comment in 
subm issions on prostitu tion . Ms 
Banach says the Commission ‘failed 
to identify relevant issues or outline 
potential legal models’ and ‘did not 
consult with sex w orkers’ in its 
Information and Issues Paper.

All three of these allegations are 
wrong. The relevant legal models 
were discussed in detail on pages 55- 
61. Also included were explanations 
of different types of prostitution; his
torical background as to how the 
Commission came to review the laws 
following the Fitzgerald Inquiry; an 
account of the present laws; figures on 
prostitution related offences which 
came to the attention of the police; 
health and drug issues; an overview of

the extent of prostitution in different 
parts of Queensland; the costs of 
enforcing the laws; taxation matters as 
they might affect sex workers; social 
and community welfare aspects of 
prostitu tion ; exam ined efforts to 
reform prostitution laws in other states 
and in Canada and the U nited 
Kingdom. The Paper presented the 
argument of some feminist commenta
tors who questioned that society must 
make prostitution available to men so 
they do not become rapists or sexually 
abuse children.

Finally, a discussion of sex work
e rs ’ backgrounds follow ing the 
research done in the reports of the 
Victorian Inquiry into Prostitution, the 
NSW Select Committee on Prosti
tution; and the academ ic and sex 
worker representative Roberta Perkins, 
was included in the Issues Paper.

In preparing the Information and 
Issues Paper, the Commission had 
several consultations with the sex 
workers’ organisation Self-Health for 
Q ueensland W orkers in the Sex 
Industry (SQWISI) and 47 individual 
sex workers. The Commission told sex 
workers at the time it would more 
fully seek the views of sex workers 
around Queensland when it carried out 
a survey for the final report. This it did 
when it interviewed a further 73 sex 
workers. For the Victorian report, 115 
sex workers were form ally in te r

viewed and for the NSW report 134 
were interviewed. The number of sex 
workers interviewed in Queensland by 
the CJC compares favourably with 
those interviewed in the other states in 
terms of population alone.

It is difficult to know to what Ms 
Banach is referring when she says 
‘under resourced agencies had to 
spend limited funds on resourcing a 
well-funded Commission’. It seems to 
suggest this Commission received 
resources from SQWISI or other agen
cies. At most, it could only refer to 
agencies devoting resources to the 
preparation of a submission. While the 
Commission recognises this takes time 
and effort, it is committed to seeking 
the opinions of the public on matters 
of law reform and considers this pro
cess an important tool in so doing.

Anne Phihrip 

Senior Research Officer 

Criminal Justice Commission
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