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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE, REMAINING STAGES OF CERTAIN BILLS 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.08 pm]:  I move without notice - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the completion of all 
remaining stages today of the following Bills: Justices of the Peace Bill 2003; Oaths, Affidavits and 
Statutory Declarations Bill 2003; Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations (Consequential 
Provisions) Bill 2003; and Road Traffic Amendment (Impounding and Confiscation of Vehicles) Bill 
2004. 

I thank the Opposition for its support.  Hopefully, in a short time we will be able to complete those procedural 
matters and conclude the week, its having been a very productive one.  I thank the Opposition for its cooperation 
and support.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [4.10 pm]:  I find it curious that the Government 
would want to do this.  The Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations Bill and the Oaths, Affidavits and 
Statutory Declarations (Consequential Provisions) Bill are about taking references to God out of oaths.  The 
Attorney General came into this Parliament, as did the Premier and other members, and argued that we do not 
need to have references to God in oaths.  I do not know what they have against God, but they want to take the 
word “God” out of oaths. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I have nothing against God at all. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier is still besotted with doing that. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Does the phrase “whitened sepulchre” have a certain reality in this place? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Coming from the minister, I would expect nothing better than that.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Nasty, nasty, nasty! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier is displaying a lot of maturity today.  

I do not have a problem with references to God.  I do not pretend to be the most devout person in the world, but I 
do not find it necessary to take references to God out of oaths.  The Premier wants to take any references to God 
out of our oaths, laws and traditions, because that is the Labor Party’s view.  However, when people objected, 
suddenly he and the Attorney General ditched that idea.  The Leader of the House now wants to suspend 
standing orders to enable these Bills to be dealt with immediately.  The Premier of this State is still on the same 
bandwagon.  He still does not want the word “God” to appear in oaths. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We are happy for it to appear. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  The Premier now wants to give people the option of swearing by their religious 
beliefs, whatever those beliefs might be.  Why is the Premier seeking to rush these Bills through now?  We want 
to go into consideration in detail and deal with the issue now.  The reason he wants to rush these Bills through 
now is that he has been caught out in showing the Labor Party’s true view -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  What is its true view?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is certainly not a Christian view. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  How can you say such a stupid thing!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I just have.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You do not know what you are talking about!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Seventy per cent of the people in this country regard themselves as Christian.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  They do not regard themselves as infallible as you regard yourself!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the member for Perth will continue, because he represents, in many respects, values 
that are very different from those held by the majority of Western Australians and Australians.  I assure the 
member for Perth that he does not represent values that I share.  Seventy cent of the people of this State regard 
themselves as Christian.  The vast majority of people, whether they are Christian or not, are quite happy to swear 
to God; or, if they chose not to do that, to have a simple, neutral affirmation.  The Labor Party wants to take 
away the right of people to swear to God.  I cannot understand why it wants to do that.  Even today, when we 
want to go into consideration in detail, the Premier is still clinging to what he wants to do.  The Premier is our 
sporting hero, or so he likes to pretend!  He is our lover of Anzac Day!  He is our champion of the flag!  I 
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remember the Premier of 30 years ago.  Today I cannot remember that person at all.  Suddenly, the Premier is 
the champion of Anzac Day, yet he failed to support our troops when they went to Iraq - 

Points of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I raise this point of order on the matter of impugning the Premier.  The Leader of the 
Opposition knows full well that the Premier spoke strongly in support of Australian troops and wished them 
godspeed and a safe return to their families.   It is patently wrong for the Leader of the Opposition to misuse his 
position in that way.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  There is no point of order.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition to 
address the motion before the Chair, which is the suspension of standing orders. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition has been speaking for some three 
minutes, and he has not touched on the motion before the House.  I know that you alluded to that on the last 
point of order, which was to a different matter.  The issue is that the debate that the Leader of the Opposition is 
now entering into can be quite appropriately taken up when we get to that matter.  There is no time constraint in 
this standing order.  It is simply to allow that debate to come on if the Leader of the Opposition wishes to engage 
in it.  The suspension of standing orders does not allow for a general debate on these matters.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  As the Leader of the House quite rightly said, the Leader of the Opposition has been 
speaking for three minutes.  The question before the Chair is the suspension of standing orders.  I suggest, 
Madam Deputy Speaker, that the Leader of the Opposition is giving reasons about whether he believes there is a 
need to suspend standing orders.  Normally there is some latitude and members who occupy the Chair give 
members a lot longer than three minutes to give the reasons that they believe standing order should be suspended 
or should not be suspended.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Both members have raised relevant points.  Members of this place are clear about the 
standing orders of this House.  We are debating the suspension of standing orders.  I ask the member who has the 
call to address the motion a bit more succinctly.  However, given that he has been on his feet for only three 
minutes, I am sure that is what he is about to do.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will be very brief.  This issue is about the values of our community.  There is certainly a 
vast difference between the values as reflected by the Labor Party and the values as reflected by members on this 
side.  This motion to suspend standing orders suggests to the Parliament that we need to deal, as a matter of 
absolute urgency, with an issue that is fundamental to the values, culture, customs and traditions of our 
community. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have just heard the member for Riverton refer to the Leader of the Opposition as having 
been drunk at an Aboriginal hostel.  I would like him to withdraw those comments, which he made in a 
conversation across the Chamber with the Leader of the National Party.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I heard no such comment.  However, if it was made, I ask that it be withdrawn.  I 
also draw the member’s attention to the fact that it is unparliamentary to have a conversation across the 
Chamber, other than the one that we have with the member who has the call.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I did make those comments in relation to the Leader of the 
Opposition being at an Aboriginal hostel late at night.  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is about what we would expect from the member for Riverton.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Come on!  He withdrew!  Show your respect for the Parliament.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That particular issue I remember well.  It was promoted by the Premier’s staff, on 
unsigned, handwritten material involving the Premier’s staff and the member for Kimberley.  I am happy to 
debate that any time the Premier wishes.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I suggest that, unless members are prepared to be here for quite some time, they get 
on with debating the issue at hand. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is an important issue.  This issue is about the values of our society.  If we are to 
suspend standing orders, why the urgency?  The values of a community are built up over tens, if not hundreds, of 
years.  Indeed, we could argue that the Judeo-Christian values go back 2 000 years.  The Judaic component goes 
back thousands of years before that.  We in Australia have inherited what is basically a Christian set of values.  
That is reflected in our procedures in this Parliament, when we say the Lord’s Prayer.  It is reflected in our laws 
and our customs.  The Labor Party, for whatever philosophical reasons it may have, wants to change that.  Okay.  
The Labour Party can bring in these Bills, and Labor members can vote according to what they believe is correct, 
and we will vote according to what we believe is correct, but no-one should be rushed into doing that.  Where is 
the urgency?  Why do the Premier and the Attorney General want to remove the word “God” on the day before 
Good Friday?  The reason they want to do that now is that they do not want any debate on this issue over the 
Easter weekend.  They do not want people to stand in the pulpit and talk about this issue.  They have chosen to 
bring on this debate before one of the two most significant Christian events in the year - Christmas and Good 
Friday.  I think it is inappropriate that we debate this issue on the evening before Good Friday.  If the 
Government wants to debate this, why the urgency?  Look at members opposite: all lined up ready to suspend 
standing orders.  Will members opposite who go to church over the weekend be honest and say they voted to 
remove the word “God” from our oaths?   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is the backflip, because the Government has bowed to public pressure. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members on my right! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Government wants to rush this through.  I can quite happily stand here for 53 minutes 
if that is the way - 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Riverton! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am content to stand here for 53 minutes and recite the Lord’s Prayer, if that is what it 
takes.  This issue could have been brought on earlier by the Labor Party.  It brought in Bills to remove the word 
“God” from oaths.  However, the Government reacted to public opinion, and it now wants to put the word back 
in.  There are other aspects to this legislation concerning the words that the Premier wants to put in as alternative 
affirmations.  Is that right, Premier?  It is his new choice of words that he wants to bring in personally.  There are 
also issues relating to the Queen.  I happen to support a republic, but I also hold the view that references to our 
constitutional monarchy should not be tampered with until such time as Australia votes through a referendum to 
become a republic.  They are important issues.  The Labor Party wants to bring on these issues for debate and 
suspend standing orders to do so at 4.20 on the evening before the Easter weekend.  Backbenchers opposite 
should think about what they are doing for their constituents.  This is their level of representation for their 
constituents on issues they may not think are important.   

If members opposite go to church this weekend, they will find out that many thousands of people in our 
community regard the issue of the oath and the choice of words and references to the Queen as important.  
Members opposite may not regard it as important, but they are failing to represent their constituencies by 
allowing this to be guillotined through on the eve of Good Friday.  That is the standard of the Premier.  His 
behaviour has been nothing less than immature. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.23 pm]:  I support the Leader of the Opposition.  The buffoon calling I have 
heard from my left shows how ignorant government members are about what is happening.  I heard a lot of 
lapses from the code of conduct while the Leader of the Opposition was speaking.  Members opposite do not 
understand what is happening.  If they do, they are not telling the truth when they call across the Chamber.  The 
newspaper states that the Attorney General will put references to God back into oaths.  Members opposite do not 
understand that oaths will still contain the words, “I swear, according to the religion and the beliefs I profess”.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Nedlands must address the motion to suspend standing 
orders. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The reason I do not support the suspension of standing orders is that it is quite apparent that 
government backbenchers do not understand what is happening with this legislation and these amendments.  If 
they understood what was happening, they would not call across the Chamber to the Leader of the Opposition 
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and say that he does not understand that the Government is putting references to God back in.  The Government 
is doing that, but it is retaining the other oath. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  What is wrong with that?  That is where members opposite are little thick - that is why they 
are backbenchers!  I tell members opposite what is wrong with that.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Do they want to hear what is wrong with it or not?  I want other members to hear what they 
are saying. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The behaviour in this Chamber is quite inappropriate.  Members 
might think it is humorous, given that it is getting late in the afternoon, but I do not think so.  I would like to hear 
the member who has the call.  The member needs to address the motion for the suspension of standing orders.  
Maybe then we can all get on with this. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not support the suspension because it appears that only four members in this Chamber 
so far understand what is happening.  I think this needs to be debated properly and not just pushed through, as 
the Leader of the Opposition said, on the eve of Good Friday.  It needs to be debated properly because of the 
significance of retaining, “I swear, according to the religion and the beliefs I profess”.  I asked the Attorney 
General why it was retained; I asked him who supported it.  He said it was the Premier - just one person in this 
State!  That is in contradiction of the Westpoll survey.  This is a sleight of hand because all judges in Western 
Australia control their own court, and they will dictate what happens when people are handed cards with the oath 
on it.  That is why we should debate this properly.  The situation will be that the courts can put in the words we 
were objecting to last week.  Only four members in this Chamber understand that.  It flies in the face of what the 
Attorney General was reported on the front page of The West Australian as saying this week, when he promised 
to put references to God back in.  He promised the people, but he has performed another sleight of hand.  That is 
why we should not suspend standing orders and why we should return after Easter and debate this properly. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [4.27 pm]:  The National Party was not 
involved in any arrangement today, which will come as no surprise to most members of the Chamber.  Our view 
is clear: we do not support the suspension of standing orders.  It is almost 4.30 on the eve of Easter, and it has 
been a good day.  There has been a lack of tension in the air, which is a good thing before Easter.  We do not 
believe we should proceed any further today.  That is the National Party’s position. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.28 pm]:  The Leader of the House has just had a word with me, and I do not 
think it is unfair to say that he has told me that if the Opposition is not happy to suspend standing orders, he will 
withdraw the motion. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, we will proceed. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  In that case - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I now have grave concern about the suspension of standing orders to bring on these 
amendments, because there was an agreement between this side of the House and the other - the Leader of the 
House and me.  The media were very interested in how the House was going to get through eight Bills in one 
week; that is, Easter week.  They contacted us on Monday and asked whether it was a lot to try to get through in 
one week.  Through our media officer, I told them that there was cooperation and I believed we could achieve 
quite a lot.  The Leader of the House would not accept a handshake and my word that we would do our best to 
get through as many Bills as possible.  He wrote to me last week to outline what he wanted to do this week.  We 
have achieved virtually everything he wanted to do.  In fact, we have gone beyond that in some instances.  One 
Bill on which it was intended to achieve only good progress was the Construction Contracts Bill 2004.  We made 
more than good progress; we completed that Bill.  It is not feasible or necessary to deal with eight Bills in one 
week if they are to be scrutinised properly.  The Leader of the House has had nothing but cooperation from me.  
I know how many of his backbenchers feel about the way he is behaving at the moment.  Their views are not 
very complimentary.  Here we are on the eve of Easter, about which we had an agreement.  The Leader of the 
House said in the last part of that agreement that he would adjourn the House at 4.00 pm today, which was half 
an hour ago.  Members want to get home to their families.  I am not as badly off as some members.  Many 
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people must drive a long way after this House rises.  They will catch the bulk of the traffic after a very long 
sitting day.  We can sit here for another two hours and debate this.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Much longer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We can sit here for three hours.  However, do we really want to go down that road today?  
I do not believe we do. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It is your choice.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is not; it is the Government’s choice.  If the Government wants to ram Bills through 
this House without proper scrutiny, that is its choice; we do not want to do that.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  If you want to carry on like the Harper Valley PTA, that is your choice.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What a stupid comment.  That is typical of what we hear from the Minister for Tourism.  
He has no credibility in this place or anywhere else.  

I agreed earlier with the Leader of the House that, if necessary, we would suspend standing orders, but that was 
on the basis that it would be done after question time today when the Attorney General would move his 
amendments to the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations Bill, the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory 
Declarations (Consequential Provisions) Bill and the Justices of the Peace Bill.  We would have dealt with them 
without any problems and we would have gone home half an hour ago.  The Attorney General knows that what I 
am saying is the truth.  However, we have had to deal with other Bills even though it did not matter whether we 
dealt with them today or some other time.  There is not a lot of business on the Notice Paper.  We do not need to 
suspend standing orders at half past four to deal with one Bill just before Good Friday.  We can stay here for 
ages if we have to.  Do we want to get back to that sort of game between the Opposition and the Government?  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I cannot trust them.  Does the Leader of the House want to suspend standing orders to deal 
only with the Road Traffic Amendment (Impounding and Confiscation of Vehicles) Bill? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That’s correct.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He did not tell me that.  I thought he wanted to deal with the other Bills.  He is up and 
down like a fiddler’s elbow with his different ideas.  He tells me one thing one minute and something else the 
next minute.  I never know what he is going to do.  If that is the situation, we will accept that.  We cannot do 
justice to the other Bills in the time left before Good Friday.  We will agree to suspend standing orders on the 
basis of dealing with the traffic Bill, which can then be given clear passage through this House.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.35 pm]:  It is very disappointing, when we had a 
deal with the Opposition, to have had this unnecessary and rather spiteful debate.  The Government thought it 
had an agreement to proceed.  We were well behind with the schedule of work we had sought by agreement to 
address.  The suspension of standing orders will allow the House to undertake the matters mentioned in the 
suspension motion.  Of course, that allowed for full debate with no time restrictions.  Given the hour, if the 
Opposition had used some sense - it shows very little sense on management - it would have realised that there 
was no need for such a stupid and acrimonious debate.  It seems to be something that the Leader of the 
Opposition gets off on.  We wish to proceed with the business of the House; if there is opposition - there clearly 
is - to dealing with the oaths, affidavits and statutory declarations Bills and the Justices of the Peace Bill, we will 
not proceed with them.  That was always the deal.  However, we had agreement on the Road Traffic Amendment 
(Impounding and Confiscation of Vehicles) Bill.  Suspending standing orders will allow us to complete the third 
reading of that Bill.  

Question put and passed with an absolutely majority.  
 


