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PROSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [1.34 pm]:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow - 
(a) a motion or motions to be moved without notice and decided without debate to consider two or 

more clauses of the Prostitution Amendment Bill 2007 as one question; and 
(b) the third reading of the bill to be moved on the same day the consideration in detail stage is 

concluded. 
This is an important bill.  There is a diverse range of views, and some very strongly held, on the bill; it should 
therefore be debated at some length.  The government has provided a great deal of time for that debate to occur 
but has noticed a lot of repetition so far in the debate, some going beyond standing order 97; and members have 
spoken on matters that were not necessarily covered by the clauses that were before the house.  The intention of 
this motion therefore is to allow us to group together clauses so that, hopefully, there will be fewer 
transgressions of standing order 97.  Members will not say the same things over and over on different clauses 
and, hopefully, we will be able to make progress. 
Briefly, in support of the argument that we should assist the debate not only to be more in keeping with standing 
orders but also to progress in a reasonable way is that the bill was introduced into the Assembly on 29 August 
2007, some two months ago; the second reading debate lasted more than 10 hours across four days; and until last 
evening the consideration in detail stage had been going for nearly 10 hours over two days.  There has therefore 
been a total of 20 hours of debate spread over six days.  Fifteen divisions have been called, yet we have dealt 
with only nine of 37 clauses.  The government is certainly committed to dealing with this bill in a way that gives 
all members an opportunity to speak.  They will be given that opportunity, but we need to make sure that we 
progress the bill.  It is my intention, hopefully with the support of the house so that we can progress the passage 
of the bill, that we will simply group the clauses, debate the first group and then move on to the next group of 
clauses.  Clause 20 is the major clause of the bill, as it contains many pages of provisions, and will be put as one 
question.  Although some other clauses are quite important, many contain minor amendments or subsidiary 
matters that create the whole texture of the changes that will be put in place, and those clauses will be grouped 
together so that they can be put as one question. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [1.36 pm]:  The opposition does not agree to this suspension of standing 
orders or to the motion that is proposed to be moved.  I will explain why.  In the first instance, this is an 
important piece of legislation.  It is a piece of social legislation.  When the bill was first mooted, there was some 
discussion as to whether it was a matter on which members might have an individual vote, or conscience vote.  
My view was that it was an issue on which the Liberal Party at least should form a party position, which we did, 
and that was to oppose the bill.  However, given the nature of this bill and the topic that it covers - prostitution - 
it was hardly surprising that very many members on both sides of the house chose to speak on the bill.  If the 
government brings in radical social legislation, it can expect that members of the Parliament of Western 
Australia will debate it; after all, that is why we are paid and that is why we are here. 

I found it interesting that during the second reading debate some women government members spoke on the bill, 
but only a very few contributed in any way during the consideration in detail debate.  The intent of this motion 
will be to limit debate on prostitution.  Although government members - I direct my remarks particularly to 
women government members - may choose to simply follow the Labor Party directive and not speak on this bill, 
if they support this motion not only will they fail in their position as women members of Parliament to speak up 
on behalf of women on the prostitution bill, whatever their viewpoint might be, but also they will in effect deny 
members on the opposition side of the house, particularly women members, from speaking on this bill.  What an 
extraordinary position that will be for female members of Parliament!  If ever there was an issue for debate in 
which women members of Parliament should engage, it is prostitution.  Labor women have now chosen to not 
speak for themselves.  Where are the feminists?  Where are the women’s libbers of 20 years ago?  They are not 
here.  However, it is their right to choose to not speak on the bill, to remain silent and to not stand up for women 
under oppression, abuse or exploitation.  That is their right and I will have my view on it.  However, that is it and 
they certainly -  

Ms S.M. McHale:  How many women members of Parliament have you actually got on your side? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  At least they have the courage to speak up on the exploitation of women.  At least they 
have the courage to speak out. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Minister for Disability Services would have been out in the community waving 
around as a women’s libber at some stage. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  She was Minister for Women’s Interests.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Minister for Women’s Interests.  The Minister for Disability Services has declined to 
speak out on probably the most significant issue affecting women in this state.  As a former Minister for 
Women’s Interests, as the member for Hillarys has reminded me, she has chosen not to speak out.  So be it.  If 
that is the member’s decision, that is on her head.  The member has no right to vote to limit, in any way, 
members on this side, and particularly the women members who have participated in this debate, from 
expressing their point of view in this Parliament.  What an undemocratic act!   

I have only 57 minutes left, so I want to get on with my comments.   

Prostitution reform is a major social issue that has significant implications not only for women who might find 
themselves, due to whatever circumstances, in prostitution, but also for the suburbs and towns of Western 
Australia.  It is clear through this debate that what members think is in the bill may well not be its actual content.  
Effectively, there are to be different levels of licensing, or quasi-licensing, of brothels.  I have written to every 
local government, every church and a number of other organisations in my electorate.  It is interesting that as 
people have seen me - as occurred at a couple of events last weekend - it has become evident that many local 
government mayors and councillors are of the view that they will be able to make the decision on these matters.  
Those people think they will be able to decide, “No, we’ll not have a brothel in Cottesloe or Claremont.”  They 
are only now realising that they will not have the power to make such a decision.  I wonder whether members 
opposite have even bothered to contact their local authorities to tell them the situation. 

Mrs D.J. Guise:  I certainly have.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am glad the member for Wanneroo has done so, but I suspect other members opposite 
have not.  Nevertheless, the government now wants to gag debate.  The Leader of the House says that the second 
reading debate on this bill lasted more than 10 hours - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Big deal! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Big deal!  Ten hours!  Members are not exactly all sitting in here listening, are they?  Ten 
hours is hardly a long debate on a contentious piece of social legislation - hardly at all.  It is 10 hours in total, 
and 10 hours is not a long debate.  Many second reading debates in this house have gone far, far longer than 10 
hours.  The government, as it is entitled to do, has sat Parliament later than usual, including an extra Wednesday 
night a couple of weeks ago, to deal with the second reading stage of this bill.  I do not object to that; I would 
have done so, and I did exactly the same when I was Leader of the House. 

The second reading debate took place.  Heaven forbid - Parliament has been in consideration in detail on this bill 
for 10 hours!  Should the Parliament of Western Australia not allocate more than 10 hours to the question of 
prostitution and the exploitation, trafficking and abuse of women in Western Australia?  Are Labor women 
saying that the women of this state are not worth 10 hours of debate?  Are members opposite all so important and 
busy that they will not give more than 10 hours to this issue?  How wonderfully important lady members 
opposite must be!  How important and elegant they must be.  They sit in this place, they have their government 
drivers, their perks and lurks and dine in the Members’ Dining Room on Fridays with their guests, but they 
cannot give up 10 hours for women in this state.  How important they are.  No wonder this Labor Party is 
corrupt.  I refer to the corruption that people are hearing about at the Corruption and Crime Commission, and 
Brian Burke’s influence.  I can see now why Brian Burke has been able to influence the Labor Party, because 
members opposite are not prepared to do their job as parliamentarians and are not prepared to debate in detail 
questions that matter. 

The Leader of the House referred to standing order 97 and said there had been too much repetition.  I must say 
that I agree with him as there has been a lot of repetition, but who is the Leader of the House reflecting upon?  It 
is whoever has chaired the sessions.  The house is in consideration in detail with the Speaker, Acting Speakers 
and the Deputy Speaker in charge.  If the government has a problem, take points of order, as it has done.  Have a 
chat to the Speaker.  If that is the government’s problem, do not come to the opposition and say, “We’re going to 
limit your right to debate legislation because our Speaker and his deputies are not handling the bill properly from 
the chair.”  That is the Leader of the House’s problem, or, if I can say, the problem of the Speaker and his 
deputies.  I do not think debate has been excessively repetitive, but there has been repetition.  However, do not 
limit the constitutional and elective responsibility of members of Parliament to participate in legislation.  
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This motion says that without any debate at all, the government will decide that two or more clauses can be dealt 
with together.  Why would the government want to deal with two clauses together?  This bill has only 
37 clauses!  The house has dealt with nine clauses.  Okay, that has taken 10 hours, and maybe it will take another 
10 hours to finish consideration in detail.  Sit another week!  What does the government want to do - go out and 
doorknock for Kevin Rudd?  Bring Parliament back and sit for another week if that is the government’s priority.  
I am prepared to come back for another week, and I think members in this house who care about this legislation, 
and care about the rights and protection of women - 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  If so-called prostitution reform is the government’s number one priority and is so urgent, 
and the house is not getting through consideration of this bill quickly enough for the government, bring 
Parliament back.  The government has hardly anything of any consequence on its notice paper.  That is part of 
the reason that this government is grinding down and going around in circles: the government does not have a 
substantive legislative program, and prostitution reform is its top priority.  Of the remaining 28 clauses, the 
government wants to deal with two at a time - 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Or more. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Or more.  In fact, the government could put the whole 28 clauses together, could it not, 
and have a debate for an hour or so, and then apply the gag motion and put the bill through!  I wonder whether 
that is what the government will do.  I suspect so.   
The Leader of the House has used the gag motion tactic when he considers debate has gone for long enough on a 
clause.  I must say that when I sat in the chair that he is sitting in now, I did exactly the same.  I do not endorse 
that tactic, and I am certainly not going to do that from opposition, but I recognise, in fairness, that if 
consideration in detail is going on and a clause is being debated around in circles, it is within standing orders to 
move the gag motion to put the clause to the vote.  A good Leader of the House can make that judgement, I 
guess: “Has every member had his or her say?  Have the points been canvassed properly?  Right - let’s get to the 
vote.”  I can, in a sense, accept that.  What I cannot accept is putting clauses together, and then putting the whole 
lot to the vote - gagging it - which is denying this house its role.   
People often say in this Parliament, “Gee, we’re being taken over by the federal government.  We have no say 
anymore.”  Do members want to know one of the reasons we have less say?  It is because of stunts like this, in 
that we fail to deal with things that are within our legislative and parliamentary responsibility.  If members 
opposite abrogate their responsibility, they should not be surprised if someone else - that is, Canberra - takes the 
responsibility off them!  This is an appalling approach.   

The Prostitution Amendment Bill is a significant piece of legislation.  I would like to hear a member opposite, 
particularly one of the women members whom we have heard so little from, get up and say that they do not care 
about this situation, that they are happy to have it gagged and that they do not care about debating it. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  If you could read, you could go figure it out for yourself. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the member for Swan Hills will get up and say - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  I already have!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  - that she is happy not to debate these clauses. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  I already have.  It is in Hansard.  You can go and read it, or do you want me to repeat 
myself?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Where is the member for Swan Hills in the consideration in detail stage?  I have not heard 
from the member.  Where is the member? 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Why do I need to amend the Attorney’s bill?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  She is sitting out there drinking cups of coffee and glasses of wine and chatting in the bar!  
Why does she not do her job for her constituents? 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Do you want to throw stones, glass houses? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Stay in this place and debate the bill!  Why is the member not doing her job for the 
constituents of Swan Hill?  Stay in this place and debate the bill.  She is a young woman member of Parliament.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  So that makes me necessarily interested in prostitution!  Suddenly prostitution has to rest on 
my shoulders, just because you say that I am a young person in this place! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I would think most of the people caught up in prostitution are young women.  If those 
women looked to any member in this Parliament, they would probably identify with the member for Swan Hills, 
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but she is missing in action.  Get up and support my opposition to this motion to effectively circumvent debate 
on the Prostitution Amendment Bill.   

If the Leader of the House came to me and said, “Look, this is dragging on a bit” - I do not think it is dragging 
on excessively at this stage, as plenty of debates in this house have gone on far longer than this when handled by 
both sides of politics - and, “The government wants to move this bill ahead and get it done”, I would say, “The 
government can schedule an extra sitting week if it wants to.  If there is some time constraint, it can do that.”  I 
cannot see that the government has a time constraint, because there is precious little on its notice paper.  The 
Leader of the House could say, “Okay.  Let’s broadly agree that there will be another two days of debate in 
consideration in detail, and I’m going to apply the gag at various stages to make sure we get through it.”  
Reluctantly, the opposition would probably accept that view, in a sense, as long as every member has his or her 
say on every clause.  The member for Alfred Cove, who is not here, has had a lot to say on this bill - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  She is at the rally! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  At the rally!  Why are the Labor women not at the rally?  Where are they, with their 
banners as women’s libbers, standing up for women and feminism?  Where are they?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They are missing. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They not there!  Where are they?  They are hiding in this place!  They have had their 
lunch, they have had their cappuccino and they have had a little caucus chat, and now they are going to hide in 
this place.  Where are they?  Why not go and stand up for women in Western Australia?  They are not prepared 
to do it!  In fact, they will vote now to deny other women in this house the right to debate this legislation.  What 
a callous, insensitive, irresponsible attitude that is.   

The Leader of the House should come to us with a proposal.  Let us try to have another 10 hours of debate in 
consideration in detail and finish the bill.  Twenty hours in consideration on prostitution reform would not be a 
long debate.  I know that some of the new members in this place are a little bit shocked by that.  I mean, 
members actually have to do some work in this job!   

Members opposite cannot just flip around their electorates or zip around to attend ministerial meetings and the 
like.  They have to come into this chamber and debate legislation.  This is one of the most significant pieces -  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.    

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Brilliant.   
This is probably the most contentious piece of social legislation during this term of government.  The gay and 
lesbian reform and the so-called drug reform were the most contentious pieces of legislation during the previous 
term of this government.  The Labor Party tries to pride itself on being a social reformer.  It says that it cares 
about the little people, people living in poverty, people with disabilities, the drug problem and the exploitation of 
women.  Where was it on those issues?  It was not there.  Where has it been during the debate on women and 
prostitution?  It is missing in action.  The Labor Party is not prepared to do the hard yards.  This bill has all sorts 
of implications.  Do members opposite think that Western Australian local governments are equipped to handle 
the regulation of brothels?   

Dr E. Constable:  Absolutely not.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not think that they are either, member for Churchlands.  However, presumably 
government members think that their local authorities are quite competent.  How did the City of Cockburn fare 
on the property development issue?  Brian Burke and Julian Grill were scurrying around; money was given to 
councillors and all the rest of it.  That report has not come out.  Is the City of Cockburn so above reproach and so 
competent that it can make laws to regulate and administer brothels?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What about the City of Wanneroo?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Is the City of Wanneroo so squeaky clean that it can administer brothels?  Members 
opposite believe that it can.  Perhaps government members’ connections to organised prostitution are stronger 
than we think.  Have members opposite thought about who will win from this legislation?  The brothel owners 
will win.  Female members opposite should have listened to the debate last night.  However, the debate went 
until half past twelve and they needed their beauty sleep.  If they had stayed in the chamber and participated in 
the debate -  

Ms S.M. McHale:  That is so below the belt.  You ought to be ashamed of yourself for making that pathetic, 
sexist comment.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Now I am sexist!  The Minister for Disability Services can label me sexist, but at least I 
come into the chamber to debate the exploitation of women.  I am sexist - shame, shame; smack me on the hand.  
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What is worse?  A so-called sexist comment, or someone who is willing to be missing in action during the 
serious debate about the exploitation of women?  What a joke!  The fact is that the minister was not in the 
chamber last night.  She did not buy into the debate.  We finished the debate at about half past twelve, which is 
not that late.  This house has sat through to until the morning on plenty of occasions.  The minister was not in the 
chamber to debate this bill.  Look at the clowns on the backbench.  Look at them - the sacked and the 
incompetent.  They are the would-bes and never-will-bes.  They represent the landscape of sacked ministers.   

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Look at them - one after the other they are sacked ministers or members who will never 
get to see the cabinet door.  If they got into cabinet, most would be shown straight out because of their sheer 
incompetence, level of corruption and inappropriateness.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Cottesloe, I ask you to bring your point back to the debate on the 
suspension of standing orders, which is the business before the house.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Absolutely.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean!  The member for Cottesloe has the floor.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is a -  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am getting distracted by the constant interruption.   
The argument put by the Leader of the House is that - Madam Acting Speaker, you must be offended by this - 
the Acting Speakers have not been able to chair this debate properly.  That is the basis of his argument for the 
suspension of standing orders.  The Leader of the House said that standing order 97 refers to too much repetition.  
Whose responsibility is it to control that?  I am not reflecting on the Chair.  It is the member in the chair.  If the 
Leader of the House believes that there is too much repetition, why change the procedures of this house?  Surely, 
either in the house or behind the chair, he could advise the opposition that the debate is getting bogged down.  
Leaders of the House do that, and should do that, from time to time.  Essentially, this vote is about the Speaker 
and the Acting Speakers not being able to handle the debate, because they cannot enforce the standing order that 
applies to tedious repetition.  The government has now decided to debate two, three, four or 10 clauses together 
and to then gag the debate.  That is an absolute affront to the procedures of this house and it is an affront to 
proper dealing with a sensitive and contentious social issue.  This is a contentious and divisive issue.  Most 
members of the community think that this bill is about the decriminalisation of prostitution.  I hope members 
opposite realise that that is not the case.  Hopefully, members opposite are aware that prostitution is not illegal 
and has never been illegal.  This bill is about legalising brothels.  I wonder how many members opposite have 
told the people in their electorates that this bill is about legalising brothels.  Has the member for Collie-
Wellington told his shire council that this bill will provide for legal brothels in Collie?  I do not know whether 
there is a brothel in Collie.  
Several members interjected.  
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Members, we are right off track here.  Member for Cottesloe, 
please speak to the suspension of standing orders.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We do not support the suspension of standing orders because we want this bill debated.  
Members of Parliament have a responsibility to represent their electorates.  They have a responsibility to make 
decisions in good conscience and in a fair way.  I would have expected to hear from members opposite, 
including the member for Collie-Wellington, during this debate.  His town has had some serious social problems.  
I imagine that, from time to time, prostitution has been a problem in his town.  Collie has experienced some sad 
tragedies in recent times.   
Mr M.P. Murray interjected.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Collie Wellington!    
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Collie has experienced some tragic events in recent times.  It has always had social 
problems.  It has a drug problem, as do many towns in this state.   

Point of Order 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  Madam Acting Speaker, on three occasions you have directed the member for Cottesloe to 
address the question before the house.  That question refers to the suspension of standing orders.   
Several members interjected. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  We are now having a discussion about matters in Collie that have nothing to do with the 
question before the house.  The behaviour of members opposite is exemplified by the continual interruptions that 
are being made while I am making a point of order, which is also disorderly, as I understand it.  Madam Acting 
Speaker, I ask that you give direction to the member who has the call.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  The Chair is well aware of what the debate is about.  I will 
continue to bring the debate back to the business before the house.  There is no point of order.  Member for 
Cottesloe, I remind you to direct your comments to the issue before the house.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have been outlining reasons that we should not suspend standing orders.  This is not 
only an opportunity for members to state their position on the issue of prostitution; it is their responsibility, in 
my humble opinion, to stand in this place and state their point of view.  It is their responsibility to speak about an 
issue that has the potential to affect every electorate.  They have a responsibility to state their views to their 
electorates.  I wonder if members opposite have any idea about some of the complexities of the so-called 
licensing arrangements that were raised last night by the member for Nedlands.  I bet they do not have a clue 
about how this bill will work.  Last night they were not sure whether it would be the Department of Racing, 
Gaming and Liquor or the local authorities who would administer this bill.  Had members opposite been present 
during the debate last night - had they been doing their job as members of Parliament - they would be saying that 
we should keep this debate going and debate the bill in detail.  Let us go through it clause by clause.  Sure, if 
members stand and make the same point over and again, the member who is in the chair at the time should sit 
them down.   
I do not even object to the Leader of the House eventually putting clauses to the vote under the gag - that is why 
it is there - as long as members have had the opportunity of stating their case.  This motion moved by the Leader 
of the House will deny members the opportunity of stating their case.  He will roll clauses together, and then put 
them to the vote.  He may roll half a dozen clauses together.  He tells us that he will not interfere with clause 20 - 
hang on; we are at clause 9.  Yes, it is a slow debate, but we are about one-quarter to one-third of the way 
through the bill, so we are getting through it.  I know it might be inconvenient for members opposite.  I know 
they might want to get out there and doorknock for Kevin Rudd.  I know they might have another caucus or 
faction meeting or they might have a little glass of chardonnay waiting to get back to, or whatever it might be!  I 
just want to hear some women come into this house and stand up for women.  That is all I want.  Where is the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure?  She is making an absolute fiasco up in the mid-west!  I bet she was out 
there marching for women’s libbers; she would have been out there with a placard.  Where is she on this debate?  
We have not heard from her.  Her public, her constituents, want to hear from her. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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