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OATHS, AFFIDAVITS AND STATUTORY DECLARATIONS BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4:  Oaths, general form of -  
Ms S.E. WALKER:  This clause is one of the main reasons we oppose this bill.  When people currently go into 
a courtroom they must either take an oath or make an affirmation.  They can either swear by Almighty God that 
the evidence they shall give shall be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth, or they can affirm that 
they do solemnly, sincerely and truly declare and affirm that the evidence they shall give shall be the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth.  This clause seeks to retain the reference to swearing to God but also to 
allow people to swear according to the religion and beliefs they profess.  There could be a ridiculous scenario, 
such as that referred to by the member for Cottesloe, of people who believe, as in some religions, that they can 
take as many wives as they like and that they can have sexual relations with children.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Like the Georgetown cult. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, a cult.  The Attorney General is attacking the foundation of the solemnity of taking an 
oath.  The reason the oath was included in the first place was to bind the conscience of the person taking the 
oath.  I do not agree with the member for Capel when he says that if we worked for the truth wherever we went, 
it would please God.  The point is that because so many people believe in God, the best way that man has found 
to ensure that people tell the truth is to get them to swear by Almighty God to tell the truth, because it binds their 
conscience.  Why does it bind their conscience?  It is because, as we have heard from statistics given by different 
people, most people in Western Australia are Christians.  Western Australia is a multi-faith society in which over 
100 religious faiths are practised.  Approximately two-thirds of the population in Western Australia and 
Australia identify with the Christian faith.  I can give the Western Australian diversity statistics from the Office 
of Multicultural Interests.  More than 63 per cent of people are Christians, 19 per cent claim no religion, and 11 
per cent have not stated.  I will give a classic example of how it binds a person’s conscience; that is, Tony 
Lewandowski.  It bothered him for years -  
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I can hear the member laughing over there.  That is quite disgusting, given the member’s 
involvement in this case.  I find it sickening that he would laugh about Mr Lewandowski, and the fact that his 
conscience was bound.  
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Members, we are dealing with clause 4 of this bill, and I 
suggest that we return to that.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Mr Lewandowski is an example of someone having told a lie and that playing on his 
conscience.  According to Mr Lewandowski, if he was to be believed, it played on his conscience for years.  It 
affected his health and personal relationships.  It will not play on the conscience of someone who does not 
believe in God.  There are some people who will go into the court and swear on a Bible to tell the whole truth 
and then lie.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It happens all the time in the divorce courts.  
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Yokine would know all about that.  For him to laugh at someone who has 
died in such a tragic way is despicable, and reflects on his character.  It is important to keep this provision in the 
oath.  It is important that we do not dilute this in any way.  This is something the member for Yokine probably 
would not understand, but in a courtroom, the whole purpose is to get to the truth.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I will not put up with this.  There was an exchange between the two members.  It 
reached a certain point at which it started to get nasty and the debate fell away.  It does not help when a third 
person gets involved in it.  I will pull up anyone who gets involved in this slanging match.  We will not do it at 
this time of night.  We are addressing clause 4.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Victorian Parliament Law Reform Committee report entitled “Inquiry into Oaths and 
Affirmations with Reference to the Multicultural Community” talks about why the oath developed in common 
law.  What the report says is so true.  It states - 

Eventually the conviction that truth was determined by the presence or absence of immediate divine 
intervention was supplanted by the notion that the oath had an effect on the ‘mind and emotions’ of the 
witness. 
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It does have such an effect.  If we believe what Mr Lewandowski said, it had such an effect on him.  That is my 
point.  That is why people swear to God.  That is why it is important to keep that provision.  I have already read 
out the service from St George’s Cathedral.  Most religions involve praying to a god, and it is important to the 
members of those religions that they have a conscience.  The Victorian Bar recommended that things remain as 
they are.  A submission by the Victorian Bar to the Victorian Parliament Law Reform Committee inquiry states - 

The discussion paper suggestion of substitution of the present affirmation for oath-taking, and of the 
elimination of oaths altogether, would constitute a radical departure from a fundamental aspect of the 
Law of Evidence that seems unwarranted.  The power of an oath is that it binds the conscience of the 
person swearing it, not merely that there is the possibility of a temporal sanction in the event of perjury 
being established.  The Bar sees no need for such radical change, and believes that the concerns in 
relation to the multicultural community raised in the discussion paper would be met by amendment of 
the Victorian Evidence Act . . .  

When this bill was introduced, as I recall, it got mixed up with multiculturalism.  The whole point of taking the 
oath is that it is about God and binding a person’s conscience.  It transcends culture.  Religion transcends culture.  
We know that from the references to God in the service given at St George’s Cathedral, which I have read out.  
The service was attended by people of different cultures and different religions.  Many languages are spoken in 
Western Australia: 79 per cent of the people speak English, two per cent speak Italian, two per cent speak 
Chinese, one per cent speak Vietnamese, three per cent speak the indigenous language, four per cent speak 
German, one per cent speak Greek, and 8.3 per cent speak other languages.  Many of the people who speak those 
different languages share the same religion.  However, we originally opposed the bill because taking out of the 
oath the reference to God would be an affront to the predominantly Christian community in Western Australia.  
From a legal viewpoint, it binds a person’s conscience.  When members of Parliament are first elected, they take 
a solemn oath that they will behave in a particular way.  That binds our conscience.  That is why this issue is 
important.  In the bill before us is a dilution of the current affirmation.  At the moment we have just the oath or 
affirmation.  However, under this bill the government wants people to be able, for instance, to go into a 
courtroom and swear to a deity or to the religious beliefs they profess.  They could profess anything at the time.  
They could go into court and say that it is a bit of a joke - they do say that.  They could say that this week they 
will swear by the Mormon faith and next week they will swear by another faith.  It will not mean anything.  
However, if they truly believe in God and they must swear to God, it will bind their conscience.  For those 
reasons, clause 4 is a dilution of the status quo and the opposition will not support it.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I take this opportunity to place on record at least some judicial views on this matter.  
Members will be aware of the “Review of Oaths and Affirmations” report of the Chief Justice in Western 
Australia.  After consultation, he stated -  

The final form of oath and affirmation recommended by the Judges and Masters of the Supreme Court 
of Western Australia is set out below.  This single form oath and affirmation is supported by the 
outcome of the consultative process.   

The oath that was recommended by the Supreme Court is: “I solemnly swear according to the religion and the 
beliefs I profess, that the evidence I shall give in this case shall be the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth.”  The affirmation is: “I sincerely declare and affirm that the evidence I shall give in this case shall be the 
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.”  That is the view of the senior judges in Western Australia.  It is 
not just in Western Australia where that is the prevailing view of the approach that should be adopted.  Lord 
Justice Auld completed a review of the criminal courts of England and Wales in October 2001.  One of the 
observations he made was that -  

The general rule requiring witnesses to give evidence on oath has a relatively recent history by common 
law standards, developing only in the 18th century.  By the late 19th century judges seem to have 
regarded its significance as an acknowledgement by the witness of his belief that, if he did not keep to 
it, he would suffer “some kind of divine punishment, although it need not be as bad as hell-fire”.  Since 
then, as Professor John Spencer has put it, “the oath gradually became little more than a solemn promise 
to tell the truth with a reference to God attached”.  Bridge LJ observed in the Court of Appeal in 1977, 
that the reality in society by then was that most adults probably did not recognise the divine sanction of 
the oath.  Today, I suspect that many, if not most, witnesses regard its administration as a quaint court 
ritual which has little bearing on the evidence they are going to give; they will have resolved by then 
whether to tell the truth or to lie.  For some, however, it may remain an important manifestation of the 
religious imperative upon them to tell the truth. 

The second paragraph of the report of Lord Justice Auld states - 
In my view, there is a need to mark the beginning of a witness’s evidence with a solemn reminder of the 
importance of telling the truth and to require him expressly and publicly to commit himself to do so.  
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However, for many - both witnesses and those observing them - the combination of archaic words 
invoking God as the guarantor of the proposed evidence and the perfunctory manner in which they are 
usually uttered detracts from, rather than underlines, the solemnity of the undertaking.  I consider that it 
should now be enough to mark the beginning of a witness’s evidence and to acknowledge the great 
diversity of religious or non-religious beliefs, by requiring him simply to promise to tell the truth.  If 
greater solemnity or emphasis is thought necessary, the oath could be administered by the judge. 

What I am talking about is a way of modernising the making of oaths and affirmations.  The first option 
proposed in the legislation before the house is a continuation of the current reference to Almighty God; that is, “I 
swear by Almighty God . . .”.  The alternative, for those people who are religious but for whom Almighty God is 
not their God, gives them the option of saying “I swear by” and inserting the name of a deity recognised by their 
religion.  For instance, for a Hindu - there is a significant Hindu population in Western Australia - a reference to 
Krishna, Shiva or Ganesh might be appropriate.  Thirdly, the language that has been pretty much recommended 
by the Chief Justice as an alternative is “I swear, according to the religion and the beliefs I profess, . . .”  They 
are options that are open to people and I believe they encompass in an inclusive way every possible religious 
belief. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Mr Acting Speaker, the Attorney General is misleading the Parliament. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I beg your pardon? 

Point of Order 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Mr Acting Speaker, I think it is unparliamentary to make an allegation of that nature. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  If the member had said “deliberately misleading Parliament”, 
I believe it would have been so. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, Mr Acting Speaker.  The Attorney General said that the Chief Justice’s comments 
reflected the final recommendation by judges and members of the Supreme Court.  That is not true. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I did not say that.  I read it out of the Chief Justice’s report. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General did; I listened to what he said. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  They are the Chief Justice’s words. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The judges of the Supreme Court were so enraged at what the Attorney General said last 
time that one of them rang me and said, “We are so outraged and we want you to know that half of us don’t think 
that we should be doing this.”  That is the truth.  When I rang the Chief Justice, he had not seen this report when 
he made his report.  The Attorney General would know that, if he had done his homework and gone back and 
looked at the speech.  So this is not the view of the senior judges of the Supreme Court at all. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is what this document says. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, it is not. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It says - 

The final form of oath and affirmation recommended by the Judges and Masters of the Supreme Court 
of Western Australia is set out . . . 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General knows that it is not.  For him to come into this chamber and say that 
this is a way of modernising legislation - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You are not telling the truth, Nedlands.  You are not telling the truth. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I swear by Almighty God I am telling the truth, Attorney General. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Nedlands, you are not telling the truth. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am telling the truth.  The Attorney General is not telling the truth. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  You have been sprung here; it is in the Chief Justice’s own written report. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not care; it is not true, because a Supreme Court judge rang me.  I remember him 
ringing me and telling me.  That is the truth. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Do you want to go and tell the Chief Justice that what he has written is a lie? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He has already read my speech in the second reading debate. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Do you want to tell the Chief Justice that what he has written is a lie?  That is what you are 
saying. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General should send it to him.  I am saying that what the Attorney General is 
saying is a lie.  That is what I am saying.  The Attorney General coming into this place and saying that this is a 
way of modernising - 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Nedlands must withdraw that statement. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I withdraw that, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General coming in here and saying that this is modernising legislation is 
another way of him saying that he is going to dismantle our symbols, traditions and structures.  It is a typical left-
wing, communist ideological pathway. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think you have lost it completely. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have not lost it at all!  I have had to put up with the Attorney General’s ideological 
claptrap ever since I became a member.  There was the reduced imprisonment strategy, the strategy to not breach 
prisoners on parole, and now we have another the strategy to take the Crown out of the Crown Prosecution 
Service.  The Labor Party is just following its counterparts in England.  I have a newspaper article from England, 
which is titled “Labour’s new snub to the Queen”.  A minister in England failed to consult the Queen on axing 
the royal link to prisons and prosecutors.  Who is following whom?  Is the Attorney General following Blair or is 
Blair following him? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Blair is a communist, is he? 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Probably.  All members on that side are socialist left-wing communists!   

It is unacceptable for the Attorney General to say that removing God from oaths represents the views of the 
senior judges of the Supreme Court.  It certainly did not in 2004 and I doubt whether it does now. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Clause 4(1) states - 

If under this Act or any other law or the exercise of the Royal Prerogative a person has to take an oath, 
. . .  

I will speak to two points that follow from that.  Clause 4(1)(c) contains a provision that a person will swear 
according to the religion and beliefs he professes.  As the member for Cottesloe asked, what is the swearing to?  
Is it to a cult?  Will it fulfil the requirement that an oath will bind a person’s conscience?  The second point is 
that, having decided that a person will take an oath or that there is a royal prerogative for a person to take an 
oath, subclause (2) states - 

The fact that at the time of taking an oath a person has no religious belief does not affect the validity of 
the oath. 

By way of clarity, what is the oath referred to under this clause? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is an oath to tell the truth.  Normally, a person would go into a court and swear by 
Almighty God to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.  That is option number one.  It is the 
oath that a person will tell the truth.  That is what is being referred to.  There are three options, which are listed 
under subclause (1).  One is to swear by Almighty God to tell the truth, the other is to swear by a deity of the 
religion a person believes to tell the truth, and the other is to swear generally by the religion and beliefs that a 
person holds to tell the truth.  Each of those options invokes a religious connotation as giving some substance to 
the commitment to tell the truth.   

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Is the wording “I swear, according to the religion and the beliefs I profess, to tell the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth”?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  A person goes to court to give evidence.  He is then asked by the associate or the court 
officer whether he wants to take an oath or affirmation.  There are four options, one of which is an affirmation 
that a persons swears to tell the truth.  That is provided for later in this legislation.  It is for people who do not 
wish to swear by God or who do not believe in God or a religion.  If a person opts to take an oath, which is a 
religious commitment, he then chooses which of those three is the form of the oath he wishes to take.  It will 
depend on his circumstances.  A Hindu would take option (b) and a Catholic or an Anglican would take option 
(a).  Some people who have perhaps a generalist view might want to be non-specific and say, “According to the 
religion and beliefs I profess I am swearing to tell the truth.” 

While I am on my feet, I should correct the member for Nedlands, because she has not told the truth.  I have 
referred to the report dated 2001 from the Chief Justice on oaths and affirmations.  I again read the written words 
of the Chief Justice, which state - 
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The final form of oath and affirmation recommended by the Judges and Masters of the Supreme Court 
of Western Australia is set out below.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Those are the Chief Justice’s own words, which he says are the views of the judges and 
masters of the Supreme Court.   
Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If the member for Nedlands is saying that the chief justice is a liar, she is despicable.  
Ms S.E. Walker:  I am not.  

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  The Supreme Court Judge rang me and told me to make sure I said that.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  A likely story.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  I am totally telling the truth.  You are not telling the truth.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will read the first paragraph of a letter I received on 2 April 2002. 
Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands is not telling the truth.  She should listen to the following letter 
signed by Hon David K. Malcolm, Chief Justice of Western Australia.  Among other things, he states -  

The report and recommendations were adopted by their Honours the Judges and Masters.  

I will read the whole paragraph for the benefit of the member for Nedlands, who has not told the truth here 
tonight.  It states - 

I refer to earlier correspondence regarding the review of oaths and affirmations - 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General said he objected to my saying that he was lying.  I am telling the 
truth.  If he refers to Hansard, he will see that I said exactly the same thing a year ago.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That isn’t a point of order. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It is a point of order.  You said I was not telling the truth. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The letter from the Chief Justice is headed “Oaths and Affirmations” and reads -  

I refer to earlier correspondence regarding the review of oaths and affirmations and the report on the 
Review of Oaths and Affirmations the subject of my letter to you dated 3 August 2001.  The Report was 
also circulated to the WA Criminal Lawyers Association, the WA Police Ethnic Advisory Council, the 
Law Society of WA, the WA Bar Association, the Women Lawyers of WA (Inc), the Department of 
Justice, the Chief Judge of the District Court and the Chief Stipendiary Magistrate.  

The report and recommendations were adopted by their honours the judges and masters.  It is unbelievable for 
the member for Nedlands to say in this place that that is not the truth.  She is debasing her whole argument by 
calling the Chief Justice of Western Australia a liar. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have been listening to this interchange.  The Attorney General just then accused the 
member for Nedlands of calling the Chief Justice a liar.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes; I did.  That is exactly what she did.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is a point of order.  In no way did the member for Nedlands say that.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You haven’t been listening.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I did not hear the member for Nedlands accuse the Chief Justice of being a liar.  It is an 
outrageous claim and the minister should withdraw. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member for Nedlands made it.  

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Peel to order for the third time.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is outrageous to falsely accuse a member of Parliament, particularly one who is a 
shadow Attorney General and a lawyer, of calling the Chief Justice a liar.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is not false.  That is exactly what she said.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister may disagree about the veracity of the statement, but in no way did the 
member for Nedlands accuse the Chief Justice of being a liar.  That is a false statement and he should 
immediately withdraw and apologise.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The phrase from the Attorney General was couched in the conditional tense; in 
other words, he said, “If the member does this” or “If the member says that”.  I did not hear the Attorney General 
at that stage say that the member for Nedlands was deliberately calling the Chief Justice a liar.  I did not hear that 
at all.  I heard a conditional tense.  If the Attorney General is saying that the member for Nedlands is lying, he 
needs to withdraw that, but I did not hear that.  I heard a conditional tense attached to it.  I am ruling that there is 
not a point of order. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  On that point of order, when the member for Cottesloe referred to the Attorney General 
saying that I called the Chief Justice a liar, the Attorney General kept saying, “Well, she did; she did.”  I just 
want to put on the record that I did not say that about the Chief Justice.  We have reached a new low in this 
Parliament when the Attorney General can make those statements and get away with it in this house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member has made it clear that she did not say that, so we should move on. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I understand the three categories set out in clause 4(1), but subclause (2) states -  

The fact that at the time of taking an oath a person has no religious belief does not affect the validity of 
the oath. 

How is that oath then couched?  A Christian can say “Almighty God”; a Hindu can refer to his God; another can 
refer to the religion or belief that he prefers; and there is obviously a fourth category of making an oath when a 
person has no religious beliefs.  How is that oath couched in practical terms? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are probably two reasons for that.  That is not part of the oath itself.  The oath itself 
is set out in paragraph (a): “I swear by Almighty God to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.”  
The first reason that subclause (2) is included in the legislation is so that someone cannot come back later and 
say, “Well, I never believed in God; therefore, my commitment when I swore by Almighty God is not valid.”  It 
is simply to stop people copping out after the event.  The second reason is that a number of people might not 
believe in God but appreciate that in the normal way in which evidence is given in a court they stand up and take 
an oath and swear by Almighty God to tell the truth.  Even though a person does not believe in God, that is still a 
way in which we have conventionally undertaken to tell the truth.  Even though a person does not believe in 
God, it is still acceptable to undertake the oath in the traditional form as a means of a person saying that he or 
she will tell the truth.  They are the two reasons for that clause appearing in the legislation. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I draw the Attorney General’s attention to subclause (3), which states -  

Despite subsection (1) a person who has to take an oath may take an oath in any form or manner that he 
or she wants if the person before whom he or she is to take the oath is satisfied that -  

(a) the oath will bind the person’s conscience; . . .  

Essentially, I could take an oath to a kitchen stool if I believed that my conscience was bound by it.  How do we 
make an assessment that a person’s conscience is bound by the oath and that the person understands the 
consequences of taking an oath in that setting? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The key words in subclause (3) are “if the person before whom he or she is to take the 
oath is satisfied”.  If someone were to stand up before a court and say, “Options (a), (b) and (c) do not suit me 
and I do not want to affirm; there is another formulation that I would prefer” - frankly, I cannot think of one off 
the top of my head, but I am sure there is an option - then the judge before whom that person is appearing, if he 
is satisfied that that oath will bind that person’s conscience and that that person understands the consequences of 
taking the oath, can administer it in an alternative form yet again.  The Western Australian Evidence Act 
contains a provision that would enable that to occur.  This is not a completely new provision.  Under the heading 
“Evidence to be on oath except in some cases”, section 97(3) of the Evidence Act reads -  

Every oath shall be binding which is administered and taken in a form and manner that - 

(a) the person taking it declares to be binding on his conscience; and 
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(b) the court or person acting judicially, on being satisfied that the person taking it 
understands the nature and intent of the oath, approves. 

We have reworded that provision in a more easily understood language to carry forward the option that there is a 
discretion invested in a judge to have an oath to suit particular circumstances if it achieves the two objectives 
that are listed.  Basically, it obliges people to tell the truth and, if they know what it is they are doing, the judge 
has the option of doing something alternative for somebody who may not fit into one of the existing categories 
we have proposed in the bill.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  With regard to the discussion about a Supreme Court judge ringing me the last time this 
matter was debated in the Legislative Assembly on Tuesday, 4 May 2004, I refer to the Hansard of that debate, 
which reads -  

During the recess, the Attorney General also said that all the Supreme Court judges were unanimous.  
During the recess, a Supreme Court judge rang me, and it was not a judge I remembered from my 
Crown Law or Director of Public Prosecutions days.  He was very insistent that I let everyone know 
that not all the Supreme Court judges agree with the removal of the reference to God in the oath.  

I wanted to put that on the record.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  What does it mean? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It means that I am consistent.  The member for Peel can go back to sleep!  
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 5 to 18 put and passed.  

Schedules 1 and 2 put and passed. 
Title put and passed.  

Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [9.48 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich  

Noes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.E. McGrath Mr G. Snook Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.R. Sprigg Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 
 Mr D.A. Templeman Dr K.D. Hames 
 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr G.M. Castrilli 
 Mr J.B. D'Orazio Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.J. Cowper 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


