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FLAGS PROTECTION BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 4 June. 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [6.14 pm]:  During the previous debate there was some debate about relevance.  I 
wonder whether the members might extend a little generosity to me and allow me to inform the House that 
tomorrow is the launch of the Western Australian national winter coat collection day.  A number of members 
have already indicated that they will bring in their coats, which I will be able to take to a youth-initiated coat 
collection for the homeless.  I invite all members to contact me before 10.00 am tomorrow if they would like to 
have their coat included in that collection from Parliament House.  Through you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.J. 
Dean), I thank members for allowing me to inform the House of that - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What about the coat you’re wearing? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  This is a prized and treasured coat that I think I will be hanging on to for a little while longer.  
I thank members for allowing me the latitude to speak about that matter.  I am aware that it is well outside the 
standing orders that deal with relevance to debate. 

This evening we are debating the Flags Protection Bill 2003.  My comments are a continuation of remarks I 
made a couple of weeks ago.  On that occasion, as we came to the time at which debate on this matter closed, I 
concluded by drawing attention to the way in which the current flag came into being.  Indeed, one of the things 
that concerned me about some of the debate on this Bill was that the Leader of the Opposition, in introducing the 
Bill, had made some comments about the way in which the flag came into being, how it was supported and, 
indeed, when it came to be accepted as the national flag for our country.  I quote from his opening remarks in 
introducing the Bill - 

The Australian flag is a symbol that unites our nation.  It has been with us since the year of our 
Federation - more than 100 years ago.  Our flag was designed by Australians, for Australians.  It is the 
flag of the people and the nation. 

I do not want to debate whether people hold dear the symbols of our country and the values in which we pride 
ourselves as representing those things to which we aspire - the very best that we can be as a community and a 
society.  However, I believe it is important that we debate this matter based on fact and on a realistic assessment 
of how our society holds the values of democracy and free speech as great priorities for the community, and 
whether in fact it is true, as the Leader of the Opposition said, that the flag was designed by Australians, for 
Australians. 

Some members who were in the Chamber at the time might recall that I was able to report on some research on 
the establishment of the flag and the nine members who sat on a selection panel to choose an Australian flag.  
Five of those people were serving British naval officers.  That is a reality of our history, of the times and of the 
colonies coming together under the auspices of the British Colonial Office to form the newest nation of the 
twentieth century.  However, it is wrong to say that it was a flag designed and chosen by Australians, for 
Australians.  Let us get that out of the way first and accept that it is a product of its time.  It is a product of our 
history, and that history is important.  However, of more importance are those values that I say we invest in the 
symbols of our nation.  Those values relate to freedom - freedom of association, freedom of speech, freedom of 
worship, freedom from any form of racism, bigotry or prejudice, and freedom to choose a way of life that gives 
us, at a personal and a community level, the best opportunity for developing our own lives and for exploring 
what it is to be human.  Those key values unite Australia, and the fact that we have invested them into national 
symbols is powerful and meaningful.  Our common values and the way we communicate with each other are 
meaningful and cannot be wiped away.  In some ways, even the institution of Parliament is a symbol of our 
aspirations, values and ideals.  I do not accept the basic premise that the Leader of the Opposition used when he 
introduced this Bill.  Further, I take exception to the notion that our flag was designed for Australians and 
Australia.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If, as the research shows, the parameters to design a flag for the newest country of the 
twentieth century were that it could be any flag as long as it was based on the British blue or red ensign, that is 
hardly an open slate for a new country and community in the great southern land to express its ideals.  It is 
hardly an open slate for the expression of free will and aspirations.  The Leader of the Opposition was wrong to 
introduce this Bill and he was wrong to suggest that the flag we now share and celebrate was designed for, and 
by, Australians.  Further, he was wrong to suggest - he did not express this - that the flag was chosen by 
Australians.   
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Let us put the notion of historical emotional connection to one side, because that is not what we are debating.  
We are debating whether one of the symbols of who we are and what we want to be - the Australian flag - is so 
sacred that it should be a criminal offence to damage it.  How can the notion that it should be a criminal offence 
to damage the symbol of a country sit comfortably with all the values I have talked about; namely, freedom of 
association, expression and faith, and the freedom not to be subjected to racist, bigoted or prejudiced attacks?  
How do those freedoms sit alongside the suggestion that defacing the national flag warrants a criminal sanction?  
I do not accept that we can sit those things alongside each other and arrive at the reasoned conclusion that a 
sanction is the right path to take.   

I accept many of the arguments put forward by the Leader of the Opposition.  Indeed, it is highly offensive to 
damage the flag in a way that is conscious and premeditated.  However, I do not think that that necessarily 
means that I have the right to take away a person’s right to do that.  Voltaire has already been quoted: I may not 
agree with what a person says but I will defend to the death the right of that person to say it.  That is a core issue 
in this debate.  Should the destruction of, or damage to, our national symbol warrant the establishment of a 
criminal sanction?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What do you think about racial vilification?  Is that acceptable freedom of speech?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I recently heard the Leader of the Opposition on ABC 720.  I am sure that he is aware that I 
phoned the radio station immediately after he used that same parallel.  Although I said this on air, I will tell the 
Leader of the Opposition personally, while he and I are in the Chamber - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I don’t care what you say, but go on. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Leader of the Opposition demeans himself by his sullenness.  Until he learns a little 
generosity, he will continue to demean himself and the office he holds.  He is not giving this debate any joy at 
all. 

I return to the point I was making.  I thought I was responding in a reasonable way to the Leader of the 
Opposition’s interjection.  I thought that was part of the debating process.  I am happy to accommodate him if he 
wants to reduce the debate to sarcasm and arrogant dismissals. 

The point I make is that I found the use of the language used by the Leader of the Opposition to describe non 
Anglo-Celtic minorities in this country disgusting, unreasonable, unwarranted and so offensive that it took away 
any legitimacy in his argument.  He must reflect on that and should ask a few people about it. 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  That was exactly the point. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  All right.  Would the Leader of the Opposition make a point by going outside and burning a 
flag? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Of course he would not.  Why would he, for example, use the vilification of people to run a 
political argument?  You, Leader of the Opposition, are way out of step, mate.  The Leader of the Opposition is 
off the planet and has missed the point. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  As per the standing orders, I ask the member for Riverton to refer to 
members by their title or their seat in the House. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I apologise for calling the Leader of the Opposition a mate; 
that was a slip of the tongue.  I took the interjection from the Leader of the Opposition believing it was a 
reasonable argument.  I am telling him that I found what he did so offensive that it destroyed the legitimacy of 
any argument he wanted to put. 

In response to the Leader of the Opposition’s question about whether it is offensive to vilify people racially, of 
course it is.  If the Leader of the Opposition does not realise it yet, I tell him that Australians who come from 
cultural, ethnic or religious backgrounds that are not Anglo-Celtic live that experience.  They cannot put that 
experience up the flagpole in the morning and down the flagpole in the evening; they cannot take it off like the 
coat I just took off; and they cannot pretend that they are something other than what they are.  There is a chasm 
of difference between the Leader of the Opposition’s pathetic illustration of racial vilification and the use of a 
protest by damaging a national symbol.  One is a personally lived experience of a human life and the other is 
about the symbolism of human values.  If the Leader of the Opposition does not understand that, he does not 
understand anything about human and social values and has missed the point. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  There is nothing more personal than a soldier dying at war; there is nothing more personal than 
a widow left behind; and there is nothing more personal than someone maimed in Vietnam.  Those are personal 
experiences.  The point I make is that it is just as offensive, just as cruel and just as harmful as racial vilification.  
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The point is that it is exactly the same.  Your little, cheap stunt of ringing my electorate office and feigning 
indignation was pathetic and was seen for what it was. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I did not ring the Leader of the Opposition’s electorate office.  The Leader of the Opposition 
should not mislead the House. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He did that because I made the point that racial vilification is wrong and burning our flag is 
wrong. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What did I do?  The Leader of the Opposition should tell the truth. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Thank you, member for Riverton.  This debate is getting far too personal.  I will not 
accept interjections across the floor.  The member for Riverton should address his comments to me. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, I am sorry.  I responded to the Leader of the Opposition’s 
suggestion that I had rung his electorate office.  I assure the Leader of the Opposition that I have not done 
anything of the sort, nor would I presume to do so unless invited by him or if I had legitimate business with his 
office, in which case I would announce myself. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Another cheap stunt! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It was another cheap stunt.  I am sorry that the debate has descended to this level because I 
had attempted to introduce my passionate and heartfelt view of this matter. 

I will conclude by quoting the researcher who produced much of the material on which I have relied.  The author 
is Geoff Hocking and the book he wrote is The Australian Flag: The First 100 Years.  The book is published by 
Five Mile Press and the article that reviewed it was published in the Sunday Times on 26 January this year.  Mr 
Hocking is an avowed republican and the concluding comments in the article state -  

Hocking, a republican, said he tried to be even-handed in the book and emerged from it with his 
opposition to our flag in many ways diminished. 

“I am convinced we need a flag of our own,” he said.  “But if you ask me when that will be, I’d have to 
say ‘Hell, I don’t know’. 

“Most people don’t care; they’re quite happy with what they’ve got.  People need to be convinced of the 
reasons why we need to change the flag, but it represents the spirit that we carry in our hearts.” 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Do you think it is okay to burn the Australian flag?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If the member for Kalgoorlie had been in this Chamber for more than five minutes of this 
debate -  

Mr M.J. Birney:  I have been watching it.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member watches a lot of things on television.  However, I will not respond.  I have now 
got four minutes left and I will deal with the matters - 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I have addressed the interjection issue.  Can members please 
address the Chair.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will finish by talking through what it is about Australian people that causes us to debate this 
issue today and what it is about this Bill that might have some merit.  In doing so, I will come to the comments 
by the member for South Perth.   

First, whenever the question of protecting our national flag arises as a matter of public debate, a certain degree of 
polarisation occurs in the community and results in at least two camps.  For some people it is a very personal 
matter, especially given that some people died fighting for our country under this flag, as the Leader of the 
Opposition said in his comments.  I accept that argument.  It is a matter of great personal and family importance 
for those people.  However, there is a difference between a person fighting for his country and the flag that 
represents his country and its values, and a person’s right to protest by damaging the flag.  This is the point that 
the other camp starts to coalesce around.  There are no provisions within this Bill that make allowances for the 
polarisation of the community’s view.  I do not know for certain which camp forms the majority view and, 
frankly, I am not going to bother doing a poll on the matter.  I do not know how the population falls as a 
percentage into those two broad coalition camps.  However, I know that there is reasonable polarisation -  

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member gets plenty of time to talk under concrete so please do not interrupt.  I have now 
asked a couple of times for members to allow me to finish my speech in the couple of minutes I have left.   
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In this polarisation of the debate - how we feel about our symbols and whether damaging our flag warrants the 
establishment of criminal sanctions - the question is whether the community will support that notion.  I do not 
think it will.  The Australian community has the greatest nose in the world for bullshit - members must excuse 
the vernacular but that is the best way of expressing it - which is a fantastic thing.   

In the last minute of the time available I will reinforce and support the comments made by member for South 
Perth who noted, as noted from my research, that there is no formal recognition of the flag of Western Australia.  
Clause 5 of the Bill proposes that there be formal recognition of the Western Australian flag, which I support.   

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [6.34 pm]:  I was disturbed by some of the 
people who earlier this year burnt the flag as part of their protests.  I thought they behaved in an inappropriate 
fashion.  One young woman was interviewed by The Australian newspaper.  In that extensive interview, she 
criticised Australia and its way of life and said that she thought we were in effect a fascist State, which was why 
she burnt the flag.  I found her arguments to be quite vacuous, and I did not agree with them.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  Will you support the legislation?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member should hear me out.  I thought she was an immature and silly young woman.  
She was young and she did silly things; however, everyone in our society has been young, and many have done 
silly things.  I try to have some of understanding of those people and their actions. 

I like the flag and think its design is quite good.  I do not like the fact that people burn it.  I will make a couple of 
comments about this Bill.  First, the Bill outlaws the burning, damaging or otherwise physical mistreatment of 
the Australian national flag or the Western Australian state flag.  The Leader of the Opposition and various 
opposition members have said in this place that they do not like people damaging the flag under which our 
servicemen and women, some of whom died, have fought.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Some?   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  Nearly 100 000 Australians have died in conflict since the Boer War.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  What is your point?   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  My point is that when the HMAS Sydney went to the bottom of the ocean in November 
1941, it was flying the Australian naval ensign, which became the Australian white ensign in 1967.  Under the 
Bill put forward by the Opposition, it would be legal for that flag to be burnt.  Members of the Opposition have 
said in this place that they want the burning and damaging of the flag under which people have served to be 
outlawed.  The servicemen on the Sydney served and fought under the Australian naval ensign, and the HMAS 
Anzac saw action a couple of months ago while flying the Australian white ensign.  Yet, under the laws proposed 
by the Opposition, it would be quite all right for those flags to be burnt or damaged.  The Opposition professes to 
be concerned and to care; yet it has put forward a Bill that will enable many different flags to be damaged.  The 
flag of the Royal Australian Air Force is the sky-blue ensign.  Under the laws proposed by the Opposition, it 
would be quite okay for that flag, under which servicepeople have fought in a range of conflicts since the Second 
World War, to be burnt or damaged.  Our merchant ships served in various conflicts, particularly the Second 
World War, under the flag of the Australian merchant navy.  A number of Australian merchant sailors died in 
that war.  Their officers did not wear a uniform, but many were killed in the conflict as were officers of other 
services, apart from the aircrews who flew in the skies over Europe.  Under the laws proposed by the Opposition, 
it would be quite okay for the Australian merchant navy flag to be burnt.   
As members know, Australia has a range of territories, including Christmas Island, which has a flag.  Western 
Australia has some control there, in a local government sense.  An office in the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet has some administrative control.  Christmas Island has a flag, but it is quite okay, under the proposals of 
the Opposition, for that flag to be burnt.  There is also the Aboriginal flag, which is recognised internationally.  
A great many of our citizens regard it as very important for their culture.  It is quite okay, according to the 
Leader of the Opposition, for that flag to be burnt.   
Mr M.F. Board:  What is your position?   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  I will get to my position.  Opposition members do not like being found out to be frauds.  
Opposition members think it is quite okay for all these flags, under which Australian service people fought - 

Mr M.F. Board interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  I call the member for Murdoch to order for the first time.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It is all right, under the proposal of the Opposition, for all of these flags to be burnt and 
damaged.   

Mr M.F. Board interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Murdoch to order for the second time.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN:  I have studied the history of the Australian Defence Force in some detail. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Roleystone to order for the first time.  I will not have this 
exchange across the Chamber.  Members ignore me at their peril.   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  As the Leader of the Opposition professes to have some empathy and sympathy for 
Australian service people in time of war, he should know that great numbers of Australian service people 
actually fought under the Union Jack, particularly in the First World War, but also in the Second World War.  Do 
we find that listed in the Bill as proposed by the Opposition?  No - that flag can be burnt as well.  All those flags 
that are quite important can be damaged and burnt.   
If someone really wanted to burn the Australian or the Western Australian flag, he would find that the courts 
have a very literal interpretation of the law, particularly for offences that incur a punishment.  All that needs to 
be done is to change the representation of the flag just a little, in a very slight fashion - perhaps a slight 
discolouration or the removal of one of the stars from the Southern Cross - and all of a sudden it can be burnt and 
damaged with impunity under the proposed opposition laws.  The Bill is fundamentally flawed.  I would like to 
see the Opposition put a little bit of work into the legislation it proposes.  The Bill does not include the 
Australian white ensign, which the Opposition believes should not be protected.  All the flags are quite 
important.  They are significant symbols of Australia and their omission shows up the fact that the Opposition 
has put little work into this proposal.  This proposal has emerged as a stunt, the brainchild of one of the staffers 
in the Leader of the Opposition’s office or a simple way of appearing on the radio in the morning and attempting 
to get a headline.  When it comes down to it, I agree with the Prime Minister on flag burning.  I do not know 
whether anyone has quoted him in this debate.  If they have, I will quote him again so that members can hear 
what he said on this issue, because I think he was right.  He said -  

Repugnant though it is to me, in the end I guess it is part of the sort of free speech code we have in this 
country. 

He put it quite briefly.  He does not like the fact that people burn flags but he recognises that it is part of the code 
of free speech in this country that we do not punish people for having done so.  This issue has been considered at 
length in the United States by a whole range of authorities, including the United States Supreme Court and a 
range of very eminent political figures.  In the case of Texas v Johnson 1989, which examined the issue of 
burning the flag, Justice William Brennan said this -  

We do not consecrate the flag by punishing its desecration, for in doing so, we dilute the freedom that 
this cherished emblem represents. 

Justice Anthony Kennedy, who was another member of the majority of the Supreme Court said this -  

It is poignant but fundamental that the flag protects those who hold it in contempt. 
That remark is poignant but it sums the matter up.   
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  The member for Rockingham has the floor. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That means that as a society we recognise that people have personal freedom.  We value 
people’s personal freedoms.  If we value personal freedoms, we respect people’s right to do things that we 
disagree with.  That is what it means.   
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You think it is all right to murder and rape people, do you? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Carine just said one of the most disgraceful comments I have ever heard 
in this place.  It should be beneath her.  I could say a lot of things about the member for Carine but I will not.  If 
she says that I think it is all right for people to murder and rape people, that is disgusting and she should 
apologise. 
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  I will not apologise for anything.  It is my right to say anything. 
Mr M. McGOWAN:  This is an important issue.  We should have a degree of decorum and not reduce the debate 
to personal abuse.  The member for Carine does not have the decency to apologise.   

I agree with the Prime Minister on this issue and the comments put forward by the United States Supreme Court.  
I also agree with the comments of eminent people like Senator Ted Kennedy and a whole range of other United 
States political figures who have examined this issue at length.  The way the Bill is drafted and has been put 
together leaves it open to a truck being driven through it by people getting around its provisions.  It does not 
protect all those flags which represent Australia’s military forces; that is, the flags that were on the ships, that 
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were painted on the side of aircraft, the flags that our merchant sailors served under and the flags that so many of 
our Aboriginal citizens and wider community hold so dear. 

MR M.F. BOARD (Murdoch) [6.49 pm]:  I support the Bill introduced by the Leader of the Opposition.  I 
commend him for bringing the Bill forward.  The majority of Western Australians would not know, even with 
the publicity given to this issue, that the Western Australian and Australian flags are not protected or supported 
in law with regard to their design or abuse from members of the community.  When Western Australians learn of 
this anomaly, the majority - 62 per cent in a recent poll - will want to protect the Western Australian and 
Australian flags.  This debate is not just about protecting a piece of cloth or a design; it is about protecting 
people.  The burning, misuse or abuse of a national symbol - a symbol of pride and integrity - is an offence 
against people.  It is the same as many other offences.  I remind the Minister for Health that, under the Police Act 
and various other Acts in Western Australia, it is an offence to act against people in a way that affects their pride 
in various things.  In this instance, we are attempting to prevent an offence against people who have belief and 
pride in their nation and the symbols of their country.  I commend the Leader of the Opposition for bringing 
forward this contentious issue.  It examines the relationship between what some people argue is freedom of 
political expression and others argue is an offence against people who believe that symbols of their nation 
represent their pride and history and the integrity of those who have gone before.  Those people believe that 
those ideals are worth protecting at law.  This is what the debate is all about.  It is about history, integrity, pride 
and who we are as a community, both historically and in the future.  Although it is contentious, I support the 
Leader of the Opposition in bringing this forward. 

The debate is about two flags: the Western Australian flag and the Australian flag.  The member for Rockingham 
put forward an interesting set of proposals.  He talked about protecting a greater number of flags but, at the same 
time, he talked about not protecting the icons of Western Australia; that is, the Western Australian and 
Australian flags.  What is the argument of the member for Rockingham?  Should we protect a large number of 
flags, including the full range of military ensigns and other symbols of our nation, or is his argument to not 
protect any because of a perceived flaw in the proposed legislation?  From the point of view of some people, 
there may be a flaw.  The Liberal Party has gone into bat for the Western Australian and Australian flags; we 
want to protect them.  In doing so, we will protect those symbols from offences by other people. 

I will speak briefly about the two flags.  The Australian flag has been subject to much debate over the past 20 
years regarding its design and what it represents.  As an Australian, and now a Western Australian, I am 
particularly proud of the current design.  The current design was chosen at Federation to be the symbol of our 
nation from a competition won by a Western Australian.  The design consists of the Union Jack.  The modern 
Union Jack consists of three Christian crosses: the crosses of St George, St Andrew and St Patrick.  For members 
who do not know, the cross of St Patrick was added after the colonisation of Australia.  At the time of 
colonisation at Port Jackson the Union Jack consisted of only two crosses: the crosses of St Andrews and St 
George.  The St Patrick’s cross was added about 1812 when Ireland came into the union.  The Southern Cross is 
Australia’s greatest symbol.  It guided the navigators to our nation.  Where the Southern Cross can be seen in the 
southern hemisphere, navigators can always find south from the way the stars are aligned.  Once a navigator can 
see the Southern Cross he knows where due south is and which way he is sailing.  It is very appropriate for the 
Southern Cross to be on the Australian flag.  It is also appropriate that the flag consist of the three colours, red, 
white and blue, representing equality, fraternity and freedom.  Part of our history is in the Union Jack, which 
represents the discovery of our nation, while our future is represented by the Southern Cross and the three 
colours.  It is a brilliant flag and we should be proud of it, not only in a military sense but also in a sporting 
sense.  It gives us great pride when people come together.   

The Western Australian flag is similar, but the symbol of our State, the swan, representing the Swan River 
Colony, is superimposed on a black background.  Black and yellow are the colours of Western Australia. 

What is it about these flags that we should be protecting?  We spend a great deal of time protecting a range of 
symbols of our country.  We protect other people against abuse and offence, whether by the use of graffiti or 
misuse of personal property.  I ask the member for Rockingham why it is an offence under Western Australian 
law to write offensive language across an individual’s private property, yet it is not when someone does what 
people find equally offensive and burns or destroys the very symbol - our flag - under which they may have lost 
their father, grandfather, great grandfather or other people who gave up a great deal of their life to protect and 
support this nation.  We can offend people by burning what supports and represents the history of this nation, yet 
putting a small obscenity on a private wall is an offence against the laws of the State.  The Liberal Party, the 
Leader of the Opposition and I find this an anomaly.  It does not make any sense.  If a person writes on a $10 
note it is an offence.  Why?  Because it will offend somebody else and it devalues the currency.  We can destroy, 
cut or burn the symbols representing our nation, and that is not an offence.   

This Bill is about protecting people who feel extremely offended when the symbols representing our nation, 
which are held with great pride and emotion, are burned, graffitied, urinated on or whatever other people decide 
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to do to them.  This is not about trying to stop people using the flag as a means to advertise, to promote it on T-
shirts or to use it to find humour.  The presentation of the Flags Protection Bill and its second reading speech by 
the Leader of the Opposition are clear.  They refer to the flag itself, the way it is presented, the shape and size of 
the flag, the way it is displayed and generally attempt to separate the abuses of the flag from all the other ways in 
which the flag is utilised. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
 


