
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 November 2014] 

 p8138b-8142a 
Mr John Day; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Chris Hatton; Acting Speaker; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mrs Glenys Godfrey; Mr 

Colin Barnett 

 [1] 

SUCCESSION TO THE CROWN BILL 2014 
Third Reading 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [3.20 pm]: The Premier is not far away, but on his 
behalf I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Thank you, Leader of the House. I think the Premier has just 
joined us. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.21 pm]: I want to make some brief remarks on the Succession to the 
Crown Bill 2014. I start by observing that I have not seen the Premier’s media release. I was so looking forward 
to being rung by a journalist and asked to respond to the Premier’s media comments about the debate on Tuesday 
night. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They were as bored about your comments as I was. It does not make any difference whether it 
is capital “R C” Roman Catholic or small “c”, catholic. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I was shocked because the Premier promised that I would be embarrassed by the media 
commentary about this. I was waiting. On Wednesday morning, I sat there holding the phone, thinking 
“It’s gunna ring soon, because the Premier is out there commenting on this.” On Tuesday night he promised to 
get into the media and talk about it, so I thought “Surely, the journalists will ring back to get me to respond to the 
Premier’s vicious attack.” 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It’s another broken promise. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It must be another broken promise, member for Girrawheen. Surely the Premier was not 
just trying to be rhetorical in Tuesday night’s debate, because he was so serious, he had the red face and he had 
everything going for him. I made the assumption that that would be the first topic of conversation in the media 
on Wednesday morning, but apparently not. I think the Premier summed up one of the problems with this bill 
very well when he said that if we did not pass this bill, the commonwealth Parliament would ignore us. That is 
the problem; this bill does not mean anything. The only part of this bill that has any effect is schedule 1, which 
asks the commonwealth to change its laws. Let us understand the convoluted argument that led to the rest of the 
bill. The argument is that precolonial English laws may still be laws of Western Australia and if we do not 
amend them it may impact on the succession to the English Crown. I am no lawyer, but it appears to me to be 
a brave person who would argue that. The worst that could possibly happen is that if a member of the 
royal family was in Western Australia and somebody cared to bring a challenge, their right to succession as 
a member of the royal family could be questioned in a Western Australian court, but only with respect to 
Western Australian law. That is ridiculous. That is the reason only Western Australia and Queensland have 
followed this ridiculous route of pretending that somehow we have something to do with the royal succession of 
the English royal family, because everybody knows that we do not. That is why four states out of six passed only 
a request to the commonwealth Parliament, which is part of what we are doing—that is, to ask the 
commonwealth Parliament to change the laws about the succession of the British royal family as they serve as 
the monarchs of Australia. But that is a separate issue; there is no monarch of Western Australia. Some people 
suggest that there is an emperor of Western Australia, but we do not have a monarch, so it does not matter 
whether the rest of the bill is passed. It does matter that we pass the request to the commonwealth Parliament to 
amend the law in respect of the Queen of Australia and perhaps a future king, but it does not matter what we do 
in respect of Western Australian law. It is going to be interesting, because in 15 years a Liberal Premier will be 
back here with a repeal day bill, telling us how we are repealing all these colonial laws to do with the succession 
of the Crown because they are defunct. They are defunct because they have no effect. They have no impact 
anywhere, ever. They are irrelevant, yet the Premier still wanted to come in here and argue about them. He kept 
saying that if we do not do this, we will be ignored. We get ignored anyway because it does not matter, it is 
irrelevant, yet the Premier will still not modernise the language in the bill to deal with the fact that there is no 
such thing as a Roman Catholic; there is only a Catholic. 

A number of people said, “Oh well, they’re happy to define my religion for me!” That does not happen. It does 
not matter that some parliament somewhere passes a law that states “Roman Catholic”; that does not make it the 
Roman Catholic Church. If members want to know its name, it is the Holy Apostolic Church. But who cares? 
It is called the Catholic Church, and I do not understand why the Premier got red in the face when he was 
arguing that it is the Catholic Church and not the Roman Catholic Church. 
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The member for Southern River belled the cat. He asked, “If you’re the Catholic Church, what am I?” Yes, that 
is true. I do not know, and I am not asking him to change the name of his religion. I make no reflection on what 
he does, but do not do it for me. That is all I asked, and it was not a particularly unreasonable request. Otherwise, 
what are we talking about? We do not define the Roman Catholic Church; we just use the words. It is not as 
though there is a definition in the bill to define a Roman Catholic; it has to be the ordinary meaning, and if it is 
the ordinary meaning that Catholics go to church in a Catholic church with a Catholic priest and answer to 
a Catholic pope, then they are not Roman Catholics; they are Catholics. Despite the fact that the Premier said 
different things at different stages of the debate about those issues, nobody is going to divide and at no time will 
we divide. However, I want to address another thing the Premier said. The Premier, again, red-faced, yelling 
across the room in his usually bullying fashion — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Oh, cut it out! This is just absurd. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: You were a bully on Tuesday night, Premier. Get a life, mate! Get a life! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is inappropriate and discourteous. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We are not prepared to put up with your bullying. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.D. HATTON: Clearly, the member for Cannington is not sticking to the third reading, and the language 
he is using across the floor is totally inappropriate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Thank you, member for Balcatta, for your comments on the 
relevance of the bill. Member for Cannington, I remind you to stick to the relevance of the bill. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, indeed I am. I am reflecting on the debate during consideration in detail. 

If these were not important issues for the Premier, why did he delay us for so long? Why did he use convoluted 
and wrong arguments? If it was not an important issue, why did he behave so stubbornly? It is not as though the 
Premier was able to provide any legal advice on these issues; in fact, the Premier said that these issues were 
never discussed at the Council of Australian Governments in respect of the matters that he was bringing to the 
chamber, which was of course contrary to what he had originally said about those matters. One only has to read 
the second reading speech to see why the Premier’s arguments were invalid at every stage of the debate. 

One of the issues raised was that because we had a problem with the use of the term “Roman” in respect of the 
Catholic Church that somehow or another meant that we also opposed the idea that a woman could have 
precedence over a man for succession to the Crown. Of course, that was a furphy, because the question of 
women succeeding to the Crown in preference to a man was covered by clause 7 of the bill, and we were 
debating clause 8 of the bill. We had already agreed to clause 7 of the bill when we went on to debate clause 8, 
and it is impossible, as a matter of logic, for us to have been opposing the clause that we had already agreed to. 
As I said on Tuesday night, and I say again now, any person who leaves this chamber and makes any claim that 
the member for Girrawheen, any member of the Labor Party or I were opposing the change to the gender issues 
of the ascension to the throne would be telling a lie, because it is clearly not based on anything that happened in 
the chamber. 

I will finish on the final issue. Let us make it clear: in my view no person has a greater claim than any other 
person to be the next monarch of Australia. I respect that the Australian commonwealth Parliament will pass 
a law dealing with succession that will mean that another member of the house of Windsor will end up being the 
king or queen of Australia when the current Queen passes on or otherwise ceases to be Queen of England and 
therefore Queen of Australia. In my view, no person is more or less qualified for that job. Indeed, I believe that if 
Australia is to have a monarch—currently we do—that monarch should be an Australian. Many mechanisms 
could be used to create an Australian monarch if Australians wanted to have a monarch. That could even include 
somebody from the house of Windsor if there was any reason for members of the house of Windsor to be seen as 
the appropriate people to be the monarch in Australia. Of course, there are many other royal families in Europe 
that are just as qualified as the house of Windsor to fill that role. They will have the same training and the same 
life experience as members of the house of Windsor. Of course, I imagine there would be many suitably 
qualified Australians who could very ably fill the role as Australian monarch. 

I will close by reflecting on the system that is used in Malaysia, where the rajas of each of the different states of 
Malaysia agree—it is not a vote, but it is a process of election using cultural mechanisms common in 
Malay communities—to select a person who serves as the King of Malaysia for a fixed period. I think it is five 
years, or it might be seven. At the end of that person’s reign, another one of the rajas is selected by that same 
traditional process to be the King of Malaysia. The monarch is not elected with a vote, and must come from the 
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college of the sultans of the states of Malaysia that have sultans. Not all states of Malaysia have sultans, but for 
those that do, those sultans attend a forum and, through their traditional processes, select from amongst 
themselves the person who goes on to become the King of Malaysia as well as the sultan of the state that they 
represent. There are many different ways one can select a monarch if one says that a monarchy is better than 
a republican method. However, it could be an Australian, and would that not be fabulous? 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [3.34 pm]: There is an old rule that one should never work with children or 
animals. An amendment to that rule should include the Premier after dinner. Having a sincere debate with the 
Premier about what is clearly a lacuna in the Succession to the Crown Bill 2014, and receiving neither the 
courtesy of a reply nor any engagement in the debate apart from vitriol, is not very satisfactory. 

I very much doubt that I will be alive to see a member of the royal family and heir to the throne wishing to marry 
someone of the eastern right of the Catholic religion, but that is not to say that it could not happen. By the 
Premier’s intransigence we are enshrining discrimination under the guise of removing all discrimination from the 
legislation. As I said, I still have not received any concession from anyone on the other side of the chamber that 
Catholics who are not of the Roman right but of another right, as I discussed in my second reading contribution, 
are now discriminated against in the course of making these amendments. I think that is very unsatisfactory. Just 
because everyone in the other 15 realms or in other jurisdictions has not picked up this point does not make it 
illegitimate. It seems to me that the opposition was owed the courtesy of an answer and proper legal advice, 
which was never forthcoming. Our concern that this legislation enshrines a whole new lot of discrimination 
against a group of people was never satisfactorily answered. Frankly, the response of the government and, in 
particular, the Premier was in contempt of this place, as far as I am concerned. 

MRS G.J. GODFREY (Belmont) [3.36 pm]: I rise to make a quick point on the Succession to the Crown Bill 
2014. I have spoken on the bill before and I support the bill. I am very interested in what the members for 
Cannington and Girrawheen have said. Indeed, the member for Girrawheen has covered off on a lot of history 
that I also researched; I took books out from the library. I am not saying that what they are saying is incorrect, 
but I believe that as far as this legislation goes, they are incorrect. I point out to members that I really believe that 
both members are very young. I think the member for Cannington is too young. 

The debate the other night was very heated because two people disagreed and took different opinions on an 
issue, and both believed they were correct. Afterwards I went home and I took out a document; it states on this 
death notice that the cemetery has “Roman Catholic” written on the Catholic portion of the cemetery. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Two wrongs do not make a right. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs G.J. GODFREY: I am pointing out that this legislation that we are looking at goes back a few hundred 
years. We have to correct something stating “Roman Catholic” that was written then with the correct wording to 
get it in the same sequence that everyone else has put it through. The history the member for Girrawheen gave is 
excellent. However, this death certificate that I have in front of me states “Roman Catholic”. I think the member 
for Jandakot pointed out that historically in the armed services people are referred to as “Roman Catholic”. The 
member for Cannington can shake his head, but when someone is wrong, they are wrong. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I am happy to interject to explain why. 

Mrs G.J. GODFREY: I have listened to the member repeat himself ad nauseam. I wish to make this point clear 
and put on the record that in several instances in the armed services, in cemeteries and in churches 
“Roman Catholic” is referred to and, as a matter of fact, the Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages 
specifically states “Roman Catholic” on death certificates.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.39 pm] — in reply: I just want to restate what this Succession 
to the Crown Bill 2014 is about. Despite some of the debate, I understand that the opposition will support it. We 
all understand that it is about ensuring that the firstborn becomes the heir to the throne and that a male child does 
not have preference ahead of a female child. It is also necessary to remove the requirement that someone as an 
heir to the throne cannot hold that position if they marry a Roman Catholic; and another matter as well. 

Everyone has agreed, and it was agreed at the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting in Perth in 2011, 
that the United Kingdom and all the so-called realm or sovereign states of the commonwealth would legislate in 
a similar way. There was quite a lot of discussion at Council of Australian Governments meetings about how this 
would be done. Both Western Australia and Queensland adopted what was called the hybrid model in which they 
would pass a request to the commonwealth to legislate accordingly and would also legislate in their own right as 
sovereign states. The other states simply put the request through to the commonwealth. This model has 
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a different process but with the same result, Therefore, Australia and all states in Australia concurred and have 
ensured that these changes to the rules of succession, as they see the legislative requirement, are put in place. 

There are two elements to this bill. The first is the request to the commonwealth to legislate for the required 
changes. The second part is the state’s substantive legislation that basically does the same thing at a state level. 
The nature of the request to the commonwealth is the same. It is identical to every state, regardless of which 
particular mechanism or process they use. Although Queensland and Western Australia have used both the 
request and state legislation, the actual request to the commonwealth is identical to that of all other states. That, 
obviously, is important to give constitutional consistency and therefore certainty to the request, and to ensure 
that the commonwealth legislation cannot be challenged or disputed in any way. 

Opposition members argued for changes to the Western Australian component of the schedule to the bill relating 
to “Roman Catholic”, “Catholic” and the like. If we had allowed them, that would have created some doubt 
about the validity of the request to the commonwealth and therefore the application of these reforms. 
Alternatively, as members have again argued, if we had made the change to the substantive law as they 
suggested but not to the request, what a bizarre situation that would have been! It would have resulted in 
Western Australia legislating for one provision with one terminology and then requesting a variation—though 
the preferred variation—from the commonwealth. That would have resulted in a gross inconsistency. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Premier, what do you say to people who are — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Well, there are people who are — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to you. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, the Premier is not accepting interjections. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, thank you. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Go ahead, Premier. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: How many times has the member for Girrawheen been named today, I wonder. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Twice! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: No; you have been called once and I just called you for a second time. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Twice; I have one to go. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. Go ahead, Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The government does not accept that. Therefore, if this bill passes, we will have taken the 
hybrid model; we will have legislated at a Western Australian level for these changes to the rules of succession 
to be made; and we will have made a request to the commonwealth in identical terms to do the same thing. 
It would be a ludicrous situation to legislate one way and to make a completely different request. That would be 
a complete inconsistency. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So is clause 6. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to you. 

Reflecting on Tuesday night, two to three hours of parliamentary time was spent by two members opposite 
arguing the semantic distinction between “Roman Catholic” with a capital “R” and “C”, and “catholic” with 
a small “c”. For nearly three hours that was what they argued. Did anyone in the media listen? Not a single 
person took one skerrick of notice of what the two members spent three hours arguing about on Tuesday night. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to you. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I am not talking to you! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I am sorry but that kind of sniping across the chamber is more suitable for 
schoolchildren, not for members of Parliament. Member for Girrawheen, I call you for a third time. 
Member for Cannington, do not do it again!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That would have been a ludicrous position. Western Australia would have been at odds 
with the commonwealth and it would have placed the commonwealth legislation at risk—perhaps a small one, 
but it would have placed it at risk. The request from the commonwealth and the Prime Minister to every Premier 
was to behave in a consistent way. Why? It is to ensure that the firstborn child would become the heir to the 
Crown, not the firstborn male child. That is what this is all about. It is not about some theological debate 
between Roman Catholic, with a capital “R” and “C”, and catholic with a small “c”. Yet for three hours, that is 
what we got. It was a complete waste of this Parliament’s time. It continued repetitively; it went on and on. 

The comments made at the beginning of the member for Girrawheen’s comments were disrespectful and reflect 
her conduct in this Parliament over the last six months. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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