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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 

Committee 

The President (Hon John Cowdell) in the Chair. 

Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Standing Order No 73, Time Limits on Speeches - Fifth 
Report 

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I now raise the same point of order as I raised last week.  Will the President indicate 
when this debate will conclude as the decision last week was made for only last week.  While I am on my feet, I 
suggest that a solution to this is that we deal with committee report No 6 from the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee first, because that deals with this issue, and then we could move on to the other report.  That would 
sort out a couple of problems at the same time.  I seek the President’s ruling on what time this debate will 
conclude.   

President’s Ruling 

The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the Opposition is correct that under our current Standing Orders without 
alteration either permanently, as is proposed in the sixth report, or as a temporary expedient, we will continue 
this debate until one o’clock.  We are now in Committee of the Whole.  Any move to change the order would 
require us, by motion, to go out of committee in order to effect that change.  I call the first item at this stage.  As 
members can talk for 10 minutes at a time, it might be appropriate that the Leader of the Opposition speak to the 
Leader of the House during that time and we can see whether we can report progress at some time.  

Debate Resumed 

Resumed from 7 November on the following motion moved by Hon George Cash - 

That the recommendations of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, Report No 5, be 
adopted and agreed to. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I gather from the lack of response from the Leader of the House that he proposes that 
this committee report process will continue until one o’clock.  Is that right?  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is possible that items (1) and (2) could be dealt with by one o’clock, in which case both 
would be answered.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The situation right now is that order of the day No 51 will proceed to one o’clock 
regardless of what happens, unless the Leader of the House moves a motion to the contrary. 

Hon Kim Chance:  A decision on part (2) of order of the day No 51 would deal with that.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I made a suggestion that we deal with that first, so we know what the situation will 
be on this matter today and in the future.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I did not want to defer a resolution on order of the day No 51(1).  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Then let me suggest that that debate may take some time.  I have this strange concern 
for the Government’s legislative program.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is really appreciated, leader.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I sat over there on a number of occasions and I recognise some of the problems.  I 
will say, if I may, without transgressing standing orders too much, that I have some problems with report No 6 of 
the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - from the Government’s perspective.  I was hoping we 
might get to discuss that.  However, in view of the leader’s attitude, I suspect that we will perhaps be dealing 
with time limits on speeches until one o’clock.  We will see what happens about that as time goes on.  I have a 
few things to say about this because the Greens (WA) have told us it is a very urgent and important issue; that is, 
that somehow or other the speaking times in this House are almost as important as talking about Iraq.  I have to 
say that I feel quite insignificant in respect of this debate, having listened to the lofty tones of previous speakers 
about world issues, and talking about speaking times seems so mundane in that context.  However, that is the 
nature of the place; we go from issues of one element of significance to a different element of significance.  
Hon Dee Margetts:  How long do you intend to talk about speaking times? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Until I finish what I want to say.  
Hon Dee Margetts:  Two hours perhaps?  Could you be proving our point? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not at all; I am not the only person on this side of the House who has a view on this.  
As I said last week, this spanking new member, fresh from the Senate - she said she was not fresh, so I accept 
that - wants to tell us how we should be running this Chamber.  She is some sort of an expert who, after being 
here five minutes, knows more about the way this House should operate than anyone else.  She is forcing the 
Government down a path it does not want to go down for reasons that escape me and then says, “Why do you 
want to debate this?  I have decided what we are going to do.  We will reduce speaking times for all members on 
some motions and get rid of unlimited times for other people.”  For some reason that is beyond me, the Greens 
are on a crusade.  However, it really worries me that this is coming from a new member, especially somebody 
from the Senate, who thinks she knows everything.  As I said last week, the Senate is not a House we should 
seek to emulate.   
Hon Kim Chance:  The Senate has interesting voting arrangements for its President.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, I know.  Does the Leader of the House know why? 
Hon Kim Chance:  No, I do not know why the President gets a vote.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would have thought that would be a simple question for a person of the political 
experience and knowledge of the Leader of the House. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I have never inquired.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I suggest that the Leader of the House does inquire, seeing that he put his hand up in 
Cabinet to change the voting arrangements of this House and, without any knowledge of another Chamber, is 
seeking to use the Senate as an example of what we should do here.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not know the history of the fact.  
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I remind members that we are dealing with Standing Order No 73, not other matters.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know; I was distracted.  I am very saddened to hear the interjection of the Leader of 
the House because that demonstrates a serious lack of knowledge of a very important Bill that will come before 
this House in due course.  
Hon Kim Chance:  I will make inquiries today.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What is before us at the moment is a proposal to change a standing order that has 
been in place since about 1989 and, in my view, has not worked too badly.  I do not think it works as well as the 
standing order that was in place prior to 1989 when, as I was saying last week, members had no time limits at all.   
The reason I want to take some time to talk about this is that it is important to contemplate what this House is 
supposed to do.  What is the purpose of this building?  What is the purpose of this room in this building?  Why 
are we here and what are we expected to do while we are here?  The word “Parliament” is based upon the French 
word “parler” to do with talking.  Parliament is a place where people come to talk about issues and vote on them 
and make decisions.  For some strange reason or other, some people who come to this Parliament want to stop 
people from speaking.  It does not seem to make any sense to me.  I would have thought that in a democracy and 
in a representative Parliament such as this, those people who are here representing electorates should be given 
the capacity to say what has got to be said from their perspective about the issues that are raised here.  For 
somebody to say, “Well, you can say it in 45 minutes, 50 minutes or 10 minutes” is an absolute nonsense.  
Sometimes it takes five minutes to say what needs to be said, and sometimes it might take five hours to say what 
needs to be said, depending on the issue and the circumstances.  I will keep repeating that when we had 
unlimited time in this House - and I am one of the few here who has experienced that - people did not speak for 
great periods.   
I read the other day a speech I made when this current standing order was brought in.  At that time in 1989, I had 
done some research into previous speaking times.  I picked a couple of days at random in the previous history of 
the House and worked out the average speaking time.  The average speaking time on those two occasions was 
about 20 minutes.  What that entailed was half a dozen speeches of 10 minutes and on one occasion one speech 
of an hour and a half and another of about 30 minutes, so the average was about 20 minutes.  I have not done an 
assessment of what happens now, but I would go so far as to say that the average is 45 minutes on substantive 
motions or on second reading speeches.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  The community has a much wider expectation of input into the processes here than it ever 
had back then when it was a gentlemen’s club and a rubber stamp for conservatives.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What absolute drivel!  Is the member suggesting that Western Australians in the past 
did not care what happened in Parliament? 
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Hon Dee Margetts:  They had no way of changing it and having input into the parliamentary process for those 
100 years. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member ought to do some research, just as the Leader of the House should, on 
the political history of Western Australia.  People have been voting for the Legislative Council for a very long 
time.  I might add that universal franchise was brought in by a coalition Government for the Legislative Council.  
People have been voting for members of this Chamber for many years, and to suggest that somehow or other 
when people had unlimited speaking time they did not take into account what the people thought does not make 
any logical sense to me.   

Several members interjected.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There were some good old days in the context of the House dealing with the business 
before it.  It is one of the great ironies of this issue that the more we seek to restrain people and the more we seek 
to put limits on what they can and cannot do, the more time it takes.  With unlimited time, the average speech 
was about 20 minutes.  Now the average speech is 45 minutes.  If we made it 30 minutes, the average time would 
be 30 minutes.  That is because, for some strange reason, there is this human desire to fill the time available.  
That is what has happened.  Therefore, I would rather that we were looking at a sessional order to go back to 
unlimited time.  

I ask myself: why are we dealing with this matter?  What is the problem that the Greens (WA) believe needs to 
be fixed?  Is the problem that the Parliament does not deal with issues quickly enough?  Is the problem that the 
Government cannot get 5 000 Bills through in every session?  If that is the problem, then someone needs to say 
that, because the notion of reducing members’ speaking times must be based on something that the Leader of the 
House and the Greens are seeking to achieve by supporting this proposal.  What are the Leader of the House and 
the Greens seeking to achieve?  Are they seeking to achieve a quicker process for getting legislation through the 
Parliament? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Yes - not deliberate filibustering and carrying on.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will come to that in a minute, because I do not think the member can give me one 
example - other than one that I know of - of deliberate filibustering.  I say in all sincerity that the example of 
filibustering that I remember most was when Hon Tom Stephens spoke for eight hours on the industrial relations 
legislation. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You said that you would talk it out and waste the time of the Legislative Council!   You 
actually threatened to filibuster on this very motion!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With all due respect, I did not. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am afraid you did. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What I said earlier in this debate is that this debate will go to one o’clock today. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I mean over the past year. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This debate will go to one o’clock today.  That is because the Leader of the House 
has advised that that will happen.  I advised him that there are members on this side of the House who want to 
speak on this motion.  That means it may well go to one o’clock, in which case we will not be able to deal with 
paragraph (1) of Order of the day No 51 because we will not get to it.  My suggestion was that we deal first with 
paragraph (2) and work out how long we will set aside in the House for committee reports, because if we do that 
we will then know what will happen with paragraph (1).  That would have been the logical way to proceed and it 
would not have taken a lot of time; but no, the Leader of the House knows better, so he will lose an hour of his 
time today.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is certainly logical, but I would like this question to be settled.  It has been hanging around 
for too long. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It will not be settled, because -  

Hon Kim Chance:  It is a compromise motion that has come to us from the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  So what?  I do not agree with what every committee says.  That is why we debate 
committee reports.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You asked for it to go to that committee for analysis. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right; and it has come up with a recommendation that I do not agree 
with. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It has done that, and you do not want to play the game any more.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  What game is being played?   

Hon Kim Chance:  If you did not want to deal with the committee report -  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This is extraordinary, Mr President. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Two other members are intruding on the speaking time of the Leader of the 
Opposition.  Members know that every member can speak for 10 minutes at a time, an unlimited number of 
times; so in fact members will have more than enough opportunity to participate, and to then participate again if 
they want to.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I make it very clear to the Leader of the House that the reason that we agreed, when I 
was Leader of the House, to allocate time for the discussion of committee reports was so that we could make our 
views about them known.  It was not so that everyone would agree with the findings of committees once they 
had made their reports; if that were the case, why debate committee reports?  The reason we debate committee 
reports is so that people can say that they agree or do not agree with the committee report, it should be amended, 
or we should do things in some other way.  I do not agree with the findings in this report. 

Hon Kim Chance:  So why bother to send it to a committee? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  To see what it comes up with.  It might have come up with something that I agree 
with.  I suspect that at the end of the day we will go along with this committee report, because it is a 
compromise.  It is a compromise I do not agree with, and I will tell members why, but at the end of the day I 
may have no choice but to put up my hand and say that is the best I will get out of it.  Surely I am entitled to say 
what I think about it.  It defies belief that the Leader of the House would in any way castigate a member for 
talking too much.  When I was sitting where he is sitting now and listened to him when he was sitting where Hon 
Barry House is now sitting, he spoke for a long time on a large number of issues and I sat back and listened with 
great interest, because what he said in those days made a lot of sense.  Regrettably, that is changing.  

I return to what I was saying.  What is the problem?  I am told by way of interjection that the problem is that the 
Parliament is not making enough progress, and that the Leader of the House believes that by reducing speaking 
times we will progress more quickly.  However, that will not happen, because it is not the speaking times that are 
causing the problem - if there is a problem - but the number of people who speak.  There was a time when there 
was the Government and the Opposition; that is, the coalition and the Labor Party. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is the past that you want to get back to!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do, and I can tell the member that I will help anybody who wants to get rid of the 
Greens, if that is of any encouragement to her. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Anybody? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would be delighted if the Greens disappeared off the face of the earth, and I suspect 
the Government would agree with me. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, never; they are our friends! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course the Government wants to get rid of them.  That is what the Leader of the 
House’s colleagues keep telling me.  In those days when we had the coalition Government and the Labor 
Opposition, on most Bills or issues there would be a speaker or two from the Government and a speaker or two 
from the Labor Party, and that was it.  Now the House has changed and there are five parties in this House, all of 
which want to say something.  That means there are now five groups of people who want to make a speech on 
every issue.  

Hon Jim Scott:  That is why you need to support this. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No.  Why not sit for longer?  That is another solution.  The House has changed, and 
that is why it takes longer for Bills to go through, although I might add, using the Leader of the House’s own 
words, this House is making more progress and is passing more Bills now than it did when we were in 
government.  Therefore, the Leader of the House cannot complain that this is some problem that is suddenly 
being foisted upon him, because, by his own admission, the Leader of the House is doing better than I did when I 
was Leader of the House.  

Hon John Fischer:  That is due to the quality of the Opposition. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly.  I have a fundamental view about things: if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.  All 
too often people try to fix things that are not broken and create even greater problems for themselves.  I have 
already explained that when everyone had unlimited speaking time, the House made far more progress, albeit 
there were only two sides to the argument.  This place used to finish at eight o’clock on most nights, which was 
quite extraordinary, because this place made decisions quickly and people did not spend a huge amount of time 
talking; however, now they do.   

The problem that the Government and the Greens think needs to be fixed is that the House does not make 
enough progress.  There are a number of solutions to that.  The House can sit for more weeks or for longer hours.  
The House can change its procedures and get rid of things like motions, urgency motions and the Address-in-
Reply, and anything that the Opposition may want to do, and set aside the time of the House just for government 
business.  We can then put time limits on Bills and use the guillotine if anyone talks for too long and turn this 
House into an exact replica of the other House.  We can then say we do not need this House any more, and out 
the door with the Legislative Council!  This House is different from the Assembly; it has to be, otherwise there is 
no point in having it.  I happen to be one of those who believes that we need to have a House of Review that 
reviews the Government’s legislation.  Thank God for the Legislative Council.  That is not my view.  That is the 
view of Philip Collier, a former Labor Premier, who was saved on a number of occasions from having to 
introduce dreadful legislation because the Legislative Council knocked it out.  I am talking about a different 
context. 

Hon Barry House:  And Brian Burke on land rights. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  He could not believe his good luck.  We need to have a 
Chamber that is a genuine House of Review.  In order to have a genuine House of Review, we need to have 
different rules.  It may take this Chamber longer than the other House to reach a conclusion on a Bill.  That is 
because we spend more time scrutinising it - and thank God again that we do, because some of the improvements 
that have been made to legislation in this House in my time in this place have been extraordinary.  I am talking 
about silly things that the Legislative Assembly does not even notice.  That is again a reflection on the 
committee system of this House.  I will not reflect on the decision of the House last night to reject the motion to 
refer a Bill to a committee, but that is the sort of matter we should refer to a committee so that it can take a good, 
hard look at the issues independent of the toing-and-froing in the Chamber itself.  However, if there is to be no 
committee scrutiny of Bills, the Chamber must scrutinise them.  An attempt to prevent members in the Chamber 
from doing their job properly by reducing their speaking time is completely at odds with the purpose of this 
House.  The Greens (WA), for some reason, think they are in this place on the same basis as the Democrats were 
- “to keep the bastards honest”. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  No, we never said that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is a good thing that the Greens do not say that because they do not keep 
anybody honest. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is because we know we won’t keep them honest. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Greens could not possibly claim that, because they are doing the exact opposite.  
They just took $10 million from the Government.  Is that keeping anybody honest?  That was the most 
extraordinary bit of corruption I have seen in years. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Don’t be silly. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It was absolute corruption to give the Greens $10 million to stop a parliamentary 
inquiry.  The Greens are not corrupt.  They are not keeping anybody honest; they are, in fact, taking advantage of 
a Government that is prepared to pay. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That sort of language doesn’t help your case.  It is such a patently absurd allegation. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government made no attempt to find out whether the railway station was needed 
before it gave into the Greens on the basis of rejecting a parliamentary inquiry into the Bill. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You might want to consider the view of the City of Perth in that case. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Government was prepared to pay $10 million, without any planning at all, to get 
what it wanted. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It was in the plan.  South Perth station has been in the plan for months. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is why I say that the Greens are not keeping anybody honest; in fact, they are 
helping the Government to become dishonest. 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members, I feel we might be straying from the motion before us. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The point I was seeking to make is that I am amazed that the pressure for time limits 
on speeches is coming from a party which regards itself as an important element of the Legislative Council - the 
House of Review - by virtue of the balance of power it holds.  Similarly, any other minor party that holds the 
balance of power keeps the major parties in check by using its numbers in the upper House to make sure that 
what the major parties are doing is properly scrutinised. 

It surprises me, therefore, that the members of this minor party, which sees itself in that role, should try to stop 
members from talking.  If they are jealous because the standing orders do not allow their lead speaker to have 
unlimited time, I would be happy to put that provision into the standing orders.  The National Party leader has 
unlimited time because of a historical set of circumstances when that was part of a deal, which was to introduce 
the first lot of time limits into the Parliament.  I am happy to say that the leaders of all parties should have 
unlimited time, if that is the Greens’ problem.   

There will come a time when the Greens will seek to go beyond the time allocated to them now.  There will be 
an issue - not a mundane or administrative issue - in a Bill perhaps concerning a significant and massive change 
to the Environmental Protection Act, about which the Greens will feel very strongly.  It may be a huge Bill about 
two inches thick, such as the industrial relations legislation, concerning a range of issues. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Please do not try to help me. 

Hon Barry House:  How will that save time? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It will not save time at all.  Members should just stop and think about it. 

Hon Adele Farina:  How does it save your time now? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We have second reading debates and second reading votes so that the House can 
make a decision on the principle of a Bill and in that debate members get the arguments going on their side of 
the House.  If the Bill contains 500 different issues, they must make a comment about those 500 different issues.  
As I said, Hon Tom Stephens spoke for eight hours on the industrial relations Bill.  I do not think he repeated 
himself more than once because it was significant legislation that contained many different issues.  His speech 
was, in fact, comprehensive and dealt with all the issues, albeit it took a long time; but that is very rare. 

I am saying “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”.  A time limit on speeches is not the cause of the problem that the 
Greens perceive to exist in the House.  The problem is not for how long members talk but how many members 
talk.  Now that there are five parties in the Chamber, on most occasions five different groups speak.  On some 
Bills more than one member of each party speaks because the party has an interest in an issue.  Surely members 
of Parliament are required, by virtue of the fact that they are members of Parliament, to speak on issues that 
come before the Parliament.  Their constituents expect them to do that; otherwise why are they here? 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are not trying to limit them. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why do we not just allow the government and opposition leaders to speak and let the 
rest of the members go home?  Those two leaders could debate and vote on the legislation and the one who 
makes the most noise would win, or something like that.  The rest of the members could be out in their 
electorates talking to their constituents because they would not be required in this place.  That is nonsense!  
Members are elected to this place to talk; that is what the place is for.  If members do not like talking, they 
should get another job.  That is what the job, a member of Parliament, is about. 

Members of Parliament are here to do a job on behalf of their constituents.  Their constituents are entitled to 
know that their members of Parliament are speaking on their behalf about the issues they want aired.  Similarly 
when elected members represent parties, their parties expect them to speak on their behalf about issues.  They 
want to know what they have been doing.  I suspect that most members attend preselection meetings with a list 
of the speeches they have made so that people can decide whether they should re-endorse them and so that they 
can hear what they said on an issue on the party’s behalf.  Similarly, constituents want to know what they did 
when they were in Parliament.  It would be a great way to promote themselves at an election if they said that 
they did not make a speech in Parliament because they did not want to waste the Government’s time. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For that very reason, unlimited time for some speakers impinges on the rights of other 
members to make the contribution they may want to make. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House should ask Hon Tom Stephens whether he thought that was 
the case in the industrial relations Bill.  He did not hold that view then. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  No. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, but he has changed his mind.  Is that what the Leader of the House is telling me? 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, but taken generally that is the case. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Has the Leader of the House changed his mind too?  He did not have that view when 
he used unlimited time. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, I used the devices available to me to delay a Bill that I did not want to go through the 
Parliament.  That is the tactic of filibuster. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is that not a legitimate parliamentary tactic? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes.  I am just saying that I now want to change the rules. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the Leader of the House thinks it is not a legitimate parliamentary tactic, I would 
be pleased to hear that so that I can quote it back to him when he is sitting on this side of the House. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is legitimate while the rules provide for it.  We are saying that we want to examine the 
potential to change those rules. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This is why I acknowledge that hypocrisy is alive and well in politics; however, it 
never ceases to amaze me when members make it obvious.  The issue of unlimited time for speeches mentioned 
in this report is not causing the House the problem that some members perceive to exist; the problem is the 
number of members who speak.  One member - or two members from each side as now exists - should have 
unlimited speaking time.  As I said, Hon Tom Stephens spent eight hours talking on a Bill.  The rest of his 
colleagues deferred to him, saying that they would not speak because he had spoken on their behalf.  
Alternatively, eight speakers could have talked for one hour each; the end result would have been exactly the 
same.  If a party, as opposed to a member, wants to delay legislation, it will find some other way to do that by 
having more speakers.  That will not solve the problem. 

Hon Kim Chance:  An amendment could be moved.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House could do that.  He could do anything he liked.  He knows as 
well as I do that an Opposition can use countless tactics to delay legislation.  That will always happen when a 
Government introduces legislation that is controversial and vigorously opposed by the Opposition.  In some 
cases, an Opposition seeks to delay legislation because of the impact the timing will have on a matter.  This 
proposal will not fix the problem if that is what the minister thinks the problem is.  

The Procedure and Privileges Committee report is not seeking to address only the question of unlimited time; it 
is seeking to deal with a number of other issues.  Members can speak for 60 minutes on budget Bills, Bills the 
Council cannot amend or the Address-in-Reply.  That is because members can speak in those debates about 
wide-ranging issues.  In 1989 when this standing order was introduced, the House considered that members 
should have extra time to debate wide-ranging matters that affect their electorates.  It was a tradition that 
members spoke on electorate issues on the budget Bill and the Address-in-Reply.  One hour was therefore 
provided.  This proposal seeks to reduce that time to 45 minutes.  All members speak on the Address-in-Reply so 
34 x 15 minutes will create a saving.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Eight and a half hours.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  However, the moving of one amendment will get rid of that saving in about three 
speeches.  If five amendments were moved - as occurred when the Leader of the House was in opposition - the 
time taken could be increased five times.  An amendment to the Address-in-Reply is before the Legislative 
Council now.  If the Opposition were inclined to consume the time the Government was trying to save, it could 
move an amendment to the amendment so the time saving would go down the gurgler.  The adoption of this 
proposal will not result in time saving if the Opposition is trying to frustrate the Government’s agenda, as the 
Labor Party did when I was Leader of the House.  

The proposal seeks to take away the unlimited speaking time of one person on each side of the House.  At 
present the minister in charge of the Bill has unlimited time to speak on a Bill and the Leader of the House has 
unlimited time to speak whenever he chooses.  The Leader of the Opposition and the person in charge of the Bill 
on behalf of the Opposition both have unlimited time.  This proposal seeks to take away one of those 
opportunities for unlimited time.  In other words, a government member and an opposition member will lose 
unlimited time as will the Leader of the National Party.  I have discussed that and it will not make any difference 
to the amount of time the House consumes.  
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The proposal seeks to reduce the time taken to debate an amendment from 45 minutes to 30 minutes if a member 
has already spoken to the original question.  A member would need only to move another amendment to obviate 
that saving.  The proposal also seeks to limit the right of reply to 45 minutes, which is an hour on some Bills, as I 
mentioned earlier, so a few minutes will be saved.  

The 15-minute extension granted by leave is sought to be retained.  That is nice.  Another change is that a 
member can stand up as often as he likes and speak for 10 minutes on each call in Committee.  If an Opposition 
were inclined to give the Government a hard time by delay and frustration, every member could speak on each 
clause for 10 minutes.  Limiting the time will not make any difference to whether the business is dealt with 
quickly.  

The seventh proposed change reads -  

in addition to the current 40 minutes allowed on a motion for the adjournment, a maximum of 20 
minutes would apply to any debate on a special adjournment motion, and 60 minutes on a motion 
without notice to suspend standing orders.  

At present, 40 minutes is allowed on the adjournment debate.  I can say, with humility, that is one of the few 
time constraints I appreciate because 11.40 pm is a good time to go home. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The adjournment debate performs a very valuable role, particularly for private members.  I 
would be loath to do away with it even though it can get tiresome. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I was being somewhat facetious, but in the good old days when time limits did not 
apply, an adjournment speech was made once every two or three days.  When the time was limited to 40 
minutes, the full limit was used every night because everyone thought they would grab the opportunity to speak 
for 10 minutes. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am attracted to the idea of setting aside a period for private members’ business during the 
day.  Perhaps we could rearrange other time reserved under the standing orders and roll it all into a period for 
private members.  I am interested in talking about that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I read a speech earlier in which I said something very similar to that a long time ago.  
Rather than come into the House with recommendations of this nature, we should have discussed the whole issue 
at some length and involved other parties.  The House Management Committee, established under the standing 
orders, has not met since I can remember. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is because you do not attend. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have not been invited. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You said, “I’m not going to the meetings any more,” and you have not made yourself 
available since then. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That should not make any difference. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Technically, the House Management Committee comprises you, as the Leader of the 
Opposition and me, as the Leader of the House. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, it is anyone who is invited. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is you and me, and whoever else chooses to come.  However, without you I do not have a 
House Management Committee. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is another good decision I made!  That comment was made in the context of a 
set of circumstances that existed before and which we have resolved.  If the Leader of the House wants to hold a 
management meeting I will turn up.  Hon Kate Doust said in her speech the other day that we should examine 
the processes of the House.  I agree with her.  However, we should not throw out the baby with the bath water 
before appreciating why the baby is in the bath in the first place.  It is easy for new members to say a procedure 
in here is stupid; however, they may not know why it exists.  Sometimes procedures are followed for very good 
reasons with which people are not familiar. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  It is easy for people who have been here for a long time to think that because we have always 
done something it should not be changed. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not disagree with that; Hon Sue Ellery is right.  More changes occurred to the 
standing orders when I was Leader of the House than under any other leader in history; albeit, I was forced into 
making some changes.  They were not always agreed with.  Some of the changes have not worked.  I appreciate 
that the Government does not have enough time to do its business.  However, that problem will not be resolved 
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by taking away the capacity of other members to utilise time in the House to say what they need to say.  We will 
keep 40 minutes for the adjournment and 20 minutes maximum for a debate on a special adjournment.  I will 
move an amendment to this because I do not agree with it.  The special adjournment is moved only when the 
House will not sit during the normal sitting period.  For example, at the end of today, because the House is not 
sitting next week, the Leader of the House will move that the House at it is rising adjourn until Tuesday, 26 
November.  The only time I remember that motion ever being debated was when we gave valedictories at the 
end of the last Parliament.  It would be a shame if the valedictories were constrained to 20 minutes, although 
some people might think that would be a good idea.  This is another example of a procedure that does not present 
a problem.  There is nothing wrong with not having a time limit attached to the special adjournment.  If we 
impose a 20-minute time limit and one occasion arises in the future on which it needs to be debated, it cannot be 
debated. 

I cannot remember an occasion when that special adjournment motion was debated, but I can imagine 
circumstances when it could be.  A very serious political crisis might arise at some time, and the Leader of the 
House might move that the House adjourn until Pancake Tuesday, as the previous President used to say, for the 
Government to get itself out of some serious political crisis.  I cannot imagine what it might be, but the House 
has prorogued when we are still sitting, so anything is possible.  This change would mean that we could not 
debate that proposal. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Without suspension of standing orders. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  If the Government wants to have its way, standing orders will not be 
suspended.  A motion may be put forward for a special adjournment to a time well into the future to overcome a 
serious political crisis and it cannot be debated.  We should delete this motion.  This is not a problem now.  If 
anybody can tell me how not having a time limit on that debate has caused a problem, I would like to hear it.  
Nobody can tell me, because there is not - there is no problem, so do not try to fix something that is not broken. 

I conclude my remarks on this basis: I have never, ever supported a change to limits on speaking times, and I 
have been consistent in that regard.  I had to wear the decisions made in 1989 to introduce the first lot of 
speaking times.  I am very concerned that we are now going down the path to further restrict those speaking 
times.  I do not believe that will achieve anything for this Government.  If the only problem that has caused this 
to happen is the Government not getting its legislation through quicker, I have already explained it will not have 
any effect.  Any Opposition that wants to frustrate the Government’s legislative program will be able to, no 
matter what device the Government seeks to implement.  It would be better if the Leader of the House were to 
call together interested members between now and when we resume next year and have some preliminary 
discussions about how the House might operate differently to allow the Government more time for its legislative 
program.  I know the Government needs more time, which is one of the great ironies of Order of the Day No 
51(2), which would take away from the Government’s time.  I am sure the Leader of the House has noticed that.  
I do not necessarily agree with that proposition, for that very reason.  The Government is not going to fix the 
problem it thinks it has; if there is some other problem that I am not aware of that is being caused by the 
speaking times - perhaps they do not like hearing me talk; that will only be for the time I am here, because 
somebody else will take my place in due course; they might even enjoy hearing me speak - 

Hon Kim Chance:  We always enjoy your speeches. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the Leader; and likewise.  I look forward with a lot of interest to the Greens 
(WA) explaining to us why they are so hell-bent on this idea.  I was a little surprised at Hon Dee Margetts’ real 
enthusiasm for this matter, and even last week when we discussed when the debate on committee reports would 
conclude and I suggested something that the member did not agree with - which took 12 minutes off this debate 
last week - she was very angry.  The Government had moved onto the report about speaking times ahead of a 
report that we were in the middle of discussing that was brought to the House by her colleague Hon Christine 
Sharp.  The member was prepared to put that report to one side so we could deal with the report about speaking 
times.  I found that extraordinary.  I would have thought environmental issues were far more important than 
speaking times in the House. 

Let us be serious about this and give some serious thought to how this House might operate.  Hon Kate Doust 
has thrown out a challenge.  All sorts of things can be considered, such as sensible sitting hours, even sitting on 
Mondays through to Fridays and doing quite different things from the Legislative Assembly, but the Leader of 
the House should do everything that can be done to avoid this House becoming a pale imitation of the Assembly 
and becoming a part of the legislative sausage machine that just has stuff going in one end and being churned out 
the other.  There is an old Mark Twain saying that anybody who respects the law or loves sausage should never 
watch either being made.  I hope we do not finish up like a sausage factory and that we maintain at least the 
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capacity to properly scrutinise legislation by giving members the time and the capacity to put the arguments they 
want to put.  I do not agree with the report, but I may have to go along with it if that is the best I can get out of it. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I like some sausage and I respect the legal process.   

Hon Barry House:  That is quite an admission. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Too much information. 

In fact I am regretting that already. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members! 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  This motion is a pale reflection of what the Greens (WA) proposed, and of course what 
the Government itself put forward.  This issue has been before this Chamber for over a year and a half.  The 
constant message that we are getting from the Leader of the Opposition is, “I wish we were back in the old 
days.”  Let us reflect what this Chamber would have been like when it was first put together.  The number of 
Bills dealt with per year would have been very small. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That is not true.  Have a good hard look at the research. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The hours this place sat reflected the fact that this House was run like a gentlemen’s 
club.  The men - mostly; the vast majority - spent the morning at their gentlemen’s club, had a long, leisurely 
lunch, then ambled on to the other gentlemen’s club, which was the Legislative Council, and spoke at their 
leisure, using their arms or whatever.  The Leader of the Opposition admitted that he longs to get back to a 
situation where we simply have two parties.  Having two parties means that whoever has the numbers wins every 
time and there is not the potential for an interactive debate.  If we were to do a media search of issues at a state 
level from before proportional representation was introduced into the Legislative Council and now, not only 
would we see that there is now proportional representation, but also there is a wider representation in this 
Chamber, and we would find that there have been very productive debates and that the community is interested 
in what happens in the State Parliament.  The community did not have any access to the Parliament when there 
was a rubber stamp in the Legislative Assembly and another rubber stamp - perhaps a different one - in the 
Legislative Council.  In effect, when there were two rubber stamps, depending on who was in power in the upper 
House, either both rubber stamps were the same variety or, if there were a Labor Government in the lower 
House, a rubber stamp for the Government and a rubber stamp for the conservative Opposition in the upper 
House.  Of course, the conservative Opposition was here for 100 years.  Everybody knew what the rules were; it 
was comfortable.  There was no need for most of the backbenchers to go and do any work.  They did not need to 
do research, because it was a set play.  Once somebody had spoken for five hours, he had said most of what 
needed to be said.  But it is different now.  In my own electorate in the Agricultural Region people, for the first 
time, can forum-swap.  There are five different representatives from five different parties.  More than ever, we 
have constant debates in this Chamber about issues impacting on regional Western Australia, because those 
issues come through.  It is not just in the legislation; it is also in the motions that we deal with.  An analysis of 
the questions that have been asked, representing the range of people in the community, indicates that this is a 
qualitatively different Chamber from what it was in the past.  I believe that is a good thing.  When there was a 
choice of Labor, Liberal or the National Parties, to whom did the people in regional Western Australia go if they 
wanted to know about all the decisions that had been made in relation to, for instance, economic rationalism and 
economic globalisation?  

Hon Murray Criddle:  The National Party! 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes, and that is why they are dropping the National Party like a hot potato.  What was 
the point of going to those people for a debate on economic globalisation?  First, they did not understand it and, 
secondly, they all agreed with each other.  Now at least there is wider debate.  The voices within the community 
are entitled to that representation.  If those on the government bench and the official opposition bench have 
particular, inherited rights for the Leader of the House, the Leader of the Opposition, the minister and delegated 
speakers, that means -  

Hon Barry House:  That is 600 years of history. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That 600 years of history forgets the fact that we now have proportional representation.  
People now expect a wider range of views to be expressed in this Chamber.  If those inequities persist in this 
Chamber, a George Orwell, Animal Farm, two legs are better than four situation will arise.  These two legs are 
better than the rest of the community, which is represented by the range of views in this Chamber!  That is 
patently nonsense.   

The motion that we have been asked to deal with today is pathetic in many ways.  It is a very small change - 
hardly something for people to get their knickers too much in a twist about.  However, it is a change that reflects 
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the initial motion that was on the Notice Paper.  The decisions that were made some months ago were very 
disappointing.  Who made the decision on behalf of the Government that it was not a good idea for members in 
this Chamber to know that we have an equitable situation and that the people who elected me, my colleagues and 
One Nation and National Party members have equal representation, instead of a situation in which not only all 
representatives of the Opposition can speak for an equal length of time but also perhaps three people from that 
side can speak for an unlimited time, not only during the second reading stage but also during the committee 
stage of the Bill?  That is ridiculous.  The very fact that somebody has spoken for nearly an hour when others get 
only 10 minutes absolutely proves how ridiculous that situation is.   

In the end it will be with reluctance that we agree to this pale imitation.  It is a step, but not much of a step, in the 
right direction.  Yes, the system is broken because the situation has changed.  Though members opposite may 
long for the past and for us to go back to the turn of the century, the situation has changed.  The community 
expects something different of not only us, but also members opposite.  The community expects to have a say, 
not just to have the old boys club of the past.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  During debates such as this, three words spring to mind: commonsense, 
communication and cooperation.  If we had any of those, we would go a long way towards solving this problem 
and we would not need to hear all the arguments that have been put forward to justify certain positions.  I see 
that I do not have a time limit, but this might be the last speech I make under these circumstances. 

Hon Norman Moore:  So take advantage of it! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Members do not need to worry, because I will make only a few comments.   

It has been demonstrated in the past few minutes that there must be some understanding of what will happen in 
the future.  Communication about the situation obviously would lead to far less debate.  Some organisational 
skills, so that we know exactly what we are doing and what is required, would be a step in the right direction.  
That has a major impact on the amount of debating time that is available and the amount of time people require 
to outline their positions.   

I think there are times when members need a little longer in which to speak.  Some very serious issues come 
forward.  In my case when debating in this Chamber, I have made it a practice to be pretty succinct and to get the 
issues on the table in the shortest space of time.  My mind goes back to Hon Kim Chance, Hon Tom Helm and 
Hon Tom Stephens, who all made marathon speeches in this Chamber.  They could have said everything in 
about five minutes and we would have suffered a lot less.  Some commonsense must be brought to this issue.  I 
do not know that members make any more impact by speaking for seven hours when maybe five or seven 
minutes would do the job.  The industrial relations debate went on for a long time.  I also recall the debates on a 
number of Bills I introduced, one of which dealt with Westrail and the other with the dairy industry.  Those 
debates went on for an extremely long time.  We have not pushed the time limits for debate at all.  I think there 
were only about four hours of debate on the recent motion to refer the railway Bill to a committee.  By no means 
is that a long time.   

I note that the Leader of the House is now back in the Chamber.  I will conclude by noting that the ability for the 
National Party member to speak for any length of time will be removed.  The issue is about commonsense, 
communication and cooperation.  We need that in this Chamber, and we need an understanding of what is going 
on.  We need to know what will happen in the future, particularly as we move towards Christmas.  Some 
communication about the Bills that the Government wants to debate in that time frame might well be of benefit.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I endorse what Hon Murray Criddle has said.  I want to move away from the idea that 
everything old is bad and everything new is good, or vice versa.  Many people seem to be saying that if it is old, 
it is no good and if it is new, it is good, or vice versa.  Many good things have been learnt over the years through 
experience.  That does not mean that we do not make changes when necessary and obviously when there is a 
problem.   

I will pick a couple of areas that I think might address some of our problems, some of which I have raised 
before.  First, one of the reasons we waste too much time is that some Bills are far too big.  When it comes to 
debating those Bills, we just skim through most of them and concentrate on the contentious or important parts.  
The reality of the matter is that we skim over an awful lot of words in those Bills simply because it is not 
humanly possible to read them all.  I have raised this issue before, and I have discussed it with parliamentary 
counsel.  About 90 per cent of the content of Bills is quite unnecessary; yet we keep including it.  Not 
surprisingly, we all seem to be short of time and have trouble getting to the nub of things.  That is because of the 
remarkable amount of dross in between the useful stuff in Bills.  We would do ourselves a great favour if we 
united so that we ended up with legislation that deals with only those parts that need to be dealt with.  The 
incentive as a Government to do that is this: if Bills are passed that unnecessarily put garbage into place, it 
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normally ends up limiting the executive power; it restricts the capacity to do things.  Members would be amazed 
at what can be done without legislation.  Every time we pass legislation that says what we can do and how we 
can do it, we end up with less power than we had before.  There are very few things for which we need 
legislation.   
That is something we should do.  It would be a good idea for this report to be referred to the Legislation 
Committee.  Smaller Acts that dealt only with things that needed to be done would make a really positive 
contribution to this State.  I am sure that everybody would be better off as a result of that.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I have a Bill coming into the House next year that will repeal 14 Acts.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  That is not the point.  The Bills that are being introduced are so fat.   
Hon Kim Chance:  This is a very slim Bill.  It is the head of power.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  The big problem is that the new Bills the Government has introduced are very big.  I 
believe that 90 per cent of their content is not required.  The second point I make is the way we organise things.  
I admit to total failure in this respect.  In my time in government, I tried to organise how Bills are set up.  I 
inform members who have not been involved in the process that it is the most unbelievably inefficient process I 
have ever come across.  We get the drafting approval, which is fine.  However, a bottleneck occurs when the 
Bills are drafted.  Some member’s Bills are drafted quickly and others are not.  There is some magic to that.  
Usually somebody has some say over the priority of the drafting.  That member tends to get his Bills through and 
the others do not.  The Bills the Premier wants drafted and the Bills that have a political necessity or urgency 
tend to get priority.  However, to be frank, often they are not very important Bills in the overall management of 
the State.  A person standing on the moon looking down on the planet might not understand why this little group 
of ants is so keen on this piece of legislation and another little group of ants is dead against it.  From a historical 
point of view, we would find that a lot of that type of legislation is not important.  However, nearly everyone 
would agree that some of the other legislation is important, but it is just not being progressed.   

The federal Parliament in Canberra can manage its legislation.  I do not do things just because Canberra does; I 
do them because if Canberra does them well, we can too.  There is no reason we cannot use an ordinary 
engineering planner.  All these tasks must be put in place.  Big tasks, little tasks and important tasks all need to 
be progressed.  We could work out that we have so many big Bills, so many medium-sized Bills and so many 
little Bills.  The Government knows how many there will be; it is obvious - just look at past statute books.  The 
Government could say that it wants this or that Bill and could slot them in.  The Bills would not have to be 
named.  Members could then be told that if their Bill was ready at a particular time, they would be provided with 
the next slot.  Whoever was ready for the slot would get it.  We know that the Bills would pass through, although 
there is also the matter of roughage.  However, we do not do that.  The current situation is that we jostle, which 
is incredibly inefficient.  We then get a list of how many Bills the Government wants to pass by the end of the 
session and we say, “You must be kidding; how on earth can we do that?”  Why have all these Bills suddenly 
appeared at the end of the session?  We know why.  It is because we have the most inefficient system that I have 
ever seen.  I suggest the Government take up some of these ideas so that we could get a nice, steady flow of all 
sorts of Bills, and we would deal with them.  If we used a little bit of engineering control, we would all benefit 
instead of sitting around and thinking that we have nothing to do.  The minister knows what tends to happen in 
this place.   

Sometimes a minister’s Bill does not come before us because the minister cannot make up his mind about the 
Bill.  When I was the Attorney General, I noticed that some people really had no idea of what they were doing 
with their drafting.  They would go back and forth again and I wondered whether they knew what was 
happening.  All those things have an impact on the flow of legislation.  A good bit of engineering management 
for legislation would help tremendously.  The fact is that we do not have those efficiencies at the end of the 
session so we end up with things happening here.  These proposed time limits are silly.  They are a way of 
dealing with a problem that can be seen, without understanding the cause of the problem.  Frankly, I think that 
good management would take away of lot of these problems.   
I will give members an analogy.  This is a difficult analogy because if members are not into sailing, they will not 
get it, but members who are will get it immediately.  When rigging a dinghy, the bow is faced into the wind and 
the sail is hauled up.  The good thing about that is that when the sail is facing dead into the wind, it does nothing 
but flap when it is hauled up.  However, if the wind changes, it catches the sail and pulls the dinghy over.  People 
who sail learn very early not to haul on the sail to get it back in line with the boat; they move the bow around so 
that the sail flaps once again.  If a sailor hauls on the sail to try to get it in line with the middle of the boat, the 
sail catches the wind and, bang, away it goes.  Too often when the wind shifts and the sail starts to fill, instead of 
turning the boat into the wind to accommodate it so that it does not build up pressure, the sailor hauls on the sail.  
This proposal is like hauling on the sail.  It is saying that we have a problem and instead of trying to deal with 
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why we have a problem - the fact is that the wind has shifted and moved the head of the boat around - we are 
trying to haul people into line.  That produces pressure.  One of those pressures is that Hon Norman Moore has 
said that he does not like the Government’s solution.   

If we further examined the process and worked out why we had this management problem, we would be less 
likely to have these difficulties.  The Government will not solve its problems with this measure.  The Leader of 
the House is worried about how much time we spend talking.  He remembers the former Government’s industrial 
relations Act.  How many Labor Party members spoke on that issue?   

Hon Kim Chance:  All of us.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, and they got a few goes at it.  That can still be done.  The fact that Hon Tom Stephens 
talked for seven hours was neither here nor there.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  You are dead right about that.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I sat here through the whole thing.   

I am happy to cooperate with the Government if there is a benefit for the Parliament of Western Australia.  
However, I do not think that the Government’s proposal is the answer.  I know why it is being done, but I do not 
think it is the answer.  The fact that it operates in Canberra is neither here nor there.  The Speaker in West 
Bengal has achieved a tremendous amount of cooperation in his Parliament largely because he has let off the sail 
and has let the Parliament face into the wind.  The Speaker of West Bengal is a very canny person and is worth 
listening to.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I have discussed this matter with my One Nation colleagues and we have given it serious 
consideration.  After hearing other members put forward their points of view and giving the matter serious 
consideration, we have changed our minds.  The extended debates that have taken place during the time that my 
colleagues and I have been in this House have centred on two social Bills and the one vote, one value legislation.  
I believe that the extended time that those debates took reflected the community’s concern on those pieces of 
legislation.  I believe that the time spent on them was time well spent.  It would have given the electors the 
impression that members were concerned because they provided a lot of input into the way those Bills turned 
out; whether or not they are happy with the way it occurred is another issue.  Most people would fully realise 
that because of the time spent discussing the Bills in detail, they were considered extremely seriously.  As I said, 
therefore, that would have reflected the community’s concern.   

Several members represent far-flung or very large electorates.  Much of my electorate especially is foreign to 
most people of Western Australia.  However, some people have endeavoured to visit some of those areas that are 
off the usual tourist runs.  On many occasions we need to spend time debating matters so that members can 
comprehend the distances and the special situations that exist outside of the metropolitan area.  I have no 
hesitation in being parochial in promoting the regional areas of Western Australia because, unfortunately, I do 
not think they get the representation or the understanding from most of the community that they deserve.   

That brings me to a matter that the Leader of the Government referred to, and with which I am in total agreement 
- the Leader of the Opposition also indicated that he was in agreement with this.  He said that private members’ 
time could be looked at by this House.  At the moment, we have an opportunity to speak on issues which concern 
us in the adjournment debate at the end of the day.  For several reasons that can be rather intimidating, given the 
hours that we have sat and the business that has occurred prior to the end of the day.  At times one tends not to 
bring up issues because it has been a long day.  As the Leader of the Government has indicated, it would be 
extremely worthwhile to give some in-depth thought to private members’ time.  I would look forward to 
participating in any discussion on that.  I agree with several of the previous speakers that commonsense should 
prevail.  

In many issues, as the Leader of the Government admitted, it is quite reasonable that, at times, speaking time is 
used as a tactic - and a very good one - and a weapon to win a debate on philosophies and policies.  This is what 
debating and Parliament is all about.  It would be a sadder place if it were not for those opportunities to use that 
tactic.   

During the committee’s deliberations I observed that the leaders of all parties should perhaps have the same 
amount of speaking time.  However, in discussion with my colleagues and after looking at the situation in a 
serious manner and considering what would work best within the walls of this House, One Nation members have 
changed their minds.  I see the necessity for the leader of the major opposition party to have more time extended 
to him than that given to leaders of the minor parties.  Perhaps in times to come, if the number of members 
representing the parties were to change and become more equal across the board, I would be prepared to look at 
that again.  After all, these are living documents; they are always open to change.  With the make-up of the 
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House at the moment, with the Government and the major opposition party and three minor parties, it is a fair 
proposal that both the Leader of the Government and the Leader of the Opposition should have unlimited time 
while the other parties have restricted time.  It is commonsense that the major parties work a bit harder in some 
instances.  I am not by any means saying they work harder as individuals, but certainly they do in the ongoing 
process of the legislation.  On many occasions, my colleagues and I have looked at the program of legislation 
coming up and, because there are just three of us, we have had to choose very carefully what we would speak on.  
There is no doubt that a larger party, in this case the major opposition party, speaks on a lot more Bills, which is 
reasonable because it has more representation in this House.  I think commonsense comes into it.   
I very briefly note that Hon Peter Foss was going to mention a very interesting situation that he spoke on the 
other day in regard to his trip to India, and I look forward to the next 10 minutes.  I am sure he will enlarge on 
the speech he gave to the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association.  His comments about the Communist Party 
and granting everyone an equal amount of time in the West Bengal Parliament was extremely interesting.   
One Nation will support extended time for leaders of the Government and the Opposition.  We support the 
motion.  
HON PETER FOSS:  The point I would like to mention about West Bengal, which I raised in the 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, concerns Hon Hasim Abdul Halim, who is the Speaker of West 
Bengal Parliament and has been for 25 years.  He is a stalwart member of the Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association and an extremely canny man, if ever I have come across one, and a member of the Communist 
Marxist party, interestingly enough, so he is not quite of my political bent, but a man for whom I have developed 
an enormous respect because of his very sound statements.  He had a lot to say about the role of the Presiding 
Officer.  One of the things he said was that in the West Bengal Parliament he made sure that the Opposition had 
equal time with the Government.  That might be a bit of a problem for us in terms of finding things to do.  In 
saying that, he included legislation time, so that legislation time went down as government time, and for the time 
the Government spent on legislation there was an equivalent amount of time for the Opposition.  When he gave 
the time to the Opposition, he gave it to the official Opposition, and it was then the responsibility of the 
opposition parties to share it around among themselves.  If he found that it was not being shared around, he 
would speak to the Opposition to ensure that it was.  He did not take over the management of every single 
minute so that everybody had the same amount of time, but if he saw that time was not being properly managed 
by the Leader of the Opposition, he spoke to the Leader of the Opposition. 
Hon Ed Dermer:  What would happen if the Opposition did not use the time?  Would that restrict their time?  
Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  He gave them the time - if they did not use it, it was up to them.  It was the same if the 
Government did not use its time.  The amazing thing about this was that he said he had never had any problems.  
The Indian Parliament has had problems; it has seen some of the most extraordinary behaviour I have ever come 
across.  Interestingly, a lot of that has occurred because of the multiplicity of minor parties.  Minor parties must 
somehow gain the attention of the media because people tend to rely on the media.   

One of the reasons India has so many minor parties is that in 1986 the Parliament brought in an anti-defection 
law that was intended to bind party discipline and make sure everything was under control.  Under the anti-
defection law, if members are under a whip and vote against their party, they lose their seat.  However, there was 
a gloss on this: if one-third of the party also voted with a member, there was deemed to be a split in the party.  Of 
course, human nature being what it is, they have had nothing but splits ever since.  This move, which was 
intended to enforce the discipline of parties, has fractured them.  Of course, as parties fractured and got smaller, 
the ability to get a one-third number got easier and easier. 
Hon John Fischer:  Is that nationally in India?  
Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  It started as a national law and then various States adopted it.  The result has been the 
same wherever it has been adopted.  It has led to this massive fracture of the Parliament.  Now there are so many 
small parties there is no discipline in the Parliament.  Some of the indiscipline comes from the parties 
themselves.  People’s behaviour in Parliament is not just due to the Presiding Officer; it is also derived from the 
parties themselves.  So it has ended up with huge problems, with coalitions with massive numbers of different 
parties; enormous negotiations after an election to actually form the Government; and with jockeying and with 
everyone who does not get to be a part of the Government carrying on like we would not believe in the 
Parliament afterwards in order to get some attention.   
The West Bengal Parliament did not adopt that particular law, and it has worked in a very satisfactory way for 25 
years - admittedly I do not think it would be very satisfactory for the people in opposition for 25 years - simply 
because they took that pressure off.  Hon Hasim Abdul Halim is the epitome of a person who instead of hauling 
on the sail turns the bow into the wind.  His method was to say, “I will give you half of the time of the 
Parliament, and when you have used your half of the time, the Government will get its half of the time.”  If we 
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did it in that way, it would be reasonably fair, and we would not get the sort of pressures we get in this place 
where people feel that they have not been consulted and they have not been able to get the things done that they 
want to get done and so forth.   
What has been proposed by the committee is the wrong way to go in addressing the real problem.  We probably 
need to sit down as a group and work out how we can best deal with the problem.  I do not want to stay in this 
place for longer.  We are already staying here for too long.  I do not know about anybody else, but I am finding 
that with finishing at about 11.30 pm and getting home at 12.00 midnight, and then getting up at 6.00 am, as I 
usually do, I am getting really tired.  That is not ideal for my professional contribution, and nor is it good for my 
health.  I do not think this proposal will affect that.  However, measures can be taken that will affect that; and I 
would far rather address my mind to that. 

If anything good can come out of this debate, it is a determination by all the members of this House.  This House 
has shown previously that it has the capacity to think ingeniously.  This House has done some really good things 
from time to time.  Does the Leader of the House recall that when I was a minister I moved an amendment to 
standing orders to automatically move motions for disallowance of regulations onto the Notice Paper so that they 
would be dealt with, because if they were not dealt with, they would be lost? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That was a move that I made when in government in order to assist the Opposition to debate 
delegated legislation.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That has become one of the most powerful elements of this House. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  However, the funny thing about it is that the then Leader of the Opposition, Hon John 
Halden, thought I was pulling a swiftie and stood up and accused me of all sorts of terrible things.  I said, “Hang 
on.  I am doing this in government because I think there is a malfunction in the House.  I am doing this to give 
you the power to force this on, because I happen to believe in democracy and in this House.”  I still believe in 
democracy and in this House.  I also believe in government matters.  I agree with the remark by Hon Norman 
Moore that if we are not careful with our alteration to this time period, we will go after lunch on a Thursday.  On 
Thursdays, the Government needs to have some guarantee of government time, because Thursday is not a very 
useful day in some ways.  We need to look at these things not only from the seat that we currently occupy but 
also from the seat that we or our successors may occupy on the other side of the Chamber.  When we were in 
government and had control of the House, I thought this was a good move that the House should make, and now 
that we were in government we could put it in; and I persuaded my colleagues to agree to it.  Whenever the 
Leader of the House considers changing the standing orders, he needs to look at it from two perspectives: he 
needs to sit on that side of the House, and he needs to sit on this side of the House.  I agree that the minor parties 
also play an important role, and one day if they get big enough they may get to sit on the frontbench of this side 
of the House, or even on the government side.  However, this Parliament works by having a Leader of the House 
and a Leader of the Opposition.  I am happy that there are other parties in this place, and I think we have 
improved this House in many ways by the contributions of those members.  However, the fundamentals of the 
business of the House have to be worked out between the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition.  
The Leader of the House has not considered this proposal from both perspectives.  As Hon Norman Moore has 
said, we do not think it will work. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I agree.  It tends to treat symptoms rather than causes. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  I would like to work on the causes.  It frustrated me in government, and it 
frustrates me in opposition, to have to waste our time dealing with bumf - which is what most of the stuff that 
comes through this place is - and to then not have enough time to look at what really matters, nor at what the 
Bills throw at us as being what really matters.  We then talk about this sort of thing, which I think will lead to 
this House sitting for longer.  I would rather we cut down our hours and find out whether we can do it better.  
That is the solution.  I am happy to work with the Leader of the House to do that, because I believe an efficient 
Parliament will be better for all of us in the end. 

HON BARRY HOUSE:  The unfortunate net effect of this debate is that the Government will lose an hour of its 
legislative time. 
Hon Kim Chance:  It has been a good investment, though! 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It has been an interesting debate, but that will be the unfortunate end result.  I do not 
think that will be productive for the Government, because it will not get a decision on this motion before one 
o’clock today -  
Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is the bullyboy enforcement attitude that some elements of the Labor Party adopt, 
unfortunately.  This Parliament is not about that, as I think a lot of members have explained.  The Leader of the 
House has allowed the debate to take place in this way.  The Leader of the House could, if he wanted, report 
progress now so that we would save half an hour; I do not think anybody would mind if he did that.  However, it 
would be sad if that were done just to gather ammunition or run some media campaign to say, “Here we are!  We 
have proved our point!  The Opposition will get up and talk on time limits.”  That would be an unfortunate side 
effect of the debate.  I will reluctantly support the committee’s recommendation and this motion at the end of the 
day, as the best compromise that we can salvage out of the situation, unless we can get a better option as a result 
of this debate; and I hope we can.  It is not my preferred position, because it does not allow the Parliament to do 
its job adequately; and that is what we are all about.   
I do not mind admitting that I believe strongly in the Westminster system of government, because it has proved 
over centuries that it has stability, effectiveness and strength in comparison with other systems of government 
around the world.  I forget whether it was Churchill who said it and I forget the exact quote, but the essence of 
the quote is that the Westminster system has many faults, but on balance it is streets ahead of anything else. 
Hon Ed Dermer:  It certainly was Churchill. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  There are some essential elements of the Westminster system that make it the effective 
system of government that we have embraced, and modified, certainly, over centuries.  One of those essential 
elements is that the Executive Government is formed in the lower House of the Parliament - the people’s House - 
and is directly accountable through that House to the community that elected it.  Another essential element is that 
there are two Houses of the Parliament, a lower House and an upper House.  There have certainly been 
modifications of that element around the world, even within Australia, with Queensland, the Northern Territory 
and the Australian Capital Territory having only one Chamber, but in those cases it is because of the size of 
those communities rather than because that is the best system that can be adopted.  There is strong historical 
evidence to suggest that a system that has two Houses of Parliament is more effective and stable than one that 
has one House.  That evidence highlights the system in which this House operates and the function it performs as 
an upper House.  It is about scrutiny and review and is based firmly on a two-party system.  I agree 
wholeheartedly with the comments made by a couple of recent speakers, Hon John Fischer and Hon Peter Foss, 
that the business of the House must be conducted between Her Majesty’s Government and Her Majesty’s 
Opposition.  Although both parties welcome input from other minor parties in the system, an efficient system 
cannot be conducted if it is not streamlined between the two-party system. 

I am a firm believer in a strong two-party system, as it is the system of government that produces the best 
outcomes for our community.  We have heard that Hon Dee Margetts believes that somehow the Greens (WA) 
have revolutionised this place.  They just have a different view about how the community should be represented 
in this place.  I come from a political party - the Liberal Party - that is a broad church.  For all its faults, it is a 
very strong, stable system.  The Liberal Party represents diverse points of view from all walks of life.  That is its 
great strength; it can also be its weakness, but in the main it is its great strength.  We have a system of branches 
throughout the country which provide input to us as members of Parliament and avenues for us to report back to 
the community to engage the community’s views and opinions on a range of issues.  The Greens have come into 
this place believing they have come up with a marvellous new system of government.  The Liberal Party has 
been working on a system of community input and community representation for years.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  How is it going? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is going really well.  The Labor Party has a similar system.  I do not believe it is 
anywhere near as extensive as the Liberal Party’s system.  The Labor Party, compared with the Liberal Party, 
continues to be a party of sectional interests.  The Labor Party has a much broader representation than the one-
issue parties such as the Greens and, therefore, provides a much more stable system of representation in this 
place than the minor parties.  However, I do not begrudge the minor parties their place in the nature of things.  
This is a House of Parliament.  The very word “Parliament” means speaking.  We are members of Parliament 
and we are expected to speak and express points of view on various issues.  In that role the Greens, One Nation 
and the Australian Democrats, whom we saw during the term of the previous Government -  

Hon John Fischer:  What about the National Party, your coalition partner? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  All right, I will include the National Party. 

Hon John Fischer:  It was your coalition partner. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  At least we have been in coalition.  One Nation has not yet been in coalition.  I would be 
happy to accept One Nation in coalition because in the main it has adopted a very balanced approach to many of 
the debates and issues in this place.  I have one or two concerns about One Nation, but what party in this place 
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does not have a concern about an element of its constituencies that is either a bit way out on the right or a bit 
way out on the left?  That is the very nature of politics. 

The role of the upper House, which is really what this debate is all about, is about scrutiny and review.  We need 
the tools to do that properly.  Those tools are our procedures and processes through the standing orders, our 
committee system and the ability of members to present their points of view to the Parliament.  Members need 
time to present their views.  That is the essence of what we are talking about.  A tradesman without his or her 
tools cannot do the job.  The tools we need to do our job are the ability and time to present our arguments.  Other 
members might not agree with those arguments, but that is what the Parliament is all about. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I and my colleague Hon John Fischer support this motion with reluctance.  I will digress 
by saying that, as a new member of Parliament, I recall that when I came to this place and spoke with other 
parliamentarians, ironically they indicated the clock and said that to get a lot of our speech into Hansard we 
must speak for as long as we could until the clock stopped.  I must admit that I filibustered on one occasion.  I 
even looked at the clock then to see how long I had to speak. 

As Hon Norman Moore said earlier, when members have something to say on an issue, they can say in five or 
10 minutes what might otherwise take them an hour or so.  The Leader of the House and the Leader of the 
Opposition should have unlimited time to speak, which they have.  However, I believe that if all members have 
unlimited time, they will speak for less time.  As Hon Norman Moore said, in the past when there was unlimited 
time, speeches took, on average, 22 minutes.  That is probably correct.  If members have a point to make, they 
can stand, make it and sit down.  Their input would probably be more valuable if they knew they had an 
opportunity to speak again later. 

I do not hold the same belief in the two-party system that Hon Barry House holds.  I do not know whether he 
could not count or whether he thought the two-party system was Liberal and Labor or Liberal and National; 
however, for a while there were three parties in this place and now there are five.  I believe that having as many 
parties as possible in a Parliament keeps a Government honest.  They make good legislative changes and they 
keep everyone’s eye on the ball.  I will not speak for much longer; I will not speak for the next seven minutes 
and 20 seconds that I have left.  One Nation supports the motion with reluctance. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Although I agree that there must be change, I do not agree that the change will result 
in better government.  Any moves in this Parliament should be made for the common good and for better 
government.  As other speakers have said, traditionally Legislative Council members have had unlimited 
speaking time.  It would be interesting to note the time of the average speech during the period of unlimited 
speaking time.  I have not had time to do the research.  I think members would find, contrary to some of the 
assertions made in this place today, that speeches were shorter then than they are now.  Because time limits on 
speeches have been introduced into Parliament, members tend to take all the time allocated to them.   

The unlimited speaking times changed in about 1989 and over the years since then it has changed a couple of 
times.  I refer to some of the points Hon Dee Margetts raised.  Historically, as I understand it, this Chamber 
comprised in the main lawyers who spent most of their time in their law chambers and in court and then came 
here, had an evening meal and went home.  They were not interested in whiling away time.  They spent probably 
less time speaking, although they had unlimited time in which to speak. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Were they not retired lawyers? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I do not think age is a factor in this debate. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I do not think that they were actually working as lawyers. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I understand that most of them were.  The other issue not covered is that, although 
change is inevitable, change to limit speaking times will not necessarily be beneficial.  The media has increased 
enormously the community’s access to events in the Parliament.  The allocation of additional staff to members of 
Parliament has also made a difference.  When I first became involved in the Liberal Party, Bill Hassell’s 
predecessor in Cottesloe did not have an office.  His front lounge was his office.  He certainly did not have 
electorate staff.  It has been suggested that unlimited speaking times have contributed to changing that situation.  

Change has occurred over time and we now have 60 minutes in which we can debate some motions and Bills and 
45 minutes for other motions and Bills.  Standing Order No 73 provides for an exception whereby the minister 
who has carriage of a Bill and the Leader of the Opposition can speak for unlimited time.  Most members 
referred to that in their speeches today.  

In seeking better government, it is very important to take into consideration the whole picture.  Our system of 
government comprises the party that has access to the Treasury bench, and the Opposition.  It is not made up of 
one party.  All members of the Opposition should have time to put their case.  Unless members of this House can 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 14 November 2002] 

 p3143b-3159a 
Hon Norman Moore; President; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Peter Foss; Hon John Fischer; 

Hon Barry House; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Ray Halligan 

 [18] 

scrutinise Bills and motions and put their issues in a timely fashion, we will not achieve what we want to 
achieve.  I agree with an interjection from, I think, Hon Kate Doust who said that she agreed with Hon Murray 
Criddle, who said we should operate according to the three Cs: commonsense, communication and consultation.  
I would like to add another C, for change - change to the times the House sits.  We are now full-time members of 
Parliament who work a full day.  The parliamentary sitting times should reflect that, not the nonsensical starting 
times of 3.30 or four o’clock in the afternoon.  Those times were arranged to allow members who were lawyers 
to finish their time in court and stroll up here to meet.  This debate is on the wrong track.  The proposal we are 
debating seeks to restrict speaking times, which may impede the ability of people who have valid comments to 
make about their electorate to fully represent the elements of their argument.  Time limits will not create greater 
efficiency in this Parliament, which should be serious about better government and eliciting efficiency from 
members of Parliament.  We should be considering the three Cs Hon Murray Criddle mentioned and the fourth C 
I have added.  The proposed change to reduce the maximum speaking time to 45 minutes will very much restrict 
the speaking time.  Sometimes we are involved in issues that we do not need to speak about, so we should not 
speak on them.  However, two weeks ago I held a full-day forum on children’s issues.  Very interesting issues 
were raised by four keynote speakers.  I could not hope to cover that in 45 minutes if I wished to inform this 
Parliament of what occurred at that forum.  

Ministers in charge of Bills and members who move motions need unlimited time in which to speak.  If we adopt 
the recommendations in this report, it will defeat our goal to make this House run more efficiently.  People tend 
to speak to the clock, which is a sad reflection on their interpretation of what is relevant and important.  I feel 
very strongly about the abolition of unlimited speaking time for the Leader of the Opposition.  As I said earlier, 
we should all endeavour to provide good government.  Unless we scrutinise the Government’s legislation and 
take time to consider every aspect of a motion, we will not be doing justice to this Parliament or to the people of 
Western Australia.  If we do not make sure that public administration and government Bills are thoroughly 
scrutinised and reviewed, we will not have good government.  

When, historically, the performance of Governments is assessed, the assessment should include the performance 
of the Opposition.  The Opposition’s contribution can be a measure of good governance in a place like Western 
Australia.   

Mention was made of the importance of the committee system and the deliberations of the Commission on 
Government and the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters in 1992, 
which made the point that it was critical that the Legislative Council should work efficiently and have effective 
committees that do not limit speaking times.  We are not doing justice to the service. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN:  I agree with a number of other speakers who said that this is a House of Review.  It 
would serve no purpose if it were to duplicate the other place in this Parliament.  I am repeatedly reminded - Hon 
Dee Margetts will tell me if I am wrong - that it is the wish of the Greens (WA) that some of the speaking times 
be changed to more reflect those in the Senate. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  We would like to put the speaking times on the table for discussion. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is exactly what we are debating now.  As I did yesterday, I will refer selectively to 
part of Hon Tom Stephen’s minority report of the Select Committee to Review the Legislative Council Standing 
Committee System.  I am sure Hon Dee Margetts will tell me if these are not quotes from Odgers.  They refer to 
the House of Review.  I quote - 

To act as a House of review with the responsibility for expressing second opinions in relation to 
legislative and other proposals initiated in this case in the House of Representatives. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


