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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL MEMBERS - TITLE OF “THE HONOURABLE” 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [2.50 pm]: - without notice:  I move - 
That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith - 

That this house calls on the Premier to advise His Excellency the Governor that the conferring 
of the title “The Honourable” on members of the Legislative Council by virtue alone of being a 
member of that house, should be discontinued. 

It is important that standing orders be suspended to enable this house to debate this motion.  Whilst many 
members in this house believe that the next election may be 18 months away, it could be sooner.   

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It actually does.   

Western Australia has had representative government since 1870.  When government was first formed in 
Western Australia, two-thirds of the members were nominated and one-third were elected, many of whom were 
from the landed gentry.  The first official Parliament was formed in 1890. 

Point of Order 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Should we not be considering why this is a matter of urgency and the reason it 
cannot be considered in the normal course of business?  It is not clear.   

The SPEAKER:  The point of order is exactly correct.  However, we usually give some leeway to the member 
moving the motion.  I am sure that the member, having spoken for only one minute, can be allowed to speak 
generally for a short time before she addresses her motion; that is, the reason for the suspension of standing 
orders.  I look forward to hearing what the member says in relation to the suspension.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I do not believe that I have seen a member opposite jump up so quickly.   

It is urgent that we debate this matter now.  Why, 130 years after this Parliament was formed, is there still an 
inequity between the two houses?  I have looked at the qualifications for backbenchers of the two houses and 
they are very similar.   

As I said earlier, standing orders should be suspended now because, depending on what happens, there could be 
an election later this year.  We know from comments by the Greens (WA) in the upper house that, depending on 
what happens within the next few months, they may not guarantee supply this year.  That being the case, there 
may be an early election.  Irrespective of whether the government retains government or the opposition gains 
government, this Parliament should consider this issue now so that a decision can be made.  If members agree 
that there should be equality for backbenchers in both houses, it will give the Premier the opportunity to write to 
the Governor and set in motion the actions that need to be taken to give that equality.  That being the case, it is 
important that standing orders be suspended now rather than in two or three months when there would not be 
time for this Parliament to debate this issue and reach a decision.   

It is possible that the government is happy with the inequality that currently exists with some backbenchers being 
given an honorary title that dates back to when members of Parliament did not receive a salary.  Nowadays, 
backbenchers receive the same salary.  Many members in this house believe that they work hard in their 
electorates.  We were very pleased when the government gave us extra research support and were surprised 
when the upper house members got the same support.   

This an important motion.  When we consider the word “honourable” -   

The SPEAKER:  Member, time is up in relation to not addressing the motion.  It may well be that members in 
this place might support the motion the member wishes to debate.  However, that is not what we are currently 
debating.  I need the member to address urgently the reasons that this motion should take priority over 
everything else and that we should put the business of the house aside to debate this motion.  That is the motion 
the member is debating and I direct her to address her comments to that.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It is an urgent motion that needs to be debated.  I have had discussions with members 
on both sides of the house and I believe some of them would like to participate in this debate.  Many of them 
have suggested that this issue should have been debated several years ago.  Therefore, I believe the time is right 
to move the suspension of standing orders to allow this debate to take place.   
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MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [2.56 pm]:  I do not believe that the member has made 
a case for the suspension of standing orders to debate this particular motion.  The motion is No 13 on the notice 
paper under “Private Members’ Business - Notices of Motion” and it is appropriate that it be brought forward in 
the time allowed for such a motion.  It is not appropriate to suspend standing orders and give precedence to this 
motion over other matters that the house needs to deal with today.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [2.57 pm]:  The opposition regards this motion as neither important nor urgent 
and it will not support the suspension of standing orders.   

The SPEAKER:  This is a motion to suspend standing orders and if I hear a dissenting voice I will need to 
divide the house.  I have satisfied myself that there is an absolute majority of members present.   

Question put and negatived. 
 


