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LABOR GOVERNMENT - CRITICISM AND FREEDOM OF THE PRESS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the member for 
Dawesville in the following terms - 

That this House condemns the Labor Government for its inability to accept justified criticism and its 
unprecedented attack on the freedom of the press in Western Australia. 

This matter appears to me to be in order, and if there are at least five members who will stand in support of it 
being heard, the matter can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.]  

The SPEAKER:  The matter can proceed. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [3.01 pm]: I move -  

That this house condemns the Labor government for its inability to accept justified criticism and its 
unprecedented attack on the freedom of the press in Western Australia. 

The Minister for Health is an absolute piece of work.  He is a piece of work.  I have a copy of the front page of 
today’s The West Australian, and he features on both sides of it.  On one side it is for the “Coroner criticises 
surgery wait list”, and quite justifiably, because a poor lady, Mrs Frith, passed away as a result of the 
incompetence of the minister’s government.  On the other side the headline is “McGinty threat to media laws”.  
He features on both sides of the page. 

The minister may say that is just the dirty, little The West Australian rag, and I see the smile on his face, so that 
is obviously what he thinks.  However, it is not just The West Australian that has had a go at him.  The front page 
of the “Media and Marketing” section in today’s The Australian has an article on exactly the same issue.  It is 
exactly the same story, and exactly the same condemnation of the minister’s stand. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, it’s not. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes it is.  It is an absolute condemnation of his stance.  Of course it is not only The West 
Australian that the minister would like to get stuck into.  What would the minister say if we asked him what he 
thinks of the Sunday Times?  I know that not so long ago, the minister objected to the chief executive officer of 
the Sunday Times about an article that a Sunday Times journalist wrote.  The minister said that that journalist had 
lied.  Therefore, everybody is lying in the minister’s eyes.  Nobody can tell the truth; only he can.   

What does he do when people put up their hands and criticise the minister, his government and the running of the 
health department?  I have a list of what the minister does to people who make complaints.  The list starts in 
November 2005, when Jim McGinty attacked Princess Margaret Hospital doctor Gary Geelhoed, a very well 
respected member of the emergency department at Princess Margaret Hospital, after he made complaints.  The 
minister claimed that Dr Geelhoed’s comments were factually incorrect.  The minister said -  

The contents of Dr Geelhoed’s letter are factually incorrect in very significant respects . . .  For 
somebody to seek to capitalise on a particular moment in time is another thing altogether and I will not 
stand by and watch the public be misled. 

Of course, Dr Geelhoed’s version of what happened in the meeting between the minister and Dr Geelhoed is 
totally different from the minister’s version of what happened.  Next, in February 2006, Jim McGinty accused 
the Australian Medical Association of whingeing in relation to the crisis in hospital emergency departments.  I 
have the comment the minister made in a document, if he wants to see it.  In November 2006, Jim McGinty 
attacked the respected head of Royal Perth Hospital’s radiology department, Professor Mark Khangure, after he 
quit in disgust, citing poor leadership as the reason.  The minister accused the professor of making gratuitous, 
insulting and untruthful statements.  In October 2006, the minister blamed Royal Perth Hospital and its doctors.  
Dr Khangure’s complaint brought an outpouring of anger from the nurses and other staff at Royal Perth Hospital.  
They asked how the minister could dare attack the hospital when things there were so bad and the hospital was in 
such dire straits.  What did the minister do?  He attacked the staff.  The minister said that Royal Perth Hospital 
should be able to cope and that there were a number of contributing factors for the problems, some of which 
related to the hospital administration.  The minister blamed the administration for the problems in the hospital on 
that occasion. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Can members keep the hum down while the member is on his 
feet. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  In January 2007, Jim McGinty accused the Australian Medical Association of misleading the 
public about the number of people who had died as a result of overcrowding in the emergency department.  That 
rotten AMA!  It said that people were dying in emergency departments because of the overcrowding of those 
emergency departments and because of people’ inability to get out of the emergency department and be put into 
beds in the hospital.  What happened?  Dr Sprivulus, who is a very well respected specialist from Fremantle 
Hospital, conducted a report process.  That was not the only report.  At the same time, another report was 
conducted in the ACT that confirmed the same facts.  The facts are that 120 people died needlessly in our 
emergency departments because of overcrowding and access blockage.  I repeat: 120 people died needlessly.  
We have seen in today’s paper the story of just one of those people who died needlessly because of 
overcrowding and the lack of the minister’s ability to recognise that the hospitals are in crisis. 

This month the minister was at it again.  He said that the AMA emergency medical spokesman, Dr David 
Mountain, did not tell the truth.  The minister also said that he did not have much respect for him after 
Dr Mountain’s warning that patients in emergency departments were not coping and that the emergency 
departments had become unsafe for patients.  The minister said that Dr David Mountain was a terrible bloke who 
tells lies.  On that very same day, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital went on to yellow alert, which is the state before 
red alert.  Yellow alert is when there is absolutely no room for any more patients anywhere and there is access 
blockage so that people cannot get out of the emergency department.  Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital was on 
yellow alert on the same day that the minister accused Dr Mountain of lying.  What have we seen since then?  A 
letter to the editor written by a doctor from Ireland and published in The West Australian said that Dr Mountain 
was an extremely well respected doctor internationally.  The author of the letter could not believe that the 
minister was having a go at Dr Mountain.  He could not believe the minister’s attack on Dr Mountain because he 
told the truth.  What is the basis for the minister’s hatred of Dr Mountain and what he said?  It is because of a 
story that was reported in the newspaper highlighting the major problems with Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  
The West Australian published a picture of a patient who was identified as an elderly patient who had issues 
regarding being admitted to the hospital.  It turned out that the patient was not elderly at all.  With no disrespect 
to the person who was involved, if members look at the picture of the patient, they will see that the medical 
condition she suffered from made her look elderly.  It was quite understandable that the error was made and that 
people thought she was elderly. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, there has been a continual hum in the chamber since question time.  I ask 
members to refrain from unnecessary interjections, and those members who want to have long conversations can 
have them outside. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The reality is that the issue is not about the age of the patient; the issue is about the 
overcrowding of emergency departments.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Why does the member for Bassendean not get back in his box.  This a matter of public 
interest; it is not an opportunity for members opposite to get stuck into a member on his feet.  This is a very 
serious issue and this minister is in serious trouble. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Member for Bassendean, would you please refrain from 
interjecting.  I have already asked members to have some respect for the member on his feet.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  This issue is about a patient, irrespective of her age, who was forced to sleep on chairs 
because of overcrowding in that emergency department and access block.  That is the issue.   

What has happened in the past couple of days?  What is new in the past couple of days?  The minister has been 
attacking the media by saying it is not telling the truth.  Whenever The West Australian or the Sunday Times 
publishes something on health issues, as we have seen on the front page of those newspapers over and over 
again, the minister attacks the journalists who bring forth the stories.   

What did I receive a copy of in the past few days?  It is a letter from the emergency department doctors of 
Western Australia.  Is it signed by only Dr Geelhoed and Dr Mountain?  No, 41 emergency department doctors 
have put their name to a letter to the Minister for Health.  I am happy to table this letter, but I plan to read out 
two key paragraphs.  Incidentally, attached to this letter is a graph that comprises two parts.  It starts in 2000, 
before the government came to power, and ends in 2007, and it shows, for all three tertiary hospitals, the serious 
deterioration in the number of cubicles that are occupied by patients and the access block, which measures the 
number of patients who wait more than eight hours for a bed.  The percentage for the number of cubicles 
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occupied has increased from 20 to 35 per cent to 60 to 70 per cent.  Therefore, 60 to 70 per cent of cubicles in 
our emergency departments have patients sitting in them waiting to go somewhere and, because of the 
overcrowding, the incoming patients have nowhere to go.  The percentage relating to the access block is similar; 
it went down to about 10 per cent at Royal Perth Hospital and Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and just over 30 per 
cent at Fremantle Hospital, and then up to just under 50 per cent and short of 60 per cent.  These figures indicate 
that there is a very severe problem in the emergency departments.  In response to that problem, those doctors 
said the following in their letter to the minister - 

The care that we can deliver our patients is being severely compromised by these conditions.  Patient 
safety is at risk.  Despite our best efforts, patient dignity, respect and privacy is non-existent.  Staff 
morale is low and stress levels high.   

It appears that the Department of Health is unable to provide you with accurate data regarding the true 
condition of our Emergency Departments.  Therefore, we are happy to provide you with details of 
conditions direct to your office on a weekly basis.  This will be data sourced by the staff working 
directly on the floor and will ensure that you are fully informed of the situation in the most accurate 
fashion.   

It means that the minister cannot keep having a go at our emergency departments by saying that they are not 
telling the truth.  They have given up on the Department of Health and the minister.  They do not know who is 
not telling the truth or providing the accurate information.  All they know is that every time they say, “It has 
gone beyond a joke and we cannot cope anymore without you providing additional beds for us”, the minister 
attacks the people who say it.  This letter is signed by 41 doctors.  If the minister wants to get up in this house 
and have a go at 41 doctors, he has a tougher hide than I thought.   

The reality is that the minister keeps trying to do two jobs.  He tries to be both the Attorney General and the 
Minister for Health.  He keeps talking about the billions of dollars that will go into hospitals in the future.  He 
will not be spending that money, because he will be long gone.  I commend the Minister for Health for squeezing 
money from the Treasurer, who takes a tight-fisted approach to providing funds to meet the needs of Western 
Australians.  However, it will not be this Treasurer or this Minister for Health who will spend it; we will be the 
ones who will spend it in two, four or six years.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Sixteen. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I inform the minister that in all those years we will be spending that money building the 
hospitals that the community desperately needs.  The minister needs to get the money out of the Treasurer now.  
The department has received a five per cent increase, and I will be very keen to find out in estimates how much 
of that will go on bureaucrats and how much will go on real services.  I will also be very keen to see by how 
much demand has increased, whether the five per cent funding increase will meet real demand, and how Western 
Australia’s per capita health expenditure compares with that in every other state.  The reality is that Western 
Australia is the most prosperous state in Australia.  We should have the very best health system in Australia, and 
we do not.  We should have the highest per capita expenditure in health in Australia, and we do not.  It is time 
the minister tried to do something about our health system instead of talking, as he does every time, about his 
future capital works infrastructure plan that could be anywhere between five to 10 years down the track.   

The minister’s attack on the press is disgraceful.  His threat to remove funds from advertising is disgraceful.  
Frankly, I think the minister would be happy if there was no media, because then it could not comment on his 
disgraceful behaviour.  How does the minister get around that?  He pays $500 000 for advertising in local 
community media, putting his spin on what he has done for the health system.  When the opposition was in 
government, we were not happy with The West Australian either.  We thought it was picking on us.  I remember 
that when Richard Court was Premier, he had meetings with the then chief executive officer of The West 
Australian and complained to him about what he thought was fairly bad treatment of the Liberal government.  
However, what did he do?  He did not do what the minister is doing; he did not threaten to change legislation 
that allows freedom of the press.  He did not threaten to take away funding for advertisements by the 
government.  He took it on the chin like a man, and that is what the minister should have done. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Health) [3.16 pm]:  The issues raised by this matter of public 
interest are very important principles.  They question, firstly, the freedom of the press and freedom of 
expression - things that I would hope everyone in this house holds to be very important and fundamental to the 
operation of any free society.  Without freedom of expression and freedom of the press, there can be no freedom 
for citizens, because the press plays a critical role in informing the public of what is going on.  The press is, for 
instance, the conduit between Parliament and the living rooms in every house across the length and breadth of 
the state.  When I say “press”, of course I include all forms of the media.  It is critically important that we have a 
critical media, a very robust level of reporting, ethical standards and honesty.  I will always be a dogged 
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advocate for each of those principles.  The member for Dawesville said today that from time to time when 
people, be they doctors or others in the community, raise issues, I criticise them.  I do when I think they are 
wrong; I accept the criticism when I think it is valid.  We should not, as members of Parliament or as community 
leaders in the state, be so timid that we are not prepared to stand up and say, “I think you are wrong”, and point 
out where people are wrong, whether they are doctors, editors or other members of the community.  I would 
agree with the member for Dawesville if gratuitous insults were simply being traded.  However, that is not the 
way I operate.  In question time today, a question was posed to me about the tragic death of a woman in 2005 in 
one of our public hospitals.  I was the first to accept that it should not have occurred, and I accept the media 
coverage of that issue as being very fair.  The question being debated is whether the criticism I level at people is 
justified, not whether they are being criticised.  We will get to the stage that if someone who happens to be a 
doctor or a lawyer makes a criticism that might or might not be well founded, we as members of Parliament will 
have to simply bow our heads and say, “Oh, I’m sorry”, even when we know it is untrue.  Frankly, that is not in 
my personality and I hope it is not in other personalities.   

When people get it wrong, they need to be told that they have got it wrong.  I welcome criticism because I am a 
great believer that it is the way in which we improve things.  Administering the health system in this state is 
hard.  The health portfolio is the hardest ministerial portfolio anyone can have, in my view, and I have handled 
many ministerial portfolios.  It is about as tough as the rest put together, with the exception, obviously, of the 
Premier’s role.  The only way in which we will improve the health system - I know, because I have been health 
minister now for four years - is by constantly demanding and criticising, and going back to the health department 
and asking, “Why did this occur?”  Members from both sides of the house raise issues with me about why 
particular problems occur.  I go back to the department and say, “You’ve got to improve your techniques; this 
here has shown up a systematic failing”, and I am critical of the department as a result of criticism and the 
exposure of shortcomings that come to me.  I welcome that exposure of shortcomings.  I do not welcome people 
in a position of trust or authority who abuse that position of trust or authority by not telling the truth.  I will 
always take on those people, and the public can then make its own judgement about the truth of various matters.  
I will continue to do that.  I will not meekly sit back and say, “Oh, I’m so sorry; you’re a very important person.  
Go ahead and tell a lie.  I won’t criticise you.”  I am afraid that will not happen. 

I will now come to the essence of this debate today.  Whether the law in Australia should be amended to provide 
a shield to protect journalists and newspapers from disclosing their sources is a matter that has been debated at 
meetings of the Standing Committee of Attorneys General for at least the past six months, perhaps longer.  That 
matter will most commonly arise in defamation proceedings, but not exclusively.  A proposition has been put 
forward that there be a limited judicial discretion to grant an exemption from the requirement for witnesses to 
come forward and tell everything they know about a matter involving a privileged communication.  In this case it 
relates to journalists and whether journalists should be forced to disclose their sources.  It is proposed that there 
be a capacity for a judge to say to a journalist, “No need to answer that question because it will require you to 
disclose your sources, and, on balance, in the public interest, that is unfair.”  That is the issue that is being 
debated.  For a variety of reasons, a number of states have said they oppose it and a number have indicated they 
support it.  However, what is relevant is the reason that I have taken the view over at least the last two meetings 
of the Standing Committee of Attorneys General that at this time I do not support that proposition, and that 
reason is quite simple.  In an ideal world there should be protection for privileged or confidential 
communication, so that a priest in a confessional would not have to disclose what someone confessed to him, 
and journalists would not have to reveal their sources if, on balance, it was in the public interest to respect those 
communications remaining confidential.  Those are the issues we should be getting at. 

I made the point in the media this morning that in my view the media in Western Australia - with the exception 
of The West Australian - are tough; they are rigorous; they ask the hard questions; and they are critical.  They are 
doing the job that the media should do.  I then made the point that, unfortunately, in my view The West 
Australian suffers from two defects: firstly, under the current editor, it does not behave in an ethical fashion and 
with the sort of ethics we expect from a media organisation, particularly one effectively in a monopoly situation; 
and, secondly, it is not honest.  These are the two issues. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Develop the argument. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am going to develop it.  These are the two issues that I commented on in the media this 
morning.  To my mind, when it comes to shield laws to offer a protection that journalists and media outlets do 
not currently enjoy, the question is: should we extend a privilege to those people?  In my view, it is a matter of 
balancing the rights and responsibilities. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  What about the Sunday Times? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Hang on; just let me finish this point. 
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The right I am talking about is a right for journalists to be protected from having to disclose their sources; the 
responsibility is that they act in a way that is ethical and honest.  My view is that The West Australian, under the 
current editor, has not been ethical and honest. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is my point of view, and members may disagree with it.  However, let me tell you, 
Madam Acting Speaker, why I hold that particular view.  My view is simply this: I have no argument with the 
other print media outlets; I have no argument with television stations; I have no argument with radio stations; 
and I have no argument with the dissemination of news over the Internet.  I do have a problem with the way in 
which, under the current editor, The West Australian conducts itself.  I do not make that comment in respect of 
journalists.  I will have disagreements with individual journalists from time to time.  The member for Dawesville 
raised one such matter.  A piece that I knew was factually incorrect appeared in the Sunday Times about a month 
ago.  I presume this is the one he was referring to.  It stated as a fact that there were unregistered doctors treating 
women and children -  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Let me finish this point.  It stated there were unregistered doctors working at the women’s 
and children’s hospitals in Western Australia and treating women and children.  It was totally untrue.  The 
Medical Board wrote to the Sunday Times and said it was not true.  It is the registering body.  Nobody who is an 
unregistered doctor treats women and children in hospitals in Western Australia.  I rang the editor and had a very 
pleasant chat with him - Brett McCarthy; good bloke - and I said to him, “Brett, this time what you’ve written is 
demonstrably not true.”  He said, “Jim, leave it with me.  If you can get me some supporting information, I’ll 
make sure that it’s corrected.”  That is the nature of the exchange one would expect -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Madam Acting Speaker, I would appreciate the opportunity to be able to lay out my case. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  It is the opposition’s matter of public interest this afternoon and I 
would have thought members would like to hear the response from the Minister for Health.  I ask members to 
refrain from interjecting and allow the minister to speak. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  What was the outcome with the Sunday Times? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Thank you, member for Darling Range! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I spoke to the editor and had a very friendly discussion.  I pointed out that what was 
printed was factually incorrect.  The Sunday Times published the letter from the Medical Board and underneath 
that said, “We stand by our story.”  I was disappointed with that response, but nonetheless accepted it.  I think 
that is a fair enough thing to do because it would frighten the Western Australian community if it were true, and 
it was untrue.  That matter was raised; that is fine.  From time to time, if a newspaper is printing literally 
hundreds of pages a week of news and stories, there will be mistakes.  The great newspapers of the world, and I 
do not include The West Australian among those, correct mistakes.  I instance The New York Times.  Every day 
on the inside cover, page 2, under the heading “For the record”, it corrects every minor error from the previous 
day so that everyone can rely on what is in The New York Times as being factually correct.  Members will never 
see that with The West Australian, but that is what great newspapers do. 

Let me give three examples; I could give dozens.  Let me start with an article that was written by Graham 
Mason, a journalist with The West Australian, who I understand has resigned and is leaving in the next few days.  
It appeared on 18 April 2006.  This caused me considerable personal angst because it sought to drive a wedge 
between the Premier and me, something that I might say will never occur. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It did cause me concern because it should not have happened.  This was at a time when the 
contract of the Director General of Health, Neale Fong, and other matters were the subject of intense media 
speculation.  This was the headline: “Fong’s contract not my problem, says McGinty”.  Already members can 
see that there is an attempt by The West Australian to say that I am distancing myself from the person I 
headhunted to come into the public service in Western Australia.  I will read no more than the opening 
paragraph, which states -  

Health Minister Jim McGinty tried to wash his hands of the Neale Fong affair yesterday, saying it was 
not his job to justify the deal that gave WA’s top health bureaucrat the fattest pay packet of any 
Australian public servant. 
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Based on that, one would think the journalist had spoken to me.  He had not; he made it up.  That is a shocking 
breach of anyone, to say in the heading, “Fong’s contract not my problem, says McGinty” and then say, “Health 
Minister Jim McGinty tried to wash his hands of the Neale Fong affair yesterday, saying it was not his job . . . ”. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Could he have got that from your journalist? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No.  He had not spoken to me for weeks.  He made it up.  I want to make this point: I 
accept total responsibility for Dr Neale Fong.  I headhunted him from the St John of God Health Care group.  We 
have major challenges in the health system.  I was prepared to go out on a limb and cop the public flak for 
paying him a very competitive salary because I thought he was the best person - I remain of that view - to do the 
massive job that is ahead of us.  This article tried to drive a wedge between us. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I accept total responsibility for Neale Fong.  I accept that his contract is my responsibility, 
as is his delivery under that contract - total and absolute; it is nobody else’s.  The West Australian was 
shockingly dishonest when it stated that I said that it was not my job.  It was dishonest and unethical.  That is the 
first example.  

I now turn to the second example, which the Premier might want to talk about.  I am sure that all members recall 
the headline in The West Australian that read, “Global Warming Is Good For WA Says Premier”.  That is 
disgustingly dishonest.  That is not what he said.  Nonetheless, that headline was designed to mislead the people 
of Western Australia in a dishonest and unethical way.  When the Premier took the journalist to task, The West 
Australian retaliated in its usual way by publishing an article that was headed, “Premier Goes Cold On Global 
Warming Bonus”.  What happens when we tell journalists who write for The West Australian that they got it 
wrong?  We cop buckets back again.  That is the way in which The West Australian behaves unethically.  If I 
approach The West Australian to tell it that it got a headline or a story wrong, I expect that error to be corrected.  
I do not expect that newspaper to turn around and get stuck into me even more because it made a mistake.  This 
matter went before the Australian Press Council, which I believe is a toothless tiger.  It determined that The West 
Australian was unethical and dishonest in its report; again, a case proven.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Both reports.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, both reports failed the test.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, members!  Hansard is having difficulty hearing the 
minister.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I could go on and on with daily examples of this mistreatment.  I have been involved in 
politics long enough to appreciate the robust nature of political exchanges and political reporting.  I do not 
expect any special treatment.  In fact, I would be the first to condemn the press if it were merely a mouth 
apologist for the government.  That would be a disgraceful situation.  I expect journalists to be tough and 
rigorous and to ask the hard questions.  However, I do not expect the type of treatment we have received.   

The third example relates to an incident that the member for Dawesville touched on briefly; that is, the woman 
pictured lying across some chairs at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  That woman’s confidentiality was violated 
by Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and, subsequently, by The West Australian when it published a photo of her 
lying across some chairs in the emergency department.  The photo was taken by a doctor.  Members will 
remember that story.  It was personally vicious towards me; indeed, the article headline asked me what I would 
think if the woman in the photo was my grandmother.  The article went on to describe the woman and her 
circumstances.  The woman concerned was so incensed about the dishonesty and inaccuracy of that report and 
the unethical nature of the invasion of her privacy that she wrote a letter to the editor in response.  It reads -  

Dear Editor 

I am writing in response to your front-page photo and article on page 5 headed “Frail Patient Slept on 
Chairs” from Wednesday, 24th January 2007. 

I was shocked and embarrassed to see that my photo had been taken and published without my 
permission.  

I am 46-years old.  I am not a grandmother, nor am I frail or elderly, or suffering a neurological illness 
as was wrongly reported in your newspaper. 
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At no stage was I forced to lie down on the chairs.  I had been treated and was originally comfortable 
sitting on a chair, but I asked the nursing staff if I could lie down across the chairs when I felt I needed 
to. 

At no stage was my care compromised in any way.  I was monitored constantly by nursing staff while 
waiting to be admitted onto a ward, and was confident in the knowledge that if I needed urgent 
assistance or treatment, I would have been seen. 

I remain a patient at the hospital and have nothing but praise for the care I have received and continue 
to receive.   

I table a copy of that letter from Gayle Sargent.  

[See paper 2726.] 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What did The West Australian do in response?  For two or three days, it launched a savage 
and false personal attack on me on its front pages and in its editorials because it had got the story wrong.   It was 
not just a matter of The West Australian taking up the issue.  All the other media picked it up.  For instance, on 
the ABC, journalist Justine Kelly interviewed Mrs Sargent, and her interview was broadcast on Russell Woolf’s 
afternoon Drive program on 24 January.  The following exchange occurred -  

JUSTINE KELLY 
So Gayle, the implication is in this article that you’re old enough to be Mr McGinty’s grandmother, 
which would pretty much put you in about your 90s, are you elderly?   
GAYLE SARGENT  
I’m 46-years of age.  
JUSTINE KELLY  
Are you a grandmother?   
GAYLE SARGENT 
No.  
JUSTINE KELLY  
Are you frail?   
GAYLE SARGENT 
No.  
JUSTINE KELLY  
Are you suffering a neurological disorder?   
GAYLE SARGENT 
No.  
JUSTINE KELLY  
So the paper got, pretty much everyone of those facts wrong?   
GAYLE SARGENT 
Yes.  
JUSTINE KELLY  
What did you feel when you read the article and saw the photo?   
GAYLE SARGENT 
I was embarrassed for the hospital.  I was embarrassed and ashamed of the way it has been taken, 
without my permission, the hospital’s permission, any knowledge of it whatsoever.  The fact that when I 
came into A & E I knew I had to wait in line and take my chances, with everybody else. And I was seen 
accordingly, and, everything was possibly done for me that could have been done.  It’s dermatitis I’m 
suffering from.  And whether a bed was there or whether I was on a chair wouldn’t have made any 
difference to the situation at all.  There were no beds.  And when one was available I was put on a bed.  
And then I was transferred to a ward.  And, of course, everyday and every situation is totally different, 
you know, and you can’t compare one day to another.  And at no stage was I left unattended.  

It goes on.  She had a comparable interview on another station.  Getting things wrong is human.  This was a case 
of The West Australian getting it very badly wrong.  My substantive criticism of The West Australian is that it 
did not have the guts to publish that letter from the woman whose privacy it had invaded.  In the following days, 
it sought to paint a completely different picture.  I would have expected that, as an absolute minimum, given this 
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woman’s invasion of privacy and factual errors by The West Australian, it would have published that letter to 
correct the wrong information.  It did not do that, and I think The West Australian stands condemned for that. 
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure.  That is the nature of the problems.  I give those three very good examples of the 
point that I am trying to make.  
We will, as a government, look at shield laws for journalists on their merits.  We will not be put off by what I 
believe to be the dishonest and unethical behaviour of the editor of The West Australian. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  That is not what was said.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, it is.  The member for Dawesville should have been at the press conference this 
morning.  
Dr K.D. Hames interjected.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is one option for The West, and it is The West that has created this problem.  It is the 
editor of The West that I see as the cause of the problem.  I make no criticism of the individual journalists; they 
have a job to do.  They go out and do their best.  I will deal with them, but they are working under pressure from 
the editor to do what I believe are improper things in the way in which they operate.  
Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have given a number of examples of when I believe the paper, under the current editor, 
has been completely wrong.  I could provide dozens more examples, but we do not have the time in this debate.  
It is a matter of balancing the rights and responsibilities.  It is obviously difficult here in Western Australia for a 
newspaper that, in my judgement, is behaving dishonestly and unethically to seek extra protection for its sources 
so that the paper can lie and cheat even more.  That is the problem we have.  Sacking the editor is one option that 
was canvassed in The Australian this morning.  I was rung by a journalist yesterday and asked for a comment on 
this issue.  I said that it was not a precondition that the editor be sacked; it was about standards, ethics and 
honesty.  The current editor does not display them.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The Australian was wrong?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No; The Australian was quite right in what it wrote.  

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition should get beyond the headlines.  I quote from this 
morning’s article in The Australian - 

Until standards improved at The West Australian”, he said, “there would be no shield laws in his state to 
protect journalists’ sources.”   

The issue is about standards.  It is not about the particular editor, although I note in this morning’s The West 
Australian the editor displayed his bigotry and the fact that he is incapable of providing balanced information to 
the people of Western Australia.  He is the man who, as editor, is responsible for informing the public of what is 
happening in our justice system and in our health care system.  Paul Armstrong said the following on the 6PR 
morning program - 

You’ve got to remember chaps, this state is in the biggest boom this country has ever seen.  By the 
Government’s own admission, there is more cash rolling in their doors because they’re taxing people 
till their noses bleed, more cash than they admit they can spend.  At the same time, our health system 
moves further and further towards third world status.  

That is his view.  Where will be the objectivity in his presentation of news about these matters?  Where will be 
his ability to say, “This is good”, “This is not so good”, “You are doing well in this area”?  He has already nailed 
his colours to the mast.  He is bigoted.  He is totally against what we are doing and he has laid it out quite 
clearly.  I will give another quote from the same radio program this morning.  This is Paul Armstrong again - 

And what does Jim McGinty do about it?  He continues to pursue his social engineering agenda and his 
gay law reforms, - 

That is perhaps indicative of the fact that the editor might be a bit homophobic - 

he spends hours on that.  He spent endless hours of his time in the Parliament pursuing one-vote, one-
value, so that Labor could be re-elected, no matter how many people suffer and die in his crumbling 
health system. 
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And on he goes from there.  I make the point that that is not a man who is capable of being able to inform the 
public.  My real problem here is that it is the public that is the loser.  We cannot believe The West Australian 
when we pick it up and read it in the morning because it is wrong.  Day after day, examples of that can be given.  
That is the nature of the problem we have here.  An example was last Saturday in the coverage of Allon Lacco, 
the fellow who should have been put in jail but was not.  The West Australian got it wrong: it said that he was in 
jail.  There is a decline in standards on both sides when it comes to honesty.  Where has been the correction a la 
The New York Times?  We do not see it.  That has been a problem, as I see it.  The media in Western Australia, 
with the exception of The West Australian, are good, diligent and tough; they ask the hard questions.  That is 
what we expect from any media.  My view is that we should be fighting to uphold journalistic integrity; we 
should be fighting to uphold honesty in reporting.  That is the issue that is the subject of this debate.  As a 
minister, I am campaigning for exactly that. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.41 pm]:  There is never such a weak government as one that cannot stand 
scrutiny and criticism.  I suggest that we have one in this government today.  I have never, in all my time here, 
seen a government and its ministers, including the Premier, launch such severe personal attacks against certain 
individuals in our media as we have seen.  I find that disgraceful.   
Many years ago when I was the Mayor of Wanneroo, I was encouraged to go on a media training exercise.  I 
went through the usual stuff that most people do.  Most members of Parliament, before they come into this place, 
take advantage of media training.  I was given one very important lesson, which was never to criticise the media 
because they have the last word.  It is very true. 
Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do.  If I think they get it wrong, I tell them, but I do not use parliamentary privilege to 
do so.  I will see a reporter and say that he got it wrong and that he misquoted me.  I have been at the wrong end 
of the media on many occasions.  At the end of the day, a person has to be man enough to stand up to it.  The 
problem we have in Western Australia is that we have a government that spends tens of millions of dollars on a 
spin machine in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  There are more media advisers than a person can 
wave a stick at.  They churn out all these press releases to try to make all the duff ministers look good.  The 
Premier has stood by his ministers; they have been his golden girls and boys, yet, at the end of the day, he has 
had to get rid of them because they have not been any good.  The government’s media spin doctors have been 
churning out all this stuff.   

I was staggered when the Premier got up in this place - as he is a former journalist - and launched a personal 
attack against the editor of The West Australian and some of his reporters, which he has done on numerous 
occasions.  I could not believe it.  Why did he do that?  Because he did not like the criticism; he did not like the 
scrutiny.  That is often the case.   

So far, this debate has predominantly been on health issues, but the matter of public interest is not just against 
the Minister for Health; it is against the government.  As far as I am concerned, most members of the 
government are guilty. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member can have a chance to speak in a minute.  He should not try to quieten me.  I 
have limited time to speak and I want to get a message across here.  Quite frankly, my message relates to the 
Attorney General - not when dealing with legislation and not as the Minister for Health - because of his 
perception, views and opinion of The West Australian.  I have never seen or heard anything like it before in my 
life.  He will not take criticism.  Whether The West Australian is right or wrong, it is up to the Attorney General 
to have an argument with it and talk to it.  He should not use parliamentary privilege to start saying that The West 
and the individuals it employs are dishonest and have no integrity.  He would not say that about an individual 
outside this house. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I did this morning. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  To which individual? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Paul Armstrong. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Did the Attorney General mention him by name and say that he was dishonest? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I look forward to the Attorney General receiving a writ from him because if I were Paul 
Armstrong, that is what I would be doing.  At the end of the day, the Attorney General has a responsibility, not 
only as a member but also as the Attorney General, to ensure that there is freedom of speech.  Sometimes I think 
members opposite are trying to turn this place into a totalitarian state.  They want to go back to the Communist 
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era when the newspapers and the media were controlled.  Shame on the Attorney General!  If he cannot stand up 
to scrutiny and criticism, he should not be doing the job he is doing now.  The West Australian does not always 
get it right; I accept that.  He should not shoot the messengers.  He is putting on a very poor show.  He is doing a 
lousy job in many respects.  Ministers have had to leave their positions because of activities that border on 
corruption.  When the CCC brings down its final report, the government will be in a more embarrassing 
situation.  I hope The West does its job and reports everything that comes out of the CCC, showing that 
government ministers and any of the Attorney General’s colleagues have acted either corruptly or 
inappropriately. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Member for Hillarys, I remind you of the Speaker’s earlier ruling 
about accusing government personnel of corruption.  Just keep that in mind please. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will keep it in mind.  I have not accused anybody of being corrupt. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I am putting you on notice. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Are we not allowed to use the words “corruption” or “corrupt” in this house any more? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Not if they are directed at people. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not direct it at anybody. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Very well. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am not canvassing your ruling, Madam Acting Speaker.  At the end of the day, the CCC 
will do it.  I hope that The West Australian, The Australian and all the news programs on radio and television 
give a truthful account of what has happened in the CCC and what government ministers and members have 
done.  The Attorney General will be part of that account because not only The West will say that but also it will 
be said by The Australian and every other media outlet.  Every media outlet will give a true account of what has 
happened within government while it has been in power, when the abuses of power have been shown up so 
inherently.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [3.48 pm]:  I wish to take up from 
where the member for Hillarys left off.  What kind of a Stalinist government do we have in Western Australia at 
the moment?  Anyone who dares challenge or speak out against the government - whether it is Paul Armstrong, a 
journalist, Maxine Murray, whose contract has not been renewed, anyone who sends messages to the 
government and the government does not receive them, John Langoulant or the doctors in the hospitals - is 
pilloried, bashed, bullied and intimidated.  They are the facts of the matter.  If members put up their heads and 
criticise the Carpenter government or any one of its ministers, the Labor government comes back with its spin 
machine and intimidates those members.  That is what is happening right across the community.  There is a 
culture of arrogance and intimidation in the Premier’s government in Western Australia.  It does not matter who 
one is.  We can talk to people out there in the community and people across the board.  If there is something they 
want from this government, such as an approval, or if they criticise the government, they are treated with disdain 
and their applications go onto the backburner.  That is coming back to us all the time.  Whatever happened to 
democracy and free speech in this country or in this state?  The best thing the government can do is get its 
ministers to do their job and the criticism will evaporate.   
There is a stark contrast between the former Premier and this Premier.  The former Premier had sympathy for the 
political system, for protocol and for the Westminster system.  Today we have a Premier who seems to have 
these mood swings; his demeanour depends on where he is and what the subject is.  He certainly does not like 
criticism in any way, shape or form. 
We only have to look at the health system, with its 5.4 per cent budget increase.  Obviously, the medical 
fraternity in Western Australia believes that that is not enough.  The criticism of waiting lists is valid.  I can give 
an example, and the Premier can tell me that it does not deserve criticism.  A fellow from Manjimup had his leg 
broken a few Saturdays ago.  He was taken from Walpole to Manjimup by ambulance and flown to Perth by the 
Royal Flying Doctor Service on the Sunday morning.  He broke his leg in three places on the Saturday.  He was 
taken to Manjimup and then to Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  His surgery was cancelled each day until the 
following Friday.  Each day he fasted until 5.00 pm and each day his surgery was cancelled.  Apart from the 
emotional trauma to his family, he lost five kilograms in weight during that week.  If that kind of response to a 
medical situation does not deserve criticism, what does?  In the same hospital was a 50-year-old farmer with 
terminal cancer, who had broken his shoulder.  His surgery was cancelled three times.  All he wanted was to be 
fixed so that he could go home and die.  These reports come back to me, and if they do not deserve criticism - 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Of course they do.  
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Of course they do, and if The West Australian writes about these stories tomorrow, will the 
Minister for Health accept that criticism? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  If it is true, yes.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The trouble with the Minister for Health is that he talks about gratuitous comment and 
insult, but he is the master of that.  He has a hide like a rhinoceros, and he is a master of manipulating the facts.  
That is the situation in Western Australia.  This government does not like criticism of any kind.  The way the 
government has treated Maxine Murray, the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, has been an absolute 
disgrace.  Not only John Langoulant and Paul Armstrong, but also anyone else who has any criticism of this 
government, are attacked.  The Premier knows that, and he needs to amend the behaviour of his government.  I 
have been the butt of criticism from The West Australian, both when I was a minister and since then.  I just get 
on with life.  What use is it for me to go complaining to Paul Armstrong or - who is the bloke at the Sunday 
Times? 
Several members interjected.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My mate - Joe Spagnolo.  In the end, they have a right to write those stories, and whether 
they are right or wrong will be judged by the reading public.  This Minister for Health tries to defend the 
indefensible.  We know he has manipulated the waiting lists.  The shadow Minister for Health has described that 
very clearly in this house before, and he just will not get away with it.  He can attack the press and his critics, but 
he will not get away with it forever.  

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Premier) [3.53 pm]:  I listened with interest to the Leader of the 
Opposition.  I have clear memories of the time when the opposition was in government, and the attitude it took 
to certain people in the media.  The editor of The West Australian was actually sacked as a result of criticism and 
attacks by the then Premier, Richard Court.  He was sacked, but he refused to go, and he was reinstated.  He was 
sacked because he was criticised by the then Premier of the state.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Rubbish! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  He was.  He was sacked, and he refused to leave.  It was an amazing episode in the 
state’s history.  The fact of the matter is that the then Premier, Richard Court, was right.  Paul Murray was a 
shockingly bad editor, and he started the trend that has ended up at the bottom of the pile with Paul Armstrong.  
Paul Armstrong is the perfect successor to Paul Murray’s shockingly inadequate attention to ethics in journalism.  
Richard Court was right; Paul Murray should have been sacked.  He was sacked and then reinstated at the time.  
The then Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party ferociously attacked The West Australian when he believed that it 
was wrong.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  When? 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I could read it out.  It is in Hansard in the debate on a matter related to the education 
department. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Fremantle, the health minister, is standing up for good standards in 
journalism.  As a former journalist, I think: all power to him.  He is standing up for good standards in journalism.  
The vast bulk of reporters at The West Australian entirely agree with him, and they will say it privately.  They 
know that Paul Armstrong is an immature, dishonest, unethical person who should not be in that position.  He is 
an embarrassment to them, he is an embarrassment to the newspaper and he is an embarrassment to the state of 
Western Australia.  That is the fact.  He is not the person for the job.  They all say it.  The photographers say it.  
Everybody else in the journalistic profession in Western Australia says the same thing.  The member for 
Fremantle is doing us all a favour by shining a bright light. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  By attacking Maxine Murray -  
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  We are talking about freedom of the press.  When the member for Fremantle pointed 
out the shortcomings of that atrociously dishonest story about the woman on the chairs in the hospital waiting 
room, he did the state of Western Australia a favour.  That was the most dishonest representation of any story I 
think anybody can remember.  In his dissertation today, the member for Fremantle forgot a few points.  He might 
have forgotten that the photograph that was presented to support a completely dishonest story was cropped. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It was tampered with. 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  They cropped out of the photograph the nurse who was attending and smiling to the 
lady lying on the seats to make it appear as though the lady had been left on her own in a distressed state.  The 
photograph was cropped. 
Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Dawesville! 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member mentioned The Australian newspaper.  An article in today’s The 
Australian newspaper states - 

. . . on January 24 - the first day of the story - the woman in the photograph had recognised herself, even 
though the paper had sought to obscure her identity. 

By the way, she was not given the chance to say, “Don’t run that photograph of me.”  It continues -  
She wrote to The West Australian and released the letter to the media.  She wrote that she was aged 46, 
was not a grandmother, was not suffering from a neurological illness, was not frail, was happy with her 
care - 

She was happy with her care. 
Dr K.D. Hames:  It doesn’t matter. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I will continue -  

. . . was happy with her care . . . and had never been forced to lie down on the chairs. 
She was happy with her care.  It continues -  

She told Perth radio on January 24 - 
These are her words -  

that “everything that was written in that paper was totally wrong”. 
Surely there is something wrong with a newspaper that runs those sorts of lies as a front-page story under a 
headline similar to “How would you feel if it was your grandmother, Jim?”  The implication is quite clear and is 
totally dishonest.  If the management and board of The West Australian newspaper had any fibre whatsoever, 
that editor, Paul Armstrong, would have been frogmarched out the door on that day.  He needed to be dismissed 
on that day to reassert the newspaper’s commitment to standards and ethics, but they did not do it.  They allowed 
that totally unethical, dishonest approach to the profession of journalism to go unchecked.  What message does 
that send to everybody else?  All of Western Australia sees that that is the standard running through The West 
Australian newspaper.  Of course, people cannot believe a word they read in it.  I have said before in this 
chamber that people should double-check the football scores; if it says in The West Australian that their team has 
won, they must make sure that they have seen it on television with their own eyes.  It is totally, completely and 
utterly the wrong way to run a newspaper.  The member for Fremantle has done us a favour.  Paul Armstrong’s 
response today to Mr McGinty’s criticism of that story was -  

An unprecedented, disgusting performance from a Minister to attack a doctor who was merely the 
messenger of the crisis. 

What crisis was that woman representative of?  I will read that again -  

An unprecedented, disgusting performance from a Minister to attack a doctor who was merely the 
messenger of the crisis.  And now what does he do?  He attacks the newspaper, . . . calls . . . me a 
liar . . .  

I will finish on this.  He says - 

No, . . . there’s nothing personal . . . against Jim McGinty, . . .  

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  I want to make a brief contribution 
to this debate.  I was interested in the Attorney General’s lecture - journalism 101, or perhaps 102, but 
nonetheless interesting.  The Attorney General made some very valid points about ethics and integrity in 
journalism.  The Attorney General said that shielding legislation is important and could play a positive role in 
protecting the freedom of the press.  I accept that.  I want to quote a brief statement.  I do not normally read 
quotes into Hansard, but this statement is very interesting.  It is as follows -  

There is nothing more fundamental to ensuring openness and accountability in Government than to 
ensure that people who have the courage to stand up and expose wrongdoing are able to do so without 
fear of reprisal.  It is totally unacceptable that such people should be maligned or victimised as a result 
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of their effort to report - and therefore stop - improper or illegal behaviour in Government 
instrumentalities. 

Those are wise words from the Attorney General’s own lips.  Those words are found in Hansard of Wednesday, 
20 March 2002.  I think the Attorney General has confused two issues.  The Attorney General has confused the 
problems in his government’s relationship with Paul Armstrong, the editor of The West Australian, with the issue 
of providing a shielding mechanism to help ensure freedom of the press in Western Australia.  I do not believe 
that is appropriate for good governance.   

Mr J.A. McGinty: They are separate issues; I agree. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If the Attorney General had said that he opposes the introduction of a shielding mechanism 
in state law because Western Australia has unique circumstances, or because it would not be in the best long-
term interests of this state, I would have been prepared to listen to his argument.  However, the Attorney General 
has not said that.  The Attorney General has said, “I am the Attorney General.  In my view, and in the view of 
the government, the editor of The West Australian has serious deficiencies.”  I am not here to defend the editor 
of The West Australian.  I am here to say that good public policy development should be independent of this 
government’s personal issues with the editor of The West Australian. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I accept that point. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There are other mechanisms by which the Attorney General could have advanced his 
argument.  The Attorney General knows that, and we know that.  I suspect those mechanisms have been 
employed previously by other governments.  I reject the Attorney General’s position on shielding legislation for 
that very reason.  It is not about good governance.  It is about a personal vendetta.   
I, for one, would never stand to defend the editor of The West Australian.  He once portrayed me infamously as a 
pig!  That was on the front page of that newspaper!  I will tell members what they did in that article.  It was on 
public funding.  They included my electorate office phone number.  That was absolutely disgraceful.  Because of 
that action by The West Australian, my staff were subjected to the most vitriolic attacks for at least two weeks 
from all sorts of people across this state. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Does your number not get listed? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Of course it does, but when it is on the front page of The West Australian, it certainly 
tickles things up!  The Attorney General should support and enact this legislation, irrespective of his personal 
problems with the editor of The West Australian.   

I will finish with this statement -  

Why should freedom of speech and freedom of press be allowed?  Why should a government which is 
doing what it believes to be right allow itself to be criticized?  It would not allow opposition by lethal 
weapons.  Ideas are much more fatal than guns.  Why should any man be allowed to buy a printing 
press and disseminate pernicious opinions calculated to embarrass the government? 

That is the Attorney General’s view on this matter.  It was also the view of Vladimir Lenin.   

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [4.04 pm]:  In the short time that remains, I would like to make a brief 
contribution.  I worked for The West Australian for nearly 40 years.  I spent 35 years of that time working as a 
journalist.  The member for Perth was also employed at The West Australian.  I do not have a problem with the 
Attorney General being critical of The West Australian.  In the time that I was at The West Australian, Premiers 
came in and complained about articles that had been published about them.  Leaders of the Opposition came in 
all the time.  They were never happy with the publicity that they received.  As I have said, I am not opposed to 
the Attorney General being critical of The West Australian.  I personally think The West Australian should have 
published the letter from the lady who was incorrectly portrayed in a front-page article.  That would have been 
fair journalism.  However, I do not think the Attorney General can use that as a reason for refusing to introduce 
these shielding laws, because I think that -  
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  That’s not the subject of the motion. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Yes.  What I am saying is that I think it is a poor reflection on journalists.  Every 
journalist I worked with was ethical.  I would like to think that all journalists are ethical.  I believe journalists 
need that protection for their sources.  I think the Attorney General is out of order in this regard.  He can criticise 
as much as he likes, but I think it is wrong to use this as a means for not supporting that legislation. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Acting Speaker; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Alan 

Carpenter; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr John McGrath 

 [14] 

Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms S.M. McHale 
 Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Ms M.M. Quirk 

Question thus negatived.   
 


