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Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People — Third Report — 
“Sexualisation of Children: the Commissioner for Children and Young People’s 2013 report on the 

Sexualisation of Children” 

Resumed from 26 June. 

Motion 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): I move — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I would like to make a few comments in respect of this report, and I commend the work of 
the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People and the Office of the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People for the work that was done to produce this report. The report tells 
us that after referral by the committee to the Commissioner for Children and Young People, the commissioner 
made 14 proposals for areas in which further research and inquiry could be considered across a range of issues. 
There is one proposal I particularly want to comment on, although I support many of the proposals, including 
proposal 10, “Consideration of a referral of a review of Western Australian laws and regulations that impact on 
billboard and outdoor advertising.” It suggests asking the Law Reform Commission of Western Australia to have 
a look at that, and I certainly am supportive of that. But the proposal I particularly want to comment on is 
proposal 3, “Cyber safety education strategies”.  

On 1 August I was pleased to host in Canning Vale a forum for parents conducted by Robyn Rishani, who runs a 
business that provides advice and information to schools and parents about cyber safety education. It was a very 
popular forum and was attended by many people, including parents who had had the experience of their children 
having been exposed to inappropriate material on the internet via schoolfriends, and parents who were dealing 
with begging and harassment by their children for various games and sites that they wanted access to on their 
iPhones and iPads; those parents had absolutely no idea how to respond, so took the default position of “no”, but 
they really wanted to be able to engage in a broader discussion than that. There were also people from child 
safety organisations and other community organisations who wanted to be able to provide better advice to the 
parents who sought their services. 

The most interesting thing for me was the example that Robyn gave to parents: think of the internet as New York 
City. There are some fabulous things in New York City, such as childcare centres, museums, art galleries and a 
range of other fabulous things, but there are also a lot of things in New York City that might not be appropriate 
for children. Would one drop one’s child off at the edge of New York City at two o’clock in the morning and 
say, “Off you go, sweetheart; have a good time”? That is what some parents are doing—unwittingly, I am sure—
by letting their kids have access to the internet in their bedrooms late at night. It is the same as dropping their 
child off in a big city and saying, “You’re going to see some good things in there, but there are also some scary 
things in there, and there are some things in there that could do you harm.” One would not physically drop one’s 
child off at two o’clock in the morning in New York City, so why would one let one’s child have the equivalent 
of New York City in their bedroom via their tablet or mobile phone?  

As soon as she said that, I could see this kind of “click” in the minds of the people sitting in that forum. They 
instantly understood that they could no longer rely on the default position of just saying no; they needed to be 
actively engaged and to seriously think about the example of New York City at two o’clock in the morning. She 
made another point that I think really resonated with the parents about the way that they should seek to engage. 
For example, if the child approaches them and asks, “Can I download X app?” she said that parents should 
always adopt the approach of trying to download the app themselves to see what it is like and to do it with their 
children so they can look at it together and see whether they both think it is suitable for them to be looking at or 
engaging with. I think that, as well, was a little terrifying for some of the folk at the forum because the whole 
notion of downloading apps was a bit freaky for some people, but she walked us through it and I thought it was a 
valuable exercise. 

She also asked how many people in the room were on Facebook, and a lot of people put their hands up. She then 
provided some figures; I do not have the exact numbers to hand, but the proportions will be right. Last year in 
Western Australia there were, say, 50 000 Facebook users; this year, the figure has dropped to 25 000. Why have 
so many people dropped off Facebook? Because mums are on Facebook now, and it is not cool to use the same 
social media as your mum. 

Hon Helen Morton: Or your grandma! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Indeed; or your aunt! I am not their friend anymore! 

She said that if people think that Facebook is the beginning and end of social media and their children’s exposure 
to social media, they were sadly mistaken. She went on to expose a number of the social media sites that she has 
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found and used to make a point to children in particular. She was invited to a school in the southern suburbs and 
conducted a Facebook experiment. She signed up as a 12-year-old boy with the name Tyler Knowle—Tylenol; 
none of the 12-year-old boys that she became friends with actually got it, but anyway. She knew all the names of 
the boys who were participating in the forum and were also on Facebook, and she asked to be their friend; all of 
them accepted her as their friend. She then went through and compiled all the information that was available on 
each of those boys through what they had put on their Facebook pages. She could tell that boy X had an uncle 
who did this, was such an age, worked at such-and-such and had X mates. She then invited all of them to an 
unsupervised party and they all accepted. Of course, she later cancelled it so that she did not end up with a bunch 
of 12-year-olds at her house! However, she basically built a profile on each of those boys. She then went back to 
the school and said, “I can tell this about you, and that about you, and it is because of the privacy settings you 
have on your Facebook page.” 

That was just with Facebook, but she also made the point that if people think Facebook is the beginning and end 
of their children’s exposure to social media, they are wrong. She went on to list a whole range of other, really 
horrible social media sites that are pulling the kids in. One is called Kik and another is called Ask Me! The 
examples she showed us from those were truly appalling. On Ask Me!, people sign up and a series of people 
look at their photo and determine whether they want to ask a question. A 14-year-old girl went on to be asked a 
question and someone came on and put to her the question—in far worse language than this—“Why is your head 
so ugly?” That was the question put by some complete stranger to this 14-year-old girl. Assuming that 14-year-
old girl was self-confident, assertive and completely comfortable in her own skin, which, of course, we all are at 
14, she would have responded appropriately. But that is the beginning of her getting an image in her head that 
there is something wrong with the way she looks. The other scary thing was the avatars. For the uninitiated, an 
avatar is the little picture that people attach to their accounts; it is what other people see. Some people put funny 
pictures of cats and dogs as their avatar and others put photos of themselves—most kids put photos of 
themselves. Most of the adults who use these forms of social media are men and most of those men put up 
avatars of young females as their picture—that is the picture they put up. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: First of all, apologies to Hon Sue Ellery. I was very interested in what she was saying 
and I hope she gets to conclude where she was going, but I do not want to miss the opportunity to say something 
on this particular matter, given that members will appreciate I have been waiting a while to do so. I only regret 
that I am not in fine form today to contribute on the consideration of the report. I say at the outset that I am 
extremely encouraged by the comments by Hon Sue Ellery in their totality, but in particular around proposal 10. 
Proposal 10 is sometimes referred to as the “request for G-rated billboards”. It might be appreciated if I say that 
when one drives one’s kids to school, one has no control over what they can see outside the windows of the car. 
It is entirely different from what happens at home with TV and other media, which have certain regulations 
around them. It is permissible to show certain things and scenes only at certain times of the day and so on, and 
that is done in the best interests of children. When it comes to outdoor advertising, of course, there seems to be 
just about free licence to put up anything and everything, which can often create a dilemma for parents with 
children, frankly, of any age. It is often said that this applies to young children, but I would argue that it also 
applies to teenagers along the same lines that Hon Sue Ellery was talking about in regard to that 14-year-old—
that is, the initial exposure and what that does to their psyche. In any case, I agree with the honourable member 
that we want to see something happen in respect to proposal 10. If there was any disappointment on my part with 
the commissioner’s report, it was that on this proposal the suggestion is that it gets referred to the Law Reform 
Commission; in other words we will have to wait, yet again, for something else. In fairness to the Commissioner 
for Children and Young People, as she states in her report, time did not allow her to do anything. I can 
understand that, having been a member of the committee that referred the matter to her at first instance. There 
was a tight time line; from memory, the due date for reporting was in the middle of January 2013, and I think 
members can properly appreciate why the deadline would have been the middle of January 2013, given that there 
was going to be an election at the beginning of March 2013. Regrettably, the Assembly dissolved, Parliament 
was prorogued and there has been no opportunity to look at the matter until now. I am very hopeful that the 
Attorney General will consider favourably all the commissioner’s proposals, but, as Hon Sue Ellery has said, 
particularly proposal 10. 

Much could be said on all 14 of the proposals but, like the previous speaker, I will concentrate on just one. 
Probably the reason I want to take the opportunity to speak on this one is primarily that my good friend, the 
hardworking Minister for Child Protection, is in the chamber to listen to the contribution. Therefore, I will talk 
about proposal 11. Even though the committee has asked the Attorney General to respond to this report, I think 
proposal 11—I think the conscientious minister will already be aware of this anyway, so I am probably telling 
her something that she already knows — 
Hon Helen Morton: I was going to get up and speak on it. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Very good! 
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I would like some favourable consideration of proposal 11 because I think the children’s commissioner has done 
some good work on this one. For the benefit of members, the children’s commissioner has recommended the 
following — 

Consideration be given to whether s 192 of the Children and Community Services Act 2004 (WA), 
could be amended or a new provision enacted to create an offence for using children and young people 
in sexually provocative advertising. 

For quite a good part of the report—from pages 79 through to 82—the children’s commissioner explains why 
that is necessary and, indeed, in her view, the inadequacy of the current provisions in the act to properly address 
the dilemma that we have in society on this point. I particularly want to underscore that proposal. 

Lastly, I cannot resist taking the opportunity to also comment on proposal 5, which is something we have talked 
about in this chamber before. Indeed, it is to do with the classification of computer games and the like. The 
children’s commissioner has recommended that consideration be given to doing four things. It will come as no 
surprise to anyone that I am wholeheartedly supportive of the first of those four things; however, we had that 
debate and that argument at the end of 2012. Those of us who held the view that R-rated computer games serve 
absolutely no purpose and are of no benefit to Western Australian society lost. It was the second of the two times 
I have crossed the floor since being in this chamber and, regrettably, we lost that particular argument. 
Nevertheless, given that we now have R-rated computer games in Western Australia—as much as I would like to 
see them sent by express rocket to Mars, I do not think that is going to happen—I have very little optimism that 
the first of the four proposals by the Commissioner for Children and Young People will be implemented. 
However, I think the other three have some merit, in particular the second of those, which is to provide that it is 
an offence for any person to supply an R-rated computer game to a minor. The commissioner goes on to also 
suggest that the proposal provide that it is an offence for any person to supply an R-rated film to a minor and, 
lastly, to provide that it is an offence for any person to supply a category 1 restricted publication to a minor. I 
think there is merit in that, and I would be absolutely delighted if the Attorney General’s response, which we will 
receive in the fullness of time, was supportive of those three proposals. I am realistic enough to appreciate that 
we will probably not get endorsement of the first of those proposals, but that is no reason not to consider the rest 
of them. As I say, we could spend a long time debating these matters, but it ultimately boils down to how the 
government wants to respond to the 14 proposals. I want to thank the former Commissioner for Children and 
Young People, Michelle Scott, for the time she took in diligently preparing this report in a limited time frame. 
Can I express my thanks to my friends on the current committee, the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People, for letting us all have a look at this report, and I will just say 
better late than never. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I, too, want to say a few things about the report on the sexualisation of children. I agree 
wholeheartedly with everything that my colleague Hon Nick Goiran has said, and also with the Leader of the 
Opposition and the comments that she made. The Leader of the Opposition gave an analogy about dropping off a 
child at the extremities of New York City, and members could see me nodding vigorously to that, because that is 
exactly right. That is a fantastic analogy, and I will be using that as well when I speak to people in the future 
about this report. 

Members will know that in my time in this house I have spoken out very strongly about the R18-plus 
classification of video games and computer games. As Hon Nick Goiran said, we lost that argument. But 
members will recall that I did a 7.30 WA piece on that issue. My one and only claim to fame as having been on 
telly was when I did that report at the time we were debating that matter. 

I have found that as my son, who will be turning 17 tomorrow, is growing up, he is playing his Xbox and 
PlayStation much less frequently and is finding the whole thing quite boring. I am pleased to see that he is not 
walking into that area of wanting to play R18-plus games. 

One of the recommendations in the report is that there be a classification of music videos. That is another 
excellent proposal in this report. Just as we can no longer let our children sit in front of a computer screen and 
not watch what they are looking at on that screen, we can no longer allow our children—those who have younger 
children in their house would know this—sit in front of the music programs that are on television, because some 
of the music videos that come on are totally inappropriate for adults, let alone children in the younger age group. 

Recently I attended a briefing given by Melinda Tankard Reist, which had been organised by my colleague Hon 
Nick Goiran, called “Too Sexy Too Soon”. That briefing talked about the matters that our kids are facing, such 
as the inappropriate clothing that is available for children in department stores, and the billboards that are placed 
outside kindergartens. This report deals with a number of those issues in great detail. I do not think for one 
moment that any one of us in this house could be termed a wowser. But there comes a time when we as a 
community have to come together and say enough is enough in a whole range of pursuits that people engage in 
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these days. To me, the sexualisation of children is one of the most important issues that we will ever deal with as 
legislators. 

I therefore commend those who were involved with this report, and I look forward to the Attorney General’s 
response in due course. I know that our Minister for Child Protection is very passionate about this issue. This is 
one of those matters for which there is support across the chamber. This is not a partisan matter. What we need 
to look at is how we can better protect our children as we go forward into the latter half of this decade. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I thank members very much for the opportunity to speak on this report. I want to also 
commend the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People on this report and 
express that I have personal views about the matters that members have referred to, and also I have a 
responsibility as Minister for Child Protection for some of these areas. In terms of my personal views, I have 
been concerned for a long time about the sexualisation of children, in particular girls. This report goes to the 
heart of that issue in many different ways. 

I want to spend a few minutes talking about what is happening in this area so that members will have an 
understanding of how the various government agencies are responding. As members know, the Attorney General 
has responsibility for providing collective feedback to the committee, and that is occurring right now. In fact, the 
departments that have an interest in this area were given until 13 August, which is today, to give their responses 
to the Attorney General on the various points raised in this report. The three areas that the departments were 
asked to specifically talk about or provide feedback on related to proposals 2, 11 and 12 of the report. Proposal 2 
recommends that there be a comprehensive approach to the provision of practical and universally accessible 
information and support for parents in relation to cyber safety. That recommendation is fairly general, and it is 
obviously supported, because it will enhance the opportunity for parents to have greater awareness and 
understanding and be provided with greater resources to be able to undertake their roles as responsible parents. 
My department is particularly interested in proposal 11 in terms of how to go about it or whether to go about it 
and things of that nature. Proposal 11 recommends that consideration be given to whether section 192 of the 
Children and Community Services Act 2004 WA should be amended, or a new provision enacted, to create an 
offence for the use of children and young people in sexually provocative advertising. The Children and 
Community Services Act 2004 has recently had a review, and the amendments that have resulted from that 
review have gone through all the processes of drafting but have not yet gone to the party room for support, which 
is the last stage before a bill can be committed to Parliament. However, at the outset I should say that the 
additional requirement that the committee is looking for is not something for which I would hold up the current 
process. That will be looked at separately. Therefore, it should not be expected that it will come in during this 
time frame. 
The other issue that is currently exercising the mind of the department is the amount of additional policy 
consideration and research that would need to be undertaken in order to consider that proposal. I will give 
members a few examples that have been raised with me. Apart from the predicted issues in legislatively defining 
“sexually provocative advertising”—which are acknowledged in the report—further consideration needs to be 
given to whether a legislative response to this issue is the most appropriate method for addressing the concerns 
raised in the report. Section 192 of the act already exclusively captures a child’s performance, including 
modelling or posing, in the course of making an advertisement if the child performs in an indecent, obscene or 
pornographic manner. Contrary to the Children’s Commissioner’s conclusion on page 81 of the report, what 
constitutes a child’s performance in an indecent, obscene or pornographic manner is not limited to the 
circumstances set out in section 192(3). Therefore, the threshold for establishing this offence is not as high as the 
report asserts. The current offences for parents and employers under section 192, which carry penalties of 10 
years’ imprisonment, are directed at behaviour that clearly contravenes social norms to a standard that is 
recognised in other criminal offences; that is, indecent, obscene or pornographic manner. A child engaging in 
sexually provocative behaviour—which is subjective in nature—in the course of advertising does not easily fit 
within this scheme, and further research and consultation with appropriate stakeholders would be required to 
identify the appropriate standard to be applied and any unintended consequences. Although some sexually 
provocative behaviour is likely to overlap with the standard of indecent, obscene or pornographic, there will 
clearly be cases that do not; for example, a sexually suggestive picture of a fully-clothed child, wearing adult 
fashion and makeup, licking an ice-cream. 
A considerable amount of consultation and further policy research will have to take place. The Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support undertakes that work in a painstakingly thorough manner. It is not 
something that would ever be considered on a whim or on any personal views. It is done incredibly thoroughly. 
It is quite a lengthy time frame for the department to reach a position about whether this is an appropriate 
process to follow; and, if so, how it would go about it. I am alerting the chamber to the fact that we will not get a 
simple yes or no answer coming through the response to the Attorney General. 
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In relation to proposal 12, again the department is not convinced about this at this stage. This relates to beauty 
pageants and to investigating, prohibiting or limiting children’s employment at such events. If concerns are 
raised about a particular child, the department believes it has the means within the current act to do that. That is 
another area exercising its consideration a bit more. I wanted to make those few comments so members could get 
a feel for which way we are moving on that. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I appreciate the opportunity to finish the remarks I was making. I am supportive of the 
third report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People. I particularly 
want to draw attention to the need for more education about cyber safety. I was speaking about the issues that 
were raised in the forum that I hosted in Canning Vale on 1 August. I had identified that avatars are the online 
images that people use of themselves. Robyn Rishani, who presented the forum for us, is a gamer herself. She 
plays those games in teams. Using headphones and microphones, team members talk to each other and play war 
games. She demonstrated a series of avatars, princesses, lady warriors and fairies, and showed us the real 
pictures of who were behind them. They were really some very unattractive middle-aged men, I have to say. She 
also demonstrated how chat sites are used. She logged on as a 12 or 13-year-old girl. A bloke came online. We 
could watch as he typed. He asked, “Who are you? How old are you?” She replied, “My name is X and this is 
how old I am.” He asked, “Are you okay to talk?” She replied, “Yes—why?” He said, “I’m an older bloke.” She 
said, “Yes; fine” and he keeps typing. Robyn then deleted the rest of the things that she did not want to show us. 
She said he was either a cop trying to see if the 12-year-old was in fact a paedophile or he was setting this young 
girl up for an inappropriate conversation and perhaps a request for contact. 
In respect to the privacy provisions that apply to our activity on social media, she made the point that they are 
not enforceable. Whatever the provider says about the privacy provisions they have in place, they are not 
enforceable. She advised parents to go back to the default position; that is, assume the child has been dropped off 
in New York City. That is what parents should go back to assume; therefore is it appropriate for all of the things 
that your child is putting on that social site to be available to everybody walking the streets of New York City? 
She also said that about the older bloke who was chatting to a 12 or 13-year-old girl on the chat site. She said, “If 
your daughter was walking with you down a New York City street and a 20-something-year-old bloke came up 
and started chatting to her, would you think that was appropriate? If you do not think that is appropriate, you 
need to sit alongside your child to work out between you what are acceptable sites and what are not acceptable 
sites.” 
It was a really useful exercise. She took the scariness out of how to deal with this. She gave parents some really 
useful strategies about how to engage with their children. The most critical one she said is rather than say, “You 
can’t do this” she found it to be more effective to say, “Can you show me how I can get game X, Y and Z that 
you’ve got on your iPad? Can you show me how I download this? Can you show me how I chat on this?” She 
said that is inevitably successful because children like to show off their skills. Maybe that lasts up until about 
14 years of age; after that, they will not help at all! She made the point that parents should try to engage as if 
they are interested in it. That will help parents see exactly the sorts of things their children are doing. 
The point of that was to demonstrate there is a desperate need to educate. Parents who were at that forum were 
desperately trying to find information; certainly all of them said that it was a really valuable exercise and that 
they were going to go back and talk to their school communities about running similar forums for other parents. 
It was a really useful exercise. It demonstrates a clear need for the recommendation in this report that there does 
need to be more education around the safe use of cyberspace. 
Question put and passed. 
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