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DANTE ARTHURS 

424. Mr R.F. JOHNSON to the Attorney General: 
(1) Can the Attorney General confirm that an individual named Dante Arthurs was charged - 

Point of Order 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The issue to which the member for Hillarys refers is sub judice.  He has mentioned the 
name of the individual.  The Director of Public Prosecutions has advised me of two things that I think are 
critically important to this matter and I ask that you, Mr Speaker, rule that the question not proceed.  Firstly, the 
Director of Public Prosecutions has advised me that anything that would enable someone to form the view that 
an accused person has been charged previously with a similar offence constitutes a contempt of court and that 
the broadcast or publication of any such statement could jeopardise the prosecution of the present matter.  
Furthermore, the Director of Public Prosecutions has indicated that he will initiate contempt proceedings in the 
event of such a publication.   
The issue at stake here is that there seems to be a mistaken belief that, if the media were to report on a criminal 
matter raised in Parliament, by some form of analogy with the law of defamation that report would somehow or 
other be permissible.  It would not be.  Any report outside this chamber would be a contempt of the court and 
punishable.  The Director of Public Prosecutions has advised me that last night he advised Channel 10 that it 
would be prosecuted for contempt of court arising from its publication last night.   

Mr Speaker, these are incredibly sensitive matters.  They are matters that go to the very capacity of the state to 
bring the alleged offender in this matter to justice.  If information is put into the public arena of the sort that I 
believe the member for Hillarys is asking in his question - I say that because the member for Hillarys was kind 
enough to give me an advance copy of the question and I understand that some changes have been made to it - 
the question at stake is the very capacity of the state to bring this person to justice.  If the question is asked along 
the lines that I think it is being asked - I was given some notice of it, notwithstanding the fact that some of the 
wording might have been changed - the real concern that has been expressed to me by the Director of Public 
Prosecutions is that the state may not be able to bring this individual to court should he plead not guilty because 
of the prejudicial effect of this matter being raised today.  That is how serious it is.  I ask that you, Mr Speaker, 
take the unusual step of looking at the questions being asked so that they are not asked if they will have the 
effect of interfering with the sub judice principle or representing a potential contempt of court if the matter is 
then reported upon, or more importantly, if there is the likelihood that the person charged may not be able to be 
brought to trial in Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to the point of order, I assure the house that the opposition is very conscious of 
standing order 91 relating to sub judice and it is very conscious that it is up to the Speaker to rule.  I know that 
you, Mr Speaker, will take that responsibility very seriously.  However, the fact is that this state has seen 
probably the most cowardly, heinous, cruel crime that any of us could imagine or recall.  This question relates to 
previous actions by the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

The SPEAKER:  Will the member take a seat?  I do not want to pre-empt what the member for Cottesloe is 
going to say.  However, I urge him to be very careful as the same problems relating to the question also relate to 
a point of order.  It is my intention at this stage to leave the chair and get the Deputy Speaker to take over 
question time while I hear from the member for Hillarys and from the Attorney General on this question, on 
which I will then rule.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Thank you, Mr Speaker; I will be conscious of those comments.  The issue, as we 
understand it, is not yet before the court although I understand an individual has been charged.  There has been 
vigorous debate in this Parliament on numerous occasions in similar circumstances.  I am aware of some advice 
made by the Director of Public Prosecutions to media outlets and passed on to the opposition.  Mr Speaker, you 
will have to make a very important ruling on this matter, because I, for one, do not think it appropriate for the 
Director of Public Prosecutions to try to limit Parliament in discussing an absolutely fundamental issue about the 
administration of justice in this state.  That is what is at stake here.  I hope that we can deal with this issue 
without breaching sub judice rules.  That is for you to determine, Mr Speaker.  However, this is about the 
fundamentals of our system of justice.  This Parliament, of all bodies in Western Australia, should be able to 
consider this issue. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, I will provide you with some additional 
information in support of what was said by the Attorney General.  I will read a media release from the police that 
was issued a short time ago regarding this heinous crime.  It reads - 
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The Western Australia Police have been made aware of many unsubstantiated rumours being generated 
concerning the character of Dante ARTHURS who is presently charged with the wilful murder of Sofia 
RODRIGUEZ-URRUTIA SHU. 

Inquiries made by the Western Australia Police have failed to substantiate the rumours.  The rumours 
are speculative and without ground. 

The overriding public interest is for this case to proceed unhindered.  In consultation with the Director 
of Public Prosecutions, the Western Australia Police strongly request all media outlets to exercise 
restraint and not to publish any information that may prejudice any prosecution and fair trial in this 
case. 

We want to make sure that justice is done, and that requires proper procedure.  We are very cautious and very 
concerned that, either by design or accident, people might ask a question or say something that will lead to a 
range of stories that may prevent justice being done.  Justice has to be done, and we should not ask questions or 
say things in this place that could prejudice that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Speaker, I am willing to go behind the chair with you and the Attorney General to 
discuss the question.  In relation to the point of order, the Leader of the House has mentioned rumours and 
innuendo and whatever else that may or may not be related to a certain case.  My question has nothing to do with 
the rumours to which the Leader of the House is referring.  I know the rumours and they are nothing to do with 
that.  My question is not related to a matter that is currently before the courts in this state.  My question is related 
to a matter of approximately a year or so ago, and I simply want to know whether the Attorney General had any 
involvement in that or was advised of an outcome.  It is as simple as that.   

The SPEAKER:  I am convinced that I should leave the chair and consider the question.  I ask the Deputy 
Speaker to take the chair so that question time can continue.   
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