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SCRUTINY OF GOVERNMENT PUBLICITY BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 August. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [4.04 pm]:  I will make a few comments about the bill and also some general 
comments about governments, but not specifically about the Gallop government.  Unless I misunderstood the 
press articles I have read, the federal Labor opposition is quite concerned about the level of expenditure of the 
federal government.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  As are some High Court judges.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  As are a number of people across the country.  I thank the member.  The federal opposition 
is concerned about the level of expenditure of the federal government on publicity.  Of course, the federal 
government will probably argue that this is an information program and that it is vitally important that it get its 
message across so that we all know what the government is doing.  We would hate to think that great programs 
were being developed by the federal government, of which we were unaware.  We generally hear in this chamber 
a pretty fair bagging of the federal government by state government members.   

Mr G. Snook:  No!   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Would members believe that, on occasion, state government members bag the federal 
government?  I am pretty pleased that we are now in a situation in which it appears that the state and federal 
governments might be in accord on an issue.  We should be hearing some positive, supporting statements from 
the state government about the federal government.   

I wonder what the federal Labor opposition would suggest if it were presented with this bill.  I suggest that it 
would be well and truly in favour of the bill.  I can almost hear the federal Leader of the Opposition, Mr Beazley, 
saying in no uncertain terms that the government of the day needs to be far more accountable about the way in 
which it spends its dollars.   

I commend the Leader of the Opposition, Mr Matt Birney.  The bill shows a great degree of foresight and 
accountability in terms of finding out what the government is spending and how it is spending that money.  This 
is a vital piece of legislation.  I look forward to the response of the government on why it thinks it should not be 
open and accountable about its expenditure.   

A mixed message is coming from state and federal members of the Labor Party about whether this is an 
appropriate measure.  This is a prime opportunity for the Labor government to show some solidarity with its 
federal colleagues by supporting the bill introduced by the Leader of the Opposition.  It would be quite 
devastating for it to not support the bill.  Heaven knows that we would hate to see internal strife or division 
between state and federal Labor Party members.  Members on this side of the house have been accused of that 
many times.  Questions have been asked during almost every question time in the past couple of months about 
the relationship between state and federal Liberal Party representatives.  I welcome the opportunity for the 
government of the day to lead the way in demonstrating solidarity with its federal members.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [4.08 pm]:  One of the most vexed questions in the community 
on the whole political process concerns the accountability of politicians and political parties on the expenditure 
of taxpayer funds on advertising and for promotional purposes.  Governments or their departments or agencies 
have sought on numerous occasions to advertise matters.  Questions have been raised about the validity and 
purpose of such advertising, whether by the opposition party of the day or by people within the community or 
interest groups.  The government is really a past master at using taxpayer funds to advertise in a way that really 
stretches any bounds of credibility in the argument that such advertising relates to normal operational matters of 
government.  It is no coincidence that I suggest that the Labor Party is very good - 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I draw your attention to the state of the house, Mr Acting Speaker.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Quorum called.  Ring the bells. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Treasurer is very lonely on the front bench; he needs somebody to keep him 
company. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Otherwise, I may be influenced by bad influences. 
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Mr M.J. Birney:  Are you speaking on this, Treasurer? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I will be. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Will you be supporting it? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  It’s your bill.  Why wouldn’t you support it? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Things have changed from when we were on that side of the house. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Nothing has changed - you’ve just gone from one side of the house to the other! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Exactly!  You, too! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  A quorum is present. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I hope that Hansard caught the comments of the Treasurer during that little 
break in proceedings.  The Labor Party has become masters of using taxpayers’ money, especially in the lead-up 
to an election, to try to make people feel good and to gloss over recent problems with electricity and water 
supplies.  People in public relations indicate that such a strategy can have a significant impact.  If a lie is told 
often enough, people end up believing it.  With this sort of publicity, often funded at enormous expense to 
taxpayers, the government of the day has enormous scope to influence public opinion.  It may be utilised in the 
lead-up to an election.  Therefore, a strong argument can be mounted that taxpayers’ money should not be used 
for advertising that has a blatant political effect of that nature. 

I recall that the Labor Party in the lead-up to the last state election initiated a range of advertising programs at 
taxpayers’ expense, all of which were designed to make people feel good and to promote the notion that the state 
was doing well and that problems in different areas were being resolved.  The advertising did not stop after the 
election.  We have since seen the Water Corporation and other agencies pour out many television 
advertisements.  To what extent do the advertisements promote services or provide information required by the 
community?  The answer is that in many cases they do not.  They are blatant public relations exercises designed 
to draw people’s attention away from serious problems in the provision of government services.  This 
government has demonstrated in the past couple of years that it cannot guarantee that when someone flicks a 
switch, the light will come on or that the fridge will stay on overnight or that a safe, secure and abundant water 
supply will be maintained. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  There is more noise coming from people who are not 
supposed to be speaking than from the member who is.  Quieten down, please, members. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Thank you for your protection, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The bill before the house aims to ensure that any degree of political interference in the use of taxpayers’ funds 
for promotional and advertising purposes is not minimised, but prevented.  The bill introduced by the Leader of 
the Opposition is a very positive initiative.   

I make the following point strongly: if one had a government that took a responsible attitude to the use of 
taxpayers’ funds for political purposes, this bill would not be needed.  If one had a decent and honest 
government in this state, this bill would not be needed.  If one had a government that did not fritter away 
taxpayers’ money for blatant political purposes, as the Labor Party has done, this bill would not be needed.  We 
have had some very good governments in Western Australia, at the time of which people did not clamour for 
more accountability and restrictions on the use of taxpayers’ funds for political purposes.  Dare I say it?  If we 
had a Liberal-led government, this legislation would probably not be needed.  Accountability and proper ethics 
would be in place and adhered to.  Clearly, the same sort of squandering of taxpayers’ money for blatant political 
purposes as that undertaken by the Labor Party in recent times would not be seen under a Liberal government.  

Unfortunately, the Labor Party has demonstrated that it is not prepared to be held to account for its expenditure 
of taxpayers’ money on advertising.  It is prepared to use taxpayers’ money for blatant political advertising 
purposes.  This sort of legislation would be very useful.  If it were in place today, it would assist in keeping the 
Labor Party honest in its use of taxpayers’ money for advertising and promotional purposes.  The Leader of the 
Opposition suggests that a totally independent committee called the Scrutiny of Government Publicity 
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Committee be established to review all government advertising.  To demonstrate the independence of this 
proposed committee, it would comprise the Auditor General, the Ombudsman and a member from the 
advertising industry with a wealth of knowledge and expertise - in other words, someone who knows the tricks 
of trade - to provide invaluable advice in the deliberations of the committee.   

The committee would have four broad powers.  First, it would review all government advertising to ensure it was 
not politically motivated and that the advertising served a good public purpose.  That is important.  It is fine to 
say that the advertising is not politically motivated, but it is another matter to ask whether it serves a genuine 
public purpose; that is, will the community benefit as a result of the advertising going ahead? 

The second major power is that the committee would be able to command that non-complying advertising or 
promotional material be withdrawn or amended.  The committee would also be able to command reports from 
government departments and agencies that the committee believes has spent money on advertising for political 
purposes.  It would have some real teeth and clout to shake the tree a bit and gather the information it needs to 
deliberate on the matters properly.  The committee would also be able to act on, and receive complaints from, the 
public regarding blatantly political advertising.  That is a very good point.  Not too many members of Parliament 
would not have had constituents chew their ears about Labor Party advertising: “Gee, why are we spending all 
this money on Western Power advertising?  Is it just to gloss over the Labor Party’s inadequate management of 
our power supply?”  Members can imagine how I answer those questions.  It is important that the public have 
direct input to the accountability process.  Members on this side of the house expect government members to 
support the bill.  It is exactly the same bill that then Opposition Leader, Dr Gallop, introduced not once, not 
twice, but three times.  On each occasion, I am told that the time limits in here prevented the bill from being 
debated.  As I said earlier, if one had a decent, honest and fully accountable government, the legislation would 
not be needed.  That is not the case with this government.  Here we have a good opportunity to resurrect this 
legislation that the Labor Party previously brought to Parliament on three occasions.  We can pass it and keep the 
Labor Party honest, particularly in the lead-up to the next election in three and a half years.  I made the point 
earlier that this kind of politically biased advertising that the Labor Party undertakes does not happen only in the 
lead-up to an election.  The Labor Party also makes very good use of it during its term in office, although I 
suggest that, in some respects, it backfires enormously on the government.  

The other very significant point is that it is very much in the public interest that this legislation pass through this 
Parliament.  We all know that a High Court case is under way at the moment.  I will not go into the detail of the 
case because it is still proceeding, but it is well known that the Labor Party and the Australian Council of Trade 
Unions have initiated action aimed at legally discrediting what the commonwealth government is doing in 
promoting its industrial relations reforms.  It is ironic - that is probably the most diplomatic word I can use - that 
the Gallop Labor government does not want to support this initiative to hold itself accountable on political 
advertising and yet it is taking action, at taxpayers’ expense, in that High Court case to support the arguments put 
forward by the Labor Party and the trade unions. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Would you describe that as hypocrisy? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood beat me to the punch, because I was 
probably going to use the word about 24 times in my speech.  It is blatant hypocrisy.  On one hand, it suits the 
government to use taxpayers’ funds to go to this High Court case and support a political legal argument.  Bear in 
mind that that legal argument was initiated by the Labor Party and the trade union movement, not by the New 
South Wales or South Australian governments - albeit they are Labor governments - or by any other government 
around Australia.  It was initiated by the Labor Party and the trade union movement, which for all intents and 
purposes are one and the same.  This is a politically motivated court case and yet the Western Australian 
government is using taxpayers’ funds to support the argument of the Labor Party in the High Court.  Not only is 
the Labor Party now presumably saying it will not support this bill, because it does not want to be held to 
account for its political advertising, but also it is actually spending taxpayers’ funds as we speak in the High 
Court assisting the Labor Party with what is nothing more than a blatantly political legal action.  Yes, that 
smacks of hypocrisy to the highest degree.   

What also smacks of hypocrisy is that the Gallop Labor government has spent more than $200 000 on its own 
publicity campaign opposing that legislation.  It troops off to the High Court at taxpayers’ expense to argue that 
the commonwealth government should not be spending taxpayers’ money promoting the benefits of industrial 
relations reform while at the same time it dips into the pockets of taxpayers and pulls out the money to spend on 
advertising against those reforms.  The hypocrisy of that is just mind-boggling.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Breathtaking! 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, it is breathtaking;  I am struggling to catch my breath here at the 
moment.  Seriously, however, the fact is that the government is prepared to spend a significant amount of 
taxpayers’ money advertising against industrial relations reform and yet it is spending taxpayers’ money in the 
High Court arguing that the commonwealth government should not be able to promote the benefits of that 
reform.  I find that absolutely amazing.  If anything demonstrates the need for this bill, that is it.  Obviously I am 
not going to put them on the spot, but I would love to know what the Auditor General, the Ombudsman and a 
credible senior representative of the advertising industry would say about the government spending more than 
$200 000 of taxpayers’ money promoting the case against industrial relations reform.  It is not a state matter; it is 
being dealt with politically in the High Court.  Far be it from me to read their minds or pre-empt what they might 
say, but I suggest that they would say that it looks really dodgy.  It would not surprise me if they sat down and 
decided that that $200 000 was being spent for blatantly political purposes, and then reported accordingly.  

As I said earlier on, this is in effect the Labor Party’s bill.  It is exactly the same legislation that the Premier 
brought to this Parliament when he was in opposition.  I stress again that if we had a good, honest, decent and 
accountable government this legislation would not be necessary, and we would not be having this debate today.  
However, the Labor Party has unfortunately demonstrated again and again that it is prepared to use taxpayers’ 
funds for blatantly political promotional and advertising purposes.  The opposition, through freedom of 
information requests, has found that the total amount for government campaign advertising for the 2004 calendar 
year, in campaigns that cost more than $40 000, is more than $21 million.  That is not small bickies.  I stress that 
that did not include any campaigns that cost less than $40 000 or any advertising undertaken by the various 
authorities like Western Power, the Water Corporation and Lotterywest.  We are not just talking about a point of 
principle; this is a matter of very significant financial consequence for the people of Western Australia.  If it was 
found that a significant proportion of that $21 million was political, we may be able to save taxpayers many 
millions of dollars that could go towards the health system or education.  One of the main purposes of this 
legislation is to prevent the misuse of advertising by the Labor Party for blatantly political purposes.  I know that 
the Leader of the Opposition has listed a range of advertising and promotional campaigns that the Labor Party 
has undertaken.  I have just pointed out that, in one year alone, expenditure totalled more than $21 million, and 
that did not include the corporate authorities that I mentioned or Lotterywest; nor did it include any advertising 
campaigns valued at under $40 000.  That is $21 million of taxpayers’ funds being spent by the Labor Party with 
no process of accountability. 

The idea of establishing this independent scrutiny of government publicity committee in the current climate, with 
this government holding the purse strings, is an excellent one.  The idea of having the Auditor General, the 
Ombudsman and a member of the advertising industry able to scrutinise the government’s expenditure of 
promotional and advertising funds is a very good one and would be welcomed by the community.  I stress once 
again that this bill even provides for members of the public to have direct feedback and to make complaints, and 
for the independent scrutiny of government publicity committee to act on those complaints.  Overall, this sort of 
bill would not be necessary if we had a decent, honest and accountable government.  However, with this mob of 
Labor rogues running the show, this legislation - excuse the pun - fits the bill. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [4.29 pm]:  The government will not support this legislation.  
The member for Leschenault provided the very reason the government will not support this legislation.  He said 
that if we had a decent, honest and accountable government we would not need this legislation.  The answer is 
that we do have a decent, honest and accountable government and therefore we do not need this legislation.  The 
circumstances, however, were very different in 1997.  The then government behaved in a disgraceful and 
extravagant way in its use of taxpayers’ funds.  It did not wait until legislation was passed through Parliament 
before it sought to properly inform the public about the implications of the legislation; it began its advertising 
campaigns to promote the passage of the legislation through the Parliament.  A classic and particularly 
disgraceful example of that was the $250 000 that the Court government spent on the Mabo campaign.  It 
frightened the daylights out of people and led them to think that their backyards would be threatened by native 
title.  That disgraceful campaign undermined community harmony and reconciliation, and promoted phobias 
about native title.  It hampered the resolution of these issues.  In a 7-0 decision the High Court ruled that the very 
legislation the $250 000 campaign sought to promote was racist; it was contrary to the Racial Discrimination Act 
in this country.  Thankfully, it was ruled to be invalid legislation.   

Again, the Court government promoted a campaign for its third wave industrial relations legislation before the 
legislation had passed through the Parliament.  The campaign was so blatantly political that the television 
stations decided not to run it in the final analysis.  The circumstances this year are different from the 
circumstances that existed in 1997.  Firstly, we have a government that is performing in a much more 
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accountable and proper fashion in its advertising than was the government at that time.  Secondly, a range of 
accountability mechanisms is in place that was not in place in 1997. 

I will refer to the performance of the government.  The member for Leschenault quoted figures on advertising 
expenditure.  It is interesting to compare the expenditure on government advertising in 2004 with the expenditure 
on government advertising in 2000.  The year 2004 was the last full calendar year of the first term of the Gallop 
government, and 2000 was the final full calendar year of the last term of the Court government. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why calendar years?  Why not the financial year? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I happen to have the figures for the calendar years.  The figures reveal that in its final full 
year in government in its first term the Gallop government spent $24.4 million on advertising.  In its final full 
year of office in its second term in 2000, the Court government spent $27.1 million. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Despite inflation. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Despite inflation, the Gallop government spent significantly less in 2004 on advertising than 
did the Court government in 2000. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I would like to have a good look at that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At today’s advertising rates, the $27.1 million spent by the Court government when the 
member for Warren-Blackwood was a minister, would equate to around $30.8 million.  At today’s rates our 
expenditure is around $24.4 million.  There is a significant difference between the amount of expenditure of this 
government and the amount expended by the previous government in the equivalent year at the end of a 
parliamentary term.  If that $6.4 million is adjusted for the increase in rates, it equates to about 1 025 extra full-
page advertisements per annum in The West Australian.  That is the amount of extra advertising that the Court 
government engaged in during its last year in office. 

That deals in part with the question of performance.  However, I will make some other comments that have a 
bearing on the issue of performance and improved accountability.  This government is the first government in 
Western Australian history to introduce guidelines to ensure that strict public interest criteria are met before 
campaigns are approved.  These public interest guidelines have been tabled in this house.  It is possible for any 
member of Parliament to look at any advertising campaign and measure it against the publicly available 
advertising guidelines that the government has announced it will adhere to, and to hold the government 
accountable for its performance against those guidelines.  That opportunity is available to any member of this 
Parliament regarding any advertising campaign.  That opportunity was not available under the Court government 
because it did not have publicly available guidelines against which its performance could be measured. 

What do these guidelines do?  They set out in very clear terms that government advertising should have a clearly 
definable benefit or a series of benefits for the public.  These benefits include: to maximise compliance with the 
law; to achieve awareness of a new or amended law; to raise awareness of a planned or impending initiative; to 
ensure public safety and personal security or encourage responsible behaviour; to assist in the preservation of 
order in the event of a crisis or emergency; to promote awareness of rights, responsibilities, duties or 
entitlements; to encourage use of or familiarity with government products or services; to report on performance 
in relation to government undertakings; to encourage social cohesion, civic pride, community spirit, tolerance; or 
assist in the achievement of a widely supported public policy outcome.  They are the rules by which we measure 
our advertising campaigns. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Would you say a lot of those were political? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Those criteria are linked to the public interest. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you saying that they are not political? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am saying that these guidelines define what is government advertising in the public 
interest.  It has to deliver a benefit to the public or be in the public interest.  That is what guidelines are there to 
achieve.  If a member of Parliament, such as the member for Hillarys, does not think that a campaign matches 
one or other of those guidelines, the member can ask a question during question time, put a question on the 
notice paper, pursue the matter in the estimates committee process, move a motion as a matter of public 
importance, or debate the matter during private members’ business.  The difference is that the government has a 
set of rules that it has made public and to which it has committed itself, against which its performance can be 
measured. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You don’t comply with it. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the member believes that the government has not complied with those rules on any 
advertising campaign, he should raise the issue.  The opposition has shirked the hard work.  It has engaged in a 
political stunt.  It must have been said in the opposition’s political strategy meeting, “Why don’t we get out a bill 
Geoff Gallop moved in 1997?  That might be a bit of fun.  Why don’t we make the government vote against its 
own bill?”  How much research is needed to do that?  That is the lazy man’s preferred approach to opposition 
strategy.  The opposition does not have to sit down and find the tabled paper that related to the guidelines and 
think about how an advertising campaign may or may not be in accordance with the guidelines.  Members 
opposite have opted for the easy stunt.  That is characteristic of this opposition.  It is a stunt-a-day opposition 
“lite” in this state.  The Leader of the Opposition obviously has some trouble listening to or following an 
argument because he has repeated like a cockatoo the interjection, “Why will the government vote against this?”  
I have given the reason.  It is voting against it because of changed circumstances.  The two changed 
circumstances are the different performance of the government and improved accountability.   

I have dealt with the matter of the government’s expenditure on advertising and the public interest guidelines.  
There is a further issue on which the government has made itself more accountable.  The government has 
adopted a policy of placing authorisation tags on all government television and radio advertising.  That means 
that the public knows very clearly which campaigns have been paid for by taxpayers and which have not.  If a 
campaign is paid for by the state government, it will have a state government authorisation tag.  That is an open 
and transparent system of advertising.  Any member of Parliament or member of the public will know which 
advertising campaign the government is funding.  The government has nothing to hide.  If the government has an 
advertising campaign, it will put its tag on it and people will know that it is being funded by the government.  
Further to that, the government does not promote its own legislation prior to its passage through Parliament.  I 
have referred already to the approach of the Court government.  This government does not do that.  This 
government does not seek to use taxpayers’ dollars to exert influence on the Parliament’s consideration of 
legislation.  That is something that the Court government did but it is not something that this government will 
do.  This government has a strict process for considering and approving government advertising campaigns.  
Obviously, the more expensive the campaign, the more rigorous the consideration.  Any campaign costing more 
than $150 000 has to have a full cabinet sign off.  That is the level to which we take our scrutiny. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Where is the Premier? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am the appropriate person to respond on this issue.  I have a particular responsibility in the 
government for government communications matters.  Therefore, I am certainly the appropriate person to 
respond on behalf of the government to this latest stunt by opposition “lite”. 

As well as the reduced expenditure on advertising, the improved capability mechanisms, the better performance 
and the more rigorous control of advertising, the government has also embarked on a reform program to reduce 
waste in advertising and to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of its expenditure.  For example, we now 
have much reduced and standardised job advertisements in the print media, which is backed up by an Internet 
site and radio advertising.  It is a much more effective way to advertise job vacancies at the state government 
level than the previous uncoordinated, unstandardised and extravagant expenditure on print media job 
advertisements.  The government has also established a government noticeboard mechanism for combining and 
standardising a lot of government notices advertising in the print media.  Again, it is a way for the government to 
get better value for taxpayers’ dollars in advertising expenditure.  Quite apart from all the other approaches the 
government has taken, we have a procurement reform program that operates in advertising expenditure.  For 
example, the changed format for recruitment advertising I have referred to saves the government approximately 
$2.7 million per annum.  The revised format for public notices and tenders will save the government 
approximately $1 million per annum.  The government has achieved a reduction in contract fees of 
approximately $200 000 per annum.  Moving tender advertisements from Saturday editions of The West 
Australian to Wednesday editions will save the government approximately $260 000 per annum.  There are other 
reform measures.  The government is expecting to save $120 000 per annum by ceasing the mandatory listing of 
recruitment advertisements on joblist/Seek, which is an Internet service.  The government has achieved a saving 
of $60 000 per annum by introducing the ability to book advertisements directly online through the master media 
agency contractor.   

There is a record of government achievement on the question of advertising since this government came to 
power.  There has been improved performance, accountability and value for money.  Circumstances have 
changed and those changed circumstances mean that it is unnecessary to support the legislation that the 
opposition, on this occasion, has put forward.   
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It is instructive to compare the performance of this government on advertising questions with the performance of 
the Howard government.  I am absolutely staggered at the extraordinary expenditure engaged in by the Howard 
government on advertising.  That government is absolutely blatant and politically ruthless when it comes to the 
use of taxpayers’ dollars.  It has far and away more advertising capacity than any private sector organisation in 
the country.  If there is any government in this country that ought to be taken to task on the question of using 
taxpayers’ money for advertising, it is the Howard government.  Its advertising dwarfs any modest advertising 
that the state governments engage in.  It has the lion’s share of the financial resources available to Australian 
governments by virtue of its company tax and income tax bases.  The federal government has been enjoying 
handsome surpluses, partly because of the performance of the Western Australian economy.  The federal 
government has not been shy about using its financial resources to change the political environment.  So far as I 
am aware, it does not have the same accountability mechanism or the same record in reducing advertising 
expenditure as the Gallop Labor government. 

I neglected to list some other savings measures.  The government held the print media to a zero increase in rates 
this financial year.  That is estimated to save the government approximately $500 000.  The government also 
expects to save approximately $800 000 a year through changes to the way in which media bookings are 
invoiced.  The government is looking at savings of approximately $5.6 million a year through its procurement 
reform program in advertising.  That is a lot different from Richard Court, the former Premier, flying in a 
helicopter to personally promote the government’s infill sewerage program.  It is a lot different from the Mabo 
campaign run before the legislation had even been passed by the Parliament.  The Mabo campaign suffered from 
the additional criticism that it was promoting legislation ultimately found by the High Court to be racist.  It is a 
lot different from the “third wave” advertising campaign.   

In the light of the government’s reform program in advertising, in the light of the different performance of this 
government compared with that of its predecessor, and in the light of significantly improved accountability 
mechanisms, the government sees no need for this legislation at this stage.  Therefore, it will not support it.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.50 pm]:  I listened with 
interest to the Treasurer.  He battled to use all of his allocated time to defend the government’s position.  The 
Treasurer used words such as “absolutely blatant”.  The exact same words can be attributed to the Treasurer.  We 
understand that this bill has been brought into the Parliament on three different occasions.  It was drafted by Dr 
Gallop, the then Leader of the Opposition, and it was brought into the Parliament and second read, and the 
mandatory press statement was released.  However, he did not proceed with the bill at that time.  Now that the 
then Leader of the Opposition is in government and is the Premier, he has not proceeded with the bill either.  It 
has never been brought on for a vote in the Parliament.  Therefore, the bill was obviously brought in just as a 
media stunt.  It is very easy to make comparisons.  However, when the Treasurer talks about what is happening 
with the federal government, he needs to acknowledge that the federal budget is at least seven or eight times 
greater than the state budget.  The importance of industrial relations legislation to the nation is so fundamental 
that people need to know what the commonwealth government is proposing.  The people need to know about 
that, just as much as they need to know what is happening with the southern corridor rail to Mandurah.  I do not 
think I need to remind members about the amount of money the government has spent on promoting that rail, 
with its mock railway line that showed where all the stations would be, and with all its signage and propaganda 
on that issue.  If members opposite want to compare that with the infill sewerage program, then yes, the then 
Premier, Hon Richard Court, did use a helicopter to promote that campaign.  That campaign was prepared in my 
office as the then Minister for Water Resources.  Some comprehensive mapping had been done of Western 
Australia, and it was my job as minister to sell it to the regions.  I travelled around the regions.  I did not go by 
aeroplane.  I actually went by car.  However, the point is the people of Western Australia needed to know what 
the government wanted to do on infill sewerage.  By the way, today, 10 years on, the people of Western 
Australia are still waiting for this government to complete that program.  There is a huge amount of unrest in the 
community about that matter.  The member for Dawesville, and a number of other members, have raised the 
issue of infill sewerage.  We cannot compare that situation with what is happening with the federal government.   

The long title of the bill is -  

AN ACT to provide for the scrutiny of, and guidelines for, Government publicity which has or is 
likely to have the capacity, in whole or in part, to influence public support for a political party or 
its candidates or for a member of a House of Parliament; and for other purposes. 

The bill outlines the objectives of the legislation and states in clause 3, in very enlightened terms  -  
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(a) it is right and proper for Governments to use public funds for publicity and advertising in order 
to inform the public of the Government services available to them and their rights and 
obligations; and  

We all agree with that.  That is commonsense.  It continues -  

(b) it is improper for Governments to use public funds for publicity and advertising in order to 
gain a partisan political advantage, 

For the state government to be part of the High Court challenge to try to stop the federal government is exactly 
the same thing that members opposite were doing then and are continuing to do now.  It goes on to state that the 
objectives of the bill are -  

(c) to ensure that, as far as possible, public money is not expended on Government publicity for a 
partisan political purpose; and  

(d) to constitute a committee to scrutinise Government publicity that appears to the committee to 
have the capacity or be likely to have the capacity, in whole or in part, to be used for that 
purpose. 

I am sure the Treasurer would admit, if he were honest, that the reason this bill was not pursued by members 
opposite when they were in opposition is that they knew that one day it would come back to haunt them.  We are 
cognisant of the fact that in proposing this bill we, too, would be held to account if we were in government.  The 
government’s code of compliance states that government publicity must be compliant with new legislation and 
amended law.  We are trying to bring in a new law that will make governments more accountable.  The 
Treasurer can run, but he cannot hide.  The Treasurer knows full well that there is only one reason that the 
government will not agree with this legislation - it is because the members of the Labor Party are now sitting on 
that side of the house.  What does the government have to fear?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think you would be terrified if we did decide to vote for it!  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the government is the open and accountable government that it tells us it is, what does it 
have to fear from this legislation?  This bill was drafted by the person who is now the Premier, and it was 
brought into the Parliament.  However, members opposite failed to vote on it, because they knew that one day it 
would come back to haunt them.   

The Scrutiny of Government Publicity Committee as proposed in this bill would comprise the Auditor General, 
who is a very credible person in the community, as the chairperson of the committee; the Ombudsman, who is 
also highly credible and trusted by the community; and one part-time member, who is to be a person having 
knowledge and experience in advertising, appointed by the Premier from a list of three persons nominated by the 
Australian Association of National Advertisers.  Again, the government has nothing to fear.  We have brought 
the Labor Party’s legislation back into the Parliament to test the government’s credentials, honesty and 
credibility.  By failing to agree to this legislation, the government has condemned itself.  This is just another 
example of the government’s blatant hypocrisy, and it follows on exactly from other things that have occurred 
today.  I understand that this legislation will require a message. 

Standing Orders Suspension - Attendance of Premier in the House 

Mr P.D. OMODEI - without notice:  I therefore move -  

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to require the Premier to attend in this 
house forthwith to explain why he does not now support a bill he originally proposed.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]:  I am very pleased that the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition has moved that motion.  I have been sitting here now for the best part of an hour, 
waiting for the author of this bill to slide into the chamber to explain to members why he will not be supporting a 
bill that he wrote!  He wrote it!  The bill has my name on it.  However, I always like to give credit where credit 
is due.  In this instance, I give credit to the Premier of Western Australia, because he wrote the bill.  He was 
obviously aggrieved by matters that were taking place in 1997 and came to the conclusion that we needed some 
kind of regulation with respect to how governments in Western Australia spend their advertising money, so he 
introduced this bill into the Parliament.  However, all of a sudden, for whatever reason, the bill was not dealt 
with then.  He then introduced it again and again.  He was feverishly in favour of this bill at that time.  However, 
all we have from his seat today is deafening silence.  He is nowhere to be found!  It is extraordinary that a person 
who talks about the need for transparency and openness in government, and who has pushed the envelope to the 
point that he has actually drafted a bill about advertising controls on government, will not front up in this place 
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to help us understand why he has suddenly changed his mind now that he is the Premier of Western Australia as 
opposed to Leader of the Opposition.  I guess we could get some insight from the comment of the Deputy 
Premier a few minutes ago when I asked him why he would not be supporting the bill and he said, 
“Circumstances have changed”.  The member for Hillarys then said, “That is only because you’re not on this 
side of the house any more; you’re on that side, isn’t it?”, to which the Deputy Premier replied, somewhat 
breathtakingly, “Exactly”.  That is what he said.  I do not think he was really thinking when he said that.  The 
words just jumped out of his mouth.  He forgot that he was sitting in the Parliament of Western Australia when 
he made the frank admission that the only reason the government is not supporting a bill that the Labor Party 
itself wrote is because the Labor Party is now in government.  It is absolute blatant hypocrisy of the highest 
order.  I have to say that we are seeing this time and again.  Australian political history is littered with second-
term governments that became too full of themselves and too arrogant.   

The Australian political landscape will attract one more piece of litter in about three years; that is, the litter of the 
Gallop Labor government, the very same government that tried its hardest in the last two elections to convince 
people that it would be an open, accountable and transparent government.  Today’s test is the ultimate test of the 
credentials of the Premier.  The Premier is very quickly running out of credentials in Western Australian public 
life.  We have seen over time the Premier make a litany of backflips, simply because they were politically 
expedient.  That is why the Premier should come out from under his desk, or wherever he is hiding, come into 
this chamber, resume his seat and explain to members why he no longer supports this bill that he wrote and tried 
to introduce on no fewer than three occasions. 

I have just been informed that the Premier is not paired, so there is no reason for him not to come into the 
chamber to defend his position.  Instead, he sends out the hapless Treasurer to try to defend the indefensible.  
The fact is that the Premier cannot defend a no vote on an issue such as this when the bill was written by him.  
That is why the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has moved the motion calling on the Premier to come forward 
and explain his position.  I want to hear what his position is.  I guess just for fun I would love to see the Premier 
stumble and fumble over some kind of an explanation of why he would not support a bill that restricts 
government advertising, which he wrote and tried to introduce into Parliament on three occasions.  It is blatant 
and absolute hypocrisy.  This government is heading for a train wreck.  There have been many examples of that 
in the past six months since the government was re-elected.  The government believes that it is on top of the 
world and that it is undefeatable.  The government’s arrogance is so blatant that it is extraordinary.  We are 
dealing with a motion to suspend standing orders.  I will let that rest for the time being.  Do not worry, folks, I 
will be back for the main game after this motion has been voted on. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [5.02 pm]:  The opposition has produced two stunts today.  Its 
strategy group must have been working overtime.  The level of intellectual energy to come up with not just one 
stunt for the day but two stunts is staggering.  I am tempted not to argue too strongly with the Leader of the 
Opposition, as a wise person once said to me: “Never argue with idiots, as they drag you down to their own level 
and then they beat you on experience.”  I always fear that that is a danger when I am having a debate with the 
Leader of the Opposition, but I will engage with him because it is necessary to deal with the staggering assertion 
of hypocrisy.  One would think that members opposite actually believed in what they were doing.  Of course 
they do not.  They never accepted these sorts of accountability mechanisms when they were in government.  
When they were in government they would not have come within 100 metres or 100 miles of a proposition such 
as this.  They spent taxpayers’ dollars extravagantly hand over fist in disgraceful political campaigns ahead of 
even legislation going through the Parliament.  It is all very well for them to make a charge of hypocrisy.  
Beware of the mote that is within thine own eye, I think is the correct saying to apply to the Leader of the 
Opposition, because he is very vulnerable to the charge of hypocrisy himself. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I have never been in government. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition never will be; he is too lightweight to be in government.  
However, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has admitted that one extravagant campaign was prepared in his 
own office, which underlines the charge that I am making of hypocrisy. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Oh dear, oh dear! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  “Oh dear, oh dear,” says the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  I think his tenure on the front 
bench, given the fact that he carries some responsibility for things that occurred in government, might be 
ultimately limited. 

Another aspect of this debate that disappoints me is that the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues have 
clearly not listened to my arguments.  This is a feature, I have noticed, of opposition members.  They are 
inclined to ask a pre-prepared written supplementary question at question time, without having listened to the 
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previous answer given by the minister.  They go ahead and ask a supplementary question, even though it has 
been made irrelevant by the previous answer given by the minister.  Clearly members opposite came into this 
place with a pre-arranged series of stunts and whatever I said would not distract them from their pre-prepared 
course of action.  The fact is that I am the responsible person in the government for this issue and I have dealt 
with the arguments put forward by the opposition.  I have explained why the government will not be supporting 
this legislation.  I will provide a summary and go through a little revision for opposition members, as I am failing 
to achieve the outcomes I planned for as a result of my speech.  I had planned that an outcome of my speech 
would be the opposition’s understanding of the government’s position.  That has not happened, and I will have to 
revise my teaching strategy.  I am still targeting the outcome, which is the opposition’s understanding.  Let me 
provide a little revision. 

First, the circumstances are different.  Secondly, the government’s performance on advertising is significantly in 
advance of the performance of the previous government.  Thirdly, there are new accountability mechanisms of 
which the opposition is simply failing to take advantage. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Accountable to whom; to the Auditor General or the Ombudsman? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Accountable to the Parliament, my friend.  Opposition members are not using Parliament to 
investigate the specifics of the advertising campaigns.  If members opposite did their work as an opposition, they 
would come to the Parliament with a specific question, assertion or argument about a particular advertising 
campaign and how it related to the government’s advertising guidelines. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  You should want to have this legislation in place for when we get into government to make 
sure that we don’t do things you say we did before. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We think that the current circumstances are appropriate.  Quite frankly, the people will 
ultimately decide this issue, but the people will decide whether to take that risk.  We do not believe that they will 
make that decision, but we base our responses to these issues on current circumstances.  Is this legislation needed 
now?  No.  I concede that if the opposition were in power, some additional legislation might be required, but 
perhaps not this legislation.  It is actually insulting to me, as the government minister responsible for this issue, 
that members opposite do not accept my explanations and, instead, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition moves a 
motion requiring the Premier to attend the chamber. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  As Deputy Premier, do you approve of government advertising? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As a member of cabinet, yes.  Ultimately the most expensive government advertising 
campaigns come to cabinet for sign off. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The most expensive; but you are going to have dozens and dozens of cheaper ones. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Any campaign valued at more than $150 000 goes to cabinet.  Campaigns valued between 
$40 000 and $150 000 are subject to approval through a bureaucratic process, which reports to a cabinet 
committee that I chair.  The cabinet committee can of course overturn that process.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How often does that process occur?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  About monthly.  Campaigns valued at less than $40 000, while possibly subject - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You don’t split them up to keep them under $40 000?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No, we do not.  That would be contrary to State Supply Commission guidelines and be a 
breach of our procurement arrangements.  Campaigns valued at less than $40 000 are subject to approval through 
bureaucratic processes, but the cabinet committee or the cabinet could, of course, intervene if they felt it 
necessary to do so, particularly if they believed that there had been a breach of the guidelines.  That is part of the 
more rigorous control of government advertising and the stronger accountability mechanisms that we have 
introduced.   

Someone was complaining that a member did not get the right to interject. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The member for Riverton wanted to interject on you, but I said that you never take 
interjections.  I told him he was wasting his time.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is not true that I do not take interjections.  I thank the member for Dawesville for his 
advocacy on behalf of the member for Riverton, who I am sure has an important contribution to make.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  I was interested to hear you inform the opposition about the process of accountability that is 
undertaken and supervised by you and a cabinet subcommittee.  I was most interested to understand that this is 
apparently the first time that members of the opposition have become aware of that process.  After four years, 
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they had not asked that question or sought to inquire about the process or level of scrutiny.  Not once have they 
understood that that process of accountability, review and responsibility has been a hallmark of this government.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I thank the member for Riverton.  I am glad that the member for Dawesville drew my 
attention to the desirability of the member for Riverton making a contribution!   

One thing that did fascinate me was the apparent familiarity of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition with the 
practice of splitting up contracts to avoid accountability.  He seemed to know a lot about that process.  That 
possibly dates from his experience in the Court government.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Keeping it under the radar.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is right.  He must have been one of those ministers who were skilled at keeping things 
under the radar and avoiding accountability.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Member for Warren-Blackwood, I am finding it very 
difficult to actually determine who is speaking.  Conversations are occurring all around the chamber.  I would 
appreciate it if we could hear just the Treasurer.  I remind the Treasurer that we are dealing with the motion to 
suspend standing orders at the moment.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I appreciate your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker; I was led astray by members of the 
opposition.   

Of course we will reject this stunt.  The question of government spending on advertising is a legitimate and 
substantial question for this Parliament to examine.  However, the opposition has not embarked upon a debate in 
good faith on this issue; it has embarked on a stunt.  There are ways in which the opposition could examine this 
issue in a more substantive way.  I have already advised the opposition that it should take our publicly 
acknowledged guidelines and hold us to account on whether we meet those guidelines on particular campaigns.  
Given that opposition members have not taken my advice but have instead embarked on a couple of silly stunts, 
we will not support the motion to suspend standing orders.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [5.13 pm]:  The Treasurer has just spoken for about 11 or 12 minutes on an 
issue that has nothing to do with the motion to suspend standing orders.  I do not intend to follow his lead.  I will 
use about two minutes to make my contribution.  The motion to suspend standing orders seeks to require the 
Premier to attend the chamber so that he can advise why he does not support a bill of which he was the architect.  
That is a genuine and sensible request.   

Mr G. Snook:  Reasonable.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is very reasonable, as my colleague says.  We want the author of this bill, who we 
know to be in the building - he has not left the building - to come into the chamber to say a few words.  I do not 
think the Premier has been in this chamber for one second of the debate on this bill.  I find that to be 
extraordinary, given that he is the author of the bill.  Through you, Mr Acting Speaker, I will make a plea to the 
Premier.  I will look straight into the camera, because I am sure the Premier is watching us, and say to the 
Premier, “We love you dearly, we miss you enormously and we would really love you to come into the chamber.  
Please leave whatever you are doing, because it is important that we hear your words of wisdom.  You are a 
Rhodes scholar, so please come in here now.”   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It’s crucial.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is crucial.  One of the Premier’s colleagues has asked him to come into the chamber!  I 
implore the Premier to please leave what he is doing, to walk along the corridor and to take his seat in this 
chamber, which has gone cold because he has been out of it for a long time.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Media advice is to not look down the barrel of the camera.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am making a personal plea to the Premier, through the Acting Speaker, to come into the 
chamber.  I am waiting to hear some footsteps.  I cannot hear the Premier’s footsteps.  I ask the Premier to please 
come into the chamber so that he can explain to members why he will vote against this bill.  The Premier will 
have to come into the chamber in a moment because he is not paired and the bells will ring for a division.  I ask 
the Premier to please come in early and show a bit of courage.  He is the Premier of this state.  For goodness 
sake, he should come in now; come on down, Premier.  Before the Acting Speaker makes me sit down for 
technically not speaking to the motion before the house to suspend standing orders - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You said you would speak for only two minutes.   
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did say two minutes.  When the clock goes to 17 or 19 minutes, I will sit down, because 
I have made my plea to the Premier.  I am sure that he will take notice of me.  He will have to come into the 
chamber in a moment when the bells ring for a division.  I say to the Premier, “Come in now and save yourself 
some disgrace.”   

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.17 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, I have given the call to the member for Riverton.  He has not yet uttered 
a word, and I cannot hear him.  I ask members to please contain themselves and allow the member for Riverton 
to speak.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Carine would do well to either get a new patch or take up smoking again.  I 
do not know which she should do, but she should do one of those two things.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  I am glad you let everybody know that.  Thank you very much.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Riverton, you are speaking to the motion to suspend standing orders. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I rose to speak about the motion to suspend standing orders 
and, as you rightly pointed out, Mr Acting Speaker, I copped a barrage of interjections that had absolutely 
nothing to do with the motion that the opposition has put before the house today.   

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  One interjection referred to the fact that I am wearing a tie.  The member for Dawesville 
would know that the standing orders direct that men must wear neckties in the chamber.  I did not know that it 
was a fashion debate this afternoon; if it had been, the member for Dawesville would already have been 
expelled.   

The motion to suspend standing orders on the basis of having the Premier come into the chamber to explain his 
role as Leader of the Opposition in 1997 in proposing an accountability bill on advertising - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  And in 1998 and 2000.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Did the Premier introduce a bill three times?   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Yes. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I was aware of only the 1997 bill, so I thank the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  And 1999 as well.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  He introduced a bill four times.  Did the Leader of the Opposition do that research?  That is 
fantastic.  He was not a member of Parliament at that time, so I wonder how he knew about it.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  It was like a premonition.  A higher being told me.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Given the Leader of the Opposition’s wont to say, when it suits him, that he was not in the 
chamber or was not a member of Parliament at the time that things happened, for him to now have knowledge of 
previous events - that it just came to him - indicates a selective kind of memory.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Are you going somewhere with this? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am interested in where the Leader of the Opposition started from.  He suggests in August 
2005 that standing orders be suspended so that the Premier can discuss a bill he introduced when Leader of the 
Opposition in an attempt to enforce accountability on a government that had lost control of its spending.  That 
lack of control in that government was evident in the comments by the Under Treasurer of the time.  I am sure 
the Leader of the Opposition has read the Under Treasurer’s letter to the then Treasurer about the role of 
ministers to control spending in that government.  That was the motive of the then Leader of the Opposition, the 
now Premier, in raising in Parliament and public debate the absolutely vital nature of introducing - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, the level of noise is such that it is difficult to 
understand what the member for Riverton is saying.  Hansard will be having difficulty also.  The member for 
Riverton needs to come back to the suspension of standing orders debate. 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  I take your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker.  I was making the point that the suspension motion 
moved by the opposition related to the Premier’s explanation of why he moved for the introduction of those bills 
in those four years and the circumstances that existed at the time.  The motion refers to suspending so much of 
standing orders as is necessary for the Premier to explain why he does not now support a bill that he originally 
proposed.  Do members opposite just want the Premier to sit in the chamber, or do they want him to discuss an 
issue?  If members opposite want an issue debated, they have already heard from the Treasurer on the matter.  
Members opposite still have not learned three important lessons: it is a different government with different 
procedures, circumstances have changed, and auditing and accounting processes have changed.  Three 
substantially quantifiable processes that were in place in 1997, 1998, 1999 and 2000 no longer exist.  On those 
four occasions the now Premier suggested a higher level of accountability was needed, but those circumstances 
no longer exist.  The opposition suggests that we need to suspend standing orders to examine how the Liberal 
Party went completely out of control in government, to the extent that the Under Treasurer wrote to the then 
Treasurer stating that spending was out of control, and that particular ministers were no longer complying with 
cabinet rulings.  That circumstance existed when the then Leader of the Opposition stated that the Liberal 
government must be brought under control.  

Point of Order 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Mr Acting Speaker, your advice to the member was that he must debate the motion before the 
house.  I proffer that he is wandering far from the motion.  In the last two minutes, he mentioned the suspension 
only once.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have repeatedly drawn attention to the fact that the suspension of standing orders relates to 
the circumstances of the substantive motion.  That is the motion.  I have drawn it to the attention of the chamber. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I advised the member for Riverton.  I have heard him 
respond to a number of interjections.  I have been seeking further advice during the last 30 or 40 seconds, and I 
did not hear the member’s last comments.  I trust that the member for Riverton was debating the suspension of 
standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I take your advice very seriously, Mr Acting Speaker.  I remind members that a suspension 
of standing orders motion is, firstly, a procedural matter.  Validity and importance must be demonstrated for the 
chamber to move from its normal procedural listings on the notice paper for the day.  When members seek to 
suspend standing orders, they must produce a substantial argument in support of it.  Members must explain why 
it is important to suspend standing orders.  In the context of the motion outlined, the opposition has argued that 
standing orders need to be suspended to enable a certain event to take place.  The motion has two elements.  Mr 
Acting Speaker, I am attempting to expand on my view of the motion before the house.  It is impossible to do so 
when at least four people are constantly interrupting in a conga line of dissenters and malcontents. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The more members interject, the more fodder they provide 
for the member for Riverton to continue his speech.  I suggest that members listen to him in silence.  If he 
continues to venture off the motion, I shall bring him into line.  Member are providing the opportunities for the 
member to stray. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Interestingly, as I stand to comply with your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker, the immediate 
response is for members opposite to start another debate on another issue that is not related in any way, shape or 
form to the motion currently before the house under the name of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  This 
motion to suspend standing orders has two elements.  First, it seeks on a procedural matter to suspend so much 
of standing orders as is necessary to allow another event to occur; that is, the procedural element.  Second, the 
suspension will allow the Premier to explain how the circumstances that existed previously no longer exist, and 
why he no longer wishes to proceed with the legislation he deemed necessary between eight and five years ago.  
The suspension of standing orders is not necessary in that regard.  The suggestion that we need to interrupt the 
procedural standards of this house to allow this motion to be debated at length, and the ensuing substantive 
motion to be debated, lacks any substance or merit at all.  The Premier is in attendance in this house on many 
occasions when the opposition has the opportunity, and, indeed, the right, to ask questions directly related to the 
suspension motion.  If members opposite considered it to be a matter of great importance, it would be the subject 
of not a motion to suspend standing orders, but a series of pointed and directed questions to elicit the response 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 31 August 2005] 

 p4899c-4924a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Mark McGowan; Ms 
Margaret Quirk 

 [14] 

they seek.  The suspension of standing orders is not necessary at all.  Members opposite also have the 
opportunity to reintroduce the bill in their own right, instead of moving to suspend standing orders.  Is the Leader 
of the Opposition redrafting that legislation in his name? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  It’s already done.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is it on the notice paper? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Yes.  Here it is now!  What do you think we’re dealing with? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What priority has the Leader of the Opposition given it? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  First.  We’re debating it now! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Why has the Leader of the Opposition failed to ask the Premier a question on this matter in 
the last two weeks? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition comes in here regularly on Wednesdays and conducts 
stunts.  He did it two weeks ago in relation to E.G. Green and Sons Pty Ltd, and he did it last year in relation to 
the dairy industry.  He does it regularly, and now he is trying to suspend standing orders so as to require the 
Premier to attend on a motion that he knows the Leader of the Opposition has as an order of the day under his 
own name.  Why would he attempt to suspend standing orders when he knows that his leader has this as a matter 
on the notice paper? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We’re debating it now, you donkey! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I ask that the member for Warren-Blackwood withdraw that 
comment.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw and apologise.  

Debate Resumed 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The house is reaching the stage of being unruly.  I have asked members a number of 
times to hear the member for Riverton in silence.  They have failed to do that, so from this point on I will be 
calling members to order for interjections that are unparliamentary.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The fact that the Leader of the Opposition has introduced this bill and given the second 
reading speech and now wants to hear the leader of the government explain why he disagrees with the Leader of 
the Opposition is a matter that can be taken up during the course of debate.  There is no merit at all in the 
member arguing that it requires a suspension of standing orders to elicit that information.  The fact that the 
Premier does not give much credit to the Leader of the Opposition’s views about the world in 2005 has nothing 
to do with the reason for the motion to suspend standing orders, nor does it have anything to do with the 
substance of the bill introduced by the opposition.  Neither of those things is connected.  Maybe the Leader of 
the Opposition has introduced this bill because he has a view about accountability.  I can accept that he may have 
a genuine view about the need for accountability in government.  However, the motion to suspend standing 
orders in order to have the Premier explain his opposition has little or nothing to do with any view that the 
Leader of the Opposition might have about that bill in its own right.  The suspension of standing orders motion 
before the house is very separate, and has quite rightly been described as a stunt by the Deputy Premier.  If the 
opposition were serious, it could have taken any one of a number of options other than the suspension of 
standing orders we are now debating.  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I want to raise a number of points of order.  One is tedious repetition.  The member for 
Riverton has said the same things over and over again.  If he thinks that simply by saying “suspension of 
standing orders” he is complying with the standing orders, he is not, as I am sure you are aware, Mr Acting 
Speaker.  I advise you to get advice from the Clerks if you are not sure, but I am sure you are.  The member for 
Riverton has gone off the motion before the house so many times that he has used 13 minutes to say nothing.  
That is an abuse of standing orders.  We get sat down if we do that, and I implore you to do that to the member 
for Riverton.  He has spent long enough doing it.  He has not addressed the motion before the house at all and he 
is abusing standing orders.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have asked a number of times that members on my left stop interjecting on the 
member for Riverton because he is responding to every interjection and that is giving him the opportunity to stay 
on his feet for longer.  I have reminded the member for Riverton a number of times that we are debating the 
suspension of standing orders, and I ask that he come back to that subject directly, otherwise I will sit him down.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr A. D. McRAE:  Thank you for your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker.  I have been talking about the motion 
moved by the member for Warren-Blackwood that so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to 
require the Premier to attend in this house forthwith to explain why he does not now support a bill he originally 
proposed.  I have been making points, firstly, about the circumstances that have changed; secondly, about why 
the suspension of standing orders is such a matter of procedural importance that it should not be used as a stunt; 
and, thirdly, about why the suspension of standing orders is not necessary to elicit a government response to the 
bill introduced by the Leader of the Opposition.  We know that the suspension of standing orders motion has 
been moved not simply as a tool to try to force the Premier in here to explain himself, but rather as a bit of a 
stunt to try to get an argument going about why the Premier’s view might be different now from what it was 
previously.  If we examine the context in which the suspension of standing orders motion has been put before the 
house, we can understand that it has been done because the Leader of the Opposition has no support from his 
own benches for the motion that he has put.  That is the reason we are debating this motion now.  This is 
designed to try to avoid having a substantive debate.  Suspension of standing orders is often used by opposition 
members and parties to try to avoid getting into a substantive debate.  We have heard a second reading speech 
from the Leader of the Opposition about his bill, and nothing from any other member of the opposition.  That is 
why the Leader of the Opposition has done this, is it not? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  They are not taking any notice, are they? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  No, they are not taking any notice.  The Deputy Premier was arguing that the suspension of 
standing orders was not necessary because there were three changes to the circumstances between the 1990s and 
2005.  I am not sure whether the Leader of the Opposition was listening when the Deputy Premier articulated 
those changes.  He clearly said that the suspension of standing orders motion was a stunt, for three reasons.  
There are three substantial differences between the 1990s and 2005.  The suspension of standing orders motion 
by the opposition could only be seen as relevant if there had been no change in government accounting methods, 
government policy and government administration of the advertising process since the 1990s.  The Deputy 
Premier has already said that a cabinet decision is required for all expenditure on advertising campaigns valued 
at more than $150 000.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is that a new thing? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What is new is the way that the government administers it.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood, whose name is on the suspension motion, acknowledged during this debate on the motion that he 
was able to break down budgets in such a way as to keep figures below the threshold at which that level of 
accountability would be required.  The Deputy Premier has responded to the member who moved the suspension 
motion by detailing how that can no longer occur.  Above $150 000 it is a cabinet decision.  Between $40 000 
and $150 000 it is a decision of a cabinet subcommittee, meeting more than once a month and chaired by the 
Deputy Premier.  The opposition cannot, as the member for Warren Blackwood has done, move a motion to 
suspend standing orders and then acknowledge that what is being done now is radically different from what was 
done in the 1990s.  It is an outrageous suggestion.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are outrageous, my friend.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have made the point fairly clearly and I will summarise now. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is it possible to get an extension of time during this debate, Mr Acting Speaker? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I accept that members have understood what I have said.  To summarise and close I will say 
three things.  Firstly, when a suspension of standing orders motion is put to this chamber, there must be serious 
reasons for doing so.  It must be a matter of some substance and some urgency to change the procedural patterns 
of this house.  None of that has been demonstrated to date.  That is the first point.  Secondly, that circumstances 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 31 August 2005] 

 p4899c-4924a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Mark McGowan; Ms 
Margaret Quirk 

 [16] 

have changed so much between the 1990s and the administration under today’s Gallop government that there is 
no validity to the argument that the circumstances are the same.  Thirdly, and finally, it is clear that the Leader of 
the Opposition has introduced this motion after he has rummaged around in the drawer to find a matter to debate 
involving something that the Premier might have done previously.  Even the Under Treasurer of the former 
government said that the Court government’s spending was out of control.  In 2005 the Leader of the Opposition 
has tried to tell us that standing orders must be suspended to debate a puerile motion he has initiated by copying 
a 1990s bill.  There is no validity or urgency to this motion.  The Leader of the Opposition and the member for 
Warren-Blackwood have failed to demonstrate the need to suspend standing orders. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [5.40 pm]:  I found the comments by the member for Riverton 
illuminating. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  The member for Bassendean has been on 
his feet for less than 15 seconds and already there has been a barrage of interjections.  Interjections give the 
member on his feet an opportunity to prolong the debate.  I ask opposition members to let the member make his 
remarks as quickly and succinctly as possible. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I found the comments of the member for Riverton illuminating.  His understanding of the 
standing orders is excellent and probably exceeds my understanding of them.  He is not unlike other members of 
the chamber in that regard.  I am not a traditionalist.  I am prepared to embrace change and progress when there 
is a need for change.  Even from that perspective, we must understand the importance of tradition.  Standing 
orders are developed during a long and historic process.  They have been established over many years.  We 
should have a very good reason to dispense with tradition, history and best practice.  A unique set of 
circumstances should exist before we throw out the rules that govern our behaviour in this place.  The rules have 
been devised over a long period by previous Parliaments to enable the effective running of this Parliament.  
Parliament is not unlike many other institutions that cannot function without proper rules and regulations to 
govern people’s behaviour and conduct.  Without these traditions, rules and standing orders that have been 
designed over many years, this Parliament would not function nearly as effectively as it currently does. 

A special case must be established to suspend standing orders and dispense with the good practices that have 
been developed over many years.  I have not heard anything from the opposition that establishes that special 
case.  The standing orders allow many opportunities for the opposition to hold the Premier accountable on this 
issue.  If it thinks it is the most pressing issue of the day, why has it not dedicated a question to it during question 
time?  If this issue were of such importance, substance and standing that we needed to hear from the Premier, the 
appropriate thing to do would be to ask him a question on this matter during question time. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  We thought he would be here. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Unfortunately, the opposition chose not to do that.  The Leader of the Opposition will 
probably never get to hold the elevated position of Premier.  The Premier is a very busy man and many people 
want his time.  The opposition is guaranteed to have access to the Premier for at least 40 minutes a day.  The 
opposition is guaranteed to ask five or six questions of the Premier each day, yet it chose not to use that 
opportunity today.  I suggest that if this matter were so urgent, the opposition should have raised this issue 
during question time.  What has changed in the three hours since question time?  How has this issue changed in 
any respect to make it more urgent now than it was three hours ago?  I cannot see any justification for 
suspending standing orders. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I can accept that because this matter is in some ways being examined by the - 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Sit down, a point of order is being taken.  The member for Bassendean must sit down.  
Only one member can be on his feet at a time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Members are relegating themselves to the level of children in a 
playground.  The member for Hillarys has the call.  Every other member should be sitting.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I bring to your attention, Mr Acting Speaker, the standing orders on the relevance of the 
debate on the motion before the house.  The member on his feet has been speaking for three minutes and it will 
soon be four minutes.  I honestly think that is long enough to attempt to speak to the motion.  Some other 
members were given a lot of leeway but I am sure you will agree with me, Mr Acting Speaker, that it is time to 
bring some order to the house by ensuring that the member for Bassendean speaks to the motion to suspend 
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standing orders.  The motion is very narrow, as you know, Mr Acting Speaker.  This is taking up the time of 
private members’ business. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I draw members’ attention to the fact that we are talking about the suspension of 
standing orders.  I request members to bring the debate back to that specifically and not accept interjections from 
either side of the house. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I thank you for that direction, Mr Acting Speaker.  I believe I was addressing the motion; 
that is, the desire of the opposition to suspend standing orders.  I was making the point that the standing orders 
have been established over a long time.  They are the rules that govern the operation of this chamber and they 
must be treated with due respect. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We know what this is.  Get on with it. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  They need to be treated with respect.  I have not heard a case made that warrants the 
suspension of standing orders on this occasion.  If the opposition thought this matter was of such urgency, it 
should have asked the Premier a question during question time.  The opposition chose not to take that 
opportunity.  Three hours have passed and the opposition has made no case that the circumstances have changed.  
It continues to pursue this unnecessary, irrelevant motion to suspend standing orders.  The Minister for Tourism 
is very anxious to speak on this motion, so I will not take up too much of the Parliament’s time.  I am anxious to 
hear what he has to say. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Minister for Tourism) [5.47 pm]:  The opposition is doing something 
that I find quite unusual.  It is suggesting that so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to require 
the Premier to attend in the house forthwith.  I have never before seen in this Parliament a motion to suspend 
standing orders that requires the Premier to attend the house.  He is in the chamber all the time.  If members of 
the opposition were to examine which member in the past 20 years has spoken most in this house, they would 
find it is the member for Victoria Park. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He spends more time in this house being accountable to Parliament than any other 
member of the previous generation.  The Premier treats the Parliament as a significant and important 
accountability measure.  He has written books about it.  He attends the chamber every question time to answers 
questions.  I feel sorry for members of the opposition.  They should be trying to keep the Premier out of the 
Parliament.  He thrashes them every single day, and yet they want him to come back to thrash them again!  I 
think a mercy rule should apply to save opposition members from themselves.  I feel sorry for them. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  It is very difficult for the Hansard reporters to hear the minister.  
Once again, a large number of interjections are coming from members on both sides.  I call members to order. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  With the exception of the Leader of the Opposition, when I look at members opposite I 
am reminded of Dad’s Army!  It is literally Dad’s Army sitting over there!  Everything is a bit of a joke; it is a 
life they are engaged in because they have finished their real professional careers.  They have come to 
Parliament for a bit of retirement activity and enjoyment and to play some billiards!  I feel a little sorry for the 
opposition.  If anything, they should try to keep the Premier away from the Parliament as much as possible 
because when he comes into this chamber he shows his dominance over the opposition on every single occasion.  
It is plain to see, and members opposite know it.  Privately, members opposite regularly say that they will be in 
opposition for at least the next two terms.  They know and the media knows.  The general public knows.  They 
are literally not in the same event with the Premier.  I am absolutely amazed that they want him to come in here 
and thrash them again.   

Why should the Premier have to come in here and deal with this matter?  There are more important issues on the 
agenda in Western Australia than this.  I watch the strategy and tactics of the opposition every day.  I ask myself: 
who plans these tactics?  Who comes up with the questions and the motions?  The level of professionalism and 
attention to what matters and what is of public interest is quite devoid of any sense of reality. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What arrogance! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  According to the member for Hillarys, telling the truth is arrogance.  I am giving the 
member a bit of friendly advice.  He needs to pay more attention to detail.   

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN:  What is the member’s question? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The minister knows what he did at question time.  I had to withdraw a comment that I made 
about him that he knows is true.  If that is the way he wants to try to win an argument, which is by not telling the 
truth, then fine.  We now know what we are up against. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Since the member has raised this, during question time I read a quotation that was 
provided to me by the Parliamentary Library of what the member said on a news program on Friday night.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No, you didn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Yes, I did.  I will give the member a copy.  I will distribute what he said to members of 
the opposition so that they can decide for themselves. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You alleged during question time what I said and you know it was not true.  You are trying 
to be too clever, that is your trouble. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  The debate has moved severely from the 
motion, which concerns the suspension of standing orders.  I ask members that they address their comments to 
the suspension.  I realise that the minister was answering interjections.  I warn members on my left that 
interjections are unparliamentary.  The more they interject, the more opportunity they give the minister to 
comment.  I ask the minister to address the suspension of standing orders.  If he can do that with silence from 
others, that will be great. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Being the Premier of this state means that, although he spends an enormous amount of 
time in the chamber, he cannot be here all the time.  He cannot be here all the time because he regularly engages 
in meetings in his office, conducts briefings, meets with people from interstate and overseas and meets with 
ambassadors and all sorts of people who visit the state.  On occasion, he has to do that when the Parliament is in 
session.  It is quite understandable that he might not be here to be part of this rather unusual use of private 
members’ business. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I believe I have given all members sufficient warning.  I call the 
member for Vasse to order for the third time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The substance of what we are debating is that the Premier should attend this house 
forthwith.  Secondly, the house is discussing a bill to regulate government advertising.  I was present during the 
last four years of the previous coalition government.  I recall the amount of advertising that was undertaken by 
that government.  I saw it regularly.  I remember the former Premier, who, I must say - 

Point of Order 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is clear that the minister is not speaking to the motion.  This is becoming a farce.  I do not 
need to tell the Acting Speaker that it is his role to make the minister speak to the motion.  I call on the Acting 
Speaker  to direct the minister to keep his comments relevant to the motion. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I am sure that the minister is quite aware of what is the motion.  I note that he has 
strayed a long way from it.  I ask that he refer to the suspension of standing orders and not the substantive 
motion, which relates to the second reading of the Scrutiny of Government Publicity Bill 2005. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I take the advice of the Chair.  I merely note that the previous government spent 
enormously more than this government has on advertising.  The hypocrisy is absolutely palpable. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister has blatantly ignored the ruling of the Chair.  I am sure that the Acting 
Speaker wants to do something about that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The motion before the house is - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to require the Premier to attend in this 
house forthwith to explain why he does not now support a bill he originally proposed. 

It is perfectly appropriate for members to argue that sufficient information has already been given to the house 
and to refer to the explanations given to the house in order to rebut the argument.   
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Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Although it is unparliamentary for a member to interject on someone delivering a point of 
order, I feel it necessary to point out to the house that it is a valid argument in response to this motion to outline 
the explanations that have already been given to the house, because it is valid to argue that those explanations 
negate the need for the Premier to be required to appear.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I trust that the minister was leaving his comments.  I 
trust those were his final comments on the Scrutiny of Government Publicity Bill and that his next sentence will 
address the suspension of standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN:  Indeed, my next sentence will refer to the suspension of standing orders.  As we have 
already noted, the motion calls for the Premier to attend this house forthwith.  The central premise of the 
opposition’s argument is that, somehow, this government is not accountable to the people because the Premier is 
not here for this debate.  As I have indicated to the house, he regularly attends this house.  He is here at the start 
of proceedings every day.  He is here for question time every day and he participates in most debates in the 
house.  I am sure that he has one of the best records of any member in the past generation for participation in 
debates in this house. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Rubbish! 
Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood is a well-known parliamentary historian.  He is 
known for his understanding and depth of knowledge on the history of parliamentary democracy in Western 
Australia!   

I remind members that this Parliament sits more weeks each year than virtually any other Parliament in the 
country.  The Queensland Parliament sits about 12 weeks a year.  The Victorian Parliament sits a few weeks 
short of us.  The New South Wales Parliament sits about five weeks a year fewer than this Parliament.  The 
commonwealth  Parliament sits approximately the same number of weeks as this Parliament.  I am pointing out 
the accountability of this government, which is basically what this motion is about.  The government put in place 
a timetable of sitting and for the attendance of ministers and the Premier in this house, which is second to none 
in Australia.  The government has an extremely good attendance record in this house.  This motion by the 
opposition is not based on any fact.  For the opposition to come into this place and run these tactics is a waste of 
this Parliament’s time.  I again point out that the tactics are, quite frankly, bizarre, puerile and childish. 
Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I call the member for Warren-Blackwood to order for the 
second time.  I have warned members that the more interjections that come, the greater the opportunity for the 
member on his feet to address interjections.  The quieter members are, the quicker we will get through this. 
Mr M. McGOWAN:  The opposition shows little understanding of what it takes to be a successful opposition.  
Opposition members must start taking up issues that actually matter to people in Western Australia.  In question 
time today the Leader of the Opposition asked a question about a single comment that the Premier made nine 
years ago.  He asked that on the basis -  

Point of Order 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister has well and truly strayed from the motion.  He is now addressing matters that 
were raised during question time and that bear no relevance whatsoever to the motion we are dealing with.  I ask 
you again, Mr Acting Speaker, please, to do your job and sit the minister down or ensure that his remarks 
become relevant to the motion. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The opposition has not merely moved that so much of standing orders be suspended; it has 
moved that so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to require the Premier to attend in this house 
forthwith to explain something.  In other words, the opposition is trying to require the Premier to attend to be 
accountable.  It is relevant to that debate for the minister to point out how accountable the Premier is and all the 
other opportunities that members of this house have to question the Premier or to hear the Premier’s 
explanations.  This is an extraordinary motion.  The motion would require a member of Parliament to attend and 
to speak on a particular topic.  I do not think I have seen a motion like this, although I might have seen one since 
I was elected in 1988. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  This is not a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is appropriate for the minister to argue all the other ways in which the Premier makes 
himself accountable to this house.  That is all he is doing. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I must say that I did not hear the last couple of minutes of 
the minister’s speech.  I was actually doing a handover to the next Acting Speaker, so I cannot actually rule 
whether he was speaking to the motion, but I am giving advice to the next Acting Speaker to listen very 
carefully. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Premier is regularly accountable to this house. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  But not today. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He was accountable to this house in question time.  The member for Warren-Blackwood 
was not even here during question time, so how would he know?  Where is the accountability of the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition?  He is barely ever here. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is not true.  I was here during question time - right through it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He is barely ever in this Parliament.  Who knows why he is often not here?  At times he is 
not here because he is thrown out.  He has the worst record of accountability, because of being thrown out, of 
any member during my time in this Parliament. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister has implied to the Parliament that I was not here during question time.  Not 
only was I here during question time but also he is again straying from the motion before the chamber.  I ask 
you, Mr Acting Speaker, to rule that he direct his attention to the motion. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  There is no point of order.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood has corrected the record, if it is necessary for him to do so.  During my session in the chair I do not 
want to get into a situation in which members give directions to the Acting Speaker about what and what not to 
do.  We will stick closely to the motion I have before me.  The minister has the floor.  Let us get on with this. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN:  I conclude my remarks by merely pointing out yet again that this motion is unusual, 
unnecessary, childish, pernickety and insulting to the Parliament, because the motion does not deal with any 
issue of substance.  It merely throws up some sort of debating point that would be more appropriate in a 
university mock debate than worthy of the Parliament of this state.  It is about time that the opposition realised 
that if it wants to get anywhere, it should start addressing issues of substance to the people of Western Australia. 
MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [6.07 pm]:  I speak against the motion for the 
suspension of standing orders.  I do so because it seems to me that the motion is based upon the premise that the 
suspension of standing orders should be a routine event.  In my view, anyone with even a passing knowledge of 
standing orders would know that such a suspension should be for urgent or pressing reasons.  The opposition has 
clearly failed to demonstrate urgent and pressing reasons for suspending standing orders, let alone requiring the 
Premier to attend in the chamber.  I may, however, have taken another view if, for example, recent events had 
transpired to make this issue a live one.  In the High Court of Australia at the moment there is a case concerning 
the funding of federal government advertising.  The federal government is the largest advertiser in Australia and 
the fifth largest advertising government in the world.  Had the High Court today given a ruling on the Combet 
case that might impinge upon the deliberations on the bill before the house, there might be some grounds for 
suspending standing orders.  That has not happened.  Similarly, the Senate is conducting an inquiry into 
government advertising and has not yet issued its final report.  In other words, no pressing matters impact on the 
bill before the house that would warrant the suspension of standing orders, which, as I said, is something that 
should occur on the rarest of occasions. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The state government is spending taxpayers’ money in the High Court. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Does the member for Warren-Blackwood not think that this is such a significant issue that 
the state should be able to contribute to the argument? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are they not grounds for the Premier to be in the chamber to debate the issue? 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The decision has not been made.  We do not know what the ruling of the High Court is.  
Frankly, from what I have read in the newspapers, Mr Justice McHugh and Mr Justice Kirby have made some 
very interesting observations on the case, but they are only obiter dicta; that is not the binding decision.  The 
opposition is holding this house in contempt by moving to suspend all other business and by saying that this is 
the most pressing matter before us and it requires the Premier to attend in this house forthwith.  As the Minister 
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for Tourism has pointed out, the Premier has a range of other responsibilities. He does an exceptional job in 
juggling all the many commitments that he must handle. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, I will need to satisfy 
myself that there is an absolute majority present.  There is not an absolute majority present.  Therefore, I will put 
the question.  If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the assembly. 
Question put. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  As I heard a dissentient voice, the house will divide. 
Division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Dr S.C. Thomas (Teller) 

Noes (26) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.P. Murray 
 Dr G.G. Jacobs Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr T.R. Sprigg Mrs D.J. Guise 
 Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.M. McHale 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr J.C. Kobelke 

Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [6.13 pm]:  What we have viewed in the past hour and a half has been an amazing 
exercise in time wasting.  Peter Sellers was capable of speaking for 20 minutes and saying absolutely nothing.  
We have probably all heard Peter Sellers speaking but saying absolutely nothing.  However, even Peter Sellers 
would be battling to waste so much time as has been wasted in this debate.  I have been amazed to listen to 20-
minute speeches about absolutely nothing.   
I support the bill.  Before I came into this place, I had met the Premier on a number of occasions in my capacity 
as President of the Shire of Dandaragan.  The Premier visited the shire on a number of occasions and gave some 
very good speeches, in which he told us his government was accountable, his government was responsible, his 
government cared about the community and was there to represent and reflect the needs of the community, and 
his government was answerable to the people.  It almost goes without saying that that should apply to every 
government, no matter whether it is a Liberal coalition government, a Labor government or any other 
government.  What do we need to be afraid of by putting in place checks and balances that will make all of us in 
this place accountable?  The Deputy Premier said in his speech that the situation now that Labor is in 
government is different from the situation that prevailed when Labor was in opposition, because now that Labor 
is in government it has implemented new rules and checks and balances, and that means there is no need for any 
additional scrutiny of government advertising expenditure.  If that is the case, why is the government not open to 
additional checks and balances?  It goes without saying that that would add another level of credibility to the 
government’s claim that everything is okay and aboveboard.  I cannot imagine what would be the problem with 
having a committee of independent people look at government advertising expenditure.  That should apply 
across governments of all colours, because the people of Western Australia want to believe what the government 
of the day is telling them.  They want to believe that what the government of the day is doing is correct and 
aboveboard and accountable.  Therefore, why would the government not want to put in place another formidable 
level of check and balances that would give total credence to that?  Many people in the community believe that 
government advertising on good news issues - there have been a number of them - is totally unnecessary.  They 
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believe it is a total waste of taxpayers’ money for the government to tell us something that we already know is 
happening.  However, the government believes that action is totally justified.  Every four years the government’s 
actions are judged.  However, four years is a long time.  People want to know during that time frame what the 
government is doing.  They want to have checks and balances in place.   
We are not talking about a small amount of money here.  I have been made aware of the fact that, in 2004, the 
government’s advertising expenditure was in the vicinity of $20 million.  In the area that I represent, the seat of 
Moore, and generally throughout rural Western Australia, $20-odd million would go a long way towards 
alleviating some of the shortcomings that we suffer in the bush.  For example, $20 million would build three 
Moora hospitals, one-third of Indian Ocean Drive, or three or four reasonable-size schools.  It would also go a 
long way towards fixing the infill sewerage backlog, which in some instances is polluting our environment.  I 
know it will be argued that that expenditure can be justified in other areas and that there has to be advertising of 
some form or another.  However, why does a corporation - an arm of the government - have to advertise its 
business?  The Water Corporation, for example, places ads on television and in the newspapers that espouse its 
work in an attempt to attract business.  To my knowledge, Western Australia has only one supplier of water - 
that is, the Water Corporation.  Indeed, why does Western Power have to advertise that it is doing a great job so 
that it will be seen in a good light?  That is government propaganda, which seeks to promote the government.  It 
is not necessary.  Many people have asked me why that is done.  I am not referring to advertisements that 
encourage us to save water, because they are credible.  We must all be aware of the critical value of water.  
However, there is no need for government corporations to promote themselves to encourage business, because, 
in most cases, they have no competition whatsoever.  Given that a similar bill was brought before this house on 
at least three occasions by the Premier when he was the Leader of the Opposition, it is beyond me that he and his 
party will not support this bill.  In refusing to support the bill, the government is saying that the public should 
believe it when it says that it is good enough and clean enough.  It may be the case that everything is hunky-
dory; however, the people of Western Australia must be assured that the government is seen to be good and 
clean.  The only way to do that is to establish a review committee to provide the necessary checks and balances.  
We must regain the confidence of the community.  The people of Western Australia must have faith in the 
system.  We must consider reviewing the actions of every government.  It amazes me how the attitude of a party 
in opposition can change when it is in government.   

Schedule 2 of the bill clearly states what this issue is all about.  The guidelines for government publicity provide 
that any government promotional material must be free from partisan promotion of government policy and must 
clearly not be for political gain.  That is commendable.  The schedule sets out the guidelines for ensuring that 
government publicity is accurate, factual and truthful advertising. Why should those guidelines not be 
implemented?  It would be a feather in any government’s cap to claim that it is accountable, responsible and 
caring and that it is delivering economic services to the state in a proper manner.  Because government 
advertising is not subject to the same scrutiny as of corporation advertising, the bill recognises the need for such 
restraint.  It will provide the necessary checks and balances.   

I put it to the house that no government, no matter what its colour, should fear such scrutiny.  As the Premier 
stated, governments must face up to the responsibilities of their actions.  The Premier claims that his government 
has credibility.  He should demonstrate that by giving us and the people of Western Australia the opportunity to 
scrutinise his government.  There is nothing to fear.  Such a process will provide additional credit to the 
government of the day.  Mr Acting Speaker, I thank you for the time to speak to this bill.  I believe there has 
been quite a degree of debate on this bill.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [6.25 pm]:  I am very pleased to wrap up the 
debate on this bill.  The bill could be supported by all members of Parliament.  Indeed, this legislation has been 
proposed by not only me in 2005, but also the Premier, on four occasions, when he was the Leader of the 
Opposition.   

The bill does a number of things.  Importantly, it will prevent Labor politicians from spending taxpayers’ money 
to promote and enhance their tenure in Parliament.  That is the fundamental premise of the bill.  I will spend a 
moment destroying the government’s reasons for not supporting the bill.  The Labor Party, through the Deputy 
Premier, has put forward two flimsy arguments.  Firstly, it has said that things have changed.  I think it said that 
a couple of new processes are in place.  The Deputy Premier said that a subcommittee of cabinet must now 
approve advertising expenditure at a certain level.  Indeed, cabinet itself must approve advertising expenditure in 
excess of $150 000.  That was one of the Deputy Premier’s arguments for not supporting this bill.  I ask 
members: who sits on the cabinet subcommittee?  The answer is: Labor politicians.  Who are the members of 
cabinet?  The answer is: Labor politicians.  This bill is all about preventing Labor politicians from spending 
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taxpayers’ money to promote themselves and their tenure in the Western Australian Parliament for no public 
interest.  That argument is completely and utterly flawed and reflects poorly on the Deputy Premier.   

The Deputy Premier said that things have changed.  He also said that this government is much more accountable 
than the previous government and does not do bad things when it comes to advertising expenditure.  Wrong 
again!  In fact, I would like to share proof of that with members.  This government spent $1.2 million on an 
advertising campaign that was aimed at restoring Western Power’s credibility.  No public interest was served in 
that campaign.  The advertisements did not inform the public that power would be turned off on such and such a 
date or between such and such a time.  The message was - “Don’t worry about all the problems we’ve had.  
Everything is back on track now; aren’t we wonderful?”  By association, the government was hoping that the 
people would get the message that the Labor government is also wonderful.  That $1.2 million served zero public 
interest.  It was a fluffy campaign that used taxpayers’ money.  Interestingly, we have seen the terrible plight of 
children who are suffering from spasticity and waiting to receive botox treatment for their debilitating disease.  
From memory, the cost of that program is about $1 million.  The government will not spend money on that 
treatment and yet it can spend $1.2 million on warm and fuzzy advertising campaigns that are aimed at restoring 
the credibility it lost on black Wednesday.  That is strike 1. 

The government also spent about half a million dollars on the Water Corporation’s campaign to promote the 
desalination plant.  Once again, that was an advertising campaign involving considerable taxpayers’ dollars that 
served no public interest.  It just basically said, “Aren’t we great?  We’ve got an idea to build a desalination 
plant.”  It served no public interest because people would have looked at that advertisement and said, “Oh yeah, 
whatever.”  There was no public interest to be served.  It is acceptable for the government to spend taxpayers’ 
money on advertising if it is giving people a message of real importance that will affect their daily lives.  It is 
absolutely irrelevant for the government to simply say that it has a new idea about where it will get water from.  
If constituents were to turn on their taps and no water came out, the government would be justified in spending 
some advertising money to tell them why no water was coming out, such as a problem in the system somewhere.  
However, there is no justification for spending money simply to say to people, “Aren’t we great?  We’ve come 
up with this new idea about where we’re going to get a bit of water from.”  That is absolutely ridiculous.  That is 
strike 2. 

Who can forget the famous Burglar Beware campaign?  Not far out from the election campaign, the government 
was very keen to promote its credentials in the area of law and order.  Do members know what the government 
did?  It dragged the poor old Commissioner of Police before a television camera and made him say words to the 
effect of “Burglars beware, the Labor government has a DNA program now, which means you’re going to get 
caught.”  Of course, all that did was tip off the burglars that they should start wearing gloves.  That was all that 
did, and that cost $400 000.  I can imagine a little burglar sitting in front of the TV and planning to knock off a 
house around the corner, and there is the police commissioner on TV saying, “Make sure you wear gloves before 
you do that because we’ve got this DNA program, and if you don’t wear gloves we’re probably gonna catch 
you.”  That TV campaign cost $400 000 of taxpayers’ money.  Let us think about the real motivation for the 
government spending that money and dragging the poor old police commissioner before the TV cameras.  The 
real motivation was to make Western Australians think that their government, the Labor government, was doing 
something about crime.  We cannot look at it any other way because there was absolutely zero public interest in 
warning burglars to start wearing gloves when they do a break-in - zero public interest; nothing whatsoever.  
Once again, that is an example of blatant political advertising designed to promote this Labor government.  That 
was the situation. 

What else has this government done?  This one is a beauty: the advertising campaign against another 
government’s - the federal government’s - proposed new industrial relations laws.  The federal government came 
up with new laws.  This is one case in which it could justify spending taxpayers’ money on advertising, as it was 
about to change the industrial relations laws in a fairly dramatic way.  The federal government could quite easily 
argue that it was appropriate to spend taxpayers’ money on advertising those changes so that the working men 
and women of Australia would be up to speed with the changes and how they might affect their lives.  That is 
one example of when a government really should spend taxpayers’ money.  However, one example of when a 
government should not spend taxpayers’ money is the $256 000 that this state Labor government spent on 
advertising its opposition to the federal government’s industrial relations changes.  It was one of the most blatant 
examples of purely partisan political advertising that I have ever seen, and I have seen a bit.  This state 
government spent $256 000 of our hard-earned money for political purposes, just to oppose the federal Liberal 
government’s industrial relations changes.  It was a federal industrial relations system that this government was 
opposing, not a state industrial relations system.  Interestingly enough, when the Premier was first asked about 
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this, he said that the government had spent only $220 000.  When he was asked subsequently, it became evident 
that he had spent $256 000.  The hypocrisy of the Labor Party knows no bounds. 

I will pause for a moment to reflect on this matter, because the federal Labor Party and the Australian Council of 
Trade Unions have taken a joint action in the High Court to oppose the federal government’s expenditure of 
moneys on that advertising campaign.  I guess it is their right to take the federal government to court if they have 
a lot of money to burn and they believe they have a good argument, which obviously they do not have.  
However, the federal Labor Party and the ACTU have taken this action before the High Court to oppose the 
federal government’s right to spend that money.  Guess what, Mr Acting Speaker?  When that happened, all of 
the state Attorneys General around Australia were notified that the case was on and that they could join the 
action if they had an interest in it.  Guess who was the only Attorney General in Australia who spent his 
taxpayers’ money joining that frivolous action?  It was the member for Fremantle.  The member for Fremantle, 
Mr Acting Speaker, is now spending your money and mine joining an action that has been put forward by the 
federal Labor Party and the ACTU to oppose the federal government’s right to spend money on advertising; yet, 
in the next breath, this government will tell us that it has spent $256 000 of our money doing exactly the same 
thing.  The difference is that the federal government should have spent that money on advertising, as it is making 
changes that will affect people’s lives and it has an obligation to tell people about the nature of those changes.  
The state government’s expenditure of $256 000 is a completely different matter.  It is simply opposing the 
federal government’s laws for political reasons, yet it shows its absolute hypocrisy by doing exactly the same 
thing by joining in the High Court action to oppose the federal government spending that money.  I know that 
sounds extraordinary.  I invite Labor members to tell me that I am wrong.  I will give them the tip: I am not 
wrong.  Everything that I have said is true. 

I just cannot fathom the absolute hypocrisy being thrust upon the people of Western Australia by this arrogant, 
second-term Labor government.  How on earth can it justify joining that action?  Indeed, when interviewed about 
this matter, the Attorney General said that he was intervening on behalf of the Labor Party and the ACTU, yet he 
is using our money to do it.  By his own words and his own admission, he is intervening on behalf of the Labor 
Party and the ACTU, yet he is using money that taxpayers give to the state government every year.  Nobody in 
the Labor ranks seems to worry about that hypocrisy of the highest order and that misappropriation of taxpayers’ 
funds. 

The government also spent in the order of $184 000 advertising its state budget.  It is a big, glossy brochure with 
a couple of bangs in it.  The government thought it would communicate those bangs to the public - and, bang, 
there is $184 000 in expenditure.  Did cabinet approve that $184 000, Deputy Premier? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Cabinet, of course, comprises only Labor politicians - is that not right? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are not a coalition; that is true. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  So the Deputy Premier’s reasoning for not supporting this bill is that Dracula can look after 
the blood bank without any trouble.  Believe it or not, Mr Acting Speaker, that is the Deputy Premier’s 
argument: everything is fine because cabinet approved the expenditure.  The Deputy Premier said during his 
speech that it does not matter because cabinet approved the expenditure, and that is why the government is not 
supporting this bill. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That’s what they did with the petrochemical plant. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Exactly.  The Deputy Premier is right in one sense: cabinet does approve the advertising.  
However, the cabinet is made up of Labor politicians who are spending our money to promote themselves.  That 
is the cut and thrust of this matter.  All in all, the government spent about $21 million in the calendar year 2004, 
and that figure does not include any advertising that cost less than $40 000; therefore, the total is considerably 
more than that. 

While I am on the subject of frivolous expenditure on advertising, I draw members’ attention to the $150 000 
that the government spent on the Ningaloo Reef campaign.  In fact, it was the government’s decision to reject a 
resort that someone wanted to build.  It spent $150 000 - not to advise people of something it was doing, but of 
something it would not allow.  It is extraordinary.  It involved 150 grand.  If it had created a new law or 
entertained a policy that would affect people’s lives, the government would have been justified in spending that 
money to let them know how the changes would affect them - but not this mob.  It spent 150 grand of our money 
telling us that a resort would not be built.  That might make the rent-a-crowd a bit happy and it might make some 
of them vote for the Labor Party.  I am sure the Deputy Premier thinks his goal has been achieved.  However, 
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this private member’s bill has been introduced to stop Labor politicians spending taxpayers’ money to promote 
Labor politicians.  That is the simplest way I can put it.  

The government also spent about $100 000 informing people how generous it was for providing a tax cut in the 
last state budget.  We can find out about tax cuts ourselves because our tax bill will indicate that our tax this year 
is less than it was last year.  The government does not need to spend $100 000 of taxpayers’ money, while 
beating its chest and saying that it is great because it has given people a tax cut.  There is zero public interest in 
that.  There is no doubt that that money could have been spent much more wisely.   

I refer now to the Step Forward police recruitment campaign.  Members might recall that I was previously the 
shadow Minister for Police.  During that time I made much of the fact that the Labor Party was not increasing 
police numbers at the rate it said it would.  The fact is - 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That wasn’t a fact; it was a misrepresentation on your behalf.  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I made much out of that.  I had every opportunity to advise the public that the Labor Party 
was not increasing police numbers as it said it would.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Dishonestly. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Predictably, the Labor Party disagreed with me.  That might be surprising; nonetheless, that 
is what happened.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Because you were wrong.  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is the Labor Party’s right to disagree with me as much as it is my right to put my view.  
However, the government did not have the right to spend half a million dollars just to negate what I was saying 
publicly.  It spent half a million dollars on a big recruitment campaign and the subliminal message was, “Look at 
us; aren’t we great; we are recruiting more cops.”  That was all that that was about.  The message was that 
people should not listen to the shadow Minister for Police as he did not know what he was talking about - and 
that the government did not mind spending half a million dollars of our money to prove that point.  It was 
absolute arrogance.  
It might be difficult for members to believe, but a couple of other indiscretions have been committed by the 
Labor Party during its term!  It recently spent a lot of money on a full-page advertisement containing the words 
“Less pay. No way!”  That campaign was designed to discredit the federal government’s proposed industrial 
relations laws. That advertisement does not serve the public interest.  How is the public interest served by a full-
page advertisement saying “Less pay.  No way!”?  The government simply sought to belt up the Howard 
government because it is of a Liberal persuasion.   
In totality, it is easy to quickly arrive at the view that this mob is practising a zero level of accountability.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you have the same attitude to the Howard government’s approach to industrial relations?   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I said that that was one of the circumstances in which the spending of taxpayers’ money 
could be justified.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  To use taxpayers’ money to advertise in support of one view on industrial relations is 
legitimate, but to advertise in support of another view is illegitimate - you take hypocrisy to new heights!  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This government’s advertisement was not about a change in the law.  The federal 
government is about to change the law, and that change will affect many Australian workers.  It is appropriate to 
use taxpayers’ money to advertise changes so that people can prepare for them.  It is not appropriate for another 
unrelated government in Australia to spend taxpayers’ money just to oppose those changes for political reasons.  
I am sure the Treasurer can see the difference.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The only difference is that one is Labor policy and one is Liberal policy, my friend.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The state government cannot set federal government policy; yet it spent Western Australian 
taxpayers’ money advocating a different view.  That is ridiculous.  

I do not want to bore members, but another advertisement is headed “The truth about tuarts”.  It is another full-
page advertisement in what looks like The West Australian.  I would hate to think what it cost - $6 000 or 
$7 000.  Interestingly, the government also engaged in a series of polling, which I call a derivative of the old 
push poll.  It is extraordinary.  We found out about it only because we undertook a freedom of information 
search on all the government’s polling.  The survey involved asking thousands of people questions such as - 

What do you think about the government’s move to put another 500 police officers on the street?   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 31 August 2005] 

 p4899c-4924a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Mark McGowan; Ms 
Margaret Quirk 

 [26] 

What are people going to say?  “Oh, I don’t like that much; I would much rather have my house broken into and 
be assaulted every night than have another 500 cops on the street.”  Another question reads -  

What do you think of the government’s move to spend $65 million on school maintenance?   

What could people say to that?  “I think that’s a bit much; the kids don’t deserve that; it should be only 
$40 million.”  The government spent our money on that sort of a poll.  If those questions had been substantial, 
they might have served the public interest.  However, it is a disgrace to spend taxpayers’ money on surveys that 
ask blatantly political questions designed to make people vote for the Labor Party, and it reflects very poorly on 
this government.  

The Treasurer said that his major reason for not supporting the bill is that this government is much more open, 
accountable and transparent than the coalition government was.  Without a shadow of a doubt I have driven a 
sword right through the abdomen of that argument.  Nobody could stand in this place and realistically adopt the 
view that this mob is accountable and transparent after hearing everything that I have just read out to the house 
today.  

I refer now to the Premier, who I notice scurried out following the division that forced him to come into the 
house and vote.  I remind members that the Scrutiny of Government Publicity Bill 2005 was drafted by the 
Premier of Western Australia, yet he is about to vote against it.  When we asked the Treasurer by way of 
interjection what had changed and why he was not voting for the bill, he said, “Circumstances have changed.”  
He did not really think anyone was listening properly.  I think he got a bit carried away with himself.  That is 
what comes from an arrogant second-term government.  The member for Hillarys said, “It’s only because you’re 
no longer on this side; you’re now on that side and you’re not voting for the bill.”  Do members know what the 
Treasurer and Deputy Premier said?  He said, “Exactly.”  Those were his words.  The government is not only 
arrogant but also blatantly arrogant and it does not care.  At every opportunity I get, every speech I make, every 
meeting I attend and every press conference I hold, I will sell the message that this mob is not only arrogant, but 
also it does not care about that.  It is blatantly flaunting its arrogance in front of the public of Western Australia.  
The Premier introduced this bill not once but four times because it fell off the notice paper and was not dealt 
with properly.  Such was his commitment to this bill and to doing something about political advertising in this 
state that he introduced the bill four times.  Now that the bill has been introduced to the Parliament for the fifth 
time, the Premier is nowhere to be seen.  He sent in his henchman to say that the government will not vote for 
the bill, and gave a couple of vague reasons for doing so.  When the Premier introduced the bill to Parliament 
some time ago, it is recorded in Hansard that he said - 

Western Australia is left with government by way of public relations.  The Government of Western 
Australia has become a public relations machine.  

He could well have been speaking of his own government.  He then went on to say - 

A strong emphasis has been placed on propaganda.  

Again, he could well have been speaking of his own government.  He continued - 

There is a massive abuse of taxpayers’ money . . . glitz has replaced substance.  

There is no doubt that a massive abuse of taxpayers’ money is happening in this state today, that glitz has 
replaced substance or that the people in charge of the business of Western Australia are on a happy-go-lucky 
merry-go-round.  They just do not care.  The political landscape of Australian history is littered with arrogant 
second term governments who got a hard whack and did not know where it had come from.  There will be an 
addition to that political landscape in Australia pretty soon.  It will come in three and a half years when another 
blatantly arrogant second term government will be added to the heap; that is, the Gallop Labor government.  This 
bill will sit on the notice paper as a stark reminder of the absolute hypocrisy and arrogance that is being 
displayed by the state Labor government.   

Interestingly, when we first introduced the bill, the Auditor General said, “Yep; I don’t mind this at all.”  The 
Auditor General, who would have a seat on the committee that this bill seeks to establish, has said that it is a 
good idea and that there is nothing wrong with it.  Some things that the bill seeks to do are not all that onerous.  
If the government had one ounce of credibility, it would accept the passage of this bill.  We are not seeking to tie 
the government up in knots; we are simply seeking one extra layer of political accountability to stop the 
government from wasting our money for political purposes.  I will go through what the bill provides. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  But we are not doing that.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I just gave the Treasurer a lesson in how the government is doing that.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  None of what was said was a germane argument.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I gave the Treasurer a lesson.  Where is the value in telling people that the government did 
not make a decision?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There was plenty of value in that advertising campaign - 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  There was value for the Treasurer as a Labor politician. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It gave people an opportunity to participate in the planning of that very important region.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Absolute rubbish. 

I appeal to some of the Labor backbenchers who have not said much in this debate.  The members for Albany or 
Mandurah might like to say something.  I appeal to members opposite to listen to the crux of the bill and to tell 
me why they will not vote for it.  This is important.  I will outline the four elements that would effectively 
become law if this bill were passed.  However, members opposite are about to vote against the bill.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There will not be a vote on this bill, my friend.  There is no Governor’s message, so there will 
not be a vote on it.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The government is very lucky.   

The bill seeks to establish an oversight committee consisting of the Auditor General, the Ombudsman and a 
member of the advertising industry.  That committee would review all government advertising to ensure that it 
was not politically motivated and that it served a useful public purpose.  Can the members for Albany or 
Mandurah argue with that?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  We sort of lose focus when you talk for too long.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will say it again, as members opposite were not listening.  The committee would be able 
to review all government advertising to ensure that it was not politically motivated and that it served a useful 
public purpose.  Would the member for Albany argue with that?   

A government member:  I can’t; I’m not in my seat.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member just did!  I do not think that anybody could argue with that.  I turn to the next 
point.  Could the member for Albany argue with the establishment of a committee that would have the capacity 
to order that nonconforming advertising or promotional material be withdrawn or amended?  The member for 
Kingsley is looking very studious; could she argue with something like that? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  I’m sorry, I wasn’t listening.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will try again.  Could the member for Kingsley argue with the establishment of an 
oversight committee that would have the ability to order that nonconforming advertising or promotional material 
be withdrawn or amended?   

Mrs J. Hughes:  I was not in the chamber when the full debate was happening, so I would rather not comment.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is just one little point.  Once again, no argument has been put by the Labor 
backbenchers who are about to reject this bill.   

The oversight committee would also be able to demand reports from government agencies and departments that 
the committee believed might have spent money on advertising for political purposes.  Can the minister argue 
with that?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I argue with the legislation, because it is unnecessary.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am not talking to the Treasurer; I am talking to the Minister for Seniors.  Could the 
Minister for Seniors argue with that?  Nobody wants to argue with me.  The Minister for Seniors is about to 
reject this bill.  I am interested to know why.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Do you want me to answer the question? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Certainly.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Having worked for the Court government as a government employee and having seen the 
way in which it conducted itself, it was essential at that time that this legislation be brought in.  Now, as a 
member of a government that respects accountability and does everything properly, I know that the bill is 
absolutely obsolete.   
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I destroyed that argument; that argument is out the window.  The minister came into the 
chamber a bit late and did not hear my dissertation on advertising and the amount of money spent.  Funnily 
enough, I have just been reminded that the Minister for Seniors does know a bit about advertising, because he 
campaigned in his police uniform with pips on his shoulders for political purposes.  He appeared in an 
advertising campaign to try to get people elected to the Parliament.  I asked the wrong person!  I will ask the 
member for Bassendean.  The member for Bassendean is about to reject this bill.  Could the member tell me 
what argument he could mount against an oversight committee being able to receive and act on complaints from 
the public on deliberate political advertising?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I’m just popping out; I have to do something.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member is just popping out!  I think his brains are popping out of his ears.  He cannot 
answer the question.  Nobody can mount a good argument against the essential elements of the bill.  Somebody 
else who could not mount a good argument was the Premier, because he included those elements in the bill.  We 
have exposed the Labor government as a grubby little mob of opportunists who are really just laughing at the 
people of Western Australia.  The people of Western Australia will be laughing at the government in three and a 
half years.  I will encourage them to do so by constantly talking about what the government has done today and 
the way it is governing Western Australia.  I will tell everybody at every opportunity that I introduced a very 
sensible bill that was drafted by Geoff Gallop and that nobody could argue with, yet the government rejected it.  
I will tell them at every opportunity about the other examples of absolute hypocrisy and arrogance that are 
displayed by the mob opposite.  There is an old saying in politics that when one gets sick of saying something, 
they are just starting to hear it.  I do not think I will ever get sick of saying it, because I will say it right up to 
election day.   

Acting Speaker’s Ruling 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Normally at this point I would put the question that the bill be 
read a second time.  However, I have before me a ruling from the Speaker.  I advise members that the Scrutiny of 
Government Publicity Bill 2005, if passed, would establish a committee that might be staffed by persons to be 
paid from consolidated revenue.  Section 46(8) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 provides that a 
vote, resolution or bill for the appropriation of moneys shall not be passed unless the purpose of the 
appropriation has been recommended by message of the Governor to the Assembly.  I rule that this bill requires 
a message and note that one has not been received.  Therefore, in accordance with the practice of the house, the 
question for the second reading will not be finally put to the house unless a message is received.  I direct that the 
bill go to the bottom of the notice paper until a message is received.   
 


