
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 4 April 2006] 

 p982b-984a 
Hon Barbara Scott; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [1] 

CENSORSHIP AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 March. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [3.26 pm]:  At the close of business when this bill was last 
deferred, I referred to the effect interactive videos have on children and I referred also to a training method 
called operative conditioning.  I was explaining to the house that this is a very powerful stimulus response 
procedure.  A benign example is the use of flight simulators to train pilots.  A trainee airline pilot sits in front of 
a flight simulator for endless hours.  When particular warning lights go on, he is taught to react in a certain way.  
That is a stimulus response.  The purpose of this type of training is that if one day when the pilot is flying a 
jumbo jet and the plane is going down, the 300 passengers behind him are screaming to be saved and he is scared 
out of his wits, he will do the right thing because of all the work and the time he has spent in the simulator.  
Members who have had any flight experience will know of the use of flight simulators to train pilots.  The pilot 
has been conditioned to respond by reflex to particular crises. 

Similarly, when people are frightened or angry, they will do what they have been conditioned to do.  That is seen 
in children who are subject to abuse.  When they get into a situation at school, they might respond angrily by 
doing what they have been taught at home to do.  The military and law enforcement communities have made 
killing a conditioned response.  During World War Two, bullseye targets were used to train soldiers.  Today, 
soldiers learn to fire at realistic man-shaped silhouettes that pop up into their line of sight.  That is a stimulus.  
The trainees have only a split second to engage the target.  The conditioned response is to shoot the target, which 
then drops.  Soldiers or police officers experience hundreds of repetitions of that exercise.  Later when soldiers 
are on the battlefield or police officers are walking a beat and somebody pops up with a gun, they shoot 
reflexively and shoot to kill.  We know that 75 to 80 per cent of the shooting on the modern battlefield is the 
result of this type of stimulus response training.  The analogy is that every time a child plays an interactive point-
and-shoot video game, he is learning the exact same conditioned reflex and motor skills. 
An example of this was the Paducah school shooting.  A 14-year-old boy named Michael Curneil had played 
video games continuously.  He picked up the gun and held it in a two-handed stance.  He got a blank look on his 
face and he opened fire.  A prayer group meeting in the foyer of the high school had begun to break up.  When 
he opened fire, the children were all moving, milling and scrambling targets.  He fired eight shots at eight 
different milling, scrambling, screaming children.  How many hits did he get?  Eight shots, eight hits - five head 
shots and three were upper torso.  He had never fired a pistol before in his life.  He stole the gun, he fired some 
practice shots the night before, and that was it. 
Hon Kim Chance:  How old was the child? 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  Fourteen, but he had played video games.  Throughout the crime he did not move 
his feet once.  He was really re-enacting what he had been doing when playing video games.  Children can play 
these games at home on a computer using a joystick.  A recent advertisement for such a joystick stated that it 
provided feedback so that the gun can kick in the hand when the trigger is pulled.  The advertisement in Sports 
Illustrated for Kids states, “Psychologists say it is important to feel something when you kill.”  The joystick 
provides that feeling.  Our children are playing these games.  They are able to do so quite legally for two 
reasons.  Firstly, the criteria for classifying a videogame as MA 15+ is far too lenient.  Any interactive material 
involving realistic depiction of violence against people or animals should be refused classification.  If there were 
an R 18+ classification for video games, it could be used for such games, but my personal feeling is that this sort 
of material should be restricted to military and law enforcement training, otherwise we are risking our young 
people.  The biggest problem with video games is the name itself.  The word “games” suggests that they are 
harmless.  Most people believe that games are for kids.  Consequently, they believe that games that are rated MA 
15+ could not possibly have as much adult content as a similarly rated film or video.  The use of the term “video 
game” leads parents to disregard age restrictions on this sort of material, which is the second reason our children 
are able to use this material legally.  A recent study in the United Kingdom bears this out.  I made a point of 
meeting with the film and television classification board in England last year and talking through these issues.  A 
very good education officer worked with the board, and he referred to this study.  The study was commissioned 
by the United Kingdom games industry and found that parents let children play games for adults, even though 
they knew they were rated “18”.  Researcher Jurgen Freund told a games conference that most parents think their 
child is mature enough that these games will not influence them.  The report reflects concerns about children 
playing violent video games.  This issue rose to prominence in 2004 when the parents of a 14-year-old blamed 
the game Manhunt for his death.  Any members of this chamber who have viewed that game - I did last year - 
would know why I am raising these concerns.  Police investigating the murder dismissed its influence, and 
Manhunt was not part of the legal case, but it rekindled the debate over the R-rated games that appeared to relish 
gore and carnage.   
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Like movies, all games receive an age classification.  This works through a two-tiered system involving the 
British Board of Film Classification and a voluntary European set-up known as the Pan-European Game 
Information.  However, the research presented at the Entertainment and Leisure Software Publishers Association 
summit in London suggested that few parents pay much attention to the age ratings.  The study, by Swiss 
research firm Modulum, showed that, ironically, most people knew that games had age ratings but that parents 
let their children play 18-rated games.  Modulum chief executive Jurgen Freund said that parents perceive age 
ratings as a guide but not as a definitive prohibition.  He said that although some parents may not like the content 
of a game, they did not prohibit it.  The research showed that parents were concerned more about children 
spending too many hours playing games than about what type of title they were playing.  To a certain degree, 
sticking an 18-rating on a game made a title more desirable.  Mr Freund said they called it “magic 18”.  The 18-
plus label was seen as promoting the content by promising adult content, and did not have the effect of children 
thinking that their parents would stop them playing it.  Mr Freund suggested that the problem was that parents 
felt disconnected from the world of video games and showed little interest in this aspect of their children’s lives.  
In many cases parents are divorced from what their teenagers play.  In our culture there is a very big trend for the 
new room in the house to be the theatre room, which is the kids’ place to go and play videos.  Often that area is 
not supervised and parents are unaware of the material being played.  Clearly there is a lack of understanding of 
what is in these games.  Generally, parents who let their nine and 10-year-old children play the Grand Theft Auto 
series would be horrified if it were suggested that they should let them watch a movie that encouraged rape, 
murder and drug dealing.  I suspect that many parents also consider games to be so abstract that they are not 
comparable with video nasties.  This was the case as recently as 10 years ago, but not anymore.  Graphics and 
sound have now almost video quality realism and the interactive nature of games and the extended exposure to 
content that may last only a few short minutes in a film makes them far more dangerous. 

I encourage the government to look at ways of ensuring that parents are better informed about the new 
classifications.  For that reason I make three suggestions: firstly, that we change the name in the act, and 
wherever else over which we have influence, from “computer games” to “interactive videos”, so that parents 
understand when they are hiring or purchasing videos that they are of an interactive nature.  My second 
recommendation is that purchasers or borrowers of interactive videos rated MA 15+ be required to provide age 
identification and sign a very brief statement on a prescribed form that outlines the content of the material and 
the legal consequences of providing it to minors other than their own children.  This would require only minor 
amendments to section 86 of the act.  In addition, these games should be displayed separately from other games, 
in a similar manner to videos with an R classification.  Thirdly, I suggest that we lobby the federal government 
and other states to gain support for pushing interactive videos that contain explicit violence against people and 
animals into the RC category.   

I reconfirm that the opposition is very committed to supporting this amendment bill to a degree.  It will ensure 
that there is a consistent framework across Australia and that it is made more difficult for young people to access 
violent videos, particularly interactive videos.  I support the bill, but I will suggest some amendments during the 
committee stage. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.41 pm]:  I am aware that Hon Giz 
Watson is ill today, so I ask that the debate be adjourned to the next sitting of the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Parliamentary Secretary). 
 


