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GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING, TAXPAYERS’ FUNDS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to 
debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this house condemn the Premier for his failure to be open and accountable in his blatantly political 
use of taxpayer funds for government advertising campaigns. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [2.41 pm]:  I move the motion.   

I have had a look at some of the things that the government did prior to the last election, particularly in the lead-
up to the election, which required significant expenditure of taxpayer funds.  A distinction needs to be drawn 
between polling for the greater good of the community and polling for the greater good of a political party.  A 
distinction also needs to be drawn between what is commonly referred to as polling and what is also known as 
push polling.  Common polling would be to ring people and seek their views on broad issues.  Push polling 
would be to ring people and seek their views on an initiative that is already on the books and which it is intended 
to progress.  The party doing the polling really does not care what the response is to the question; all he wants 
the person to know is that it is going on with that initiative.  If you have a look at some of the disgraceful things 
that the Labor Party did prior to the last election, Mr Speaker, you will understand what I am saying. 

The Labor Party commissioned a company known as Market Equity Research and Strategy and paid it, I suspect, 
many, many thousands of dollars to undertake what it is calling market research and what I call push polling out 
in the community.  Members will recall that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services was running around 
town telling anybody who would listen that the Labor Party had introduced 175 new police officers to Western 
Australia.  Of course, at the time I disputed that figure, and we had running battles in the Parliament about the 
number of additional police that the Labor Party had or had not introduced in Western Australia.  Indeed, I 
appeared on radio and in newspapers disputing that figure.  The Labor Party’s answer was to ring approximately 
750 people and ask the question: based on what a person knows, to what extend does he think that 175 new 
police officers on the street will improve law and order?  The answer did not matter.  The Labor Party did not 
care whether the person said yes, that would improve law and order, or no, it would not, because it had already 
made that decision.  All it wanted to do was to tell people that the Labor Party was introducing another 175 
police officers in Western Australia, and it used taxpayers’ money to do so.  That survey polled pretty well.  
There were about four categories: the least being not at all; the highest being yes, it will greatly improve law and 
order.  I think in the highest category in December 2004, right before the last election, 50 per cent of people said 
that that would greatly improve law and order, but it did not matter.  All the Labor Party wanted to do was 
conduct a push poll to tell people that that was its policy.  However, having misappropriated money in that way, 
having used taxpayers’ money for political purposes, and having received the answer, the Labor Party then went 
one step further and produced billboards, which stated “Geoff Gallop has delivered 250 extra police on the beat”, 
with a big ALP logo.  Granted, that was paid for by the Labor Party, but only after it had access to polling that 
was paid for by the taxpayer.  There is a direct correlation between the Labor Party’s push poll and the billboards 
that it ultimately used during the election campaign.  However, it does not stop there.  The next push poll 
question asked was: based on what a person knows, to what extend does he think that hiring an extra 520 
teachers will improve education?  Obviously, hiring an extra 520 teachers will improve education.  Who in their 
right mind would say “none”.  The real point of the matter is that the Labor Party rang 750 people to tell them 
that it was actually hiring an extra 520 teachers and it used your money and mine, Mr Speaker, to do it.  That is 
the key point, because the Labor Party did not particularly care about the response.  Once again, this translated 
into a billboard at election time, which stated “Geoff Gallop has delivered 954 more teachers”, with a big ALP 
logo.  They must have found some more from somewhere.  They used taxpayer-funded market research to get 
their message out, to receive the information, and then they created an election billboard during election time. 

However, it does not stop there.  The Labor Party then asked the question: based on what a person knows, to 
what extent does he think that attracting 1 000 nurses back into the system will improve health?  What sort of a 
question is that?  What is a person meant to say when he answers the phone?  He would say: I imagine it 
probably will.  The answer was not that important; it was all about the message.  The message was that the Labor 
Party had attracted 1 000 extra nurses back into the system.  The Labor Party used your money and mine, Mr 
Speaker, to pay for that push poll.  Having then become beneficiaries of the answers, the Labor Party came up 
with a billboard at election time, which stated “Geoff Gallop has delivered 1 210 more nurses.”  Once again, the 
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Labor Party was the beneficiary of taxpayer-funded market research, which it used blatantly for political reasons 
during election time, hence the billboards to which I have just referred. 

This is another absolute beauty.  The ALP spent thousands of dollars asking people this question: based on what 
a person knows, to what extend does he think that spending $65 million on school maintenance will improve 
education?  What did it matter what the response was?  The fact is that that was the Labor Party’s policy.  It was 
going to spend $65 million, or so it said, on school maintenance.  The response did not matter.  This was another 
push poll in every sense of the word and it was funded by the taxpayer; it was a push poll if ever I have seen one.  
It was designed to spread the Labor Party’s message using taxpayers’ funds.  That is disgraceful.   

I am sure somebody from the government side will make much of the fact that this document was tabled in 
Parliament and therefore it was made available to the opposition.  Can members guess when it was tabled?  In 
April this year, after the election.  The opposition never had access to the results of this poll.  Of course, some of 
the results do not matter, because it was just a push poll.  However, there is no doubt that, based on the results, 
the Labor Party then put up its billboards; yet, it did not table this document in the Parliament prior to the 
election, having spent thousands of dollars of taxpayers’ money on it.  In fact, the last push poll was conducted 
by the Labor Party in December 2004, and the document was not tabled until April 2005, well and truly after the 
election.  This document was hidden from everybody, including the opposition.  That represents a disgraceful 
misuse of taxpayers’ funds. 

It does not stop there.  Let us look at the wider issue of government advertising.  I have looked back at past 
Parliaments.  I noticed that the Premier himself has always been red-hot on this issue of government advertising.  
Indeed, I have lost count of the number of questions on government advertising that the Premier delivered to 
former Premier Court.  When we see some of this government’s figures, the word “hypocrisy” springs to mind 
very readily.  Under the Freedom of Information Act, the opposition applied for a number of things regarding 
government advertising.  We found a bill that represents advertising expenditure, and it is for $100 000.  One 
would think that, as the government had spent $100 000 advertising the issue, it would be something very 
important that the public needed to know about.  Do you know what it was about, Mr Speaker?  It was about 
public awareness of information on tax cuts.  The government spent $100 000 once again promoting its so-called 
policy of tax cuts.  I outlined during a previous debate the ridiculous tax hikes in the first three years of this 
Labor government.  We made much of that in that period.  I am sure the government was getting nervous about 
it.  Therefore, firstly, it introduced some tax cuts in the year leading up to the election, and, secondly, it used 
$100 000 of our money to promote them to the public.  Where is the public benefit in spending $100 000 on 
that?   

While we are on matters of finance, I found this Market Equity report very interesting.  A question put to the 
punters was: how would they rate the state government’s performance in the management of the state’s finances.  
Who cares?  It does not actually alter anything.  All the Labor Party was trying to do in December 2004, on the 
eve of the election, was mould its own policies and mould the messages that it wanted to send to the community.  
It used your money, Mr Speaker, and my money to do it.  However, the government did not table the document; 
it kept it to itself, and it was only tabled months after the election.  Once again, that is a disgraceful misuse of 
taxpayers’ money. 

Obviously, the Ningaloo Reef issue was quite a vexed one for some time last year.  Our freedom of information 
search indicates that the government spent $150 000 advertising its decision to not go ahead with the 
development at Ningaloo.  One would think that the government would just get on with the business of 
governing.  Either the government makes the decision to approve the development or it makes the decision to not 
approve the development, and it gets on with it; but not this mob, because it is captive to the spin that comes out 
of the Government Media Office.  The government spent $150 000 on that.   

Interestingly, also as part of this Market Equity report that you, Mr Speaker, and I paid for, a question was put to 
the punters that, based on what they knew, to what extent did they think the decision to not go ahead with the 
proposed development at Ningaloo would improve the environment.  The government did not care about the 
answer.  The answer was not important.  It was the message that we were paying for that was important to the 
government.  All the government wanted to do was tell the punters that it had made a decision to not go ahead 
with proposed developments at Ningaloo.  Therefore, it spent 150 grand on television and newspaper 
advertisements.  The government then spent many more thousands of dollars on that push poll, telling people 
that it had made that decision.  It appears that the punters did not mind the message, because the proportion of 
people who said it would greatly improve the environment went from 40 per cent in October 2003 to 50 per cent 
in December 2004.  The government had the benefit of that information, yet it decided to not share it with 
anybody else.  That is most disappointing, to say the least. 
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Another beauty is the Burglar Beware campaign.  This one cost an absolute fortune.  Members will no doubt 
recall the poor old Commissioner of Police being dragged to appear on the television to tell people how 
wonderful the government’s Burglar Beware program is. 

An opposition member interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I was getting to that point.  It is a very good point indeed.  The whole program was about 
telling burglars that we now have these wonderful DNA laws - which, I add, had their genesis under the former 
Liberal government - and they should beware; they should be very careful before they break into a property as 
they will probably be caught because we have these wonderful DNA laws.  In fact, the burglars only need be 
aware of wearing gloves, because that is what they started doing after the Labor Party spent $400 000 on that 
Burglar Beware advertising campaign.  All the government did was tip off the crooks that they should not break 
into a property without wearing gloves and that they should be very careful to not leave hair, blood or anything 
like that behind.  Our search shows that the Burglar Beware campaign cost $400 000, as I said, and was utterly 
useless.  The government obviously got very excited about it, because the figures show an upward trend, 
particularly leading up to the election.  However, once again, it was not about the results of the survey; it was 
about the message, because the question people were asked was, based on what they knew, to what extent did 
they think the Burglar Beware campaign would improve law and order.  The government did not care what the 
answer was.  It just wanted to tell people that it was undertaking the Burglar Beware campaign.  If the 
government wants to tell people that, it should use the Labor Party’s money and not the taxpayers’ money to do 
so.  This was not a legitimate poll.  In fact, it was not even close to being a legitimate poll.  It was all about 
promoting the government’s proposals and initiatives in December 2004, right on the eve of the election.  Of 
course, we were all expecting a December election in the first instance, so I suspect this was to be the 
government’s last piece of polling before the December election.  As it turned out, the government used all the 
information to start putting up its billboards around town, but, of course, nobody else had the benefit of that 
information. 

The other advertising campaign that was undertaken with great fanfare by the government was known as the 
Step Forward police recruitment campaign.  As I said earlier, I made much of the fact that the Labor Party had 
failed dismally last year on the question of police numbers.  I put out a lot of facts indicating that the government 
would not reach its target.  The government’s response to that, using taxpayers’ money, was to spend - wait for it 
- $500 000 advertising for police recruits.  The subliminal message was, “Don’t worry about what the shadow 
police minister is saying.  We’re out there recruiting more police.”  Five hundred thousand dollars of taxpayers’ 
money was spent on that.   

I was interested to read the following paragraph in The West Australian of Wednesday, 15 June - 

Sources have told The West Australian that the pool of successful applicants waiting to start the intense 
six-month training program will be empty by September. 

The government spent half a million bucks, and it has nobody lined up.  I repeat that all the government was 
doing was push polling its message, and it was using taxpayers’ money to do just that.  There seems to be a 
pattern.  The Labor Party put out a press release saying that it would do a certain thing.  When that did not catch 
on well enough, it undertook a push poll using taxpayers’ money.  Having been the beneficiary of the results of 
that push poll, the government then started whacking up Labor Party-funded billboards all around the state.  The 
government, and indeed the Premier, will stand condemned for that.   

Another piece of advertising that was discussed in question time yesterday is also relevant and worth mentioning 
in the house today.  During yesterday’s question time, I asked the Premier how much money the government was 
paying for the advertising campaign that involves children’s drawings and that states that every year 11 and 12 
student will receive $400 by way of the government’s promise in the last budget.  Of course, the answer was that 
$148 000 had been contributed to that initiative.  The interesting thing is that it is blatantly untrue that every year 
11 and 12 student will receive $400.  Years 11 and 12 students will receive $200 while someone undertaking 
full-time training will receive $400.  The ad that I have in my hand, which cost $148 000, uses the very tricky 
words “up to”.  It reads “up to $400 for every year 11 and 12 student”.  Of course, years 11 and 12 students 
would read that and think that they are entitled to receive $400 when, in fact, all they will receive is $200.  Only 
a person engaged in full-time training qualifies for the $400.  That blatantly misleading piece of information was 
released by the government at a cost of $148 000 worth of taxpayers’ money.  A generic letter released by the 
Premier stated -  

At the last election I promised to help make education and training more affordable by introducing an 
annual $200 learning allowance for 16 and 17 year old students in Years 11 and 12, and $400 annually 
for those in full-time training.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 23 June 2005] 

 p3360b-3368a 
Mr Matt Birney; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Mark McGowan; Ms Margaret Quirk 

 [4] 

That is not what the advert states.  It reads “up to $400 for every year 11 and 12 student”.  Of course, not one 
year 11 or 12 student will receive $400.  The government has clearly wasted $148 000 on that initiative.   

The Labor Party is keen to use examples from previous governments.  The polling done by the previous 
government was of a much more generic nature.  It asked questions such as, “What is your level of concern 
about drug use and exposure to drugs among young people?”  That is a generic question that seeks the views of 
the community.  That question is different from, “What do you reckon about us putting 520 more teachers into 
the education system?”  I am sure members can differentiate between a question that broadly asks people their 
views about issues such as drugs and one that narrowly asks, “What do you think about what we’re doing?”  The 
first category could be funded by taxpayer funds.  The second category should be funded by the Australian Labor 
Party, not Western Australian taxpayers.  I urge the Premier to do just that.  

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.04 pm]:  Two questions are at stake with this type of motion.  
The first is: what is required of a modern government’s advertising and communication strategies?  That is a 
question that deserves an answer.  The second question is this: is the government making sure that the amount of 
taxpayers’ money spent on advertising and communication is fair and reasonable given the government’s other 
priorities?  In terms of the first question, there is no doubt that there are many areas in which a modern 
government needs to engage in an advertising and communications campaign.  I will go through some of those 
during my speech.   

Firstly, the government has to promote the state.  We do that, of course, through our tourism programs.  
Currently, we are running “the real thing” advertising campaign.  The Minister for Tourism will talk about that 
later.  Secondly, some government advertising is in and of itself the policy.  It is a fascinating element of modern 
government that changing behaviour is one of the objectives in some areas of interest.  Smoking is a classic case 
study.  Through its advertising policy, the government tries to change the behaviour of people.  In other words, it 
uses advertising both as the policy and as an instrument to get people to change their habits.  Road safety and eat 
fruit and vegetable campaigns are similar.  In some ways, the advertising is the policy.  Thirdly, there are 
significant changes in policies or initiatives that the government carries through that the public must be aware of.  
The Leader of the Opposition mentioned the education allowance.  There is also the Waterwise rebates.  The 
policy is no good unless as many people as possible know about it, because we want as many people as possible 
to gain the benefits of a particular policy.  It is absolutely crucial to use the modern media, in particular but not 
totally television, to get that message across so that people will take up the benefits that may be available.  
Fourthly, there is the public sector.  The public sector has to be able to function and recruit and it must be in a 
position to promote itself so that people will consider it as a career.  That happens in police and nursing 
recruitment campaigns, which have been effective in encouraging those who might not otherwise have thought 
about a career in policing or nursing to take up such a career.  Fifthly, we have our major projects.  Every 
government has major projects that impact on the community generally.  This government has its Mandurah to 
Perth rail project.  When that first commenced, there were implications for city travellers.  We had to advertise 
all the changes to traffic routes etc.  The public must know how that project is being carried through because it 
involves a lot of taxpayers’ money and it is of great interest to the public.   

Sixthly, the government must defend its interests in the federal system.  As I have said, I am not just the Premier 
of Western Australia carrying out the Labor Party’s policies.  I am also a defender of our state within the federal 
system.  From time to time, the federal government tries to take over some of our functions and we have to 
defend ourselves.  Members should consider this: John Howard is currently considering a $20 million campaign 
in favour of its takeover of industrial relations.  Are we going to sit back as a state and allow that to happen?  We 
must be in a position to defend our state.  Finally, a modern government has to involve and engage the public.  
All corporations and governments have to engage the public.  I will provide a good example.  When the 
government was putting together its water strategy, it needed to know the public’s attitude towards sprinkler 
restrictions.  The Water Corporation is constantly evaluating the public’s response to those issues.  Why?  
Because we need to know the public’s attitude as part of the delivery of the policy.  In that way, we can fine tune 
a policy so that it is more appropriate and make sure that the public is working with the government during the 
implementation of that policy.  The public is part of the process of government.  All sophisticated corporations, 
including the government of Western Australia, must be involved.  These are all the issues that the government 
must address.  The people of Western Australia want this government to be in tune with what is happening in the 
community.  All organisations do this and they try to keep in touch with what it happening in the community.  
There is no better illustration of that than the former Minister for Education and Training’s campaign on 16 and 
17-year-old education and training.  He initiated a program of public meetings and forums and advertised those 
in local newspapers.  People went along to those meetings, became educated about the ideas that were being 
proposed and embraced those ideas.  That is important, because unless the public is behind some of our major 
initiatives, it is not possible to carry them through effectively.  Those are seven good reasons that the 
government needs advertising and communications strategies.   
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The second question that should be asked is whether we are delivering taxpayers’ dollars into this area 
efficiently.  The government has embraced new online technologies and cost efficiencies in government 
advertising.  According to Treasury, our annual advertising contract savings equate to about $5.6 million a year.  
This is a progressive government; it has brought about reform in the public sector.  It is reforming corporate 
services and procurement and has introduced reforms by amalgamating some government departments.  It has 
also taken a new approach to government advertising that will save $5.6 million year.  The government is 
moving advertising out of the print medium and towards online advertising, which offers access for 24 hours, 
seven days a week.  The world is changing and people use the Internet more than they read the newspaper.  We 
must be part of that process of change.  

I went to a function last year of, I think, one of the information technology associations.  The company that won 
the contract for delivering government job advertisements online won an award because it had a new approach to 
delivering government services.  The government has also saved taxpayers’ valuable dollars by achieving 
improved rates through a more transparent contract framework, saving $380 000 a year; introducing an online 
jobs board and a revised format for recruitment advertising, saving $2.7 million a year; introducing a new online 
booking service to the master media agency, saving $60 000 a year; moving government tender advertising from 
Saturday to Wednesday editions of The West Australian, saving $260 000 a year; consolidating public notices 
into the Sunday Times and the Wednesday and Friday editions of The West Australian, saving $1 million a year; 
negotiating improved print media rates from 2004, saving $500 000 in print media alone; and introducing net 
media invoicing on the campaign advertising contract, and removing automatic commissions to advertising 
agencies and replacing them with a more transparent and accountable remuneration system, saving an estimated 
$800 000 a year.  

What does all that mean?  In the calendar year 2000 the coalition spent $27.1 million on advertising.  Since then, 
despite inflation in the rates charged for these activities, in the calendar year 2004 this government spent 
$24.4 million on advertising.  There is no doubt that this government can say to the people of Western Australia 
that it is looking for efficiencies.  The government is making sure that taxpayers’ dollars are spent efficiently to 
avoid wastage in that area, and it has achieved that.  

Firstly, a framework for government advertising and communications is now recognised across the nation by all 
governments; and we are part of that process in delivering good government for the people of Western Australia.  
Secondly, we have introduced efficiencies in the system to save money.  I found it extraordinary that the Leader 
of the Opposition could criticise a campaign such as the Burglar Beware campaign.  That campaign resulted in 
an incredible drop in burglaries throughout Western Australia  

Mr M.J. Birney interjected.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Government advertising was part of that policy.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  That is absolute rubbish; all it did was tell the burglars - 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am afraid that the Leader of the Opposition does not understand crime prevention. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I was shadow police minister; I have some idea.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I do not think being shadow police minister over those years justifies a claim to knowledge.   

In order to carry out a proper crime prevention strategy we must involve the public.  How do we do that?  We 
use the most effective medium in our modern society, called television, to get across the message.  What has 
happened?  There has been public interest in that campaign.  In the suburbs in which the Burglar Beware 
program had significant focus, one of which was Bentley, the public embraced the message and communicated 
to either crime prevention individuals or the Police Service.  Through the public’s involvement an excellent 
outcome was achieved.  Crime prevention and Burglar Beware were inextricably linked.  We cannot have 
Burglar Beware without involving the public, and we cannot involve the public without using that magnificent 
medium that is now in modern society; namely, television.  

That is this government’s approach to this issues.  It is extraordinary.  Compared with the previous government’s 
record, this government has been totally transparent.  The coalition government did not release all the details of 
its activities in this area.  This government has done so.  The Leader of the Opposition was able to quote from 
the documents he has because they were released.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  After the election.  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I will give the member some knowledge: when I sought information on these sorts of issues 
from the previous government, the information was described as the “intellectual property” of the persons 
undertaking those programs and I could not get any information.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  I was not part of the previous government.  
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Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The man sitting next to the Leader of the Opposition and the man over there were part of the 
government, and they concealed from the public of Western Australia what they were doing.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Why did you not table the information before the election?   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  It was tabled in the regular process. 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  We have tabled the documents in the normal process by which these matters are tabled in 
the Parliament of Western Australia.  

I will summarise my argument.  The government engages in advertising and communications for seven good 
reasons.  We have established a process to ensure that in all our campaigns, those reasons are properly 
considered.  The guidelines are in place and they are followed rigorously within the system.  As a result of our 
government reforms, we have saved a lot of money for Western Australian citizens in advertising and 
communications.  The money we have saved is money that is available to be spent on the direct delivery of more 
nurses, police officers and teachers.  That is what we said we would do before the 2001 election.  

The communication strategies used to involve the community in many of the campaigns in which we have 
engaged have been effective.  We received massive feedback from the public of Western Australia about the 
Ningaloo Marine Park.  Why did we advertise?  We wanted feedback from the public on our plan for that area.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  You wanted to tell people what you were doing and you wanted to use taxpayers’ money to do 
it.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  A draft report was released and we sought public comment.  We received enormous public 
comment in response.  As I said, the Burglar Beware campaign was an effective way of delivering a policy to the 
community.  The government of Western Australia has a good record in this area.  We are spending less than the 
previous government spent.  We are more effective in the way we spend money, and we have guidelines in place 
to make sure that when we do spend money, it is spent properly.  

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.17 pm]:  Is it not interesting?  The Premier has given seven 
excuses for the amount of money he is spending on what he calls a communications program, which is his spin 
for taxpayer-funded propaganda.  He said that the government can legitimately engage the public, but at no stage 
did he address the Leader of the Opposition’s question of why the government needed to ask people whether 
they agreed with the expenditure of $65 million on school maintenance.  Would anyone disagree with that?  Will 
the answers be of any use to anyone?  Will the information add to the sum of human knowledge?  Of course not.  
The information was for one purpose only: to influence someone’s political persuasion in favour of the 
government.  It is as simple as that.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  How many people were polled on that issue?  What a ridiculous claim.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Premier hinted today that he would introduce a communications 
program on the federal government’s industrial relations program.  What sort of cost will that involve? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I will announce that tomorrow.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We are talking about transparency, so let us have some transparency.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You will get full transparency tomorrow.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  What are we talking about - $50 000 or $20 000?  Surely it is not more than 
that.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You will know tomorrow. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is total transparency!  I have asked a question in Parliament and the 
Premier has just replied, but we do not know the answer.  A couple of years ago, when the federal Labor Party 
sought to use the commonwealth’s constitutional external affairs powers to override the state’s electoral laws, 
who agreed with that?  It was none other than our Premier.  He said that was okay.  However, I do not remember 
a push-polling question about it.  I do not remember anyone saying he had received a phone call from the 
government’s public relations people as part of its communications program asking whether he thought it was a 
good idea for the commonwealth to take over our electoral system. 
The government’s polling will not have questions asking whether people know or agree with the fact that police 
officers are leaving in unprecedented numbers; in fact, as I understand it, 110 police officers have left so far in 
2005 alone.  It will not be asking people if they are aware that there is a waiting list to get onto the hospital bed 
waiting list.  It will not be asking questions to find out whether people know there has been a $1 billion blow-out 
in government revenue but, despite that, the government will not reduce taxes.  There are two reasons for 
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engaging in a communications program, to use the Premier’s spin.  The first is to promote something that has 
already been done.  The other reason, of course, is to conceal a lack of action.   
Let us look at a couple of key issues to see where the answer lies.  We have recently debated the need to amend 
censorship laws so that authorities can keep track of known paedophiles.  The Premier and the minister, instead 
of admitting that there is a problem and working constructively with the opposition to fix it as quickly as 
possible, have bluffed their way through and fudged around with legal arguments, which, as we have managed to 
find out today, are not exactly watertight.  Even though the minister acknowledges there is a problem, he cannot 
even say when the bill will come into this Parliament.  We face the issue of the need for better food labelling in 
this state.  There is widespread community concern about the matter.  The National Party will bring in a private 
member’s bill on it.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was pushing for a committee of inquiry a while back, 
just to get some action.  The West Australian today summed it up in three words - just do it.  Those two issues 
demonstrate a lack of action, decisiveness and substance, and weak leadership.  Let us look at law enforcement. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Please do. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will.  The member for Girrawheen may harp on, but what does the minister 
say to the family and friends of Leon Robinson when two weeks after the court case his killers are getting off 
scot-free?  The government has a team of lawyers at its disposal, but is the Premier saying to the Attorney 
General that he wants action on this matter?  Is he saying that he wants something decisive to happen to address 
those community concerns?  Some two weeks after the event the Attorney General admits that he cannot make 
up his mind what to do about the situation.  However, when Greg Combet of the Australian Council of Trade 
Unions in Melbourne says jump, the Premier asks how high.  While the Western Australian community is crying 
out for justice in matters like Leon Robinson’s tragic death, the Premier will not do anything, but he will agree to 
directives being sent out to government departments telling teachers and other people that they are welcome to 
take strike action next week.  Those are the priorities of this government.  It shows weakness and a lack of action 
and substance on issues of key concern to the community.   

Petrol prices are soaring.  The Premier made 20 commitments to the community about petrol pricing.  As petrol 
prices soar, we get absolute silence from the Premier.  Yesterday the Liberal Party demonstrated a positive and 
constructive approach to working with the government on energy reform.  The Premier did not have a chat with 
me, as shadow minister, or the Leader of the Opposition.  He probably did not talk to his own minister, who is 
overseas.  He came straight out with an ad hoc, knee-jerk political reaction to the whole thing.  His was not a 
constructive approach, but a knocking, negative approach, demonstrating an absolute lack of commitment to a 
key issue.  We have seen the same thing with the budget.  There are blow-outs in revenue and expenditure.  Even 
before the commencement of the 2005-06 financial year, the budget is in tatters.  The Premier sits back and takes 
no action to reset budget parameters, give meaningful tax cuts or do anything like that.   

With a lack of substance, a lack of preparedness to act on these key issues of community concern, and an 
underlying fundamental weakness and policy paralysis in government, what does the government do?  It turns to 
its spin doctors.  We have seen it incessantly.  Just like now, when there is bad news, the Premier walks away.  
For the record, he is leaving the chamber.  The debate directly affects the Premier’s portfolio, but this is the way 
he operates.  What will happen in a minute is that one of his stool pigeons will get up, and I bet it will be the 
Leader of the House who will take the flak.  When there is good news to do with water, we will see the Premier; 
when there is bad news, we will see the minister.  Just four months after the election, we face a very interesting 
scenario in this Parliament and with the government of Western Australia.  As with all these key issues, it is not 
the government setting the agenda.  The media and the opposition are pushing the government on key issues of 
concern to the community.  The opposition is bringing forward legislation and setting the agenda.  The 
opposition is working in a constructive way in key policy areas, such as energy, food labelling and law and 
order, to set the agenda.  The government has a number of ministers who are not on top of their portfolios.  For 
example, the minister in the back row at the moment virtually admitted in Parliament that he did not have a clue 
about an issue that the member for South Perth raised today.  He might just as well have stood up and said that 
he did not know what the member for South Perth was talking about and asked the member to give him a 
briefing on the matter afterwards.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He tried to be clever. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He did try to be clever.  We have lack of substance, lack of action, a 
leadership vacuum, policy paralysis and indecision.  What do governments do when faced with that problem?  
Most governments would say that they will pull up their socks, get on with the job and do what Western 
Australians want.  This lot spends taxpayers’ money on push polling.  That is their answer. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Minister for Tourism) [3.26 pm]:  I am quite happy to join this debate.  I 
intended to address the wording of the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition, but the last comment by 
the former Deputy Leader of the Opposition has spurred me to make an observation; that is, I have never seen a 
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group of people who have been smashed so comprehensively in an election act in such a triumphal manner.  It is 
absolutely breathtaking.  They have just been smashed.  They are facing four more years in opposition, probably 
four more years after that and then potentially another four more years.  However, they come in here and say that 
they are setting the agenda.  It is breathtakingly ridiculous.  The member for Hillarys might pipe up, but by the 
time we face the next election, he will be on a pension.  I cannot believe the triumphal attitude of people who 
have lost so badly.   
The motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition refers to government advertising.  He alleges that we have 
not been open and accountable as well as a range of other matters.  I will remind the opposition of a few things 
about their side of politics.  When I came into this Parliament the Court Liberal government, in which a number 
of members opposite were ministers, spent enormous sums of money on very political advertising.  Just before I 
came into the Parliament, their government published advertisements like the one I am holding up, which relates 
to the High Court’s 7-0 defeat of the Court government’s abolition of Mabo legislation.  This is very political 
advertising.  They were full-page advertisements.  The Court government opened the belltower during my time 
in this place.  It was quite an unpopular project for the government, but it spent $137 000 promoting the event.  
Back in 1998 the Howard government spent over $100 million on advertising in the lead-up to the election.  It 
advertised its approach on tax, which was part of a very political campaign.  Members opposite have the hide to 
come in here and say that we are not being open and accountable and are spending money on political 
campaigns.   
The motion of the Leader of the Opposition says that the government has not been open and accountable.  To 
debate this motion, he relies upon a huge file of information provided by this government to him about 
attitudinal monitoring.  He then says that that is not open and accountable and that, somehow, the government 
has hidden something, even though we have given him everything.  It is a strange analysis.  In that attitudinal 
monitoring we concentrated on subjects of importance to the people of Western Australia - issues such as health, 
education and transport.  They were of relevance in determining how the government should respond to the 
public in what it does and how it spends its money in those areas.  However, we discovered that when the Liberal 
Party was last in government, it did some attitudinal monitoring.  Although we asked questions about issues 
relevant to the people of Western Australia, in March 1996, shortly before the previous government was elected 
for the second time, that government did some attitudinal monitoring, and asked questions about people’s 
perceptions of industrial relations in Western Australia.  Question A was whether unions in Western Australia 
had become too powerful, and question B was whether unions in Western Australia had been on the whole 
disruptive and harmful to the state.  It went on.  Those are very political questions, although opposition members 
now laugh.  They used public funds to ask those questions in community attitudinal monitoring.  The previous 
government did that sort of thing, whilst the present government concentrates its advertising on issues of 
relevance in those core areas of health, education and law and order. 

I want to make an admission to the house.  I have deliberately, with malice aforethought, and with a guilty 
conscience, directed my agency, Tourism WA, to do more advertising.  I told it to do more advertising, and I 
have given it a heap more money to do it with.  I throw myself on the mercy of the Parliament!  I have gone out 
and given my department another $10 million on top of the government’s election commitment, which was 
$3 million - a total of $13 million for advertising.  That is the priority that this government places on advertising 
in Western Australia.  We put our effort into advertising this state’s great tourism assets.  We have spread those 
funds all over Western Australia.  Each of the regional tourism organisations has been given a huge grant for 
additional advertising.  Enormous sums of money have been put into each of our core markets overseas, and 
there are currently advertising campaigns on both Sydney and Melbourne free-to-air television.  Maybe the 
Leader of the Opposition thinks I am guilty of this terrible sin of advertising.  I am guilty, but what am I 
directing my agency to do?  I am directing it to put out the magnificent “Real Thing” campaign that shows all the 
beautiful aspects of Western Australia - the forests and the reef we have preserved, as well as all the wonderful 
assets of our food and wine industries.  We are advertising all the great assets of Western Australia all over the 
world and all over Australia.   

The Australian Tourism Exchange is still running, although I note that the Leader of the Opposition has not 
found the time to visit.  He is too busy to attend the biggest tourism event in Australia, being held in Western 
Australia for the first time in 23 years.  He does not have the time to get down there; he is too busy.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Maybe you should put on some drinks, minister! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  There is a happy hour on down there this afternoon, and the Leader of the Opposition 
might like to attend.  It starts at 5.30 pm, so he can go and get up to his normal activity at that time and have a 
look at our magnificent tourism industry.  The delegates from Sydney and Melbourne were saying to me that the 
campaign the government is running in Sydney and Melbourne is magnificent, because we are putting effort into 
advertising in those markets.  The recent budget shows that in the next financial year we will have 
$29.83 million to spend on destination marketing.  That is an increase of 70 per cent over the last year of the 
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previous government.  The shadow Minister for Tourism went out the other day and said that was a cut.  He does 
not understand that a 70 per cent increase is actually not a cut.  We are advertising in Sydney and Melbourne 
markets, and we are spending $3 million in Britain, $1.5 million in Japan, and $1 million in New Zealand on 
advertising.  We are doing all those things around the world, as well as in Korea and China - markets that the 
previous government never looked at.  The government is guilty of this massive advertising campaign.  It is 
doing it around the world and around Australia, and the benefits are showing in our tourism industry. 

I am very proud of that push polling in the eastern states, as the Leader of the Opposition calls it.  He does not 
actually understand what a push poll is.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Tell us! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It is funny that the Leader of the Opposition should ask, because I actually have a 
definition here, from an article in a US magazine.  It reads - 

. . . a telemarketing technique in which telephone calls are used to canvass vast numbers of potential 
voters, feeding them false and damaging ‘information’ about a candidate under the guise of taking a 
poll to see how this ‘information’ affects voter preferences.  In fact, the intent is to ‘push’ the voters 
away from one candidate and toward the opposing candidate.  

There has been one example of push polling in recent memory in Australia, and that was the work of the Country 
Liberal Party in the Northern Territory.  It was running a vicious, nasty, race-based campaign using push polling 
to allege certain things about Australian Labor Party candidates.  We are now seeing what the population of the 
Northern Territory thinks of the Country Liberal Party.  That is the sort of campaign that party runs.  What this 
government has done in its attitudinal monitoring is nothing even remotely resembling push polling.  However, I 
would not expect the Leader of the Opposition to actually understand that.  He does not understand much.  He is 
completely unfit to hold the job of Leader of the Opposition.  He is not fit to hold any position in government 
because all he does is come in here throwing wild statements around without doing his homework.  He does not 
understand anything of what he talks about.  

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.39 pm]:  Everyone in this chamber would 
agree that the public has the right to be informed about the programs funded by their taxes.  Equally, everyone in 
this chamber should also agree that governments have the right to establish a framework for the delivery of that 
information.  Today members on this side of the house have said that the so-called attitudinal research is doing 
just that.  In my view and in the government’s view that is by no means contentious.  We are delivering services 
to the community and we have every right to evaluate the effectiveness of that service delivery.  Frankly, if we 
do not do that, we would be delinquent and we would not be doing our jobs properly.  It seems that the 
opposition has failed to understand what is meant by push polling.  Although the member for Rockingham has 
already given the definition of push polling, obviously I need to repeat it for members opposite.  This definition 
is from the very well-respected United States magazine called Campaigns & Elections in which push polling is 
defined as - 

. . . a telemarketing technique in which telephone calls are used to canvass vast numbers of potential 
voters, feeding them false and damaging ‘information’ about a candidate under the guise of taking a 
poll to see how this information affects voter preferences.  In fact, the intent is to ‘push’ the voters away 
from one candidate and towards the opposing candidate. 

No candidate or party was mentioned.  Therefore, surely it does not come under this definition, which 
continues - 

This is clearly political telemarketing, using innuendo and, in many cases, clearly false information to 
influence voters; there is no intent to conduct research. 

It is clear from the questions that the opposition has asked and from the information that the opposition has 
access to that we are concerned about the first-class delivery of services to all Western Australians, and we need 
to evaluate that service delivery.  The Western Australian government is an extremely large business with an 
annual turnover of some $14 billion and which has almost two million shareholders.  Do members not think that, 
as a large business, the government has an obligation to its shareholders - that is, all Western Australians - to 
ensure that we are delivering the most effective government and that its service delivery is accountable to the 
people?  We believe that we need to identify our strengths and weaknesses and the opportunities that will allow 
us to do better.  We believe that we are entitled to know what the public perceives we are doing well and what 
the public perceives we are doing badly.  Research and polling is a reliable and credible means of doing that.  It 
is statistically accurate and scientifically robust and therefore it is reliable.  We know that we can act on that 
information with confidence. 
The Western Australian government is entitled - indeed it is obliged - to track its performance against the 
expectation of its shareholders and customers, who are the Western Australian community, and to adjust its 
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policies and operations accordingly.  Without research, the business of government and the process of decision 
making would be at best informed guesswork and at worst ill informed.  It is simply not good enough for the 
people of Western Australia - our shareholders - for the government to act blindfolded. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg  

 

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  

 
            

Pairs 

 Ms S.E. Walker Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Mr A.J. Simpson Mr M.P. Murray 
 Dr S.C. Thomas Mr R.C. Kucera 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr A.J. Carpenter 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus negatived. 
 


