
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 21 June 2005] 

 p2765g-2771a 
President; Hon Anthony Fels; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Barry House 

 [1] 

EDUCATION EXPENSES ELIGIBILITY, ADVERTISEMENT 
Urgency Motion 

The PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths):  I have received the following letter - 

Mr President  

It is my intention that at today’s sitting I will move pursuant to standing order 72 -  

That the house consider as a matter of urgency and note with grave concern -  

1. the government’s waste of taxpayers’ money on advertising about years 11 and 12 
students’ eligibility for $400 payments for education expenses, and  

2. that the advertisements were factually incorrect and therefore likely to mislead or 
deceive the public. 

Yours sincerely  
Hon Anthony Fels MLC 
Member for Agricultural Region 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 

[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [3.49 pm]:  I move the motion. 
I have moved this motion to draw attention to the announcement in the budget that an amount of $400 will be 
made available for every year 11 and 12 student in Western Australia.  Advertisements about this funding were 
run on the commercial television stations immediately after the budget was handed down three weeks ago.  The 
advertisements claim that that amount of $400 is available to all year 11 and 12 students.  However, the 
advertisements are misleading and deceptive, because an amount up to a maximum of $400 is available only for 
students who are doing a TAFE course.  All other year 11 and 12 students are eligible for a maximum of only 
$200.  
This motion relates to all media spending by the government to promote itself and what the government wants 
the public to hear, rather than what the public should know.  Another issue arose last week when a man avoided 
a random breath test in Leederville and was subsequently pursued by police.  His vehicle was searched, and two 
kilograms of cannabis were found in his boot.  I believe that in court last Friday in his defence he stated that he 
thought cannabis was legal in Western Australia.  I do not know how he gained that belief.  The government 
spent something like $444 000 promoting its campaign on cannabis last year, but the message clearly did not get 
across.  I do not know whether that gentleman genuinely did not understand the situation; however, the issue is 
that the government is not getting a proper message across to the public on all of its policies.  At the estimates 
committee hearings two weeks ago, the Premier was asked about funding directed from the Treasury media 
office to the Government Media Office.  The Premier admitted under questioning from Liberal opposition leader 
Matt Birney that Treasury media office resources had been transferred to the Government Media Office to 
further increase the resources available to that body.   
Parents in the community should not be led to believe that they are eligible for $400 when budgeting for their 
students’ education over the following 12 months.  If parents believe they are entitled to $400, they will get a 
nasty shock when they find out at some stage in the following 12 months that they are eligible for a maximum of 
only $200.  If the government were a corporation acting under the Trade Practices Act, or an individual in this 
state acting under the Fair Trading Act, it would be required to withdraw such advertising.  In fact, an order 
would probably be made by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission, and the government would 
be required to immediately readvertise the truth about the misleading original advertising.  I ask the Minister for 
Education and Training, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, to advise the house whether the advertisements are still running 
in that form.  If so, she should immediately withdraw the advertisements, and immediately put in place a 
campaign to apologise to parents of years 11 and 12 students in Western Australia.  The minister should let 
parents of years 11 and 12 students know that they are eligible for up to $200, not $400. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [3.53 pm]:  I am 
amazed that this urgency motion is before this house today.  As you are aware, Mr President, this government 
has made an enormous commitment to education and training in recognition of its importance to the ongoing 
development of the state.  The commitment of $3.2 billion to education and training is unprecedented in the 
history of Western Australia.  Education and training is the biggest single budget item in the state’s budget, 
followed closely by health, and this demonstrates the high regard the government has for this policy area.  The 
Gallop government is implementing a range of measures that recognises the need to make significant changes in 
upper secondary education to ensure that education and training are relevant to all students.  This allowance is 
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one part of a very comprehensive package of initiatives titled “It Pays to Learn”, which demonstrates the 
government’s commitment to make knowledge and skills available to ensure Western Australia’s ongoing 
success in its economic development.  The government has introduced a number of initiatives.  The payment to 
16 and 17-year-olds is only one part of the program.  The government will amend legislation to require young 
people to stay at school or in training until the end of the year in which they turn 17 years.  This will be done in 
two stages - the leaving age will be raised to 16 in 2006 and to 17 in 2008.  The government will also appoint an 
extra 280 staff to develop new education and training programs to more successfully meet the vocational 
education and training needs of 16 and 17-year-olds.   
I make these points because I want the member opposite to understand that this allowance program sits within a 
framework of 50 initiatives, many of which relate to better educational outcomes for 16 and 17-year-olds.  The 
government will also appoint 100 training mentors to help guide students into work and training options.  
Significant changes are being made in what was known previously as years 11 and 12.  However, it must be 
recognised that the education provided to years 11 and 12 had deficiencies.  For example, the years 11 and 12 
course offerings did not meet the needs of all students.  They may well have met the needs of students aspiring to 
tertiary entrance, and then into their chosen career field.  Nevertheless, the upper secondary options were not 
working for a significant number of students: young people were heading out into the marketplace at the end of 
year 10, where few of them picked up jobs; consequently, they were required to return to high school, where the 
curriculum did not suit their needs.  The government has recognised this deficiency and has put a number of 
options in place to ensure that students in years 11 and 12 are offered a comprehensive range of subjects to 
achieve a more relevant education.  I refer particularly to the move to offer vocational education and training 
subjects in years 11 and 12.   

The government recognises that costs are associated with students staying at school longer, and that parents will 
have to bear a great deal of these costs.  This situation is recognised in its “It Pays to Learn” policy.  As part of 
that major initiative, the government said up front that it would provide an annual payment of up to $400 to 
parents of TAFE students, and $200 to parents of public and private school students to help meet the cost of 
education during years 11 and 12.  This payment is over and above the $100 government subsidy paid to parents 
of students in public schools in years 11 and 12. 
I am not exactly sure what issue the honourable member has placed in his urgency motion.  However, this 
government has provided to the office of the Leader of the Opposition details of spending on communication 
since 1999-2000.  Details have been provided of each individual campaign since 10 February 2001 costing in 
excess of $40 000.  The information explains for each campaign the purpose, key performance indicators, target 
markets and the type of media used.  These documents include far more information than has been made 
available at any time in the past.  This government has been very open in terms of process and how much it has 
spent on advertising.  This contrasts with what the previous government referred to in the Legislative Assembly 
as its status reports.  Those reports were concocted to repudiate claims that the coalition government was wasting 
advertising dollars.  It is interesting to note that the Court government spent $27.1 million on advertising - the 
highest amount ever spent on advertising by a government.  I am a little amazed that the member has alleged in 
this chamber that there is something wrong with advertising the moneys that will be paid to students in years 11 
and 12.   
The parents or guardians of students turning 16 or 17 years of age in 2005 who are enrolled as at Friday, 20 April 
2005 are eligible for a payment of $200.  The parents or guardians of students turning 15 years of age in 2005 
who are enrolled on a full-time basis in years 11 or 12 are also eligible for a payment of $200.  Students turning 
18 years of age during 2005 who are enrolled in years 11 or 12 for the first time are included.  Students turning 
18 years of age during 2005 who are repeating year 12 are also included.  Unique situations involving individual 
students need to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis; for example, full-fee paying overseas students and 
exchange students are not eligible.  It has been clearly stated in the advertising material that any queries about 
the process should be referred to the schools resourcing branch, and there is a comprehensive web site with those 
details.  The question of whether we advertise is a bit of damned if we do and damned if we do not.  The simple 
fact is that we have chosen to advertise because we believe this is a very positive initiative that will assist 
parents.  If we had not advertised, we would have been accused of dishing out money in an underhanded way, 
keeping people uninformed and not telling people of the availability of this funding to assist them.  I am not sure 
what members opposite object to.  We have an excellent uptake in this program.  I wonder whether the member 
opposite has applied for this money and whether he has received the money.   

Hon Anthony Fels interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is what I would like to ask him.  Has he applied or has he not taken up this 
opportunity?  The advertising campaign was used to ensure that all parents of children turning 16 or 17 years of 
age this year were aware of the allowance, that it was available and that eligible students would bring home 
application forms.  We have nothing to apologise for about this advertising campaign or, indeed, this initiative.  
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This is a major commitment by a government committed to education, which commitment has been made at no 
other time in history.  I am amazed that members opposite would object to the initiative.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [4.03 pm]:  I thank Hon Anthony Fels for bringing this matter 
to the attention of the house.  It is a serious matter, and it is a pity that the government does not take it seriously.  
When this was drawn to my attention, I found it absolutely amazing that the government had done what it had 
done.  The minister has just given us one of her diatribes, telling us how amazed she is about all sorts of things.  
The only thing to be amazed about is the absolute gall and arrogance and the form of this government in using 
taxpayers’ money to try to promote itself.  Of course, it has been too clever by half on this occasion, because it 
has been caught out in putting out an advertising campaign that misleads.   
In the first week of February, the Premier, Dr Gallop, announced to great fanfare that education would be a great 
priority of this government.  We have heard all the rhetoric ever since.  We are starting to see some of the 
rubbery figures and we will dissect those figures considerably in the next few weeks as we go through the budget 
process.  One of the most blatant things that occurred - it was reported in The West Australian and elsewhere on 
Monday, 7 February 2005 - was a $400 skills sweetener.  The article reported the campaign speech of Dr Gallop.  
For the purpose of today’s exercise, I point out that the article also referred to the fact that under the Labor plan 
parents would receive up to $400 a year to offset the cost of public or private education and training in a 
$64 million package in which students would be legally required to stay at school or in accredited training to the 
age of 16 by 2006 and to 17 by 2008.  There are a lot of qualifications in the article.  I wonder how many of the 
58 000 families the government claims will benefit from this program will get anything like $400.  However, the 
article did report correctly that the government would pay $200 a year for years 11 and 12 school students and 
$400 for those in training.  It also pointed out that parents would be under no obligation to spend the cash on 
education-related expenses.  In other words, parents will just fill in a simple form - as the minister has called it - 
for each of their kids, hand it in at the school and they will get a cheque from the Western Australian government 
to spend on whatever they like.  If they want to, they can even spend it on education-related expenses!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you saying that parents are irresponsible, because that is exactly what I am hearing 
from you?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am saying that the government is irresponsible.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  How can you have so little faith in the parents of WA schoolchildren?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have no faith in this government, which stoops ever lower to deceive.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Answer my question.  Yes, that is true.  He has no faith in the parents of Western 
Australian schoolchildren.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Mr President, I am making this speech, not the minister.  I am quite happy to field 
interjections from any member, but I will not tolerate - I am sure that you will not tolerate it either, Mr 
President - continual shouting over the top of me, or whichever member is speaking.  That is not interjecting.  I 
am quite happy to deal with any interjections, even the inane ones from the Minister for Education and Training.  
However, I need the opportunity to have my say, and to do so in the comparative silence with which the minister 
was just heard.  She does not want this to be known.  I know the minister; we started in this house on the same 
day.  I know that deep down she has the decency to be embarrassed when the government of which she is part is 
caught out in a lie that relates to her own portfolio.  She has the decency to be embarrassed and that is why she is 
trying to shout over the top of me and introduce irrelevant interjections. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you telling me that Western Australian parents are irresponsible?   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, I am not saying that.  Nothing in my words can be construed to mean that.  I am 
saying that this government is irresponsible. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  There is so.  You said that they could spend it on anything but education.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No, that is what the minister has said. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You said it.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Simon O’Brien is directing his comments through me and I look 
forward to the continuation of his remarks.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The announcement of the government bribe, the government birthday present or the 
government giveaway of taxpayers’ money to parents, who will be under no obligation to spend the cash on 
education-related expenses, was faithfully reported in the article in The West Australian that I earlier identified.  
The information for that article came directly from the government’s announcement, the Government Media 
Office and the Premier himself.  It was given in the teeth of an election campaign.  It was an out-and-out 
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attempted bribe by the government to try to curry favour with people.  That is all it was; no more, no less.  It is 
highly reminiscent of the discredited tactic that was employed by the then Premier, Peter Dowding, during the 
1989 election campaign, when a similar cash bribe was offered to parents of schoolchildren.  I forget what the 
amount was.   
Hon Norman Moore:  It was $50.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It was $50.  The Labor Party told electors that if they voted it back into government, 
they would be given $50 for every kid in their families.  It was as blatant as that.  That payment lasted for one 
year and was then dropped.  I wonder how long this one will last.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Let’s go to tax cuts if that is your argument.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We can do that if the Minister for Education and Training wants to.  I am being spoilt 
rotten today, because my good friend the Minister for Education and Training is trying to suck up to me by 
offering to have a debate on tax.  I would love to have a debate on tax at some other time, because I know that 
the President would not want me to go down that track now.   
The PRESIDENT:  No, not now.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  No.  Although this motion has a lot to do with all the things I have just mentioned, it 
zeros in on a television and radio advertising campaign that sets out to quite unnecessarily tell the public at large, 
but particularly parents in a certain demographic, that the government was so grateful at being re-elected that it 
would honour its election commitment to pay a sum of money to parents.  The television advertisement advised 
that families would receive $400 for each child in years 11 and 12, which is plainly wrong.  The minister did not 
have the guts to acknowledge that simple point.  What is wrong with the government?  Can it not say that it got it 
wrong and pull the ads?  These matters have not been addressed.  However, the ads have been pulled; I have not 
seen them lately.  I have with me a print-out of a still taken from the television advertisement.  Superimposed on 
a picture of a very young schoolchild are the words “Up to $400 for every year 11 and 12 student.”  That is 
simply wrong.  Why is the government spending taxpayers’ money to promote - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What is wrong with that? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is incorrect.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What is wrong with that?  It is true.  That is the policy.  What is your problem?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is the minister saying that every year 11 and 12 student will receive $400? 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, that is not what the ad says.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is what the ad says.  I have shown it to the house.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Read it again.  It says “up to”.   

Several members interjected. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.13 pm]:  The payment of this money raises several issues, some of 
which have been canvassed.  I will elaborate on a couple of them.  One, of course, is the advertising of this 
payment.  However, we must also refer to history, which has been briefly alluded to.  To set the scene, I refer 
members to late 1988 and early 1989 when the Dowding government was in office and as the state prepared for 
an election in February 1989.  Peter Dowding replaced Brian Burke as Premier.  Those members who were here 
at the time will recall the rather momentous day when the Premier and his deputy resigned on the same day - 
they made speeches in the other place - and a new generation took over.  The next day’s newspaper had a 
photograph of these two gentlemen on the beach with fishing rods going fishing.  It was obvious that a few 
people, particularly in the Labor Party, got wind of what was about to unfold.  Brian Burke was sent to Ireland as 
the Australian Ambassador to Ireland and the Holy See.  There was obviously some nervousness about what was 
to unfold.  We all know what unfolded in subsequent years as the true extent of the WA Inc deals became 
obvious and known to everybody.  That was one of the most disgraceful chapters in Western Australia’s history.  
This was a prelude to the 1989 election.   
It seems that nothing changes with the Australian Labor Party.  The Labor Party today is media driven; 
everything is stage-managed.  That also applied to the Labor Party in 1989.  The media apparatchiks stage-
managed the Premier, Hon Peter Dowding, to give an impression of frenetic activity.  I am sure that members 
recall the ads of the day in which a very busy looking Premier wore short-sleeved blue shirts and which had the 
slogan “Dowding’s working.”  It was a very slick advertising campaign, which probably had as much to do with 
the truth as does the current advertising campaign.  The election campaign was running its course in 1989.  In the 
week that students went back to school, which was about one week before the election, hey presto the Dowding 
government announced payments of $50 to every boy and girl who attended school throughout Western 
Australia.  The Labor Party was returned at that election with a minority vote across the state of about 47 per 
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cent.  The Liberal-National two-party preferred vote was about 53 per cent.  The result came down to critical 
votes in critical seats.  Only 161 votes across six electorates returned the Dowding government to office.   
The $50 payment was finally made to students throughout Western Australia - it took a while to get it out of 
Treasury - during 1989.  The impression given during the election campaign and certainly when the payment 
was made was that it was to be a permanent feature of the education system in Western Australia; that is, the 
government would directly fund the educational needs of students by giving them cash in the hand.  Obviously, 
parents rubbed their hands together and thought, “Great; Santa Claus is coming twice a year.  We will vote for 
that mob.”  Enough of them obviously voted for the Labor Party to get it across the line.  Excuse me for being 
cynical, but we all know what happened.  That payment was made in one year and then was rudely withdrawn 
and was never seen again.  That payment cannot be described in any terms other than as a straight-out electoral 
bribe.  I want a guarantee and an assurance from the minister that that situation will not be repeated.  I asked the 
minister on a previous occasion to provide a guarantee that the new payment will not be withdrawn after one 
year and that it will become a permanent feature of government support for students and their parents to service 
the educational needs of our students.  I would like the minister, even by interjection, to give us an assurance that 
the payments of $200 and $400 will continue so that students and trainees can move forward with some certainty 
about their education next year and the years after that; even for a four-year horizon.  Will the minister give me a 
guarantee that the payments will be made over the four years of her government? 
Hon Norman Moore:  She’s dumbstruck for the first time in her life. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Deathly silence! 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Good on you, Barry, you’ve just done what we hope to do every day! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Don’t you read any policies, budget papers or anything?  Do you put any work into 
education and training?  Do you actually ever read budget papers or anything in e-mail? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister is prepared to prattle on about all sorts of irrelevancies but she will not 
give us the answer to a very simple question.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is actually on the Internet and in the budget papers.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is the minister prepared to give us an assurance that she will make this payment for the 
next four years? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is in about 20 places, so I reckon you ought to get off your backside for a change and 
do some work in education and training. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister should tell the house that it will be guaranteed for the next four years. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Look it up; it is in 20 places.   

Hon Norman Moore:  This is the Parliament, to which you are supposed to answer. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  This is where the minister is supposed to be accountable.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Not to the Internet. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Still deathly silence, Mr President.  Another issue with these payments is that there is 
absolutely no guarantee that they will be spent on educational needs.  The vast bulk of parents in this state will 
spend the payment on their kids’ educational needs, but there is no guarantee of that.  The minister was 
photographed for, from memory, The West Australian handing over a cheque to a young lad who was involved 
in motor mechanics, and who had put the money towards a new motorbike.  That is very appropriate.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  He is doing bike mechanics. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Bike mechanics; okay?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What was he going to spend it on - paintbrushes? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am saying it is very appropriate, but can the minister guarantee that someone training 
to be a hairdresser or chef or someone in the building trade will not buy a motorbike?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Of course I can’t guarantee it, but that is why I have said I have faith in Western 
Australian parents.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister has faith.  That is very good.  I am sure she has faith. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Whereas you and your colleague Hon Simon O’Brien have no faith in Western 
Australian parents.  You have no faith in students.  You have no faith in teachers.  You do not have faith. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  One interjection at a time, please. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That was a continuous interjection that lasted for about three minutes. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You asked the question. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes, you asked the question. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I asked a question I could not get an answer to and the minister is prattling on about 
something I do not want an answer to. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You gotta have faith! 

The PRESIDENT:  Perhaps Hon Barry House could continue his remarks by addressing me.  We will get to 
question time later. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am addressing you, Mr President.  The point is that there is absolutely no guarantee 
that these payments will be spent on the educational needs of students.  There is no guarantee that they will not 
be used to buy smokes or go to the pub or the TAB.  There is absolutely no guarantee that the payments will be 
spent on the educational needs of students.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Do you have faith? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I have a bit of faith in the Western Australian public too, and I know that 90 per cent of 
people will use it for the right means. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What is your point then? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The point is that I do not want a repeat of the straight-out electorate bribe of 1989.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Hang on, let me ask you this: do you think that 90 per cent of parents should miss out 
on account of maybe 10 per cent? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I do not want a repeat of the straight-out electorate bribe that the Labor Party put in 
place in 1989.  The portent of all of that is not very good. 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [4.24 pm]:  I thank members for their contributions to this debate.  I do 
not know whether the government understands that it has been misleading the public.  It says that the opposition 
should re-read the advertisement and that it is not deceptive.  I hope that the previous honourable Minister for 
Education and Training did not produce the advertisement and that the current Minister for Education and 
Training withdrew it when she became aware that the Government Media Office had produced it.  Alternatively, 
if the advertisement has not been withdrawn, I hope that it will be, now that it has been brought to the minister’s 
attention.  However, it is of concern that the public and year 11 and year 12 students have been told something 
that has raised their expectations well above the truth of the matter.  When taxpayer funds are spent on the 
dissemination of information such as this, it is vital that the information be true and correct.  If the information is 
incorrect, the government should move immediately to withdraw the advertisements and correct the information 
in a new advertising campaign. 
The Premier has talked a lot about truth in government.  This is not even an election year, but I say God help us 
at the thought of the information that the Government Media Office might try to put in front of us 12 months out 
from an election.  I ask the minister, if the advertisement has not been withdrawn, to ensure that such 
advertisements do not misrepresent her department and that the department publishes information setting out the 
correct advance of $200 that is available for years 11 and 12 students, and not $400 as parents and students have 
been led to believe through the publication of these advertisements.   
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders.   
 


