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GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition 
seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

This House calls on the Gallop Labor Government to honour its election commitment and stop wasting 
taxpayer funds on political and partisan advertising in the media.   

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

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

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

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.51 pm]:  I move the motion.  

This motion is about trust and personal integrity, and although it is directed at the Government, it is aimed 
directly at Dr Gallop as the Premier of this State.  I hope he returns to this Chamber, because I want to challenge 
him on a matter of personal integrity.  This is about whether we can trust a Labor Government or, more 
pointedly, the Premier of this State.  If Dr Gallop does not attend the Chamber during the debate on this motion, 
that will be an indication that not only can he not be trusted and lacks personal integrity, but also he lacks the 
courage to defend himself.  This motion is very much about the personal integrity of Dr Geoff Gallop.   

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is parliamentary practice for members to be referred to by their seat or their ministerial title; 
we have had that debate on quite a number of occasions.  However, even with his long experience in this place, 
the Leader of the Opposition seems to be deliberately flouting what he should know.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is quite correct, and I ask that the Leader of the Opposition be cognisant of that.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  My problem is that I will be referring to him both prior to and after the election.  However, 
this is about personal integrity.  When the individual speaks, writes or delivers a policy, can we treat that person 
as having personal integrity?  This is a one-on-one issue.  I am disappointed that the Premier has run from this 
debate, because this is about his values, his integrity and whether he is believable.   

I will go over a little history.  In 1997, Dr Gallop, the then Leader of the Opposition, introduced -  

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition has once again referred to a member by his name.  He needs to 
use the phrase “the then Leader of the Opposition” or “the member for Victoria Park”.  Members well know how 
to refer to other members, and the Leader of the Opposition is apparently deliberately flouting the practice of this 
House.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is quite correct, and I direct the Leader of the Opposition to do so.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I accept that but I make the observation that the phrase “Gallop Labor Government” is 
formally in the motion.   

The person whose name we cannot use, whomever he might be - Felix the cat or Casper the ghost - who parades 
as the Premier, introduced a Bill in 1997 when he was the Leader of the Opposition.  That Bill was called the 
Scrutiny of Government Publicity Bill, and in his second reading speech he stated that his Bill was aimed at 
stopping -   

. . . taxpayers’ money being spent on government publicity that is specifically designed to influence, 
and manipulate, public support for the government of the day. 

He also stated - 

Of course, truth in government advertising is essential . . .    

The reference to the misuse of taxpayers’ funds and the requirement that advertising be truthful are not my 
standards -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They are not your standards. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 14 September 2004] 

 p5844b-5858a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Rob Johnson; The Acting Speaker (mr 
A.P. O’gorman); Acting Speaker; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr John Day; Mr John Kobelke; Mrs Cheryl Edwardes; 

Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Bernie Masters 

 [2] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I did not use those words; Casper the ghost, the now Premier, did.  He also proposed 
through that legislation to establish an independent committee to scrutinise government advertising.  There 
would therefore be a standard set and a test for advertising.  In 1997 the now Premier, the then Leader of the 
Opposition, concluded - 

A Government that is accountable to the people does not delve into the public purse to pay for party 
political propaganda.  A responsible Government would ensure that it was not using public money for 
government advertising in an extravagant manner. 

That is the standard the now Premier set for himself in 1997.  When in opposition in 2000, the Labor Party 
moved a motion condemning the former coalition Government for using taxpayer dollars in that way.  I hope that 
the Premier returns.  The word “guts” was inappropriately used in this Chamber a while ago, but I hope the 
Premier has the courage to come in here and address this issue.  That is what the now Premier said when in 
opposition.  He introduced a Bill to try to stop the misuse of taxpayers’ money.  The Labor Party said at election 
time that it was committed to cutting expenditure on advertising by 30 per cent.  Labor’s accountability policy 
stated that public money should be spent for the benefit of the public, not for advertising and polling that 
promotes political and partisan purposes.   

How different the now Premier became; how he changed when he came to government.  What happened to those 
statements on ethics, standards, propriety and accountability?  They were simply jettisoned.  That is why this 
motion is about personal integrity and ethics - the value of the man who is missing.  Can he be trusted?  Does he 
mean what he says?  I put it to this House that he does not; that he is not trustworthy in this matter.   

The reality has been different.  The Government has run a series of advertisements, particularly over the past 12 
months, that are highly political and aimed at boosting support for government policies.  Many of them are 
misleading.  What are some of the examples?  This Government, as a Labor Government, has advertised against 
its employees, its teachers and its police officers.  That is what this Labor Government has done.  I am talking 
only about media campaigns, not about brochures or mailed pamphlets.  I am talking about print and electronic 
media.  This Government has been grossly extravagant.  I want to list the previous campaigns, not the campaigns 
that the Government is currently running.  This Premier was to stop the blatant misuse of taxpayers’ money.  He 
introduced a Bill when in opposition, made a commitment during the election campaign and made speeches in 
this Parliament when he was occupying this chair; but when in government he has done the exact opposite.  It is 
gross hypocrisy.   

These are examples of previous campaigns.  This Government spent $29 286 in a campaign against school bus 
drivers who were country small business people.  It was the most cowardly, callous and hurtful campaign I have 
ever seen.  School bus drivers had their fax machines go off in the middle of the night because the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, who is also not here, had messages faxed to private homes at 2.00 am or 
thereabouts.  People wondered whether their children had had a car accident.  I was approached by people who 
were in tears because of the intimidation.  The Government spent $29 286 on that and $19 569 on advertisements 
against teachers.  Do members know what that money could have done?  It was the cost of educating 465 
children for one day.  I have just travelled through the Kimberley.  That $19 569 could have been spent on 
assisting young Aboriginal children to go to school.  It would have made a difference in a remote school in a 
town like Derby, Wyndham or Fitzroy Crossing; but, no, this Government spent it on advertising.  This 
Government spent $4 663 campaigning against the police, who are charged with maintaining public safety and 
the protection of the community.  This Government spent almost $5 000 attacking the police because they sought 
a pay increase.  The Government spent $85 150 on the business tax review, which was not fully detailed; it did 
not mention the business tax increases.  The Government spent $136 569 on the “skill up for the Burrup” 
campaign, in which the Government tried to promote what it perceived to be or tried to pretend were its 
achievements on the Burrup Peninsula.  There is only one project going on in the Burrup Peninsula: the fertiliser 
project, the land for which was allocated under the previous Government.  There is no new project.  That is the 
only project happening in the Burrup; not the eight projects that the Premier touted after the election.   

The Government spent $12 780 on newspaper advertisements calling on the federal Government to provide 
additional health funding.  That money could have paid for 25 magnetic resonance imaging examinations.  The 
State does not have 25 MRI examinations that the Government could have paid for but which were not funded 
because it spent $12 000 trying to lobby the federal Government through the media.  How crass and ignorant is it 
when the relationship between the State and federal Governments occurs by lobbying through newspapers?  
What incompetent, distrustful, unworthy Premier would do that?   

The Government spent $1 000 on advertising the Premier’s sustainability strategy.  I think that most people 
noticed the development of the Perth convention centre.  It is a project of the previous Government.  This 
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Government spent $24 860 on an electronic sign to tell people a convention centre was about to open.  I think 
most people figured it was there.   

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  Did they oppose it?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They did oppose it.  The Government spent $300 000 on advertising for people to make 
submissions on the development of the Ningaloo Reef.  If the Government cared for the environment, it could 
have spent that money to pay for the salaries of six full-time rangers for a year to work on the area adjacent to 
the reef that has been degraded by illegal camping.  The Government spent $166 000 on changes to the Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia levy.  That is an excessive amount to have spent.  However, 
that might be the one area of spending that could be justified to inform people about the changes in the way 
insurance moneys are collected for fire services.  It is probably a valid expense, but it is excessive.   
This Government has decriminalised cannabis.  It spent $444 000 telling people about changes to the cannabis 
laws but forgot to tell the people about the damaging impact on mental health caused by smoking cannabis.   

Point of Order 
Mr R.C. KUCERA:  Cannabis has not been decriminalised.  That has been clearly pointed out in this House.  
The Leader of the Opposition is misleading this House, as is his norm on the issue of drugs.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Government spent $444 000 on the decriminalisation of cannabis.  The point is that the 
Premier did not have the personal integrity to warn parents about the effects that measure would have on young 
children.  Where are the fine ethics and the standards of that person who is missing in action and who is missing 
integrity?   

The Government spent $119 000 on forest management.  However, the advertising did not mention the collapse 
of towns and the loss of jobs, which are still occurring in centres such as Manjimup.  Another newspaper 
advertising campaign was directed at the federal Government, calling on it to not locate a nuclear waste dump in 
Western Australia.  There is no such plan - to the best of my knowledge there never has been - for the federal 
Government to locate a nuclear waste dump in Western Australia.  The Government spent $9 000 on that 
campaign.  The Government spent $150 000 on advertisements about the budget.  However, the Government did 
not tell the people about its tax increases.  The Government ran a program about providing more beds in 
hospitals.  The Government’s own figures show that there has been a reduction in the number of available 
hospital beds.   

The campaigns to which I have referred were the last to have been completed.  What about the current 
campaigns?  We can tell an election will be held soon because this Premier is presently blatantly wasting 
taxpayers’ money on three concurrent campaigns.  One is about the proposed changes to the school leaving age 
and is called “15 is too young to stop learning”.  I would like to know how much money is being spent on that 
campaign.  Schools all around the State need to be repaired and yet the Minister for Education and Training, who 
is also missing, is running forums and advertising campaigns on this matter.  He has had four years to think it 
through.  If he cannot make up his mind about changing the school leaving age in four years, what is he doing?  
After four years he is running around asking people what he should do.  I would say to him, “If you cannot do 
the job and make a policy decision in four years, then move on, buster.” 
The advertisements for the southern rail link have cost the Government at least $575 000.  However, the 
advertisements fail to mention the two-year delay and the $400 million blow-out in costs.  This morning I asked 
one of my staff members to phone the number on the web site and ask a couple of questions.  The first question 
was when will the Mandurah rail service start and the second question was what will the fare be.  The person 
who answered the phone could not answer those two simple questions.  The Government has spent $575 000 on 
a web site and on television, radio and print advertisements, but it cannot answer those two bleeding obvious 
questions; namely, when will the service start and what will the fare be.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Can you tell us -  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not want to hear from the minister. 

What about the advertisement headed “The Truth about Tuarts”?  Where is the Minister for the Environment?  
What about cutting down the little tuarts or the big tuarts for the Busselton jetty?  What is the truth about tuarts?   

Several members interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  You should not be in the Chair, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman); the Speaker 
should be in the Chair, but as you are in the Chair I have to address my comments to you.   

The advertisement about the tuarts refers to cutting down the pine trees.  I do not think anyone cares about the 
pine trees.  The protestors who are up the trees or tied to the machinery are complaining about the loss of the 
tuarts.  The advertisement does not talk about the tuarts.  No-one gives a rats about the pine trees.  The issue is 
the tuarts.  This Government spent $10 000 on an advertisement that does not even address that issue.   

What about electricity supplies?  On black Wednesday, 18 February, there were blackouts across the State.  This 
Government has spent -  

Mr C.M. Brown:  What is your view? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Bring on a motion on the Ludlow tuart forest and we will debate it. 

Mr C.M. Brown:  What is your view? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Bring on the debate!  We are happy to debate the tuart forest!   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  This debate is deteriorating into a fracas across the 
Chamber.  I am not prepared to have that.  I want to hear from the speaker in silence. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The retiring minister for mines, or whatever he is, said I have no guts.  I place on the public 
record that the Opposition formally challenges the Government to a debate on the Ludlow tuart forest.  Where is 
the Premier?  I think everyone is happy to debate the Ludlow tuart forest, so bring it on!  Let us see who has 
guts!  Bring it on for debate!   

Mr C.M. Brown:  Tell us what your position is.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Bring on the debate!  

Several members interjected.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Acting Speaker; the Deputy Premier just called the Leader of the Opposition a 
charlatan.  That is unparliamentary, and I suggest that he be made to withdraw.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I did not hear the comment, because there were so many 
interjections across the Chamber.  If the Deputy Premier did say that, I am sure he will withdraw.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There has been a fiasco with electricity supplies.  The Government has spent $1.2 million 
on advertisements by Western Power.  That would have paid for the silicon coating of 6 500 electricity poles.  
The Government has spent $2.5 million in the past 18 months on advertisements about the school leaving age, 
the southern rail link, the truth about the tuarts and the electricity campaigns.  These are all political 
advertisements designed to help the Government.  I happened to be watching a particular television channel on 
Sunday night, and during peak time - that is, between 6.00 pm and midnight - there were two advertisements for 
15 is too young to leave school, two advertisements for the Western Power campaign and three advertisements 
for the southern rail link.  That is a total of six government advertisements during peak time on one channel 
alone.  I happened to be watching Channel Seven with my son.  The education minister knows my son.  We were 
watching a program on the Kimberley that was sponsored by the southern metropolitan rail project.  Every break 
contained an advertisement from the Government; the program was sponsored through government advertising.  
The faceless, missing, unethical Premier is not here.  He is unethical because he made claims and statements but 
did not follow through.  He will not even come into this Chamber today.  He has run like a rabbit in a spotlight.  
The Premier introduced so-called guidelines, which have had no effect.  The guidelines of the unethical Premier 
state, in part - 

Public funds may be used for Government communications in the pursuit of . . . to encourage social 
cohesion, civic pride, community spirit, tolerance or assist in the achievement of a widely supported 
public policy outcome . . . to encourage use of or familiarity with Government products or services. 
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What a load of waffle that is!  Talk about the wordy Premier.  It is absolute waffle.  Anything could be put 
through that; there is no strictness in those guidelines.  There is also a lack of accuracy.  I have talked about the 
tuarts and the health advertisements - there are supposed to be more beds when there are 57 fewer.   

I wrote to the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee today.  It will be a nice test.  I told him that he should 
investigate this.  I want him and the committee to investigate the misuse of public funds by Dr Gallop, the 
Premier of this State.  There is a blatant misuse of public funds in direct contradiction of a Bill the Premier 
introduced when he was the Leader of the Opposition, his election promise and everything he said.  This is over 
the top.  Why is it happening now?  It is because we are meant to have a state election.  It is meant to be in 
February, but that will be another broken promise.  It may be in December or even earlier.  We are also in a 
federal election campaign.  What was issued from the Government Media Office today?  A notice from the 
Premier’s office advising of a visit by a candidate for the federal seat of Kingsford Smith, one Peter Garrett.  
Where is the standard?  That visit is for a federal campaign.  Caretaker provisions are in place federally.  Is this 
what Labor does?  It gets around federal provisions by using the States. 

I will conclude by saying something to the missing Premier.  He is missing in action and missing in ethics and an 
ability to defend himself.  I know what will happen next: the hapless Treasurer will stand and spruik about all the 
things that the Court Government did.  He will talk about helicopters and this and that. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Mr Acting Speaker seems to have some trouble controlling members opposite. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have no trouble controlling any member in this Chamber.  There will be no further 
interjections across the Chamber.  The next member to interject will be called to order.  A number of members 
have been called to order twice.  I will continue to call members to order.  After that, I will take the appropriate 
steps. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have referred this matter to the Public Accounts Committee and I hope it treats this matter 
seriously.  The committee can look at what this Government has done and at what has been done by previous 
Governments.  The one thing missing in this debate is the Premier.  The missing Premier has broken the 
commitment he made when he was the Leader of the Opposition.  He has also broken his election commitment.  
He has set up guidelines for public advertising that are so loose and vague that they are of no significance 
whatsoever.  All I can do is address a vacant chair.  This is about a vacant Premier and me.  This is one on one.  
The Premier is not here; where is he?  Where is his personal standard and ethical position?  I do not agree with 
everything done by previous Governments either.  This is about Dr Gallop and Colin Barnett. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, I did.  Where is he?  He has abused his own standard.  His defence will rely solely on 
other ministers talking about previous Governments, but this is about the current Premier and the current Leader 
of the Opposition - one on one.  I have my standard; where is his standard?  Government members giggle in the 
background because they know they are lying to the people of this State.  They know that the Labor Party is 
lying to the people of this State. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition alleged that members on this side of the House are giggling, and 
then said they are lying to the people of Western Australia.  He is making a direct reference to members of 
Parliament on this side allegedly lying. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It has been common practice in this place that members not be 
referred to as liars.  I ask that the remark about liars be withdrawn so that we can continue with the debate. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I withdraw that. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There is no doubt that one of the policies the Labor Party took to the last election was that 
Governments should not use public funds for party political advertising.  I do not know where you come from on 
this, Mr Acting Speaker, or where other members come from - I do not know their backgrounds - but if someone 
says something on behalf of a political party and then does the opposite in the most blatant and crass way, that is 
a political lie.  That is my standard.  Every night, such as last Sunday night, when the people of Western 
Australia see those advertisements running one after the other, they know that the Labor Party lied to them at the 
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last election.  The Deputy Premier and Treasurer can get up and speak about former Premiers and helicopters.  
He can refer to advertisements about third waves, but it does not matter, because this is about Colin Barnett and 
the current Premier.  Where is the ethical standard; where is the difference?  This is the difference: what I say, I 
do; when this Premier says he will do something, he breaks his word.  There is a difference between a man who 
breaks his word and a man who keeps his word.  That is what this debate is about. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [4.16 pm]:  A pattern has emerged today in the conduct of the current Gallop 
Labor Government - a pattern of broken election commitments.  All through question time members talked about 
the Gallop Government’s commitment to not increase taxes during its term of government.  Even the Treasurer 
conceded today during question time that in three out of four Gallop Labor Government budgets new taxes 
increased to a level of $400 million.  We learnt that today in question time, even though the Gallop Labor 
Government made an election commitment that taxes would not be increased.  The Treasurer today conceded 
that the Government broke that election commitment. 

The motion before us today calls on the Gallop Labor Government to honour its election commitment and stop 
wasting taxpayer funds on political and partisan advertising in the media.  Once again the Leader of the 
Opposition has clearly pointed out another broken election commitment by the Gallop Labor Government.  This 
raises a very important issue for the people of Western Australia because we are approaching another state 
election campaign.  The Gallop Labor Government, with its new war chest of tax surpluses, will go to the public 
and make a whole raft of commitments, expecting the public to support it going into the next election.  I suggest 
that the federal polling will be true to the state polling, and will indicate that the people of Western Australia 
have had enough of the mistruths being told by the Gallop Labor Government and of the policy commitments 
that are simply forgotten once it gains power.  At the next state election the people of Western Australia will 
have a great opportunity to throw out this Gallop Labor Government, because it is plain and true that the 
promises made in its election campaign will not be kept. 

I want to put a country perspective on these political advertising campaigns.  People living in regional Western 
Australia at the moment can watch a whole raft of television ads telling them what a great job Western Power 
has done in the regions.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  If the power is on! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right; if they have a generator and the television is still running.  Sometimes in 
Parliament we make light of this situation, but this is a real imposition on the basic standard of living of regional 
Western Australians.  The great concern for regional Western Australians is that they are watching money being 
spent on political advertisements that promote Western Power when the power pole in their backyard is being 
held up by a piece of wire that is tied to the nearest tree.  That is the standard of Western Power infrastructure in 
regional Western Australia.  Do people in regional Western Australia see linesmen fixing or solving the 
problems?  No, they do not.  What do they see?  They see Gallop Labor Government advertisements on 
television telling them what a great job is being done!  As the Leader of the Opposition rightly pointed out, the 
only time people in regional Western Australia can watch television is when the power is on.  We are not making 
light of this situation.  A large number of areas in rural Western Australia suffer constant long-term blackouts.   

I have with me a letter that I received this week from the Minister for Energy.  I am sure that the owner of the 
Wyalkatchem supermarket will be happy to read about the great job Western Power is doing as he contemplates 
how he will get back the money he lost at Christmas when a 32-hour blackout meant that he lost the whole of his 
Christmas stock.  The power in Wyalkatchem was off for so long that the supermarket owner lost the whole of 
his Christmas stock and it is now part of the landfill at the Wyalkatchem tip.  This week my office received a 
letter from the Minister for Energy - I am sure a copy was sent to the owner of the Wyalkatchem store - 
explaining that no compensation would be made available.  That is what we are talking about - broken promises 
and gratuitous political advertising.  

In the few minutes I have available I will turn to the tuart forest debate.  If the Premier and the Deputy Premier 
and Minister for Energy did not want the advertisements to be regarded as political, why were the colour full-
page advertisements not in The West Australian before the decision was made to mine the Ludlow tuart forest?  
Why were the advertisements not put in the paper before the decision was made so that there could be a public 
debate and people would be aware of the Gallop Labor Government’s decision?  If those advertisements had 
appeared before Cabinet made its decision, they may have served to inform the public.  However, that did not 
happen.  The advertisements were placed after the decision had been made and after the trees had come down.  
As has been explained, the advertisements refer to pines and not tuarts.  The ads can be viewed only as political 
advertisements that are trying to push the Gallop Labor Government’s position.  That is why this debate should 
be supported.   
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MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [4.23 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  The Deputy Premier has barely managed to 
say two words and members are already interjecting.  The member for Merredin managed to make his speech in 
silence.  I ask members to extend the same courtesy to the Deputy Premier.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition has tried to turn a debate on public policy into a disgraceful 
personal attack on the Premier.  The Leader of the Opposition is not a quarter of the man that the Premier is.  In 
government, the member for Victoria Park was always loyal to his leader and he has always been loyal to his 
colleagues.  We know what the Leader of the Opposition was like when he was in government.  He was 
completely disloyal to his then leader, Richard Court, and he was completely disloyal to his colleagues.  He did 
not manage the budget in a way that assisted his leader and his Treasurer.  If he had a problem in one of his 
support portfolios, he wrote a cheque and the bill was sent to the Premier.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  What does that have to do with this?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has to do with character.  It has to do with the Leader of the Opposition’s lack of character 
and, in particular, his untrustworthy nature, even so far as his colleagues are concerned.  Why did Richard Court 
take the extraordinary step of trying to prevent the member for Cottesloe from becoming the Leader of the 
Opposition?  Why did Richard Court try to parachute Julie Bishop into the leadership?  He did so because he 
knew of the character of the member for Cottesloe.  He was making a judgment about the future of the Liberal 
Party if it were led by a man who had the untrustworthy character of the Leader of the Opposition.  I do not 
accept one iota of his attempt to smear the Premier.  I do not accept one iota of what is patently the beginning of 
a disgraceful personal campaign on which the Liberal Party has decided to embark.  We can see the way in 
which the Opposition will conduct its politics between now and the election - it will make one grubby personal 
attack after another.  That is what the Leader of the Opposition has decided.  Given the choice between the high 
road and the low road in politics, he has decided to take the low road.  That is quite contrary to the moderate, 
technocratic sort of image he tried to promote when he was a minister in the previous Government.   
This matter has been debated in the House before.  It was debated on Wednesday, 3 May 2000.  The Leader of 
the Opposition, who was then the Leader of the House, began with a few light-hearted comments.  He stated - 

I will make a few very brief comments, to some extent in defence of the advertising industry.  It is easy 
for members to mention individual campaigns and brochures, have a go and get a few laughs.  Some are 
very humorous.  That will always be true of advertising; it is a very difficult area in which to measure 
effectiveness and value and any other criteria one might wish to consider.   

He then went on to say - 

To be effective, advertising must be attractive and targeted to an audience.  That generally requires a 
high level of expenditure, but that is the nature of the beast.  

He went on to defend education advertising, interestingly, and stated - 

An example from my own portfolio area is the expenditure of a significant amount on public 
consultation about the Education Bill.   

A bit later he stated - 

The Education Department is about to launch an advertising program to advise the public of changes to 
the school starting age.  That is relatively expensive, but it is entirely appropriate that the public be 
informed of such a change well in advance.  

That is what he said about his education advertising campaign.  However, when someone else - a successor - 
dares to advertise on something that is remarkably similar, I would have thought, all of a sudden that is an 
example of immoral behaviour or bad character on the part of the Premier.  In that same debate, he even went on 
to defend AlintaGas advertising.  AlintaGas was then owned by the Government, or perhaps it was just about to 
be privatised at that stage.  However, it had previously been government owned.  Interestingly, he defended 
Western Power advertising.  His new coalition colleague the member for Merredin, perhaps without the 
experience of these matters, being a new member of the House, does not know what his coalition colleague said 
in the past.  The current Leader of the Opposition said - 

Organisations such as Western Power and AlintaGas and others also need to be seen as responsible 
entities within the community.  They are institutions and they need that institutional image for a range 
of reasons, including establishing a proper place in the community to attract high-calibre staff, to gain 
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respect among customers and suppliers and to raise finance.  Western Power must be seen as 
responsible and as a significant entity for its operations in the business and corporate area.  

When he was in government and involved in that debate in May 2000, he defended Western Power advertising 
and education advertising.   
A lot of myth making goes on in politics.  One of the ways in which the Opposition attempts to fabricate and 
make myths is by misrepresenting what the then Opposition, now the Government, promised in the run-up to the 
election.  We did not promise to abolish government advertising in the run-up to the election.  We promised to 
cut government advertising, and we did cut government advertising.  In our first budget we cut government 
advertising by $10.5 million a year.  A comparison of advertising in the last year of the coalition Government 
with advertising in 2004-05 shows that despite increases in the cost of advertising, the total amount of money 
being spent on advertising has been reduced.  In 2004-05, this Government is spending less on advertising than 
the coalition Government spent in 2000-01, despite the fact that there is an increase in advertising costs of about 
three or four per cent a year.  Therefore, we have honoured our promise.  We promised to cut expenditure on 
government advertising, and we have done so.   

It is false and misleading for the Opposition to come in here and make out that we made some promise other than 
the promise that we actually did make.  The Leader of the Opposition was correct in one respect; he said that I 
would make reference to previous government advertising.  I will make reference to budget advertising, because 
that was mentioned in the Leader of the Opposition’s speech.  Our expenditure on budget advertising is less than 
that of the previous Government.  I will run through the figures.  In 1997-98 the previous Government spent 
$184 000, in 1998-99 it spent $168 000, in 1999-2000 it spent $214 000 and in 2000-01 it spent $164 000.  Then 
we come to our budgets.  We spent $92 000, $91 000, $144 000 and $150 000.  Our expenditure on budget 
advertising, despite the increase in the cost of advertising, has been less than that of the coalition.   

The Leader of the Opposition dared to mention the question of truth in advertising.  We all know that the 
previous Government ran five deficits out of eight budgets, but what did it say in its budget advertising about 
that matter?  The 1996-97 pamphlet includes a picture and the signature of Richard Court.  There is never a 
picture of a government minister in the advertising of the Gallop Government.   

Points of Order 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  There is an obligation for members to tell the truth.  The Deputy Premier has not told the truth.  
I suggest that he look at the photographs of the Minister for Education and Training in some of the recent 
newspaper advertisements promoting the increase in the school leaving age. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  On that point of order - 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, we are trying to take a point of order that has been 
raised by the member for Darling Range.  The Deputy Premier is trying to respond but he cannot, because of the 
interjections by members on my left as well as by some ministers on my right.  I call the Deputy Premier.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That was a debating point and not a point of order, under the standing orders.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Try the truth; it’s refreshing.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have a subsequent point of order.  It has been the rule for a long time in this House that no 
interjections should be made when somebody is raising a point of order with the Chair, for the good reason that 
the Chair needs to be able to understand the argument that is being put.  It is a disgraceful breach of the long 
traditions of this House for there to be interjections when a point of order is being taken.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  With regard to the point of order of the member for Darling Range, the Deputy 
Premier has explained that the member for Darling Range was in fact putting across a point of view.  It was a 
valid point of view, but not a point of order.   

On the point of order of the Deputy Premier, it is a longstanding tradition of this place that members should not 
interject on a point of order.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members also do not interject on the Chair.  I call the member for Warren-
Blackwood to order.  I call the Deputy Premier.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have a further point of order.  I am conscious of the ruling you have given, Mr Acting 
Speaker, that it was not a point of order but a point of view.  It was a point of fact.  I would like to lay on the 
Table a government brochure that includes a picture of the Premier, Dr Gallop.  That sort of thing has happened 
previously.  I do not have any objection to that, but the Deputy Premier cannot say that current ministers never 
have their photographs on brochures.  He should look at this brochure.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  He didn’t say that.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, he did.  He did not tell the truth.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have already ruled on that matter.  The member for Darling Range raised a point of 
order.  If the Leader of the Opposition wishes to lay something on the Table, he needs to be making a speech; he 
cannot lay something on the Table during a point of order.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us focus on the issue.  Once again, the Opposition has misled the House.  I am talking 
about budget advertising.  Members will not find a picture of a government minister in budget advertising.  What 
we find in Richard Court’s budget advertising is a picture of Richard Court and the statement that his 
Government was elected on a pledge of responsible financial management and that it had delivered results with 
its third balanced budget in a row.  This chart shows that budget outcome.  In 1996-97, there was a deficit.   

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is a serious point of order.  The Deputy Premier and Treasurer has reflected adversely 
on a former member and a former Premier of this State, implying - in fact, stating - that the information was 
wrong and misleading.  I raise this because we have a responsibility in this House to protect the reputations of 
both current and former members, particularly former Premiers and ministers.  The Treasurer knows very well 
that after the 2000-01 financial year the Treasury introduced a change in accounting format.  The Treasury 
documents for that period record budgets that were balanced or surplus, except for one year.  The former 
Premier, Richard Court, was stating the truth as presented in the Treasury budget figures.  In 2001, there was a 
change in reporting format, which meant that depreciation was included and backdated, giving a different result.  
If a different reporting and accounting standard is used, a different result will be obtained.  For this Treasurer to 
state that a former Premier and Treasurer misled this State is wrong, and he should apologise, because the 
information released and published by Treasury indicated a surplus.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There is clearly no point of order, but more importantly, the Leader of the Opposition is 
abusing the standing orders.  I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to discuss with the Speaker the practice of a previous 
Liberal Speaker, who would have sat the Leader of the Opposition down and refused to take a further point of 
order because he is abusing a point of order to enter into the debate when there is not a skerrick of substance at 
issue relating to standing orders.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I call the member for Warren-Blackwood to order for 
the second time, and I also call to order the member for Kingsley.  I have already made it clear that I will not 
tolerate interjections while a point of order is being considered.  A point of order is about the procedures of this 
place, and it is important that it be heard properly.   

On the point raised by the Leader of the Opposition, there is no point of order.  There is no protection for 
previous members of this place.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Clearly, the Leader of the Opposition would like to continue the previous Treasurer’s funny 
money approach to budgeting and statements made to the public.  No wonder he cannot produce a credible 
financial plan.  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Nedlands to order for the third time.  We cannot have 
this continuous debate across the Chamber.  We need to get through this debate as quickly and as clearly as we 
can, and any member interjecting will now be called to order.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No wonder members opposite cannot produce a financially credible plan.  They want to 
change the accounting rules so that they can pretend to the public that they can come within cooee of funding 
promises they have already made, amounting to between $1 billion and $2 billion, even on the Opposition’s own 
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costing, and leaving out all those promises for which no costing can be made at all.  The leaflet about the 1997-
98 budget contains another picture of Richard Court, along with a signature and a personal message.  This will 
not be found in the present Government’s budget advertising.  The leaflet says that the State Government will 
stick to its strategy of delivering responsible financial management with a balanced budget. 

The chart I have here shows that in 1997-98 there was another deficit.  The budget advertising for 1998-99 has 
another picture of Richard Court, and another paragraph in which he claims a balanced budget.  It states that the 
fifth successive balanced budget finally breaks the back of the massive blow-out in state debt etc.  However, the 
chart shows that there was another deficit in 1998-99.  Three budget pamphlets claim balanced budgets, although 
there were three deficits according to the government finance statistics, the agreed national measure for 
determining what a budget is.  The Leader of the Opposition used to be involved as an academic in commerce.  
Surely he understands accounting, but it does not seem to come through in the way in which he engages in 
financial and economic debate in this State.  I would expect a man of his academic background to produce some 
sort of financial plan to back up the promises that are being made but, unfortunately, he cannot do that.   

I have other examples of the coalition’s advertising and the hypocrisy and appalling ethics with which the 
Opposition has approached this debate.  Taking the low road of politics and engaging in character assassination 
is clearly an indication of where the Opposition will go from here on in.  Let us look at the evidence in an 
interesting document that has come into the hands of the Government.  It is an interesting lesson to note that if 
one leaves an office it is usually a good idea to clean out all the cupboards and not leave documents lying around 
where they can be - 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I call to order for the second time the member for 
Merredin and for the first time the member for Darling Range. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is not a good idea to leave documents lying around where they can be looked at by other 
people.  I have an interesting document with me, headed “Agenda: 7th October 1996”, which states - 

1. Polls 

2. Election dates/calendar 

3. ALP leadership - McGinty/Edwards 

4. Independents/Democrats 

Here is an interesting one - 

5. Wanneroo RC - Terms of reference 

That is, the Wanneroo royal commission was discussed at a campaign committee meeting.  The document goes 
on - 

6. Portfolio briefs - update 

7. Cabinet - items for informal agenda 

8. Issues - Industrial unrest 

- Environment 

9. Campaign launches - 10/10/96 - Belmont, Andrew Murfin 

Is it not funny to find that Mr Murfin was engaged in dodgy dealings even then?  The document continues with 
Midland, Roleystone and general business. 

Attached to that agenda is a document headed “ADVERTISING CAMPAIGNS”, with the subheading 
“DEFINITE”.  There is then this list of advertising campaigns - 

 Use your head campaign (warning to young women) -- $50,000 starting end of this month. 

Then in personal handwriting - it might be Richard Court’s, I do not know - it says “end of October”.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We can compare the handwriting with the signature, but as I am not an expert I will not claim 
that.  The document goes on - 
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 Dog Laws pamphlet to every home in WA. 

The third item is very interesting; it reads - 

 Newspaper advertising campaign on the changes to the laws concerning burglars and parole 
system (Foss’ office and expected to be at the end of the month) -- this also includes a folder of 
information which will go to local government, community groups AND Members of 
Parliament. 

The document continues - 

 Drug aware newspaper campaign -- directed at parents understanding children and illicit drugs. 

 Tourism Commission ads on spending time in WA -- running now on TV and in the papers. 

 Major multi-media campaign on the salinity program. 

 Advertising campaign (probably radio and newspaper) to say that the Government has found 
the solutions or part thereof to the strata title laws problems [if we find them and if we can get 
legislation up]. 

Another section of the document states - 

ON THE DRAWING BOARD: 

 Television advertisement to promote recruiting and the good job being done by the Police. 

 Possible ad on the provision of a infra-red camera for police helicopter (maybe television) . . . 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Is this the document that was left in a cafe in Highgate? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No.  I am not sure, but I think it was left in a cupboard.  It is clearly a campaign document.  It 
is clearly a document from the highest political level of the previous Government.  It continues - 

 Possible ad on the provision of a infra-red camera for police helicopter (maybe television) -- 
would feature Lotteries Commission and State Government. 

 Possible television ad on the changing face of Perth -- entrance to city, tunnel project etc -- 
under the umbrella of Perth City of People. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Can you table it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will.  It goes on - 

 Newspaper advertisements by CALM -- warm and furry on domestic animals not being 
allowed into national parks. 

 Maybe something on television from Disability Services promoting the Count Us In campaign 
launched some months ago.   

 I would assume there would need to be some form of advertising . . . or pamphlet to gun 
owners??? 

 If we go with proposal to offer subsidy for immobilisers for motor vehicles, this would require 
extensive television and newspaper advertising.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Table the document.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In due course; I might need to quote from it again.  If the document is accurate, it seems to be 
evidence of the previous Government being up to its ears in manipulating government advertising to suit a 
political agenda.  This document is dated October 1996, and as we all recall, Richard Court surprisingly called an 
election in December 1996 when it had been expected in February 1997.  He thought he would steal a march on 
the then Opposition by calling an early election in December 1996.  This document looks to be outlining some 
form of discussion that occurred at a campaigning level inside the then Government and Liberal Party, and it 
would appear that members opposite were up to their ears in manipulating government advertising to suit the 
needs of the then Premier’s political agenda.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Are you going to table the document?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I might need to quote from it a little more, so the member for Kingsley should hold her 
horses; it will be tabled in due course.  Why would I not table it?  It is a most fascinating document.  Of course I 
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will table it; I will table it with my ears pinned back!  However, I will not do that just yet; I will wait until I have 
finished quoting from it.   

All this shows the gross hypocrisy of the Opposition’s newest political manoeuvre.  It has clearly decided that 
the Premier is way too popular in comparison with the divisive and discredited Leader of the Opposition.  
Members opposite have to do something to close the gap between the Leader of the Opposition and the Premier 
if they are to have any hope at the election.  There is no hope of closing the gap by lifting the Leader of the 
Opposition up; on his record there is no hope of doing that at all.  They cannot lift him up, but if they take the 
low road of politics - the grubby route - then maybe, just maybe, they can drag the Premier down to the level of 
the Leader of the Opposition.   

I have quoted from the Leader of the Opposition in his technocratic moderate statesmanlike mode as a 
government minister.  He thinks government advertising is fine.  Generally speaking, he thinks advertising about 
education and Western Power is fine.  I have shown the disgraceful budget advertising in which the previous 
Government engaged, and how untruthful it was.  I have shown that we are spending less on advertising in 
general, and less on budget advertising in particular, than the previous Government.  I have also shown just how 
much members opposite were engaged in manipulating government advertising for campaign purposes when 
they were in government.  Their motion falls in a heap; it has no credibility and no substance.  It is an example of 
the unfortunate direction in which their style of politics might take us as we head to the state election.  I am keen 
to get this document into the public record, so I will table it as promised. 

[See paper No 2763.] 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [4.49 pm]:  As the Deputy Premier pointed out, what 
the Liberal Opposition is attempting to do is simply a smear job.  It has presented no facts and no real argument.  
Again, as is its wont, the Opposition is saying things that are simply not true.  Opposition members feel that they 
have nothing to offer so they simply attack, mislead and create misconceptions.  They carry on with what they 
were doing when they were last in government.  They do not worry about being honest or truthful because they 
do not know how to be.  That is what this debate has been about so far.   

I will not go through the huge litany of examples, but I will give a couple of examples of the last Liberal 
Government’s abuse of taxpayers’ money through expenditure on advertising, which led the now Premier to 
make a clear commitment to tidy up this whole area and cut funding.  The Gallop Government has tidied it up 
and introduced clear guidelines, which are being adhered to.  The Government has reduced funding, as the 
Treasurer has pointed out.  Of course we know that because the media proprietors are very unhappy that the 
amount of spending by this Government is far less than that of the previous Government.  They are not happy 
because we have cut the money that has gone into advertising.   

I will use a couple of examples.  The Mabo advertising was not only racist, but also part of a shameful campaign 
that had no basis in fact.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The previous Government took out full-page advertisements advertising a fair solution to 
Mabo for all Western Australians.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Who said it was racist? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Kingsley to order for the second time. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The racist advertising was paid for by the public.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  That is disgraceful! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It was racist because the High Court ruled 7-0 that it offended the Racial Discrimination 
Act.  That makes it racist.  Taxpayers’ money paid for it.  A headline in The West Australian referred to Court’s 
$4 million Mabo folly.  It was a wasted $4 million of taxpayers’ money for the running of that insidious, nasty 
racist campaign, of which advertising was only part but clearly a large part.  There was no justification at all for 
the Liberal Party when last in government spending money advertising and putting up a whole lot of untruths.   

We now come to the way in which the Opposition compares that with what the Gallop Government does.  I will 
give members an example.  The southern New MetroRail extension will cost about $1.5 billion.  A function held 
to launch the major contracts cost about $10 000.  Members opposite attacked the expenditure as a waste of 
public money.  However, when the coalition launched the infamous belltower, did it spend $10 000 on a public 
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launch?  It spent not $10 000 but $137 000.  That is what this Government means by cutting advertising: not 
spending $137 000 on the launch of an unpopular minor project but cutting expenditure to $10 000 on the launch 
of a major project that will build the future of Perth and south of Perth to Mandurah.  We spent $10 000; those 
opposite spent $137 000 launching the belltower.  That is what we mean by making sure that there are decent 
standards and there is a cut in expenditure.   

We can compare the base of what the Liberal Party did when in government with how the Gallop Government 
has established far better standards, adhered to them and cut the amount of money going into advertising.  The 
Gallop Government could argue that given the deceit and falsehoods put out by members opposite, it should be 
spending more to make sure that the public is not further misled and deceived by the ongoing statements of 
members opposite.  We do not have to look at the Hansard, although there are many examples, or at the 
newspapers, although there are many examples; we have only to take the Leader of the Opposition’s contribution 
to the debate today.  One of the examples he used during the debate was the current Government’s advertising on 
skilling up for the Burrup.  He asked why we would spend money advertising the Burrup when there is only one 
project.  He is wrong.  There is the fourth train of the Woodside Petroleum Ltd liquefied natural gas plant and the 
Burrup Fertilisers Pty Ltd project.  Those are two major projects.  The Leader of the Opposition has no 
knowledge of truth.  For him the truth is a passing stranger.  He is not interested in it.  We see it time after time.   

The point I will make is that the Leader of the Opposition was deceptive.  The government advertising about the 
Burrup was to ensure that a greater number of people understood the need to acquire skills and to encourage 
them to be trained.  It was also about retaining workers in Western Australia because of the advantages and 
opportunities that projects such as the project in the Burrup, which is only one important aspect of development 
in Western Australia, would offer them.  In particular, the advertising was aimed at getting more Western 
Australians to take up training and acquire the skills they need to gain employment.  A range of industries are 
now saying that Western Australia has a potential skills shortage; therefore, the advertising is totally justified to 
ensure that more people are encouraged to be skilled up and trained.  However, that is not how the Leader of the 
Opposition sees it.  He tried to tell us that the advertising related to only one project in the Burrup.  That totally 
misconstrues and misrepresents what it was all about.   

With regard to the other projects to which the Leader of the Opposition referred, it can be seen time after time 
that the misrepresentation and spin put on it by the Leader of the Opposition has nothing to do with the target, 
style and substance of the advertising.  He has totally misrepresented it for his own very narrow, base political 
purposes.   

I refer to the beginning of the Leader of the Opposition’s contribution.  He said that this debate was about trust.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That’s right.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I take that interjection.  It is funny how the Leader of the Opposition, who regularly fails to 
be honest and truthful in what he says, has raised the matter of trust when he is the one member in this Chamber 
who no-one trusts.  Is that not incredible?  He seeks to tackle the Premier, who is widely trusted throughout the 
State, yet the Leader of the Opposition is not trusted.  The former Premier, Richard Court, had absolutely no trust 
in the current Leader of the Opposition.  Richard Court went to the extraordinary length of trying to parachute 
into the position of Leader of the Opposition Julie Bishop, because he could not trust the current Leader of the 
Opposition and he knew that the Liberal Party and the public could not trust the Leader of the Opposition.  The 
former Premier and Liberal leader does not trust the current Leader of the Opposition.  The member for Ningaloo 
has moved to the back bench.  I cannot say what he said of the Leader of the Opposition because it is 
unparliamentary, but it is on the public record; clearly there is not much trust between them.  The member for 
Hillarys does not trust the Leader of the Opposition either.  He stood down from the position of leader of 
opposition business to move to the back bench also.  He has no trust in the Leader of the Opposition.  How many 
more members must I refer to?  How many members are leaving Parliament?  The member for Kingsley - the 
Opposition’s most capable member - is leaving.  Where is the trust among members of the Leader of the 
Opposition’s own party?  The member for Dawesville - 

Mr A.D. Marshall:  I could not put up with you for another year.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Does the member for Dawesville have trust in the Leader of the Opposition?   

Mr A.D. Marshall:  I have no faith in you. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Dawesville does not trust the Leader of the Opposition!  He will not say 
yes.  The member for Dawesville himself will not give a commitment of trust in the Leader of the Opposition. 

Point of Order 
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Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I believe the minister is misrepresenting what the member for Dawesville said.  I clearly 
heard him say, “I completely distrust the minister.”   

Mr A.D. Marshall:  I said I have no faith in you.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  There is no point of order.  If the member for Vasse wishes to 
enter the debate, he will have an opportunity as an Independent member to enter into it later.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point is clear.  I asked the member for Dawesville to declare his trust in the Leader of 
the Opposition, and he failed to do so.  He is now being counselled that he should change his mind.  He would 
not take the opportunity to declare his trust in the Leader of the Opposition.  

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  I will clear up this matter for the sake of the debate.  The minister gets so wound up in 
his own self-importance that he does not listen.  I said that I was misrepresented by a bloke who is over the top.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Dawesville! 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  I said that I have no faith in the minister.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Dawesville! 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  The minister told me why I was retiring.  He tried to distort my reasons for retiring.  I 
am retiring because I cannot put up with the minister!   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Dawesville!   

Mr A.D. Marshall:  I am getting ready for the grand final. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Dawesville!   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I do not know whether the member for Riverton was in the Chamber when it was 
ruled earlier that it is unparliamentary to interject on a point of order.  I had not quite heard the member for 
Dawesville’s point of order.  I have called other members to order, and I call the member for Riverton to order.  I 
ask the member for Dawesville to conclude his point of order.  

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  Mr Acting Speaker, in all seriousness, I was being misrepresented by the minister at the 
time.  The minister asked about trust.  I said that I am leaving the Parliament because I do not have faith in 
people like him.  However, he was not prepared to listen.  He wanted to switch that around and make an untruth 
out of my remarks.  I find that deplorable, because it is denigrating my judgment of people.  I will say it again.  I 
have the greatest faith and confidence in my leader.  He is doing a superb job.  That is not the reason I am 
leaving.  I am leaving because I cannot continue to put up with the waffle that exists on the minister’s side of the 
House, and particularly from him at times.  That is the reason I am leaving.  Take that, young Harry!   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I said earlier, the member for Dawesville is a bit slow in understanding.  I asked him to 
declare his trust in the Leader of the Opposition.  He did not do that until he was counselled that perhaps he 
should.  He finally woke up to the name of the game and he fell into line, like a good foot soldier, and did what 
he thought the Liberal Party wanted.  However, we know that the Leader of the Opposition is the last person in 
this place who has any idea about trust.  He has never given it to his team.  They all know that.  He has never 
earned their trust.  Therefore, for the Leader of the Opposition to attack the Premier on that basis demonstrates 
the absolute nonsense of this motion.   

MRS C.L. EDWARDES (Kingsley) [5.01 pm]:  Labor’s “accountability” policy states clearly -  

Public money should be spent for the public benefit, not for advertising and polling that promotes 
political and partisan purposes.   

Labor will: 
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•  end the Court Government’s practice of misusing taxpayers’ money for party political 
advertising and polling; and  

•  implement guidelines to prevent publicly funded advertising being used inappropriately for 
political partisan purposes.   

That is a broken promise!   

Sundays have now become scary Sundays.  Every Sunday night on television there are advertisements about the 
15 is too young campaign, the Western Power campaign, the southern rail link, the police front line and nurses.  
These advertisements are all run during prime time.  That is on just one station.  When we add the other two 
stations, a minimum of 18 advertisements are being run on a Sunday night.  This is happening during a federal 
election campaign.  A state election campaign is coming up.  Those ads are a broken promise.  I am glad the 
Treasurer interjected, because I want to talk about ministers and political advertising.  One advertisement is 
about how New MetroRail is on track.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure outdoes the Premier four to 
one in all of these advertisements.  Let me get back to the broken promises, lack of trust and scary Sundays.  The 
Government is engaging in political advertising on Sundays in 18 time slots and is breaking all of its 
commitments. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [5.04 pm]:  I am one of the hundreds of thousands of Western Australian 
taxpayers who find it particularly offensive that political parties and Governments are using taxpayers’ money 
for blatant political advertising.  Let us face it.  Both sides have done it.  I have watched it over the past 13 years 
that I have been a member of Parliament.  However, I think I can safely say that this Government has turned it 
into an art form.  I find it particularly offensive also that this Premier goes on and on with his self-righteous 
pontification about this issue, or he certainly did when he was in opposition with his private members’ Bills and 
other things, and then we have the crass political advertising at taxpayers’ expense that we saw last Friday - “The 
Truth About Tuarts”.  I almost choked on my Weeties when I turned to page 10 of The West Australian and saw 
that advertisement.  My first thought was: how much did this cost the taxpayers of Western Australia?  It is bad 
enough if we take it just at face value.  However, the third dot point states -  

The Government has ensured that at least 70 per cent of tuarts more than 100 years old on the mine site 
will be preserved.   

What about the other 30 per cent?  What about the tuart trees that are less than 100 years old that the 
Government is going to knock down through clear-felling?  The Government is already doing that.  It is all half-
truths.  The Minister for the Environment made a statement on 14 August 2001 in which there was no reference 
to mining the site; it was all going to be national park.  That is certainly what she implied.  Everyone understood 
that the Government was going to selectively take out the pines and leave all the tuarts, not just 70 per cent of the 
ones that were 100 years old.  Hundreds of tuarts are being clear-felled as we conduct this debate.  If this is 
anything, it is a half-truth.  Every time members of the Government find themselves in a corner and people do 
not like what they are doing, they come up with wonderful full-page colour advertisements in The West 
Australian.  Mark my words, the people and voters of Western Australia know exactly what the Government is 
doing - they are not stupid.  The Government should stop wasting taxpayers’ money.  Perhaps the House should 
insist that the Premier write out 1 000 times his words from 1997 that truth in government advertising is 
essential! 

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [5.06 pm]:  This Government may be terminally ill if not dead and smelly.  But at 
least democracy is alive and well in this House.  I am pleased to say that I do not agree with what the 
Independent member for Churchlands has said about the advertising for the Ludlow tuart forest.  That area and 
the mining issue are contained within my electorate.  I support the Government in its advertising.  However, I 
agree with the comment made by the member for Merredin in his capacity as the shadow Minister for the 
Environment in that if the Government wants to use advertising dollars well, its advertisements should contain a 
lot more about the future environmental and other benefits of the mining operation rather than just including a 
few spin points, which were referred to by the member for Churchlands.   

I am prepared to support this motion because there is no doubt that the money spent by this Government is used 
unnecessarily for pre-election advertising.  I agree that there is a need to spend money to let people know about 
budget decisions and so on.  However, look at the money spent by this Government on Ningaloo and the “win” 
that was not a win for the environment - namely, no to Mauds Landing - and the propaganda it issued about no 
logging of old-growth forests despite it not having addressed the overall issue of managing the forests.  Look at 
the $1.8 million that Western Power is spending to tell us everything we do not need to know about future power 
supplies.  We can only conclude that the money is being misspent.   
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In the time left to me I will defend the advertising expenditure of the previous Court Government about the infill 
sewerage program.  It was an $800 million project.  Not only was it spending taxpayers’ money in that way, but 
also the project was to cost people a lot of money once the sewerage system was connected and people started 
paying their rates.  On top of that, there were going to be major environmental benefits from the infill sewerage 
program.  Overall, the infill sewerage program was good advertising and fully justified in my view.  So much of 
what this Government is doing with advertising is unjustified and a waste of taxpayers’ money.  For that reason I 
am pleased to support the motion.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr A.D. Marshall Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.G. Pendal Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr M.G. House Mr R.N. Sweetman  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr M.P. Murray 

Question thus negatived. 
 


