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CULTURE AND THE ARTS FUNDING 

Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 7 September on the following motion moved by Hon Linda Savage — 

That this house calls on the government to immediately increase funding for culture and the arts in 
Western Australia to compensate for cuts made in the 2009–10 and 2010–11 budgets. 

To which the following amendment was moved by Hon Helen Morton — 

To delete all the words after “house” and insert — 

applauds the government for increasing funding to culture and the arts in Western Australia in 
the 2011–12 budget. 

Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): On the last occasion the house debated this motion, the Leader of the 
Opposition asked whether the proposed amendment moved by the Minister for Mental Health was a direct 
negative and thereby against standing orders. Firstly, I note that there is no standing order regarding direct 
negative amendments. Secondly, there have been few rulings in this house relating to direct negative 
amendments. On the last two occasions on which rulings were given, the substance of the ruling has been that 
the test is whether the amendment has the same effect as voting against the motion, and an amendment that is 
simply a positive reframe of the issue is not a direct negative.  

The practice in the House of Commons, as in many other Australian Parliaments, is to allow significant latitude 
for amendments to motions. Amendments are permissible even when they effectively evade an expression of 
opinion on the main question by entirely altering the question’s meaning and intent. An example of such 
permissible amendments are those that propose the omission of all or most words of the question after the word 
“that” and substitute an alternative proposition that must, however, be relevant to the subject of the question. It is 
not in order to move the omission of all words of a question without inserting an alternative question. Similarly, 
to delete all words after the word “that” and not insert other words would also be interpreted as out of order.  

The motion before the house calls on the government to increase funding for culture and the arts to compensate 
for reductions made in the 2009–10 and 2010–11 budgets. The proposed amendment seeks to replace the motion 
with an entirely new question; namely, that this house applauds the government for increasing funding to culture 
and the arts in the 2011–12 budget. In my view, the proposed amendment is a permissible alternative 
proposition. The proposed amendment is relevant to the subject matter of the original motion and seeks to reflect 
changes in the government’s funding for culture and the arts since notice of the original motion was given. I rule 
that the proposed amendment is not a direct negative and is in order.  

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [2.08 pm]: I speak to the amendment proposed by Hon Helen 
Morton to the original motion I put to the house. Members will recall my motion was — 

That this house calls on the government to immediately increase funding for culture and the arts in 
Western Australia to compensate for cuts made in the 2009–10 and 2010–11 budgets.  

Hon Helen Morton’s amendment seeks to delete all of the words after “house” and insert —  

applauds the government for increasing funding to culture and the arts in Western Australia in the 
2011–12 budget. 

In a sense, one could say that the funding has been increased from the previous budget, but that belies the fact 
that the budgets had already been cut previously to such an extent that to call it an increase and to use the word 
“applaud”—I am not sure if someone was having a little joke there—also belies the fact of what has occurred 
with funding to culture and the arts. I do not think that anyone in the arts sector, anyone who works in it, who 
values it, or anyone who can add up will be anything but disappointed by the disregard reflected in the 
amendment to the motion that has been moved by Hon Helen Morton.  

I would like to remind members of something I said when I first spoke to the motion. I will take members back 
to the comments made in a media release by Sam Walsh, the chair of the Chamber of Arts and Culture, which 
was the organisation established in November last year as the non-government peak body to represent all such 
organisations in the state. This is what he said about the 2011–12 budget, and perhaps other members would like 
to reflect on it — 
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The 2011 State Budget sends a disappointing message of neglect to the many Western Australians who 
understand and value the widespread and vital contribution that arts and culture makes to Australian 
society.  

The Arts Minister previously indicated that the 2011 budget would aim to bring arts portfolios recurring 
funds back to where they were before the ‘efficiency dividend’ cuts. We were therefore expecting this 
outcome in the budget. 

Sam Walsh, the chair of the Chamber of Arts and Culture WA, also said that the modest increase of $8.6 million 
in the $153.5 million arts funding does nothing to make up for the efficiency dividend cuts.  

Members will recall from what I had to say that it is not just that total appropriations have not caught up with the 
period when the Labor government was in office, but also there has been no vision and no commitment to the 
future. That future is upon us now because the commitment and the vision that was previously shown in the 
Ignite package and in long-term planning—as members know it takes some years to plan for things like the state 
theatre—has not been provided by this government. It seems somewhat ironic that the motion moved by Hon 
Helen Morton asks us to congratulate the government for increasing this year’s budget over previous budgets, 
and that at the same time, given what Hon Helen Morton had to say, the government wants to take credit for 
what the arts sector has received and what it has managed to do. I do not think it will take long for all the people 
who read this debate to see through that.  

I will refer to Hansard and a little of what the Minister for Culture and the Arts said when he spoke on 
7 September. The minister stated — 

This year the Art Gallery of Western Australia will present the fourth year of its Indigenous Art Awards 
and the second exclusive great collections of the world exhibition Princely Treasures: European 
Masterpieces 1600–1800 from London’s Victoria and Albert Museum. As part of the Perth Concert 
Hall’s world orchestra series, the state government, through the Perth Theatre Trust, is supporting the 
visit to Perth for the first time of the Vienna Philharmonic Orchestra. The Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting in late October will also see a $2.45 million event held in the Perth Cultural 
Centre, which will be known as the people’s space.  

Firstly, I refer to the Indigenous art awards, which are wonderful. I do not have to say it again but I will: they 
were initiated as part of the Ignite package under the previous government. Princely Treasures is also wonderful, 
but the government funding for the great collections of the world exhibition is part of a five-year agreement 
between the Art Gallery of Western Australia and EventsCorp, not the Department of Culture and the Arts. It is 
the former Minister for Tourism, in this case Dr Elizabeth Constable, who deserves credit for that.  

What about the CHOGM cultural events and the $2.45 million to which Hon Helen Morton referred? I assumed 
that regardless of the cuts that had been made, in hosting CHOGM the government would have contributed to 
events at CHOGM. Just to be absolutely clear, the government’s contribution is $1 million; the remaining 
$1.45 million is from Lotterywest. That is money of Western Australians of course, and the amount that is 
contributed by Lotterywest to culture and the arts and sporting events is mandated in the act.  

In Hon Helen Morton’s comments made in support of this motion applauding the government she referred to 
events like The Graduate. I look forward to hearing from Hon Helen Morton about The Graduate, and I am sure 
many people are interested to know what the government’s contribution was to The Graduate. I would like to 
refer to the Auditor General’s report, “Opinion on Ministerial Notification: Ministerial decision to not provide 
information to Parliament in relation to the theatre production of The Graduate” dated 23 March 2011. The 
report and the reference came as a result of the decision by the Minister for Culture and the Arts not to provide 
information. In this case, the information that was sought was on the production of The Graduate and, for what 
was described as commercial-in-confidence reasons, the government declined to tell the Parliament what amount 
it had contributed to that production. The finding of the Auditor General was that this was not reasonable and 
therefore not appropriate. Again, I look forward to hearing from the minister about the funding for that event. 
Perhaps there is a lot of funding that I am not aware of that was not revealed in the budget figures. That may be 
the case and there will be opportunity, obviously, for members of the government to stand up and walk us 
through what has been provided in the budget. It is not that easy to work it out, and a number of people in the 
arts sector have commented on that. I have had that problem myself.  

Members might recall that on 28 June I asked a question about the Ignite package. I asked the minister to 
confirm whether the total amount of funds committed for the Ignite package had been expended or was under 
contract for expenditure and, if not, what total amount of Ignite funds remained uncommitted. The first answer I 
received was that the department was not able to provide that answer in the time available, and asked if I would 
put that question on notice, which I did. I subsequently received an answer that indicated it could not provide me 
with a full answer in the Parliament. The department referred me to websites for announcements about grants 
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being given under the Ignite package but it offered me, and I have accepted, what it describes as “an appropriate 
briefing”, which I will be having later this week, to explain it to me. Similarly, in regard to questions that I asked 
about the 2009–10 annual report on whether all grants given during that period had been accounted for in the 
annual report, I was told initially that the information could not be provided on the day of asking the question 
and I was asked to put it on notice. I was also provided with an answer subsequent to that saying that I should 
seek an appropriate briefing. I am doing that for both questions. I look forward to Hon Helen Morton or other 
members of the government getting up now and explaining what is part of the funding for culture and the arts, 
particularly if they are claiming that the amount is more than it was during the period of the Labor government. 
If we go back through the budget papers and look at the total appropriations, we will find that it most certainly is 
not. 

In speaking to this amendment to the motion moved by Hon Helen Morton, I want to acknowledge that I believe 
that the minister, Mr John Day, is respected as a genuine supporter of the arts. I can imagine that he took no 
pleasure in taking on the portfolio and having to institute the cuts. However, that is what happened, and that is 
what my motion recognises. It recognises the three per cent efficiency dividends, as per tabled paper 2262, that 
were in the 2009–10 and 2010–11 budgets. That is what my motion says. It does not go any further than that. In 
some ways it is a rather modest motion. It is just asking for an acknowledgement of that and is looking to the 
government to compensate for that. I am not expecting, though, that the motion will be agreed to by the Liberal–
National government, but I am asking members to consider what message it would send by supporting the 
amendment to the motion that Hon Helen Morton has put up for us to consider. In fact, to me, it seems a bit 
sad—it is almost embarrassing, is it not—when the government has to move an amendment to applaud itself 
because no-one else is applauding it. On that basis, I ask members to not support this amendment. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I do not know what suddenly got into everybody. We were proceeding 
very well in a normal pattern, and suddenly somebody put a stick in an ants’ nest. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.21 pm]: I re-read the uncorrected 
Hansard to see where it was that the minister set out for us the maths that showed that the increase in the budget 
allocation last year of some $8 million made up for the cuts that continue to roll out as a result of the three per 
cent cuts that were previously put in place, and the maths that showed us that the total appropriation now is at 
least equal to, if not bigger than, the total appropriations when we were in government. The minister did not do 
that, so I am looking forward to somebody from the government standing and setting out the maths for us before 
we make a decision about whether we will support the amendment or in fact do something else. I will set out for 
members what the maths show us, and if someone from the government is able to demonstrate that I have the 
maths wrong, I am happy to applaud them. However, this is what I think the maths show. The budget 
appropriation in 2007–08 was $159 million. The budget appropriation in 2008–09 was $169 million. There was 
the election, and the government was formed in September 2008. The midyear review was in December 2008, so 
it was partway through the 2008–09 budget year that the new government announced three per cent cuts across 
all agencies. 

The PRESIDENT: Excuse me, Leader of the Opposition. I will just clarify one thing for a start that members 
may have some confusion with. The Leader of the Opposition has not spoken to the primary motion before, so 
her comments on this question, which is the amendment, can range across the whole motion, whereas other 
members who may have spoken already to the original motion have to be quite specific in speaking to the 
amendment before the house—just so that everybody clearly understands that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The point I was making was that the new government instituted a three per cent cut across 
all agencies in December 2008, partway through the 2008–09 budget year. In a practical sense, that meant that 
the saving to be achieved by the Department of Culture and the Arts in 2008–09 was some $1.2 million; in 
2009–10, $2.5 million; in 2010–11, $2.6 million; in 2011–12, $2.7 million; and in 2012–13, $2.8 million. That is 
a rough add-up of a cut of about $12 million—it is probably a bit more—to the Department of Culture and the 
Arts across those years. 

The minister said in her, I have to say, quite short response to the motion—maybe it was 10 minutes, and I am 
being generous, I think—that what we should be applauding is the $8.6 million increase in the Culture and the 
Arts budget last year. I am prepared to applaud that if the minister can show me that that somehow makes up for 
the $12 million that the government is cutting and the fact that the total appropriation now in this year’s budget 
for Culture and the Arts is $153 million. That is down from $159 million in 2007–08 and $169 million in 2008–
09. Therefore, if someone from the government—given that the minister moved the motion, I do not know 
whether the President’s advice to us means that the minister does not get the opportunity to speak again, but 
perhaps she could — 

Hon Ken Travers: We could grant her leave. 
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The PRESIDENT: By leave—that is the only opportunity that exists for somebody who has already spoken to 
the motion. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: All right. If the minister is able to show me that I have the maths fundamentally wrong, I 
would be pleased to grant her that leave, but if she does not want that opportunity, she might brief one of the 
other members of the government to show us how those maths add up, so that we can all put our hands on our 
hearts as the Parliament and say that the Department of Culture and the Arts, under the Liberal–National 
government, has more money than it had under the Labor government, because my calculations show that that is 
certainly not the case. That is the kind of issue that people such as Sam Walsh and others, who are quite capable 
of doing the same maths that I have just done, have been moved to make public comment about. So I would 
invite someone from the government to demonstrate that the $8.6 million increase that the government gave 
Culture and the Arts last year is greater than the $12 million that it has taken out and greater than the amount that 
it has reduced the general appropriation by over the time that the Liberal–National government has been in 
office, given that it was $169 million when we left and it is now $153 million. I invite members opposite to show 
me how they have managed to turn $8.6 million into significantly more than $8.6 million. 

I will now make my comments on the general motion. Hon Linda Savage has made the point that when it comes 
to open and transparent accountability in how the Barnett government has managed the Department of Culture 
and the Arts, it is left somewhat wanting. We do know—I will talk about this in a minute—that the Auditor 
General has been moved to investigate and issue an opinion on the government’s lack of transparency on its 
contribution to the production of The Graduate. There was the general debacle and attempt to hide information 
associated with the One Movement debacle—that is the only word I can think of. I know what it is; it is a 
contemporary music festival, and I think it may well be the subject of an inquiry. 

Hon Ken Travers: It is. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Real questions remain unanswered. Hon Linda Savage set out for us the questions she has 
asked in the Parliament, requesting that the government demonstrate how moneys have been acquitted, and the 
answers to date have been most unsatisfactory, such that she has now been offered an appropriate briefing. I do 
not know what that means; I do not know what an appropriate briefing might be. However, she and others are 
looking forward to seeing a degree of accountability, perhaps, that might be revealed as a result of that briefing. 

I want to touch on some of the commentary that has been made. Hon Linda Savage touched on an article by 
Victoria Laurie that appeared on the ABC website on 23 May 2011 titled “WA budget keeps the arts starved of 
funding”. She quoted Geoffrey Bolton’s general comment that if we fail to invest in the arts, it will do us all a 
disservice. He made the point that, historically, mining prosperity in the state has been used to invest in capital 
works that go to the heart of our cultural status, and he asked: where are the same investments as a result of the 
resources industry’s current wealth?  

Sam Walsh wears several hats; obviously he is the chair of Rio Tinto, but he also chairs the Western Australian 
Chamber of Arts and Culture, which is, I suppose, an advocacy or lobby group for Western Australian arts. The 
article quotes him as stating — 

“The 2011 state budget sends a disappointing message of neglect to the many Western Australian who 
understand and value the widespread and vital contribution that arts and culture makes to Australian 
society.” 

He went on to say that this was despite the fact that — 

…“we’ve had enough conversations with the Premier and the Arts Minister (John Day) for them to 
have that understanding.” 

If I may be so bold as to paraphrase Mr Walsh, he is saying that he has made it perfectly clear to the government 
what he thinks about its investment in the arts, and the government understands his point, but it is failing to 
deliver. 

Vicky Laurie’s article also makes the point that, on paper, the Art Gallery of Western Australia appears to be 
getting $6 million more for exhibitions over three years, but she points out that that money is to help underwrite 
the importing of international shows as part of its “Great Collections of the World” series. She said that while 
that is a commendable undertaking, it should be remembered that the Art Gallery’s primary role is to collect the 
art and culture of WA, but that it will have less money than it has ever had before to buy those works. Major 
Aboriginal artworks can sell at auction for more than the $200 000 reserved for the gallery’s art acquisition fund 
in 2011–12. She goes on to say that arts organisations have already been officially told that arts funding in 2012–
13 will drop by $1.15 million, following a review of government grant funding by the Economic Audit 
Committee, and that there is a gaping hole in the forward estimates for indexation, which Sam Walsh estimates 
will leave arts organisations with a $4.2 million shortfall in meeting the increased cost of doing business beyond 
2011–12. 
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I want to touch on an issue that was raised by Hon Linda Savage in respect of what the Auditor General had to 
say about the government’s contribution to The Graduate, because this is somewhat emblematic; it is a classic 
example of the difficulty the opposition is having in holding the government to account in respect of 
transparency of funds in the culture and arts portfolio. I refer to the Western Australian Auditor General’s report 
titled “Opinion on Ministerial Notification: Ministerial decision to not provide information to Parliament in 
relation to the theatre production of The Graduate”, report 2, March 2011. The Auditor General, by way of 
background, states — 

The Minister for Culture and the Arts was asked on 19 August 2010 to provide information to 
Parliament concerning the arrangements and funding of a production of the stage play called The 
Graduate. Specifically the Minister was asked how much funding the Perth Theatre Trust (PTT), or any 
agency within the Minister’s portfolio, contributed to the production, the anticipated audience numbers 
presented to justify the state subsidy, any other reasons given to justify the subsidy and what previous 
sponsorship commitments to the arts were cancelled/reviewed in order to fund the commitment to 
production of The Graduate. 

The Minister responded on 8 September 2010 that the details sought were commercial-in-confidence. 

On 16 September 2010 the Minister was asked again whether any government subsidy was involved in 
the production, what business case and projected attendances were used to justify the subsidy … He 
was also asked to table the contract. 

The Minister advised Parliament on 12 October 2010 that The Graduate was a 21 performance season 
at His Majesty’s Theatre which has a maximum capacity of 1 200 seats per performance. It was 
presented in partnership with a private entity … and all details of the contract were commercial-in-
confidence. 

He also said that maintaining confidentiality in such contracts was a key to achieving future 
partnerships with private enterprise. He did not confirm or deny the provision of a state subsidy for the 
production. 

Declining to provide this information to Parliament triggered a further question on 16 November 2010 
inquiring whether the Minister had complied with section 82 of the FM Act. The Minister advised 
Parliament on 25 November 2011 that he had notified the Auditor General as required. 

The Minister stated in his letter to the Auditor General that 

“to respond to this request would jeopardise the PTT’s relationship and future commercial 
arrangements with private production companies”. 

PTT is a statutory authority and a portfolio agency of the Department of Culture and the Arts. 

A key finding of the Auditor General was — 

The decisions not to table the information were not reasonable and therefore were not appropriate. 

The Auditor General goes on to qualify that and say that he thinks that even tabling the contract, if certain bits 
are blacked out or excised, would be reasonable. The report continues — 

Except for the request to table the contract, all other information sought by Parliament was information 
contained in departmental briefing notes and memoranda, budgets and minutes of committees of the 
Board of Trustees. 

A satisfactory response to the parliamentary questions could have been provided based on information 
contained in these documents without breaching any potential commercial-in-confidence obligations. 

The Auditor General goes on to say that there would be a problem of commercial confidentiality if the minister 
were to provide the information sought. He said that the agency did not seek legal advice to determine whether 
that was the case; that the advice the agency provided to the minister was deficient; and that its preparation 
lacked rigorous analysis of the key issues in order to provide sound advice. The Auditor General found that the 
written advice to the minister contained no analysis of reasoning to support the recommendations; that undue 
weight was placed on the contractor’s opinion in framing advice to the minister; that there was no application of 
commercial-in-confidence tests or criteria to decide if the requested information should be kept confidential; that 
no legal or professional advice was sought; and no consideration was given to disclosing documentation with 
any commercial-in-confidence sections blacked out. He said that this is an accepted practice to enable the 
disclosure of non-confidential information. 

The Auditor General goes on to provide information to ministers about how they should interpret their 
obligations under section 52 of the Financial Management Act. I will not go through that now, but I read that as 
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an example of the minister’s cavalier attitude about what is reasonable to provide to the Parliament. The Auditor 
General has made it perfectly clear that most of the information sought in the questions that were asked in 
Parliament should have been provided; that the minister was badly served by the agency, which had provided 
less than competent advice; and that even elements of the contract itself could have been provided if certain 
information had been blacked out to protect those bits that were commercial-in-confidence. The reason for that is 
that the agency is expending public money, and the Financial Management Act provides that a government 
cannot enter into any contracts that would prevent it from providing information to the Parliament, and that has 
to be the primary objective.  

It is clear from the budget figures, and from the announcements about the three per cent efficiency dividend, that 
the Department of Culture and the Arts is receiving significantly less money under the Barnett Liberal–National 
government than it received under the Labor government. The minister has asked us to consider an amendment 
to the motion to applaud the increase of $8.6 million for the department in last year’s budget. I will do that if 
somebody from the government can demonstrate how $8.6 million makes up for the $12 million cut through the 
three per cent efficiency dividend, and makes up for the cut in total appropriations from $159 million under 
Labor to $153 million under this government in the respective budgets that have been presented to this 
Parliament. There is a lack of transparency about this matter. I hope that the minister’s response to this motion is 
not going to rest where she left it last Wednesday, because that would just be more of the same. The numbers do 
not add up. I invite someone in the government to demonstrate that the maths do add up, and that 8.6 per cent is 
somehow bigger than 12 per cent, and $153 million is somehow bigger than $159 million, because although my 
year 10 maths teacher was not always thrilled with my ability to do maths, I reckon even he would expect me to 
be able to do — 

Hon Ken Travers: I have seen you count pretty well! 

Hon Norman Moore: Ken does all the counting for you! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Who does? 

Hon Norman Moore: Ken.  

Hon Ken Travers: I would be happy to! I would always be happy to! 

Hon Norman Moore: I just assumed that is how it worked. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The best piece of advice I have been given is: always do your own numbers. 

Anyway, the point that I make is this: the numbers do not add up, and the opposition cannot support the 
amendment while those numbers continue to not add up. 

Point of Order 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Mr Deputy President, could you please give me some advice on whether I am 
allowed to speak in response to the motion? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Minister, you do not have the right to respond to the motion, 
but you have the opportunity to seek leave from the house if you wish to make a personal explanation. Unless 
there is another motion that you can speak to, there is no right of reply to the existing motion. But you can seek 
leave. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am sorry, Mr Deputy President, but I seek further clarification. Could you please 
tell me the scope of seeking leave to make—was it a personal statement that you said, or a personal explanation? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: To explain it better, with the indulgence of the house you can request to make a 
statement in response to the comments already made to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [2.44 pm]: Mr Deputy 
President, I seek leave to make a statement in response to the comments that have been raised in relation to this 
motion.  

Leave granted. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much, Mr Deputy President.  

I want to start by making it absolutely clear that the Minister for Culture and the Arts has confirmed that the 
state’s 49 funded arts organisations have not experienced cuts in either the 2009–10 budget, the 2010–11 budget 
or in fact the latest 2011–12 budget. That is the basis for my wanting to move to applaud the government for 
increasing the funding in 2011–12.  
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Hon Ken Travers: Will you take an interjection?    

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I do not want to take an interjection. 

Hon Ken Travers: You just made a point that I do not think I understand. Have they increased it or maintained 
it? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Increased, increased, increased. 

One of the comments that was made by the opposition was that the government should not try to claim credit for 
the fact that Tourism is part of it, the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting is part of it or royalties for 
regions is part of it. These are all aspects of this government. This government is responsible for royalties for 
regions and the funding within that that goes to culture and the arts. This government is responsible for Tourism 
and the funding within that that goes to culture and the arts. And of course this government is responsible for the 
state component of CHOGM and for the funding within that that goes to culture and the arts. Therefore, the 
suggestion that somehow or other we cannot count that as part of this government is just ridiculous. 

The third thing I want to talk about is the comments that have been raised about the three per cent efficiency 
dividend. I am absolutely surprised that members opposite would bring this up. As disclosed in the Pre-election 
Financial Projections Statement, the three per cent efficiency dividend first came about as a commitment of the 
Carpenter government, which the then opposition decided to match. In this context, I would be interested to 
know what the opposition would have done in this circumstance, given the opposition’s comments in this debate. 
Would the opposition have decided to not proceed with a three per cent reduction for the Department of Culture 
and the Arts and asked for a three per cent cut in WA Police or something like that?   

A comment was also made about the Western Australian Museum. The opposition is prone to exaggeration in 
this area as well. Once again, the opposition has got it wrong. Under Labor, there was yet another media-driven 
announcement of a $500 million project—a new museum for Western Australia. The previous government 
trumpeted a figure of $506 million, not $800 million as alluded to by Hon Adele Farina. Yet upon closer 
inspection of the figures, only $52 million was committed in capital expenditure in the forward estimates. There 
was no sign whatsoever of the feted $506 million. It is easy to issue press releases and make grand 
announcements, but the budget papers tell the cold, hard truth on this matter. There simply was not $506 million 
to lose; in fact, it never existed. That is another example of the empty promises in the seemingly never-ending 
spin of the previous government. 

I want to just close the motion down by saying that — 

Hon Ken Travers: That is typical of your government!   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I did not believe that anybody else would be able to speak after me. That is why I 
said that. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Absolutely not! You are doing a personal explanation!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Okay. I will keep going, then. That is fine.  

This government’s approach is to take the financially responsible action and consolidate what assets we already 
have in the Perth Cultural Centre. We are taking the necessary steps to prepare for a new Museum. That includes 
demolishing the old one and planning for the new one. The demolition of the old building—which I might add 
sat for several years under Labor as an eyesore and embarrassment to Western Australia, because it could not be 
used due to asbestos—has been funded to the tune of $8 million; and $5 million has been allocated in the 2011–
12 budget for the planning of a new museum. Not only have we allocated $10 million for the facade of the Art 
Gallery of Western Australia, a building that was completely ignored by the former government in a period of 
ever-expanding cash flows, but also the real support and commitment for a world-class museum for Western 
Australia lies with this government. 

As I mentioned in my earlier remarks, the Perth Cultural Centre is undergoing a rapid transformation under this 
government. We are doing the hard work and making the difficult decisions to re-establish the Perth Cultural 
Centre as a premier space for Western Australians to enjoy. We are also getting on with the job of the Perth City 
Link next door, which will inevitably add vibrancy and attract more people to the Perth Cultural Centre.  

I believe that this government should be applauded for taking financially responsible action, for increasing 
funding to culture and the arts in WA, for the 2011–12 budget and for the approach to culture and the arts in the 
rural and regional areas of Western Australia.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.50 pm]: I want to make a few quick comments about this 
motion. By way of interjection, the Leader of the Opposition just invited the representative minister on the other 
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side of the house to clearly outline the maths. We got a long list of clichés that almost match the performances of 
Hon Simon O’Brien at his best. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Not on clichés.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Almost. We heard a long list of clichés but no hard financial reconciliation. The best we 
got was, “If you add all these numbers together, we think it might be more.” The minister also threw in that we 
should include the money from royalties for regions. 

Hon Helen Morton: Why not, if they’re culture and arts?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is fine. Throw in the money from royalties for regions. It is great that one of the 
members of the National Party is present to listen to this. The whole underpinning of royalties for regions was 
that it was supposed to be over and above existing expenditure. The minister said that the only way the 
government can get even close to being able to say that it is spending as much on culture and the arts today as 
was spent by the previous government is to add royalties for regions. How is that over and above existing 
expenditure? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It is still expenditure. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It might be expenditure — 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s government expenditure. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Now we are seeing the tensions occurring and the arguments between the Liberals and 
the Nationals. The Liberals’ view is that it is all about expenditure; the Nationals’ view is that it is all about over 
and above existing expenditure. Even though the government could not give us that full reconciliation that shows 
it is spending more, even with the royalties for regions money, Hon Sue Ellery outlined very clearly the figures 
as she saw them and invited the future Leader of the Opposition to give a response, but she was not able to do it. 
She completely undermined the very basis on which this government was formed—that is, for the royalties for 
regions package. That was the basis on which the government was formed: it would put in money over and 
above existing expenditure. To try to get back up to where expenditure was prior to 2008 when the government 
assumed office, it has to add the royalties for regions money, according to the Minister for Mental Health. I ask 
her to explain to me how that is over and above existing expenditure. She was still not able to give that 
reconciliation that shows that, yet she asked us to applaud her. The only time I applaud people is when they give 
a good performance. The minister has not done that. She could not even remember her lines. She went on to the 
stage to give the greatest performance of her life and even with her prompt notes, she still could not perform. She 
could not answer the questions that were put forward. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Have you been eating raw bones today? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You’re very boisterous. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sometimes we are.  

Hon Helen Morton: Read the motion.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Minister for Mental Health wants the motion read out. Does she want the full 
motion read out?  

Hon Helen Morton: Read the amended motion.  

Hon Sue Ellery: It’s not amended yet.  

Hon Helen Morton: That’s what we’re discussing. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us follow it through. The original motion states — 

That this house calls on the government to immediately increase funding for culture and the arts in 
Western Australia to compensate for cuts made in the 2009–10 and 2010–11 budgets.  

The Minister for Mental Health moved to delete all the words after “house” and insert — 

applauds the government for increasing funding to the culture and arts in Western Australia in the 
2011-12 budget.  

Hon Helen Morton: That’s absolutely perfect.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is a classic example of trickery from those on the other side of the house. I do not 
spend as much time in the arts as my mother would probably like me to do. She has spent her life in amateur arts 
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in this state. It would be fair to say that her whole life has been devoted to arts. She has done it at an amateur 
level, not at the professional level. 

If the government was able to justify the amendment it moved to the motion—that is, that we should applaud the 
government for increasing funding to culture and the arts in the 2011-12 budget—that would more than 
compensate for the cuts made in the 2009-10 and 2010-11 budgets. That is what I would have done if I was the 
government, if I was able to justify that that is what has occurred, but it has not been able to. The government cut 
the budget for two years. It took money out of the budget and then put a little bit back into the budget and says 
we should applaud it for that. We are worse off than we were at the beginning. That is what the government is 
asking us to do. How we can applaud that is beyond me.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [2.58 pm]: I rise to make some closing remarks, which will 
obviously now relate to the amended motion. Everyone who is following this debate will obviously see what 
occurred in this place. At the very least, they will greet with a wry smile what the government has tried to do 
here. Those people who take culture and the arts seriously also take budgets seriously. They can count what has 
been spent and can add up and will know quite clearly what has occurred. If people do as I have done and go 
through the budgets, ask the appropriate questions and attempt to get all the information—something the 
government still has not been able to provide—it will be quite clear what the situation is. It is a shame because 
this is such a rare opportunity for us to discuss culture and the arts. I think the original motion, which has been 
amended because of the weight of numbers of the government, was quite modest in what it sought to draw 
attention to. Quite frankly, the attempt by the government to in some way distort the figures to suggest that there 
has not been a decline in the amount of real funding available to the sector will not wash with the sector. When 
those in the sector read those comments, they will be receiving a very poor message from the government. 

This was a rare opportunity to speak about culture and the arts. I thank those who contributed to the debate, 
including Hon Mia Davies, Hon Adele Farina, Hon Col Holt, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, Hon Lynn MacLaren, Hon 
Sue Ellery, Hon Ken Travers and, of course, the representative minister in this place, Hon Helen Morton. I was 
particularly interested in the contributions of regional members. When I first spoke on the motion, I did not get a 
chance to speak about the arts in country areas, although I have enjoyed those events on a number of occasions. I 
know from having had a mother who grew up in a small country town that did not even have a high school at 
which children could finish school that a little bit of local theatre and getting together for a concert—all those 
things—were extremely important. I add to that, though, that she believed that it did not matter where a person 
lived, whether they were in the biggest city in the world or in the smallest town in the outback; they could enjoy 
and experience literature, poetry and music wherever they were. 

I will also refer to the play Jandamarra, which was referred to by Hon Mia Davies and, some weeks ago, by Hon 
Robin Chapple. I understand that he talked about the production being put on in a gorge. The play Jandamarra 
was first performed at the Festival of Perth some years ago. I saw that production. As I mentioned at the 
beginning of my comments, theatre can educate us about aspects of our history that we know nothing about. 
Certainly, I did not know anything about Jandamarra. 

What is most disappointing to me in a debate such as this is that the government was very extravagant in its 
promises at the last election. Its policy commitment was about a new approach to culture and the arts and was 
used as an opportunity to say that it would do “everything” and that all those who had gone before, and certainly 
those on the Labor side, had done “nothing”. That sort of extravagant and unfair approach in the government’s 
response and the amended motion will make all those who read this debate—given how rarely we get to debate 
this issue—reflect on the tone and attitude of the government, not just the maths in the budget figures, as Hon 
Sue Ellery pointed out. I would not say that mathematics was my strongest subject at school, although, like many 
people, I did it until I finished school. But, certainly, I know enough to know when I cannot add up the figures in 
front of me. That is why I have pursued the issue, and look forward to my briefings by the Department of Culture 
and the Arts. I am determined to get to the bottom of the exact figures, because many other people in the sector 
have told me that they have struggled. I will do everything possible to ensure that, through my questions and 
through looking at the budget papers back to 2007–08, I am as best informed as I can be. 

Hon Ken Travers: After you’ve had the briefing, you may have to rename it the department of calculus and 
algebra! 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I will keep that in mind. I will also inform the house what an appropriate briefing is. 

I mentioned that I am of the view that the Minister for Culture and the Arts, Mr John Day, is a genuine supporter 
of culture and the arts. I often see him at the theatre. As I have said, there must have been no pleasure for him in 
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having to impose these cuts. In some ways, it does not do anyone proud that what has happened under the 
Liberal–National government has been portrayed as evidence of its commitment to the arts, when I have quite 
clearly described the bailouts, the occasional gestures, the way it has claimed credit and the reasonably cynical 
attempt to say that Eventscorp money, Lotterywest money and royalties for regions money are part of the budget 
of the Department of Culture and the Arts and are part of the new approach. 

I have already commented that there is no vision, no Ignite package. I recently attended a function at the Art 
Gallery of Western Australia. As members will recall, I spoke about the TomorrowFund, whereby $10 million 
was given to the Art Gallery of Western Australia by the Labor government, with the promise that if the gallery 
could match the $10 million with corporate and private donations, it would trigger a further $5 million. That has 
now occurred. I look forward to hearing that that money has been received by the Art Gallery. I have also 
referred to the State Theatre Centre. Obviously, that is a wonderful addition to this city. Again, it was a vision of 
the Labor government. 

In some ways, repackaging what has occurred with funding is almost worse than the government just coming 
clean. That is what has happened. Clearly, the funding has diminished, and the budget papers show that that is 
undeniable. 

I will use my last few minutes to talk about something that I touched on a couple of weeks ago at the end of my 
opportunity to speak to the motion before it was amended. I mentioned the boom in the number of visitors to 
Western Australia. I note that last week there was a report in The West Australian of Friday, 9 September that 
Western Australian tourist numbers are expected to increase fivefold in the next decade on the wave of Chinese 
tourists the state is expecting. The Tourism Council Western Australia chief executive, Evan Hall, who I 
understand has recently visited China, was naturally very buoyed by this and was looking to all the things that 
this large influx of tourists might require us to do, including ensuring that we have menus and tourist guides in 
Mandarin, audio guides for museums and the Art Gallery and dining to suit them.  

At the same time, many people would have seen the front page of The Australian of 20 September, which 
referred to Hetti Perkins, who is a curator of Aboriginal art and has recently stepped down after 13 years from 
her position at the Art Gallery of New South Wales. In this article, she spoke about her hope that someone would 
rise to the occasion and fund a desperately needed public institution dedicated to Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander art. I spoke at length about the World Centre for Indigenous Culture, which the Committee for Perth has 
done an enormous amount of work on and which is an opportunity for a public–private partnership. I am led to 
believe there are many significant private donors, philanthropists and corporate interests who would play an 
active part to ensure that that was built. I am sure that would do an enormous amount for the state of Western 
Australia. Of course it would be an enormous drawcard for the numerous tourists that we hope to attract. I am 
sure that in the way the Labor government came up with the innovative TomorrowFund, which encouraged so 
much corporate and private donation, there would be innovative ways to help garner the same support for the 
Indigenous cultural centre.  

Having said that, I thank everyone who participated in the culture and the arts debate. I look forward to hearing 
from the government about its vision for Western Australia.  

Question put and passed. 
 


