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Committee met at 9.43 am  

FRANCIS, Ms Wendy, Queensland Director, Australian Christian Lobby 
CHAIR: Folks, I appreciate your patience. Good morning and welcome. I declare open this 

public hearing of the Health and Community Services Committee. My name is Trevor Ruthenberg, 
the member for Kallangur. Mrs Jo-Ann Miller, the member for Bundamba, is the deputy chair. Other 
members are Mrs Ros Bates, the member for Mudgeeraba; Mr Steve Davies, the member for 
Capalaba; and Dr Alex Douglas, the member for Gaven. Mr John Hathaway, the member for 
Townsville, will be joining us shortly, as will Mr Dale Shuttleworth, the member for Ferny Grove. 
This hearing is part of the committee’s inquiry into sexually explicit outdoor advertising.  

We will hear from four invited witnesses today and we will hear from more witnesses on 
Wednesday, 21 August. Witnesses are not required to give evidence under oath, but I remind 
witnesses that intentionally misleading the committee is a serious offence. I remind those present 
that these proceedings are similar to parliament and are subject to the Legislative Assembly’s 
standing rules and orders. Under the standing rules, members of the public may be admitted to or 
excluded from the hearing at the discretion of the committee. The terms of reference for the inquiry 
are available from committee staff. Karl has copies over there. Mobile phones and other electronic 
devices should now be turned off or switched to silent, please. Hansard is making a transcript of the 
proceedings. The committee intends to publish the transcript of today’s proceedings unless there is 
good reason not to. Because of our late start, we will simply push out witness times by 10 minutes.  

At this time I welcome Ms Wendy Francis, the Queensland Director of the Australian 
Christian Lobby. Ms Francis will be using a PowerPoint in her opening statement. I invite you to 
make an opening statement. If you can keep it to about 10 minutes, that would be great, thank you.  

Ms Francis: Thank you very much for allowing me to come to speak to you on today on this 
really important issue. I have been lobbying for a change in our legislation for outdoor advertising 
for four years now. Recently I had the pleasure of watching these two little girls you can see on the 
wall dance at a recital.  

If you could move to slide No. 2. On the way to the event, at the traffic lights, these same little 
girls were sitting in the back seat of our car wondering what those ladies were doing on the side of 
the bus. It seems to me that our society has become immune to the sex saturated environment that 
we have developed and we have failed to realise that our children are growing up normalised to it. 
They are bombarded daily by images of sexual poses and messages that objectify women, 
removing from them the innocence of childhood that they deserve. These negative images are 
known to have adverse health effects. They negatively affect self-esteem and they even affect the 
greater perception of what the world has to offer. We need to make a stand together to ensure our 
children do not have a distorted view of what true beauty is, that they understand that the 
objectification of women is wrong and that the photo-shopped and sexually posing model is not 
normal nor what they should aspire to. On the Queensland parliament website where the 
submissions are listed, they have a warning. It says, ‘Some of the submissions below contain 
sexually explicit images and/or language’. This is commendable, but it is ironic that the benefit of 
that warning is missing for public advertising containing the exact same images. In fact, my 
submission had an image blacked out of the submission before it could be uploaded.  

Please go to the next slide. This is the photo that was removed from my submission. It is a 
shop at Chermside Shopping Centre right near Kmart. This image is about eight foot tall and the 
shop is Honey Birdette.  

If we can move to the next slide, please, this is one of that same shop’s most recent 
campaigns. The photo was taken on 8 July. ‘Flash me’, the message above, means exactly that, 
because I asked. I thought, ‘Perhaps as I am in my 50s and maybe, like ‘wicked’ means ‘good’ now, 
I have missed something’. So I asked. But no, that is exactly what it means. I would say to you that 
they are appealing to base sexual behaviour that is actually illegal. My complaint to the Advertising 
Standards Board was dismissed because they said the campaign had ended by the time they came 
to review it.  
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If we can move to No. 5, please. Here is another of the Honey Birdette shop windows. This 
time it is at Carindale. It says, ‘Tasty treats’, but it is actually a lingerie shop. This is not a cafe or a 
sweet shop; it is a lingerie shop. This one was complained about on Monday 29 July, but there has 
not been any decision yet from the Advertising Standards Board. That was over a week ago, 
obviously. I ask you what the point of any decision is at this stage, as the advertising does not 
usually run much longer than this before they move on to the next campaign.  

If we can move to No. 6, please. Our society is hugely sexualised: make it bigger, make it last 
longer—billboards on the way to school; condom and Australia’s Next Top Model advertisements in 
bus stops as children wait to catch the bus home; Honey Birdette shop windows outside Kmart 
saying ‘Flash me’ in the shopping centre after school. But as if that is not quite enough, a helicopter 
flew over Brisbane primary schools and sports carnivals advertising Sexpo. Again a complaint was 
made, but there has been no decision as to whether it was acceptable or not and really there is no 
point: Sexpo is over for another year and, even if they do decide they should not have done it, there 
is no penalty and next year they can do whatever they like.  

If we can move to No. 7, please. This is a similar situation to the AMI advertising: the big 
yellow and red signs that we have all come to know and hate. They were banned, so they changed 
the wording slightly and now they are everywhere again. The self-regulation system is broken. I was 
one of the presenters at the 2011 federal inquiry into the Regulation of Billboard and Outdoor 
Advertising by the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal 
Affairs. Following that inquiry, the committee reported that they were unable to fully endorse the 
current operation of the ASB. They said that there is significant public concern about the regulation 
of outdoor advertising, and they concluded that a more rigorous system of self-regulation that is 
better in tune with community standards and with the unique category of outdoor advertising is the 
most appropriate future approach. They identified significant problems with the current system, 
stating that these must be addressed. They then concluded that the current self-regulatory model 
should remain in place, subject to further review by 30 June 2013 and that if there were not 
demonstrated improved practices an alternative advertising co-regulatory model should be instated, 
with particular regard to the regulation of outdoor advertising.  

If we can move to slide 8, please. That review never happened and the advertising practices 
have not improved; they have deteriorated. So a bestiality billboard is erected in Sydney with a man 
and a pig. Self-regulation clearly does not work. It would be like telling everyone they should self-
regulate their speed on the roads and, because they know what is best for society, they should all 
stay within the advised speed limits; there will not be any penalty or anyone checking on you, 
because we know that you all really want to do what is best. I can imagine just how confusing our 
roads would become under that system.  

If you could move to slide 9. That is what has happened as the ASB and the OMA have 
desperately sought to cling on to the self-regulation status. The strip club advertising on this 
billboard has come and gone over a number of years. This time, after a mammoth combined effort, 
it was taken down. The OMA was quite proud of its achievements. Despite it not breaching the code 
of ethics, they supported community concerns and managed to talk their members into having it 
relocated.  

If you could move to the next slide. It was relocated to Enoggera, my neighbourhood and a 
family area, opposite the Army barracks, 400 metres from a childcare centre. When I complained 
about this billboard, my complaint was immediately dismissed by the ASB because the case had 
already been considered and dismissed.  

No. 11, please. So, I thought, ‘Okay, the OMA will help me. They were able to get it down 
from inner-city Spring Hill, surely they will get it taken down from my suburb.’ But this is their 
correspondence to me on the matter— 
The billboard you are referring to was directly opposite a school and was erected in that location in error. The OMA does not 
have a placement policy. However, individual members often have internal processes to ensure that content like this is not 
placed in locations directly opposite a school.  

In the case of the Honey B’s billboard outside the Brisbane Grammar School, we raised the issue with the member involved 
and they made the decision to remove the advertisement as they were unaware, due to recently taking over the site, that it 
was opposite a school. This decision was made by the member involved. As I mentioned, members often have their own 
internal processes where sites are directly opposite schools.  

If we could move to the next slide. The billboard was not erected in error. The advertiser was 
not unaware. It was taken down after pressure from a petition receiving over 1,500 signatures and 
media attention.  
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If we could move to the next slide. It would seem to me that the ASB and the OMA have no 
concern for our children. In fact, even the voluntary code for advertising and marketing 
communications to children which they refer to does not protect children from inappropriate content. 
This is because they say that the content is not restricted if it is not intended for children, regardless 
of whether it is viewable by children. This allows outdoor advertisers to advertise sex products and 
images in bus shelters where children wait to go to and from school.  

If we can move to the next one, thank you. On 31 July, I complained about an M rated show 
being advertised in the Cannon Hill primary school bus stop and also the St Ambrose’s school bus 
stop. My complaint was dismissed. It is interesting to note that this complaint was dealt with and 
dismissed quickly and yet the Honey Birdette complaint, which I have talked about previously, which 
was submitted earlier that that complaint, has still not been dealt with.  

No. 15. So I would ask you the question: are we sending the right message? SinCity 
advertises on billboards like this one. They also now advertise on the side of public buses. Our 
children climb onto buses with ‘SinCity Nightclub’ on them. There are 175 submissions on the 
inquiry’s website. Of those, only seven do not want any change. Three of those seven include the 
Outdoor Media Association, the Australian Association of National Advertisers and the Advertising 
Standards Bureau. Queenslanders want a change. We want this to be the safest place for a child to 
grow up in, as Hetty Johnston says and this government has an opportunity to do something about 
it. The federal government response to the 2011 inquiry into billboard and outdoor advertising 
stated that the current national classification scheme is a cooperative scheme between the 
Commonwealth and all state and territory governments. This means that, while states have granted 
certain rights to the federal government in relation to a national classification scheme, a state 
scheme could run in parallel in relation to outdoor advertising. Just yesterday, the Brisbane City 
Council decided to ban digital billboards with fast-moving images so as to protect drivers. It seems 
that legislation around outdoor advertising can be made quickly, when it is deemed to be necessary.  

Slide 16, please. Councillor Amanda Cooper said that the amendments were made in 
response to concerns over possible distractions to drivers. She went on to say— 
Like every other industry, advertising is rapidly going digital and we are making sure council’s laws keep pace and continue 
to protect the amenity of our city.  

And what about providing protection for our children? What about the distraction of highly 
sexualised imagery on drivers? What is more, a Brisbane City Council spokesman was asked to 
identify a specific digital billboard that had created problems, but he said he could not and that the 
rule changes were a pre-emptive step. Well, I can identify a lot of billboards that cause problems for 
the innocence of our children and for the health of our society and, particularly, our young people. In 
the case of sexualised advertising, it is way too late to be pre-emptive, but it is never too late to do 
what is right. Thank you.  

CHAIR: Thank you, Ms Francis. We will open up questioning now from committee members.  
Mr DAVIES: Wendy, obviously some of the pictures were quite explicit. We had a submission 

from a QUT lecturer regarding execution versus the actual product. For example, Sexpo: if it were 
just advertised on a billboard ‘Sexpo this coming week’—just the name of the product—have you 
got a problem with that? Again, the Windsor Smith ad was just a pair of shoes and they executed 
the actual advertising campaign in a manner that was deemed to be overtly sexual.  

Ms Francis: I do have a problem with ‘Sexpo’ being on a billboard in the same way as the 
red and yellow ad—no-one liked it just being up there, ‘Sex’, the big word—because our children 
are very inquisitive. Most of them, if not all of them, have access to an iPad or a mobile phone and 
they immediately will go to the website. For me there is a line that can be drawn: no sex industry 
advertising is to be in public spaces. Because it is just a matter of that: sex industry advertising 
does not belong in public spaces.  

Mr DAVIES: I have a supplementary to that: a gentleman’s nightclub that, in its name, is not 
necessarily overtly sexual, so Honey B’s or whatever it was called. If it was ‘Honey B’s, Caxton 
Street’—or wherever they live—would that be okay? Again, there is nothing overtly sexual in the 
name itself?  

Ms Francis: No. I would not be the one deciding what was right and wrong and we would all 
have different opinions on that, in the same way as for advertising on TV or for programs that will go 
on TV there would be different ideas. There are ways of advertising appropriately. I would have to 
say that the latest Sexpo billboard is much better than it used to be—much better. There is an ad 
that I have heard people get really upset about, Bonds ads. I have heard people get very upset 
about the one with the woman licking the plate that is near Fourex Castlemaine. I think those are 
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borderline ones that other people would have to decide on. But I think that there is a line that you 
could draw and say, ‘Sex industry ads really are not appropriate for our children to have to try to 
fathom’.  

CHAIR: Dr Douglas?  
Dr DOUGLAS: Wendy, we have spoken before. That was a good presentation. I share some 

of your concerns. I have raised them with you as well and we have discussed them. Within the 
parameters of what we have at the moment and taking on board a lot of your concerns, particularly 
with regard to the issues with bus shelters and things like that, do you see a way where we could 
maybe make suggestions which could practically be implemented within a state situation that are 
not going to be undone by federal laws or that we could sub out to local councils? I think bus 
shelters and things like that could be covered under guidelines put forward by councils. Hoardings 
are the same. Billboards tactically I think are going to be very difficult. I have spoken about that with 
you because of the way the federal laws are and the advertising companies. Have you thought 
about those things and have you got some ideas?  

Ms Francis: I have. Certainly the Brisbane City Council showed yesterday that they are able 
to move quickly on outdoor advertising. So the bus shelters is for me a no-brainer. It is not 
appropriate to have our children sitting at a bus shelter looking at what I would perceive to be a 
highly photoshopped Jennifer Hawkins, as if she needs to be photoshopped at all, with a very 
revealing top on—and this is at a primary school bus shelter. If I were sitting there and I had a 
gentleman come and sit beside me, I would actually feel a little bit awkward. But we have primary 
school children there. That is a no-brainer and it should be easy to fix.  

The other problem that we have, Dr Douglas, is that we do not give any penalty even when 
something is deemed to be offensive. The bestiality billboard in Sydney got massive media 
attention. It was there to provoke and that is exactly what happened. Yet there was no penalty at all 
for them having done that. They are actually rewarded. So at the very least we should introduce 
penalties for stepping over the mark—and big penalties—and those penalties should be increased 
for reoffenders. For example, Honey Birdette just takes one picture down and puts up another one. 
Their Christmas campaign—this Christmas just passed—was deemed to be offensive and they 
were told that they could not do it. I got an email telling me that my complaint had been successful 
in February or March this year—way after Christmas. There was no penalty and the next thing that 
went up was ‘Tasty treats’.  

Dr DOUGLAS: So you are actually saying that we need to use a mixture of local laws and 
state laws, that the local laws have to be made very tight, that they have a penalty element as well 
and that we have to consider penalties at a state level on top of that. How do we deal with those 
major billboards though? It is federal legislation because it is a national marketing campaign. How 
do we deal with that? You have been at this for several years. Clearly I have told the committee 
what I have tried. In terms of the AMI ads, I live on the Gold Coast and I certainly find them very 
offensive, but they have been very difficult to defeat.  

Ms Francis: They have. I posit to you that the National Classification Scheme is a 
cooperative scheme between the Commonwealth and the states. So I do not see that there is any 
problem with introducing legislation that runs parallel to that. If there is a will here, there is a way. 
We can actually do it. Western Australia started an inquiry. It all happened in the middle of a change 
of government, so nothing really happened with it. There are people in every state who are calling 
for this. I think it would be fantastic if Queensland showed the way and that other people would 
quickly come in line.  

I have no thought that the people from OMA and the Advertising Standards Bureau are not 
really well-meaning people too. But even their own report has shown that they are out of step with 
community feeling on this issue. It is time that we actually did something about it. We are wasting 
time and we are affecting our children. It is to the detriment of our children’s health and their mental 
wellbeing. I would not be naive enough to say that outdoor advertising is the whole problem, but it is 
certainly part of the problem.  

Dr DOUGLAS: So you do not see any national approach as being a valid approach.  
Ms Francis: I wish it was.  
Dr DOUGLAS: You are truly committed to believing it needs a state approach. We have had 

presentations—I am not speaking for the chair or anything. With respect, Chair, we have had 
presentations from fairly expert people in this area who have suggested that under the current 
scheme it is fairly comprehensive. There is an international view to it and their view is that it may be 
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relatively difficult to implement what you are saying. It is not to say that it is not worthy. Do you think 
that taking an incremental approach might the way to go—if we start with things like local councils 
and beefing those up?  

Ms Francis: No.  
Dr DOUGLAS: You want something more than that.  
Ms Francis: I want something more. There have been so many inquiries. I just talked about 

the 2011 inquiry which I was at down in Melbourne. They said, ‘We will have another look at this. 
We will revisit it in June 2013, and if nothing has happened we will do something then.’ But the 
subsequent inquiry never happens. So we have to call an end to the subsequent inquiry type idea. 
We have to call an end to saying, ‘We will try this.’ It is just not working.  

Dr DOUGLAS: Are you aware of what happened with advertising on cigarettes? Have you 
followed that?  

Ms Francis: Yes.  
Dr DOUGLAS: They tried the blunt instrument first and that was unsuccessful. As a doctor 

we pushed that for many years. The incremental approach was the more successful. Picking things 
off where you actually can have winnable targets sometimes work. I am not trying to put words into 
your mouth. Have you thought about that? You made some great presentations on the issue of 
schools. I think that is the obvious place to start.  

Ms Francis: You can correct me if I am wrong, but I believe that political advertising is not 
allowed on the train line corridor. So if we can do it for political advertising, why can’t we do 
something about sexual advertising? I have put images up there today that have actually been 
blacked out of my submission because they are not suitable to go up on your website—which I fully 
endorse. So you cannot have those images on your website but they are in a shopping centre 
outside Kmart. I could have opened and closed with that because to me that is an open and shut 
case. We have a real problem.  

CHAIR: Ms Francis, train lines are on private land. I think that is QR policy. Again, I may be 
corrected, but I think that is how that complies. I certainly know that we need to seek permission 
from QR before we are allowed to set up any sort of booth on their land. So it is not that it is not 
allowed; it is that it is allowed with permission. I think that is a local issue for the landowner.  

Ms Francis: Thanks for that.  
CHAIR: One of our submissions made a statement that the Australian Crime Commission 

had expressed concern that exposure to sexual imagery is linked to child-to-child sexual assaults 
and that there are escalating concerns among child protection advocates about an increase in 
sexually aggressive behaviour in children. When the Australian Crime Commission starts to make 
statements in that manner, it would appear to me that we have an emerging issue that needs to be 
looked at carefully.  

Ms Francis: Yes.  
CHAIR: My question is—and this is a question that we probably struggle with across the 

community—what is the community standard and how do we gauge that community standard? For 
example, my understanding is that the ASB enforce standards. Are those standards wrong? Do you 
understand what I am asking? We have competing interests here.  

Ms Francis: Yes.  
CHAIR: How do we determine what is reasonable and what is the community standard?  
Ms Francis: Those standards are wrong because the Queensland parliament are not 

allowed to put up an image on their website that is allowed to be put up in public. That is exhibit A. 
What the Crime Commission is talking about is the situation where kids are catching the bus to 
school and they are sitting beside somebody who is exposing her breasts. If that is not a recipe for 
sexting during the day, I do not know what is, because the guys want the girls to do the same. They 
are sitting beside somebody exposing her breasts and they say, ‘Show us yours.’ So then the 
sexting goes on throughout the day, and the sexting we know leads to sexual abuse and ruins girls’ 
lives. Again, I would not be naive to say that it is only that poster that is the problem, but that poster 
is actually contributing to the sexting during the day. There is no doubt about that.  

If you want a poll, just look at how many submissions came in for this inquiry. This inquiry 
was open to everybody. You had 175 submissions—and I do not know how many emails you got, 
but I am sure there would have been more emails than that. But you had 175 submissions and 
seven of them are not wanting any change. So where is public opinion on that?  
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Mr DAVIES: I have a twofold question, Ms Francis. Firstly, with the ‘WTF!’ advertisement—
the bestiality one—they obviously pulled it down very quickly but it was an ambush or a guerrilla 
marketing campaign because they got so much press nationally because of that.  

Ms Francis: Yes. I would not have known about it except for the press.  
Mr DAVIES: Exactly. So you are saying that they should have been given a fine. Firstly, what 

sort of monetary value do you think that fine should be? Secondly, in terms of generic advertising 
on the outside of a shop, throughout Queensland you cannot drive anywhere without seeing a 
yellow billboard for a particular brand of sex shop. It is quite innocuous—‘Naughty But Nice’ or 
something. Would you see that being a problem?  

Ms Francis: Thank you for the question. I think there is quite tight legislation around the sex 
shops. I am yet to see a sex shop that does not actually comply with that because they know that 
they would be closed down if they did not.  

Mr DAVIES: You are happy with them?  
Ms Francis: I do not want sex shops in my suburb, but again that is my own personal 

opinion. They are legal. I think that they do comply well with the legislation and, yes, I am happy 
with what they do because there are tight restrictions around them and, if they did step over that 
line, they know that there would be penalties and in the end they would be closed down. So this is 
what we are wanting. We are wanting some sort of a line drawn in the sand where we say, ‘No. Our 
children are worth more than this.’ With the penalties, I think they have to be equal—the amount of 
money that is being spent on billboard advertising means that it must be extremely effective. So the 
penalties have to be significant, but I would say that they should increase for repeat offenders.  

Mr DAVIES: Given that you are saying you are happy with the Naughty But Nice 
advertisements, going back to Sexpo—again, just putting the name there— 

Ms Francis: For me it is about what are we going to decide for outdoor advertising. For me 
there needs to be a line saying, ‘The sex industry is actually not appropriate for public advertising 
for our children.’  

Mr DAVIES: But what you are saying is that Naughty But Nice or whatever is okay—it is the 
very same thing.  

Ms Francis: That is right. That is where I would come from. In terms of the latest Sexpo 
advertising, I do not know whether you remember that a few years ago there was a woman in a 
cat-like position. It was just absolutely abhorrent. I think that they have really cleaned up their 
advertising. The Sexpo advertising this time was really quite appropriate, I think, for the event. It 
was tasteful for the event I would say. But when they then fly low over three primary schools I think, 
‘You’ve got to be kidding. Give it a break.’ That is where I think they have crossed the line.  

Mrs MILLER: Wendy, thank you for your presentation today. I am interested in your 
comments. I know we are talking about outdoor advertising here, but I want to refer to yesterday’s 
Courier-Mail. The Courier-Mail put fliers outside of newsagents et cetera. You are talking about 
children being at bus stops. Children could also be looking at the front page of the Courier-Mail and 
also on websites—you yourself said that people go to websites—and they would have seen 
photographs there. I am trying to get an idea of what you believe. Do you believe that it was 
appropriate for that issue to be published yesterday? Obviously there would be tens of thousands, if 
not millions, of Queenslanders horrified with that front page yesterday, and that was in a 
newspaper.  

Ms Francis: Yes. 
Mrs MILLER: So would you regard outdoor advertising to also include newspapers or the 

paper advertising outside of newsagencies?  
Ms Francis: There is already some legislation for magazines, and that would include 

newspapers, that if they are inappropriate they are not supposed to be within reach or eyesight of 
children. So they are supposed to be up. So it would be an unusual situation for the Courier-Mail to 
be unsuitable for children. It is not something that is the norm and it is not something that is out 
there all day every day. So I would posit to you that if we start cleaning up our outdoors there will be 
an increased conscience on what is suitable for children’s viewing and what is not. At the moment 
there is no conscience because everything is allowed. So we are allowing images to be seen by 
children outside Kmart that you will not allow on your website.  

Mrs MILLER: But the photos were on the Courier-Mail website yesterday.  
Mr DAVIES: They were all blacked out though.  
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Mrs MILLER: I am just trying to get a view. If you are saying you cannot have those sorts of 
photos on outdoor advertising or whatever, where is the line in relation to this?  

Ms Francis: It is very clear. It is very clear because a parent still has some responsibility and 
some rights. The two children you saw at the beginning would not be going online and searching 
the Courier-Mail website, yet they are confronted with sexual images every day. So we are talking 
about from a very young age.  

Mrs MILLER: But what if they are on a bus sitting next to someone who is reading the 
Courier-Mail?  

Ms Francis: They would not be sitting on a bus without a parent, those little ones who we 
were just talking about. I think we are going to the extreme with it, because to me I am talking about 
outdoor advertising; I am not talking about magazines here or newspapers. There is already 
legislation for magazines and newspapers. So there are rules in place for those already. If we think 
that they are not complying with those, we should be having an inquiry into that as well. 

CHAIR: We have only a few minutes left. My sense is that, if you look at the thousands of 
billboards across Australia, the majority of them comply— 

Ms Francis: Yes. 
CHAIR: With what you would consider to be reasonable advertising. 
Ms Francis: I agree. 
CHAIR: And my own deliberation here is how do we catch the small percentage of rogues—

and I think it is a small percentage of rogues—who are utilising what I think are small loopholes to 
be provocative in their approach to advertising?  

Ms Francis: I agree that the majority of advertisers do abide by what community standards 
are, but I would also say to you that those images that I showed you there are since my submission. 
Most of them are not in my submission. So we are talking about the last few weeks. We are talking 
about out there all the time there are just these sexual images. Whilst they might be just what you 
would call a rogue small percentage, it is significant—it is really significant. You cannot go through a 
day without seeing it. I would say to you, too, that these ones are the ones that are actually 
attracting attention. 

CHAIR: Okay. 
Mr DAVIES: My question is more of a statement, Wendy. I was at a barbecue at a school fete 

on Sunday. I was cooking the sausages and I was with a bunch of blokes. They were blokey blokes. 
We started to talk about this issue. They were all of the opinion that outdoor advertising should be 
G-rated. One gentleman talked about going to the coast and one of his daughters pointed out, I 
think it might have been, one of the billboards you showed there of a gentleman’s club. He said, ‘I 
couldn’t reach back and put my hand over my child’s eye. I couldn’t do that.’ He said, ‘The fact is 
that I want to be able to protect my children.’ He was a blokey bloke. So I think we are heading in 
the right direction. 

Dr DOUGLAS: Can I make one little point? In a submission given to us the other day, which 
was a very interesting submission, by two people, Professor Gayle from the University of 
Technology and also Don Schultz, who is an American who comes out here annually, the one 
weakness in the system whereby we actually might have a chance is that if we are able to get a 
change in the AANA code of ethics, which goes through revision periods. If we can get change in 
that, it will comprehensively change so many other things, because the way the Advertising 
Standards Bureau and the members of the AANA all behave will respond to that fairly closely 
because they are all linked. Is that where we really should be inserting ourselves? If these people 
are saying this— 

Ms Francis: If we do that, then there still has to be penalties, because at the moment the 
bestiality billboard was still under that AANA. They were part of that. So the bestiality billboard goes 
up, the Honey Birdette goes up. The Honey Birdette comes down when their campaign has 
finished. So if we do what you are saying, it has to be accompanied by penalties and they have to 
be harsh. 

Dr DOUGLAS: Thank you.  
CHAIR: Thank you, Ms Francis. I appreciate your time here with us. I call Ms Fotina Hardy. 
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HARDY, Ms Fotina, Queensland Branch President, Australian Association of Social 
Workers  

CHAIR: Ms Hardy, you are from the Australian Association of Social Workers? 

Ms Hardy: That is right. 

CHAIR: Thank you for attending and thank you for your organisation’s submission. 

Ms Hardy: You are welcome. 

CHAIR: I invite to you make an opening statement of around 10 minutes, please. 

Ms Hardy: Thank you all very much for inviting us to present to you today. I am here 
representing the Australian Association of Social Workers. I am the Queensland branch president. 
I am a social worker. I am also a lecturer at the Queensland University of Technology in the school 
of social work. I thought I would start by saying a little bit about social work. We are a longstanding 
profession and what we are all about is working with people and communities to promote social 
change, to problem-solve human relationships, to focus on the empowerment of people and 
enhance wellbeing. We draw on theories and research of human behaviour in social systems and 
our focus is on the person and their environment, that is, we work very much from a holistic 
viewpoint. The principles that underline our work and which are fundamental to us are human rights 
and social justice. It is very much from a human rights and social justice point of view that we wrote 
our presentation and I am here today.  

As I say, I am here as the president of the Queensland branch of the AASW representing our 
association. As a national organisation we have over 7,300 members. Our focus on this inquiry is 
on the wellbeing of children and young people. Our submission has specifically focused on terms of 
reference to 2(a), the sexualisation of children and other adverse impacts on children through 
sexually explicit outdoor advertising. We do not pretend to know about advertising regulations and 
that kind of stuff. Our focus is very much on that.  

The concern that we have relates to the sexualisation and commodification of children. When 
I was looking at different types of definitions of sexualisation, I really liked the one that the American 
Psychological Association and also the Women’s Forum have identified, which is that a person’s 
value comes only from his or her sexual appeal or behaviour to the exclusion of other 
characteristics; a person is held to a standard that equates physical attractiveness, narrowly 
defined, with being sexy; a person is sexually objectified, which is made into a thing for others’ 
sexual use, rather than seen as a person with the capacity for independent action and decision 
making; and/or sexuality is inappropriately imposed upon a person. Our view is that a balanced 
approach needs to be taken to advertising, that is, one that does not veer towards any extreme 
position but that ensures that children and young people are not exploited or harmed through 
advertising. This includes the unintended consequences and I think the previous speaker talked a 
little bit about that and a lot of the submissions have talked about that.  

Furthermore, we believe that there needs to be an evidence based approach so that 
decisions are based on research and knowledge of what is effective as opposed to personal views 
and values. We are not proponents of overregulation. That whole issue about personal views and 
values goes back to the point that the chair made about prevailing community standards. Our view 
is that we need to have evidence based around this, because different people have different views.  

The AASW is concerned about the sexualisation and commodification of children and young 
people through advertising generally. This is the advertising that specifically targets, for example, 
young girls to look like or be something that is developmentally inappropriate and that perpetuates 
particular social myths and roles. Our concern is particularly focused from the point of view of the 
impact on a child or young person’s psychological and emotional wellbeing, their gender 
construction, health and wellbeing in relation to sense of identity, body image and issues around 
eating disorders, self-harm—all of those sorts of things. The AASW concurs with the research in 
this area that shows the significant role that the media has in influencing gender role socialisation 
and socialisation generally, particularly in relation to values and mores.  

We also recognise that there are differing views on the long-term impacts. Some of the 
research is actually a bit mixed and what that raises for us is the importance of more research. That 
is really a recommendation that we are making—that there does need to be more research in this 
area, because outdoor advertising is one part of the whole general impact of media on our children 
and women in particular. We know, for example, that anecdotally some services in the sexual 
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assault area have spoken about the pressure that young women experience in relation to unwanted 
or aggressive sexual behaviour towards them, but it is anecdotal. We have seen the rise of sexting, 
for example, as was just being discussed. However, again, it is anecdotal and we need more 
investment in research to find out the levels of occurrence—the why and the implications.  

Human sexual development commences in childhood. It is a normal part of development. 
However, the AASW believes that the sexualisation of children, when understood, is a process of 
capturing and moulding, which is the term of the Australian Institute. That process of capturing and 
moulding childhood sexuality and identity into stereotypical adult forms of relating and behaving has 
the capacity to derail this natural process. That derailment has negative consequences not only for 
a child’s sexual development but to a broad range of interrelated psychological, physical, relational 
and societal outcomes. So we have a concern about the impacts of children and young people in 
relation to their development and gender-role stereotyping.  

In relation to gender-role stereotyping—and this is a particular issue—we draw on the 
evidence that has been identified thus far that demonstrates the negative role that sexualisation and 
sexually explicit advertising has on gender-role socialisation and stereotypes. We are concerned 
about the impact on society generally in terms of what is perpetuated of gender stereotypes, 
particularly about what is ideal or what is normal, the infantilising of women, the role of power 
inequality, but it also includes recognising the stereotypical gendered roles, which is about being 
heterosexual, white heterosexual—and that is pretty much it; there are no other options considered 
as normal, which we find concerning, particularly if you are gay, lesbian, transsexual, bisexual, 
transgendered—and the oversexualisation of young girls in particular but also of boys.  

Childhood and adolescence is a time of growth, development, awareness and identity 
formation. It is a time of experimentation and exploration and pushing boundaries. We need to allow 
children to engage in the activities of childhood and adolescence and young adulthood safely. That 
is our responsibility as adults. Identity formation is crucial for children and young people and we 
know that what happens during these important formative years have impacts on their longer 
wellbeing.  

Gender-role socialisation has long been associated with a prevalence of family and intimate 
partner violence and sexual assault and the victimisation of children and women, predominantly by 
men. This then is another layer to the complexity of gender stereotyping that we as a nation and a 
state need to be aware of. Therefore—and I am building on and citing the work of others here—we 
need an integrated intersectoral and ecological approach to educating children and young people 
about respectful relationships. This involves developing mutually reinforcing strategies that sit 
across culture, society, community and interpersonal relationships. As argued by Dr Flood, males’ 
and females’ adult relationships are formed in important ways by the norms and practices they 
adopt in adolescence. Interventions at this stage can change young people’s personal and 
relationship trajectories, preventing problems in adulthood. Dr Flood has been involved with the 
LOVE BiTES prevention program and I am referring here to the LOVE BiTES prevention program 
that sits within educational institutions and focuses on the prevention of violence and development 
of respect within relationships.  

We also want to recognise the World Health Organisation report on violence and health, 
which Australia adopted in 2002. That argues that primary prevention efforts must be multisectoral 
and based on empirical evidence about the causes, consequences and prevention of violence, 
which means a shift away from a solely risk-avoidance and individual safety management 
strategy—which is women need to wear tents and stay away from things that are going to 
potentially incite violence, or whatever—to focusing on the positive and ethical aspects of 
relationships and positive gender norms in violence prevention education that highlights the need 
for clear ethical guidelines about what we do and what we do not do. Again, I go back to the fact 
that we need to do some ongoing research and evaluation.  

In terms of the developmental impacts, we know that there is a lot of evidence around that 
has been referred to and that I have referred to, but again, I would say we need more research and 
more evidence to see the links.  

Turning to regulation, the media and advertising therefore have a huge responsibility and one 
that needs to have clear and transparent accountability around governance to ensure that the 
wellbeing of individuals is uppermost, especially that of vulnerable individuals such as children and 
young people, but also individuals who have a cognitive impairment or an intellectual disability. The 
mass media is often the medium that represents things as being universal, natural and part of 
reality. So for a young person where fitting in and being normal is so crucial, this has significant 
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implications. Media obviously has a great deal of power as children and young people are exposed 
to what they are sold as being the norm and acceptable—looking a particular way, acting in a 
particular way.  

This then highlights how crucial it is for the Queensland government to consider how our 
obligations under section 4 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child can be 
upheld in relation to protecting the health, wellbeing and safety of children and section 2 which 
ensures nondiscrimination. As Wendy said, this area has been the subject of previous inquiries 
across Australia.  

I was looking at the Queensland Law Society’s submission to this inquiry where they 
suggested that there needs to be, and we agree, a coordinated response with the federal 
government and regulatory bodies to ensure effective responses. There needs to be some 
bipartisanship. This includes considering some of the recommendations made by the House 
Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal Affairs in its inquiry into the regulation of billboard 
and outdoor advertising. Recommendation 8 was to amend the advertising code of ethics to include 
the prescription of the sexual objectification of children, women and men. Recommendation 12 was 
about rigorously applying standards for billboard and outdoor advertising to more closely reflect 
community concern about the appropriateness of sexually explicit material and the inability of 
parents to restrict the exposure of their children to such material.  

We are aware that the AANA has a code of advertising but there are some inconsistencies 
with that as well. One of the things that immediately struck me was that they consider a child to be 
anyone under the age of 14. A general definition is that a child is considered to be under the age of 
12 and young people are 13 to 17. Even with those differences in definition does that then allow for 
things to be pushed through? There needs to be some consistency there.  

While recognising that no-one wants to live in a nanny state, there needs to be clear 
accountability measures, particularly where there may be tensions between self-regulation and 
profit goals. We concur with the views of Associate Professor Gayle Kerr about the need to not 
overly regulate, but there needs to be responsibility taken by all parties to abide by a 
comprehensive code of ethics which includes advertisers but also manufacturers, the community, 
government, parents—our society. For us it is about ethical advertising and having really strong 
ethical standards that people need to be abide by.  

A theme that I picked up both from Dr Kerr’s presentation and from what the chair mentioned 
earlier is the issue of prevailing community standards. In our community right now apparently it is 
okay that young girls are dressed up to look like sexy adults and their favourite pop star. To some 
degree, clothing manufacturers, magazines and the rest would all go out of business if it was not 
acceptable and parents were not buying these things for their children. So it is a complex issue and 
it raises the question of who is setting standards of what is acceptable and also what role 
government should have. It is broader than just outdoor advertising. I know that this is the focus of 
this particular inquiry.  

This really highlights a very important issue. That is about how we construct children and 
childhood. How we construct them significantly influences how we then treat them. How we 
construct and conceptualise children and childhood can only be understood in the context of our 
social structure and the dominant interest of our society at a given time.  

We know that childhood is a time of development where children need to be protected from 
exploitation and harm. That really is at odds with the increasingly powerful commodification of 
children and sex role stereotyping that goes on and the overly sexual advertising. It is the very hard 
role of government, to work with the key stakeholders to find a balance between what are 
acceptable and effective strategies to deal with what is inappropriate.  

CHAIR: Thank you, Ms Hardy. I will open up to questions from the committee.  

Ms BATES: I note that you were talking before who actually sets the standards, particularly 
with the sexualisation of children. We have the dolls and G-strings for four-year-olds and all the 
sexualisation in media clips on Rage and MT and those sorts of things. You are saying that the 
government has a responsibility, but you really need to sheet it home to parents as well because a 
parent can say to a four-year-old, ‘I am not buying that doll’ or ‘You are not watching that.’  

Ms Hardy: Yes.  

Ms BATES: You made a really important point about who sets the standard.  
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Ms Hardy: I agree with you. As I said earlier, we do not believe in overregulation and 
personally I do not believe in a nanny state because there has to be responsibility taken by all. This 
is a whole-of-community issue. As you say, there is a responsibility on parents to decide what they 
allow their children to do or not do. As Mr Davies said, in terms of outdoor advertising you cannot 
actually control that. I guess that is where there needs to be clearer guidelines around regulation 
and ethical standards.  

Mrs MILLER: Fotina, thank you for agreeing that it is really not just about outdoor billboard 
advertising because it really is not. Like Wendy said, young children these days can walk through 
and see these images next to Kmart and, particularly I find, in newsagents, newspapers and other 
forums.  

I did note that you spoke about medical issues like self-harming and anorexia as well. It is not 
just girls. Increasingly I am being advised that boys are suffering from self-harm and anorexia as 
well. I would just like you to comment on that, particularly given that we now know that the Barrett 
Adolescent Centre at Wacol is to be shut down and that particular mental health facility deals with 
these particular issues.  

CHAIR: We are not dealing with the Barrett centre.  
Mrs MILLER: No, I know, but I just wanted her comment because she is— 
CHAIR: I am happy for Ms Hardy to answer the first part of your question but not that part 

relating to the Barrett centre. That is not part of this inquiry. I call Ms Hardy.  
Ms Hardy: I was not aware of that. We still need to have more robust research that shows 

some of the linkages. We are seeing a range of things, particularly for boys and young men. We are 
not only seeing the rise in things like eating disorders and self-harm but also body image issues for 
young men—body building and all that kind of thing. There is a lot of evidence that shows that the 
way we portray males and females in our society influences how children grow up and the 
pressures and stresses that are placed on them.  

I think there has been good research around that. Because of the changing nature of 
media—outdoor advertising and so forth—we are bombarded with things. Every time you go onto 
the internet you see it. It is the same for children and young people with their iPhones and iPads. 
We need to continue to research this because it is a changing scene. Our society is changing. I 
would say that we need to continue to do research in that area. It is a growing concern. We know 
that the mental health of young people is increasingly becoming more and more complex.  

Mr DAVIES: Thank you for your presentation, Ms Hardy, it was great. I am a father of two 
now 20 something year old girls. When they were 10 and 12 and going to school discos I was the 
typical father saying, ‘You are not going out in that.’ They may have had a bit of midriff showing but 
as a father I felt that was even too much. Given the presentation by Ms Francis regarding the 
images that young people are being expressed to today—and you have a lot of science here—from 
your professional point of view is there a link between the desire of young girls to wear a kiddies 
range of lingerie from Kmart or different places— 

Ms Hardy: It would be more anecdotal, I think. I guess what I am saying is that intuitively you 
would say yes there is a link. Whilst we would say that it is a problematic, I would be saying that we 
need to do some more research into that.  

Mr DAVIES: Having these very same images between Bananas in Pyjamas on a Saturday 
morning and some other children program, would you feel that is unhelpful or detrimental to a young 
children’s development?  

Ms Hardy: Sure. I think the more we bombard children with inappropriate images and 
expectations of what— 

Mr DAVIES: While we do regulate children’s programming and do not allow that, in the open 
forum—outdoor advertising—young people can be exposed to what they would not be exposed to 
otherwise.  

Ms Hardy: I agree with that, yes. I am not suggesting that that is appropriate.  
Mr DAVIES: As a professional would you say that it would be unhealthy showing that to them 

and obviously it would not be a good thing?  
Ms Hardy: I agree.  
Dr DOUGLAS: This is a difficult question and if you are not certain it does not matter. Let us 

call this whole issue soft pornography, which is what it is in some ways. In terms of a percentage, 
what impact do you think it has in quantum terms on the behaviour of young people in terms of their 
subsequent behaviour?  
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Ms Hardy: I really could not comment on that. I think the people that you would want to talk 
to there are the sexual assault services like Zig Zag. They would have some anecdotal evidence. I 
think collating some research around that is absolutely important. The other thing that I did not say, 
though, is that I think it would be really important to get the views of young people about this whole 
issue. Obviously not the very young, but children who can actually give an informed decision I think 
we need to hear from. Dr Douglas, in relation to your question, I do not have that information to be 
able to say.  

Dr DOUGLAS: That is okay. You talked about a number of things and they rolled together. 
Can you stratify it in some way where you say these are lesser evils, this is mid-range evil, this is 
very evil? I am using evil instead of bad.  

Ms Hardy: In terms of— 

Dr DOUGLAS: In terms of the types of advertising that you see as important. Can we stratify 
it in those ways? From what Ms Francis said earlier on, it is pretty clear there was a strata of things.  

Ms Hardy: No. I do not know that I can. I would be presenting a personal view as opposed to 
a view on behalf of the Association of Social Workers. I think if we were talking about any 
advertising that objectifies in a very sexual way women and men and particularly young children I 
would see that as a being grossly inappropriate.  

Dr DOUGLAS: Good. You believe in self-regulation and you covered a whole lot of points 
that were very interesting. Do you believe that self-regulation as currently done by the outdoor 
media association is too slow to respond to the changes that are going on in advertising currently in 
Australia in general—we could be more specific if you want? Is it just not rapid enough the 
response?  

Ms Hardy: I cannot comment on how rapid or not the responses are. What I did say was 
whilst I believe in self-regulation, the view that I put forward is that we need to have some really 
rigorous rules and governance structures around that. Because when you have self-regulation and 
an organisation’s profit is competing with that, you have got inherent tensions. So if you are going to 
have regulation, you need to take some of that out of the equation.  

What I was saying is that we do not believe in over-regulation because you can over-regulate 
things, but we need to find a way. Obviously the current self-regulation is not working particularly 
well.  

Dr DOUGLAS: So then by default you are saying it is the ethical framework we need to work 
on?  

Ms Hardy: Yes.  

Dr DOUGLAS: That is fine, thank you.  

Mr SHUTTLEWORTH: Ms Hardy, in anything that we negotiate from a regulatory standpoint 
often there are compromises like any negotiation. If we were to promote or propose any outcome 
from this and, if, for example, we were to look at it from an imagery standpoint versus a text and 
written form, do you think that if we were able to reach an outcome where perhaps imagery was 
more regulated, whereas the text—I know that Dr Douglas has particular issues and he has 
campaigned a long time against erectile dysfunction advertising. Thankfully that is only text. So 
what I guess I am asking is: it is a different audience who would actually get the connotation of that 
billboard, whereas a picture paints a thousand words. Do you think if we were to aim initially at 
focusing on G-rated imagery as opposed to G-rated text, that that might be a compromise that at 
least delivered some benefit and some beneficial outcomes?  

Ms Hardy: Yes, I think that there would be. Yes, that would make sense. Ideally you could do 
both.  

Mr SHUTTLEWORTH: I just feel that we are going to get to a point where whatever we 
propose we are going to have those proponents of self-regulation saying that they are managing it 
quite well. I think the imagery of the billboard that was at Enoggera, and obviously the ones that 
Ms Francis mentions at the bus shelter, there is no guessing about what that is about, whereas at 
least with the text format the advertising I think is more subtle. There is an inference as opposed to 
an in-your-face type thing. Do you think that would address a lot of the issues around the 
genderfication and so forth that you submit?  
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Ms Hardy: Yes and no. I think there is a fundamental issue here, which is about how we 
portray children and young people—how we portray women in particular—and men and the over-
sexualisation of everything. I think we need to have a real look at what our fundamental standards 
are about that. I think that has got to be the starting point, and I think if we had some really clear 
ethical guidelines. The standards already say— 
(a)  must not include sexual imagery in contravention of prevailing community standards, not stated or implied;  
(b)  must not state or imply that children are sexual beings and that ownership or enjoyment of a product will enhance 

their sexuality.  

They are already the guidelines that are in place. They need to be tightened up so that we 
have a really clear code of ethics around what is appropriate and what is not appropriate, and that is 
what I would be arguing for.  

CHAIR: Thank you, Ms Hardy. Unfortunately, our time with you has come to an end. 
Thank you for attending, and please thank the organisation for the time they have put into their 
submission. I now call Mrs Hetty Johnston from Bravehearts. 
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JOHNSTON, MS H, Executive Director, Bravehearts  
CHAIR: Thank you for being here. I invite you to make an opening statement of around 10 

minutes or so.  
Ms Johnston: Thank you very much. First of all, I would like to apologise. I am not nearly as 

organised as the previous speakers. My notes are somewhat scrawled across my page here. I think 
rather than going over a lot of what has already been said, perhaps, as Wendy said, we could cut 
straight to the chase.  

For Bravehearts the issue is really about how the behaviour of adults impacts on children’s 
safety and wellbeing. I agree that it is not just the billboards, but the billboards are part of the entire 
system. Unfortunately, you cannot turn a billboard off. You cannot avoid it by distracting a child if 
you are in a car and travelling. These things are there; they are static; you cannot remove them. But 
it is part of a wider problem, and that wider problem has been identified before.  

We have just finished some research which I have not yet submitted but I will hand up, which 
is an overview of the research on the impact that viewing pornography has on children, preteens 
and teenagers. That will maybe answer some of the questions around the most current research, 
which is by no means complete. The jury is still out, if you like. But there is enough there, I think, to 
clearly show us that exposing and bombarding our young people with sexualised images of adults 
or otherwise is causing them harm. I do not think you need to go any further than to look at what 
predators do with children by exposing them to adult pornography. They are not exposing them to 
child pornography; they are exposing children to adult pornography so as to desensitise them and 
to normalise the behaviour.  

I would suggest—in a short statement—that the industries that are focused on making money 
and on their business—which I understand—are not placing the best interests of children at the 
forefront; that money is obviously their first priority; and that they are in fact as a society—and each 
of us, actually, by condoning this—helping offenders to groom our children. This consistent barrage 
of sexualised imagery on children, setting new normal standards, new normal expectations on the 
children themselves in relation to what is expected of them as young people in terms of sex, is 
having a profound impact. I just think it is so very wrong.  

Just like with the anti-smoking lobby, et cetera, et cetera, I have heard it raised before. It is 
clear, is it not, that if we advertise smoking and we put a cigarette in the hand of someone that our 
children look up to and admire, that that will encourage them to mimic that behaviour. The same 
thing applies to everything that we do as adults. No matter who we are, whether we are musicians, 
whether we are artists, whoever we are, the message that we put out as adults is what is impacting 
on our children.  

In relation to the impacts on our children, I can tell you from a Bravehearts perspective that 
we are seeing increasing numbers of children harming other children. There is no doubt about that. 
Let us not wait for another 100 years to find the research that tells us what is a no-brainer: monkey 
see, monkey do. Children are looking at this stuff. They are being hit with it from every direction. 
They are curious and they are acting out. We are getting increasing numbers of phone calls from 
teachers, child care workers and other professionals. This is happening in preschools. We are 
talking about little, little children.  

We, as adults, are the only ones in a position to actually stop this and you, if I may say with 
the utmost respect, in the positions of power that you hold, are the people that can make the 
difference. We can talk to you; we can talk to the media. We cannot make laws; we cannot change 
legislation. I just had a quick look at the code of ethics from the AANA, and it says— 
Its object is to ensure that advertisements and other forms of marketing communications are legal, decent, honest and 
truthful and that they have been prepared with a sense of obligation to the consumer and society and a sense of fairness...  

There is nothing in there that imposes any obligation to them in regards to the best interests 
of children, or to abide by the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child or even Australia’s own 
COAG agreement, which is the national framework for the protection of Australia’s children. I draw 
your attention to the six major outcomes in that COAG agreement. No. 6 is that child sexual assault 
needs to be dealt with separately and distinctly. It was something which Bravehearts lobbied for and 
won and it has won wide approval, and yet governments have not quite got their heads around it 
yet—perhaps with the exception of the federal government and the Royal Commission that we are 
just having. I would say that perhaps that COAG agreement might also be another tool that state 
governments can use to back up whatever you can do.  
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I am not a lawyer or a legal expert to know how to crank it up. If it is just a code of ethics and 
it is a voluntary one, we need to make sure that the best interests of children are included in that, 
because they are certainly not being considered in any of this. It is not the first point of 
consideration, and yet obviously in our view it should be.  

CHAIR: thank you. We will open up questioning from the committee. 
Mr DAVIES: Love the work you do, Hetty, by the way.  
Ms Johnston: Thank you.  
Mr DAVIES: I think you are protecting our children, and I thank you for it.  
Ms Johnston: Thank you very much. I appreciate it.  
Dr DOUGLAS: You have mentioned the ethics thing, and it has been mentioned a couple of 

times today. The reality is that the organisations we are dealing with are national marketing 
companies with national programs. This is a state format, and the objective is to see what we can 
do within a state format. Is there something more that can be done centrally with that organisation 
to insert those things in their organisation that will give the changes? It was inferred by the 
presentation from Gayle Kerr that they could.  

Ms Johnston: I beg to disagree. If you look at the history of self-regulation, it has not been 
great. I wish it was possible. I am not a fan of regulation above and beyond what is necessary. But if 
we need regulation anywhere, we need it to protect our children because that is just the ultimate 
no-go zone, if you like. Despite the fact that children can see it, the marketing industry is able to 
market adult concepts in environments—whether it is in a newsagent, or whether it is on the 
television, or whether it is through the internet—directly to children. They are grooming our children. 
They are making the job of the predators so much easier. We are doing it for them. I do not know 
when we are going to wake up and say, 'Let's put the best interests of our children first.'  

So I am really pleased that this is happening, and I commend the government for holding this 
inquiry. I would say Wendy Francis from ACL has it right. I could not agree with her more. And the 
social workers have come out quite boldly. I would say these are the people who are working at the 
coalface. We are seeing this and it is not pretty. Can I tell you it is really not pretty. So we need to 
maybe get these marketers into the Bravehearts office to sit down with these kids and families who 
are suffering the consequences.  

The tobacco industry made a lot of money. This is a big industry and it makes a lot of money. 
It has to do that with some responsibility—particularly to our children—and we have to demand that; 
each of us as parents and particularly legislators, state and federal. You have got the power; you 
just need the will. You can do it. You just need to want to do it.  

Ms BATES: Hetty, I am aware of a couple of cases in the US where adolescent males have 
been tried for rape, basically, of younger children. Are you aware of any cases like that here in 
Australia?  

Ms Johnston: There are definitely young people sexually offending against even younger 
people or more vulnerable people. Sometimes we have got young people—we did discuss this 
outside before with Wendy and it is so true—young people who believe that that is their role. They 
are seeing these images everywhere they go, so they are going into relationships thinking that this 
is all great and if they do not love this and do not enjoy oral sex, or anal sex, group sex or a host of 
other things, that there is something wrong with them because we are all supposed to love that. We 
are sitting back saying that it is okay that our kids are getting these messages, and we—the only 
people who can do anything to stop them—are sitting on our hands while this is happening. These 
kids are going to parties, they are being gang raped and they are walking out of there thinking: look, 
I really put myself into that situation. It is my fault. Is it wrong? Is not it wrong? You see children who 
have been sexually assaulted from a very young age who grow up not really understanding that it is 
wrong because it is normal for them. The same is happening to everybody's children from right 
across the sector. They are growing up in a society where this is normal and we have to say that it 
is not, whether it starts at a billboard or whether it starts at a marketing campaign on TV. I note that 
the federal Attorney-General shortly before his demise—I cannot remember his name for the life of 
me at the moment; the previous male before Nicola—asked for a review of all of the legislation to 
test its compatibility with the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. Perhaps the state 
government in Queensland might like to undergo the same sort of exercise.  

But really, I am just a simple person and I just think there is nothing more important than our 
children. If there is anything that you can do, do it. Do it with government. It is not a political 
argument. It is about all of our children. I am a bit passionate and I will stop with that, but I am 
pleading with you to do something. 
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Mr DAVIES: Hetty, the question I asked before was about the disconnect between what we 
can show on television and what we have available to young people as they drive along the road 
sitting in the back seat of the car.  

Ms Johnston: That is it. 
Mr DAVIES: In your professional opinion, it should not be different, should it? 
Ms Johnston: No, it should not be different. In fact, that is even a grey area. I sit on the 

federal government cyber safety working party, so we talk about cyber safety and we talk about how 
we protect children from exposure to pornography and other things on the internet. If you look at 
television, television is going to be live streaming. It is going to be recorded and played whenever 
you like. These kids can go to bed at five o’clock, if you like, but they can record that program that is 
coming up at nine o’clock. We just have to behave as much as we can. We are not a nanny state 
and no-one wants to be, but I think to just throw our hands up and say, ‘We can’t stop billboard 
advertising because look at the newsagent down the road’—and I am not saying that in any way—
‘or the television advertising,’ is to give in, and I am not ready to give in. I can tell you that the 
community is not ready to give in. We want to fight. We want to fight this, and look what happened 
with Bill Henson. That was a big debate and probably one I should not be mentioning again 
because it caused us some grief, but the outrage from the community around that photo or photos 
of that type was enormous. So when you talk about community expectations and how you gauge 
that, we should look at how the community is reacting to issues around child sexual assault 
generally. They have had enough. They have had enough because they are frightened for their 
children, and they have every right to be. 

Dr DOUGLAS: I will play the devil’s advocate in part. What you are proposing in some ways 
is total bans—bans effectively. That is what we got to with cigarette advertising, and I personally 
think that that was the only way to go. I support it. I am hoping we go even further, but how would 
you do it? Are you proposing state template legislation? The logistics could be template legislation 
and other things, but are you proposing just bans? Is that what you think is the way forward? 

Ms Johnston: I think if you get some professionals around the table who understand this 
issue and understand what the negative impacts are on children you can stop that from happening, 
yes. You have a COAG agreement that you can use. It is in your pocket and it is current—it goes 
until 2020; it is my bible—and it says in outcome 6 that child sexual assault is a specific way to hurt 
a child. There are many, but this is one that has to be dealt with separately and distinctly, and I think 
that is what we are talking about here when we are talking about the sexualisation of children. So 
take that as a state and federal document. All that takes is for you—someone—to put that on the 
agenda and fight for it and get agreement at both levels and say, ‘This code of ethics now has some 
teeth. This code of ethics now has some repercussion if you break it,’ in that we as a nation actually 
want this country to be the safest place in the world to raise a child. I can tell you we can do that, 
but we need you to do it. All we can do out here is harp, but you have a pen in your hand and you 
are elected and you have the opportunity to change that and to make that happen. 

Dr DOUGLAS: Is it working anywhere else in the world? 
Ms Johnston: In New Zealand and in Canada they have regulation around advertising. I am 

not across it all because I am just not—I have not been able to get across that—but I think it is 
possible. Anything is possible. It is what we value most. If we value our children and we value their 
protection and we understand that this stuff is harming them, then we fix it. That is what we do. That 
is why we are the adults. 

Mr DAVIES: It is happening around the world. I was in Pakistan and not that that is a great 
place for democracy but you see no explicit advertising there at all. 

Ms Johnston: Yes, you do not see anything in Pakistan. 
Mr DAVIES: You do, because it is not Afghanistan. 
Ms Johnston: No, I am not proposing that we turn into this big prudish nation. I am far from 

being a prude. I am saying that in terms of what we do in a public space where there are children 
we have to be cognisant of the impact of our adult behaviour on children where they can see it. If 
they cannot see it, like it used to be before the internet, it is no biggie. It is still a problem for children 
I might add, but it is not such a widespread problem as it is now. We have to start thinking about 
this really seriously because it is having an impact. 

CHAIR: Your point of reference is what you are seeing on a day-to-day basis as an outcome. 
Ms Johnston: Yes. 
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CHAIR: What we have had in a lot of the submissions, for example, is a lot of emotion. I liked 
what the social work organisation said about in terms of using an evidence base. My gut would be—
and I do not know—that there would be a fairly reasonable lag time to get some of that evidence. 

Ms Johnston: I will give it to you in 30 seconds. It is right here if you like. That is the most 
current one of the exposures, that is, ours, so far as we can do with our limited resources—hint, 
hint. 

CHAIR: But my understanding though is that you just said that there is a lot more to do with 
that. My question is do you think that there is a reasonable opportunity to provide a bridge between 
what we understand now and doing some research and coming back with an outcome? 

Ms Johnston: The people who are in this industry—in marketing and billboards—are mums 
and dads too. I think there should be hopefully an opportunity to talk to them and if we can 
demonstrate the harm that this is doing to our children and if it is understood then hopefully there 
will be less of a resistance, if you like, to responding to that. The difficulty with this is that the 
research is not thick on the ground at all, so we need to get that together and then we need to put it 
out there. It is just like anything else. This has been the big topic that no-one wanted to talk about. 
This is a whole new environment. It is new for everybody and the research is not yet there, but what 
is there that we have been able to find is in this document, which I am happy to hand up. 

CHAIR: Are you willing to table that for us? 
Ms Johnston: Yes. 
CHAIR: Is leave granted? Leave is granted. 
Ms Johnston: And it is on the website, I think, if you need more copies. 
Ms BATES: In your submission about the role of education and educating children— 
Ms Johnston: Critical. 
Ms BATES:—you obviously need to be educating parents as well. 
Ms Johnston: Yes. 
Ms BATES: Do you think that parents unwittingly have become anaesthetised by all of this 

that is happening? Where would you go to make sure that they learnt what real harm is happening 
to their own kids? 

Ms Johnston: It is about education. It is about educating them as well. We are talking now 
about second and third generation parents, because this has been going on for a little wee while 
now. Even my own daughter is less protective, I suppose if you like, in terms of what her daughter 
looks at than I was when they were that age. So I think it is a slow lowering of the bar and we just 
have to do the same but put it back up, but not out of a reactive sort of nanny state point of view but 
based on research. I exactly agree with that. Everything has to be based on research, otherwise we 
are just being reactive. I believe that there is enough research there to show us that and it is on the 
ground. If you talked to any minister for education, for instance, in any state and federally, you will 
get that research, if you like, around the increase in reporting of sexual offending of kids against 
kids in schools and day care centres. 

Mr DAVIES: While I think research is really vital and important, I would hate for us to put 
things off until we get more evidentiary based. 

Ms Johnston: Correct, yes. 
Mr DAVIES: The issue is, going back to what I said, at eight o’clock on a Saturday morning 

we would not allow this sort of thing to be presented to our children, that they would have that 
available. Specifically this committee is here to look at outdoor advertising and actually 
strengthening and bringing a G rating into that. 

Ms Johnston: I could not agree more. I think it is a great campaign. Anywhere that children 
are exposed to should have them in mind first, and that is it. It is interesting that in the workplace 
under workplace health and safety or whatever it was—one of those fabulous pieces of legislation—
guys used to be able to have their Playboy centrefolds up on the walls. You cannot do that now 
because it offends women, and yet you can put it on a billboard and show it to as many children as 
you like. You could park a school bus underneath there for three hours and it would not be a 
problem. Let us just think about it logically. I think we just have to go back to square one and just 
think about the children. If we do that, then everything else falls into place. 

CHAIR: Unless there is anything further, thank you for both your submission and for your 
time here today. We sure appreciate it. 
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Ms Johnston: My pleasure and thank you. 
CHAIR: The time allocated for this hearing for the sexually explicit outdoor advertising inquiry 

has expired. Thanks to all of the witnesses. The committee will now adjourn until 11.30 when we will 
hold another public hearing into the Auditor-General’s report about the Queensland Health eHealth 
program. Morning tea is available in the corridor for committee members. Thank you. 

Committee adjourned at 11.11 am 
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