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Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 74

Topic: Kerry O’Keefe
Hansard Page: ECITA 117 

Senator George Campbell asked:

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Have there been any actions initiated against Mr O’Keefe for his comments on the third day’s play of the New Year cricket test?

Mr Balding—Can you outline to me those comments?

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—He made several comments during the day about the quality of Ricardo Tomatoes, which I understand are organic—very good. He thanked the Loftus Public School for gifting him cakes. He solicited a lobster from a mate of his:  …on the south coast who supplies us with lobster every Sydney Test: day three, no sighting, what’s going on, have you brushed us? Jump in that ocean, get your bottom into gear and get us some lobbies.

Those were the comments of Mr O’Keefe. He said:  Lobsters are nil at the moment, has the potential to grow to at least two tomorrow. He then went on to solicit donuts, and I think the reference was very directly to those Krispy Kreme donuts. References were made to Gilchrist hitting some ‘crisp shots’ and creaming shots to fine leg, and he did say at the end of the thing:  That’s my endorsements for the day. I don’t need a new car. It seems to me that they were pretty blatant.

Mr Balding—I am not aware of those comments and I am not aware of any action being taken. I am quite prepared to take that on notice for you.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I am making the point, Mr Balding, that they seem to be pretty blatant comments. I have listened to the tape. They certainly sounded very blatant to me and I wonder why the ABC has not jumped as rapidly on Mr O’Keefe as it did on Mr Cox.

Mr Balding—I do not know.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I do not particularly want to damage ‘The Skull’. I actually think he is one of the better commentators around the place. Nevertheless, everybody should be treated equally.

Mr Balding—Yes. I do not know whether action has or has not been taken. I would like to take that on notice and follow it up for you.

Answer: 

The ABC agrees that the comments expressed by Kerry O’Keefe were inappropriate, despite being made in jest. Mr O’Keefe and his ABC colleagues in the commentary box at the time have been counselled and reminded that it is inappropriate to make remarks which could be construed as either endorsing or soliciting goods.

Kerry O'Keefe is well known for making light‑hearted and humorous comments about a variety of issues. The remarks were made in that context and in the context of the worldwide tradition of listeners sending cakes to Radio Cricket commentary boxes. Kerry O’Keefe’s comments did not constitute a serious attempt to gain any personal advantage or solicit goods or services. 
There is no parallel with this incident and the case of Mr Cox. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 75

Topic: Staff Dispute

Hansard Page: ECITA 118 

Senator George Campbell asked:

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I do not think there is any doubt about the finding. What I am asking, Mr Pendleton, is: what action have you taken in respect of Mr Mason since this incident?

Mr Pendleton—I would have to take that on notice, but I am not sure that there was any need for action. I would have to confer with the director of radio in relation to that specifically, as his line manager.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Are you saying that a manager within your structure acted in this manner in an interview, the commission has found that the behaviour was less than what you would expect, yet the commission has done nothing with respect to counselling this manager about his future behaviour?

Mr Pendleton—In relation to the interaction between the director and Mr Mason, I would have to take that on notice.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I ask you to take it on notice. Can I also ask you to take on notice whether or not you will look at other cases, including the Cox case, where Mr Mason has been involved in disciplinary matters or in charges against other individuals, given the findings in this case?

Answer: 

The Commission did not find any evidence that Mr Mason’s behaviour during the interviews adversely affected the candidates. In addition, the Commission held that much of the behaviour, alleged by the complainant to have occurred, could not be recalled by the other witnesses present. On this basis, many of the allegations made by the complainant were not upheld. 

The Commission did uphold an allegation in relation to swearing during the interviews. The Commission found this was not an attempt to deliberately intimidate the candidates but occurred in the context of very robust interviews for a senior and demanding role in the ABC. That said, the Commission found the candidates’ responses could have been elicted by using other interview techniques.

The Director of Radio discussed the findings with Mr Mason. In light of the totality of the Commission’s findings and the discussions with Mr Mason, the ABC determined that formal disciplinary action was not required in relation to this case.

Nothing in this case suggests Mr Mason is not fit to manage Local Radio staff, including those involved in disciplinary proceedings, as in the Cox case.

The ABC is not reviewing any other cases involving Mr Mason.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 76

Topic: Staff Dispute
Hansard Page: ECITA 119 

Senator George Campbell asked:

Mr Balding—I believe that the director of radio has had a discussion with Mr Mason, but the actual outcome of that discussion I am not aware of. I can take that on notice. It is not as if we did not do anything. I am aware that the director of radio has had discussions with Mr Mason.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—I would appreciate your taking it on notice, Mr Balding, and advising us perhaps what the outcome of those discussions were and whether or not you intend to pursue the matter any further with him. 

Answer: 

The Director of Radio has discussed the Commission findings in this case with Mr Mason and does not intend to pursue the matter further.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 77

Topic: Police checks in Melbourne

Hansard Page: ECITA 120

Senator Campbell asked:

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—…Mr Balding, Annie Lawson, in the Age column ‘Inside Edge’ carried a story on 7 November that talked about police checks for staff being proposed in an occupational health and safety meeting. Has any policy been adopted in that area?

Mr Balding—Police checks?

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—The article says: ABC staff in Melbourne were apprehensive last week about a proposal to conduct police checks on all employees ...

Mr Balding—All employees at Melbourne?

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—In Melbourne. That appeared in the Age on the 7th of the 11th.

Mr Balding—It could be something to do with the accreditation for the Commonwealth Games, but I cannot comprehend why all employees would be subjected to a police check.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—It said it emerged as part of a discussion about a recent security breach in which guards allowed someone access to all parts of the building without an ID pass. It does not appear to be related to the Commonwealth Games.

Mr Balding—I am not aware of that. Mr Green, are you?

Mr Green—No. I have no further information on that.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Can I ask you again to take that on notice?

Mr Balding—Yes, certainly.

Answer: 

The ABC does not conduct police checks on ABC employees and has no policy in that regard.

The issue of police checks does arise in relation to the Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games. Police checks have been carried out on ABC employees, and others, wishing to work at any Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games venues and offices. This is a requirement of the Melbourne 2006 organisers and not the ABC. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 78

Topic: Article in The Bulletin

Hansard Page: ECITA 121

Senator Campbell asked:

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—…..The Bulletin article says that the cost of producing this material would be about $18,000, which is usually used as an argument why not to produce material. We get it quite often from government departments.

Mr Green—That is not our argument.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—No. I would like to know how much this case has cost the ABC so far in defending the point that you have just made.

Mr Green—We can happily provide that on notice.

Answer: 

As at 24 February 2006, the ABC had incurred external costs of $27,335.64.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 79

Topic:  Illness at Toowong Studios 

Hansard Page: ECITA 121

Senator Campbell asked:

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Finally, Mr Balding, have any further cases of cancer arisen since?

Mr Balding—Not that we are aware of.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Not that you are aware of?

Mr Pendleton—Not in Queensland.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Yes.

Mr Balding—At Toowong.

Mr Pendleton—At Toowong. Not that I am aware of. I probably need to take it on notice. I am just not certain.

Senator GEORGE CAMPBELL—Could you do that?

Answer: 

The last reported case of breast cancer in Toowong was March 2005. This case was included in the investigation by Queensland Health. No further cases of breast cancer have been reported at Toowong.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 80

Topic: Staff Movements
Hansard Page: ECITA 124

Senator Wortley asked:

Senator WORTLEY—Can you make comment as to whether it is usual ABC practice to target senior experienced journalists by changing their job, their hours of work and their authorisation to work across the ABC without any real consultation? Is the ABC aware that this often leads to job dissatisfaction and a loss to the ABC and, therefore, the Australian public?

Mr Cameron—We may be talking about one or two individual cases there, which I am not really qualified to give you forensic answers to here and now. If you want to provide me with those details, I will attempt to satisfy your concerns.

Senator WORTLEY—I will do that. Can you confirm whether or not the journalists replacing the senior experienced journalists are provided with appropriate levels of training and support?

Mr Cameron—I think I can, with considerable confidence, but if you have specific questions about that, again, I will address them on notice.

Senator WORTLEY—Would you be able to take that on notice and look into the journalists that have replaced senior journalists in the South Australian newsrooms?

Mr Cameron—Yes. I think I can do so reasonably—

Senator WORTLEY—And their training.

Mr Cameron—sorry, generically. But if you have specific examples as well, I would look at those.

Answer:

If the ABC determines that there is a need for changes in the responsibilities of a particular journalist, that process will generally happen according to accepted practice under the ABC’s Employment Conditions and the Enterprise Agreement with staff and unions. The ABC understands that this will occasionally lead to job dissatisfaction.

ABC News and Current Affairs believes it provides appropriate training and support for staff, but is always looking at better ways to provide this training. This has included, in the past year, training people in each newsroom to deliver both formal and informal training to staff. 

In relation to your specific question about training and support in South Australia, I am advised that the amount of training and support across every level is considerable and on-going. This includes formal training courses as well as informal, on-the-job training.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 81

Topic: Employment of Journalists 
Hansard Page: ECITA 124

Senator Wortley asked:

Senator WORTLEY—At the supplementary budget estimates in October/November, questions were asked regarding the number of journalists employed at each level in the major city and regional newsrooms from 1 October 2004 to 1 October 2005. I note that your response did not provide a breakdown for each of the newsrooms. The breakdown was for city and regional, but not specifically for the newsrooms. Would you now be able to provide a breakdown for each level for each newsroom and include the cadets, clearly labelled along with any other trainee type positions in those newsrooms?

Mr Cameron—State by state and territory by territory?

Senator WORTLEY—Yes. Is it possible to do that to 31 January now? It was to October, but—

Mr Balding—We can bring it up to the latest date.

Mr Cameron—Yes, we can. It is a fairly major breakdown, but I guess we can provide that.

Senator WORTLEY—I do have some other questions, but I will put those on notice, because we do have an agreement regarding timeframe here. I will hand it back to the chair.

Answer:

See attached tables.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 82

Topic: Cost of Radio Survey WA
Hansard Page: ECITA 126

Senator Ronaldson asked:

Senator RONALDSON—How much was spent effectively trying to overturn the 8,000 signatures by interviewing a thousand? What was the cost of that?

Mr Balding—I do not know. I can take that onboard. 

…

Mr Balding—I have given a personal commitment to review it…  I will do it as soon as I can… I will undertake to complete that before the end of February.

Answer: 

The ABC commissioned Newspoll to undertake an independent survey to test the feeling of regional listeners across the State. The survey was not designed to “overturn” the approximately 4,000 signatures on the petition.

The survey cost $42,580 excluding GST. It found that the majority of listeners have a preference for retaining the current schedule.  

The ABC has again reviewed the program schedule, in accordance with the commitment given by the Managing Director during the committee hearing. In light of the research findings, as well as the availability of the full 720 ABC Perth program (8.30 am to 12 noon) through online streaming on the ABC website The Backyard and Austar subscription television service, the ABC does not intend to change the existing schedule.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 83

Topic: Engagement of an Executive Search Agency
Hansard Page: ECITA 129

Senator Conroy asked:

Senator CONROY—How did the board come to hire Egon Zehnder International to perform the executive for the new Managing Director? Was there a tender?

Mr Balding—I was not across that issue. I was not involved with that. I can find out for you.

Senator CONROY—Okay. Do you know what the cost of the contract is?

Answer: 

Submissions were sought from national and international recruitment firms. A tender process was not required.

The professional fee set by Egon Zehnder for the assignment of the search for the Managing Director is $150,000.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 84

Topic: KPMG report
Hansard Page: ECITA 132  

Senator Conroy asked:

How much has the exercise cost the ABC? You have not quantified it at this stage? Will there be a figure?

Mr Balding—No, I have not quantified it. I can take it on notice and try and assess it.
Answer: 

The ABC has not quantified the cost of the KPMG exercise, and does not plan to. The exercise required different degrees of involvement of varying levels of staff across the Corporation for a period of more than four months.  

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 85

Topic: StarStuff on NewsRadio

Hansard Page: ECITA 136

Senator Ronaldson asked:

Senator RONALDSON—………—a popular ABC News Radio program called Star Stuff apparently plays on Saturday and Sunday nights. Is anyone aware of this program, Star Stuff on Radio National?

Mr Green—Yes, it is on News Radio.

Senator RONALDSON—News Radio, that is right. Is it right that the program rates four or five times more highly than News Radio’s general programming?

Mr Green—I would have to take that on notice. I do not have that.

Senator RONALDSON—Off the top of your head though, Mr Green, is it a reasonable claim?

Mr Green—Yes, I think it has a particular following. It takes an approach to astronomy that is not available elsewhere and I think there is appreciation for that.

Senator RONALDSON—Is it right that the ABC is planning to axe this program and replace it with a package of science clips from overseas?

Mr Green—I cannot respond to that. I am not aware of that. That may be the case. I mean, I cannot speak for the director of radio on that matter but I am happy to take that on notice.

Senator RONALDSON—If you could take that on notice. If you could just find please where it rates and whether this is indeed correct. Thank you.

Answer: 

The ABC is not planning to axe the StarStuff program

It is problematic to compare a distinctive half hour program with overall ABC NewsRadio programming, as such a comparison does not account for program duration, time of day a program is broadcast and the availability of audiences. A more appropriate comparison of how a program performs relative to other programs on that station is to compare the audience for the half hour preceding the program and the audience in the half hour after the program. Average weekly results for 2005 (Source: 5 city data, Nielsen Media Research):




   Reach 000s
      
%Share

Saturday 

10.30-11 pm


29


4%

StarStuff (rpt) 11–11.30 pm
40 


6.1%

11.30 – 12 midnight

37


6.8%

Sunday 

10.30-11 pm


40

5.8%

StarStuff 11 – 11.30 pm
38

7 %

11.30 – 12 midnight

33

7 %

Monday 

12.30-1 pm


15

0.6 %

StarStuff (rpt) 1–1.30pm
18

0.8 %

1.30 – 2 pm


14

0.6 %

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 86

Topic: Media Watch
Hansard Page: ECITA 138

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Thank you. Before we go on, did the Australian Broadcasting Authority uphold the complaint about Media Watch coverage of an item on Channel 7’s Today Tonight about Middle Eastern men in Sydney? Can you provide the details?

Mr Balding—Mr Green may have more information in respect of the detail.

Mr Green—There are several issues in relation to this program. Media Watch’s critique of Today Tonight was in relation to the way they allegedly edited the material that they put to air in terms of the interviews they had with the various young people of that community. ACMA, when looking at a complaint from a viewer, was looking at a separate question of fairness. I do not think it is right to bring together both of those issues and present it as the one issue.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Thank you, Mr Green. You might take it on notice and provide me with the details and documentation in relation to that. You have said that there are—

Mr Green—That is right. And, with respect, you might want to pursue that with ACMA when they appear before you later.

Answer: 

No. There was no complaint to ACMA about Media Watch’s analysis of the Channel 7 Today Tonight item, broadcast on 15 August 2005, about Middle Eastern men in Sydney.

The ABC is aware that ACMA investigated a complaint regarding this episode of Today Tonight. It is a matter for ACMA whether a copy of its Investigation Report can be provided to the committee.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 87

Topic: Audience Figures 
Hansard Page: ECITA 140

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I would have thought that if a broadcast reaches you but you choose not to listen to it or you choose not to watch it, there is no point having a reach out there if people do not watch or listen to it.

Mr Balding—In the reach, this is the measurement of people who are actually watching and listening.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Perhaps you would like to provide me with details—a comparison right across Australia.

Mr Balding—I am more than happy to do that.

Answer: 

‘Reach’ is not a measurement of the number of people who have access to a particular broadcast medium. 

Rather, ‘reach’ is an audience measurement term that is used as a measure of the total number of people who have viewed, or listened, or visited (for online) over a given time frame. For television, reach is based on a minimum of five minutes continuous viewing of a specific channel. For radio, reach is based on a minimum of a quarter hour of listening to a specific station. For online, reach is based on a page view for a specific site or gateway. Reach is usually reported over an average weekly period for a specific timeframe (for television and radio) and on a monthly basis for online. Reach is expressed in thousands / millions and as a percentage of the population.

National Audience Reach Estimates for the Television and Radio

Based on the available survey data and extrapolations to the total population, the national weekly reach of ABC Television is in excess of 13 million viewers per week. For ABC Radio the estimated average weekly reach is in excess of 6.5 million listeners per week. 

Spreadsheets attached illustrate ABC Television and Radio audience reach for all geographies where the ABC participates or has initiated audience measurement surveys in 2005 for Television and for Radio for the most recent survey data available which covers the period 2003 – 2006. 

National Audience Reach for ABC Online 

For the measurement of ABC Online audiences the ABC subscribes to the Nielsen//NetRatings home and work panel data. The Nielsen//NetRatings panel is based on more than 10,000 Australian Internet users aged two and over. The average monthly reach of ABC Online is approximately 2 million Internet users. (Source: Nielsen//NetRatings home & work panel).

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 88

Topic: Breach of Guidelines – Retention of material
Hansard Page: ECITA 141

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—In the answers that you gave you kept repeating, ‘We don’t have the tapes; therefore we can’t work out if there was a breach.’ Could you take this on notice: I would like a list of all the programs that you tape, how long you keep those tapes and who has access to them, because that seemed to be the feature or the colour of a lot of your answers: ‘Oh, we just don’t have the tape, therefore we can’t give you a comment in relation to that,’ or you have gone back to the journalist. Clearly, the journalist will tell you that they did not say a particular thing.

Mr Balding—I am more than happy to take that on notice and to outline our policy. 

Answer: 

The Australian Broadcasting Corporation Act 1983 (“the Act”) requires that a copy of any broadcast program relating to a political subject or current affairs must be kept for a period of:

a) six weeks from the date of broadcast; or 

b) if a complaint has been made about the broadcast, for 70 days from the date on which the complaint was made.

In order to satisfy these requirements, the ABC’s approach is to retain copies of all broadcast material for six weeks from the date of broadcast. Any ABC staff member may access copies of programs, where their job requires them to do so.

Some program areas retain their tapes for longer than six weeks from the date of broadcast. Also, audio and/or video copies of programs can sometimes be accessed from program websites, and in many cases program transcripts are retained online for lengthy periods.

The ABC Board’s Editorial Policies note that people who complain later than six weeks after broadcast of a program cannot expect that a copy will necessarily be available. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 89

Topic: Comments by Jay and the Doctor
Hansard Page: ECITA 142

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I have a number of other questions. I refer you to comments in the Triple J guestbook of 3 February this year. One is from a woman claiming to have been a rape victim who objected to apparent jokes about rape on Jay and the Doctor on the same date. Surely, the ABC considers—I will provide you with a copy of this—such jokes about rape to be totally unacceptable?

Mr Balding—Let me have a look at that. I will take that on notice.

Answer: 

The comment was made by American satirist, Neil Hamburger, at the end of a live phone interview with Jay and the Doctor. Jay and the Doctor’s response to Hamburger made it clear they disapproved of and were surprised by the comment. 

Subsequent to the interview, Mr Hamburger apologised off air to Jay and the Doctor and said that he also realised he had overstepped the mark with the comment.

Triple J considers Mr Hamburger’s comment unacceptable.

As a consequence of this incident, the network determined that, should any future interviews with Mr Hamburger be scheduled, they would be pre-recorded. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 90

Topic: Monitoring of triple j program
Hansard Page: ECITA 142

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Given the long list of inappropriate remarks that have been made by this pair, and especially by Mr McDougal, and your replies that the tapes are no longer available, will the ABC begin to monitor this program and keep better records?

Mr Balding—I will be talking to the director of radio in relation to this program.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Could you take that question on notice and give me some sort of indication of what you propose to do in relation to this program?

Answer: 

All programming is monitored on a regular basis as part of due editorial management. 

triple j Breakfast has a strong satirical focus and comedic ethos. Where errors are made, they are addressed as demonstrated in responses to specific complaints.

ABC Radio will continue to retain copies of its programs as required under legislation and outlined in answer to Question 88. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 91

Topic: ACTU Rally in the ACT
Hansard Page: ECITA 143

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Why then, on 15 November 2005, did the ABC broadcast, with respect to protests against workplace reforms, on Canberra radio national news at 7 am:

The ACTU rally is being held at the Canberra racecourse from 8.30 am and the ACT Government has allowed public servants paid leave to attend the demonstration. Talk about an invitation!

Mr Balding—Mr Cameron might be able to have a look at that, but I would say that would have been reported as a news item.

………………..

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Is that acceptable, Mr Balding? Time and place conveniently advertised in the middle of a news bulletin?

Mr Balding—If that is in the context of the news story itself, I believe it would be. Mr Cameron might be able to answer.

Mr Cameron—I might agree with you to an extent, Senator. If that actually happened, and I will certainly check it, I would have preferred that we did not specify the time and possibly even the venue, because it can be perceived as promotion of a protest. Certainly, there is an obvious news angle in the fact that people were being given paid leave to attend. There is a story in that in basic news terms.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will provide you with a copy of the documents that I have.

Answer:

The news angle in the story was that people were given paid leave to attend the rally. Nevertheless, the ABC agrees that this was insufficient reason for broadcasting such details in a news bulletin.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 92

Topic: News Report of ACT Campaign 

Hansard Page: ECITA 143

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:
Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—……and I have another one: on 27 June last year, it not only described the ACT campaign against the government’s workplace relations, but it gave the 1800 number for people to ring and register their disapproval of the changes. Is it basically ABC policy to advertise union activities on your programs?

Mr Balding—No, Senator, it is not, and I would be very concerned if that was the case. 

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I am very pleased to hear that, Mr Balding, because that is only one of a number of examples. I will provide you with copies of the documents. I would like to move on to another rally. On 1 March last year, why did ABC NewsRadio advertise a protest against the visiting Israeli Prime Minister in such a way that it appeared the ABC was encouraging, or at least inviting, people to join the protest? Is it the role of the ABC to encourage protests or just those against the Howard government and Israel, Mr Balding?

Mr Balding—No, Senator, it is the role of ABC news to report the news, not to encourage or discourage—

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I am pleased to hear that, so I will give you those examples, and I look forward to the answer that you will no doubt give me at the next estimates.

Answer: 
The ABC received a complaint from two listeners that the news report about the ACTU protest included the 1800 telephone number set up by the ACTU. In its finding, the ABC agreed that it was inappropriate to include the ACTU hotline number in the story,

One complaint was made about the manner in which the Israeli President’s visit was reported. The ABC acknowledged that, while the item was considered to be newsworthy, the item could have been interpreted as a call for people to join the protest. The ABC agreed that the item should not have been broadcast in this form.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  93

Topic: Industrial Action at ABC Radio 
Hansard Page: ECITA146

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I would like to continue with a comment in relation to radio. When your radio current affairs staff went on strike in December, did the announcement on Radio National state that the program AM was not available due to technical problems? That really troubles me, because it is all very well for the ABC to accuse others of lying. When it suits itself, instead of telling everybody that their people had gone on strike, they put it down to ‘technical problems’. Somebody might provide an answer in relation to that bulletin.
Answer:

During industrial action in December 2005, the incorrect recorded announcement was put to air in the ABC’s Master Control transmission area. In accordance with ABC policy, Radio National had provided the correct announcement for the circumstances.

ABC Radio has taken steps to ensure there is no recurrence of such an error.
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 94

Topic: AM Interview 7 November 2005 
Hansard Page: ECITA 146

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—……………. want to move on to another AM item, on 7 November 2005, when Tony Eastley interviewed Gough Whitlam. Mr Eastley states as a fact to Mr Whitlam, ... as you say in your book, the constitution was subverted.

Mr Balding, that is a partisan view of those events—the Labor Party view, the Whitlam supporters’ view. It is one view, but Mr Eastley presented it as a fact. Do you have any comment in relation to that?

Mr Balding—I was thinking about the context. Was he presenting it as a fact or the fact that it was in the book?

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—This is a copy, and I will provide it to you, of an interview between Mr Eastley and Mr Whitlam.

Answer:

The question was one of a number of questions in the interview prefaced by “you say in your book” to indicate it was Mr Whitlam’s view being presented.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 95

Topic: 7.30 Report 7 February 2006 
Hansard Page: ECITA 146

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—…..Why is it that the first and only time that Kerry O’Brien referred to Saddam Hussein as the ‘Butcher of Baghdad’, on the 7.30 Report of Monday, 7 February 2005, was in a link between a story about allegations of Australian Wheat Board payments and the trial of Saddam Hussein? Again, I will provide you with a copy. In light of the way the ABC has answered questions in the past, can I just reinforce my question. It is quite specifically about Mr O’Brien; it is not about Jill Colgan or Matt Peacock, nor anyone else. I am really concerned that the reason Mr O’Brien referred to Saddam Hussein in this way, only on this occasion, is because it involved a story about Iraq and the AWB. It shows that he is biased. Saddam Hussein only gets highlighted as the ‘Butcher of Baghdad’ when it is alleged that he has been receiving Australian money. Again, I will provide you with a copy of that.

Answer:

Saddam Hussein's record on human rights has been widely reported over many years. It has never been in dispute in mainstream journalism, including on the 7.30 Report. There have been various reports on aspects of it on the 7.30 Report. For instance, on March 17, 2003, just days before the war began, Kerry O’Brien put to the Prime Minister as part of a question: “You talked today also about the human rights abuses perpetrated by Saddam Hussein. Well, I guess the world has known about those human rights abuses and the atrocities and the brutality of them for a very long time.”

The 7.30 Report also carried post-war stories featuring graphic evidence of his atrocities as they came to light. The program was the first to show exclusive footage linking Saddam Hussein to the massacres of Dujail, on which his trial is based.

In the 7.30 Report introduction to Saddam Hussein's trial shown on 6 February and highlighted in the question, there was an obvious link to be drawn as a matter of journalistic continuity, from the AWB story of the day (relating to the kickbacks to Saddam Hussein documented in the Volcker Report). Of all the ways Kerry O’Brien might have referred to Saddam Hussein that night, “The Butcher of Baghdad”, while colourful, was valid.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 96

Topic: Stephen Crittenden
Hansard Page: ECITA 146

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—What about this one: Mr Crittenden, again, on the same program, speculated on Australia’s motives for joining the East Asia Summit:

No wonder John Howard gave a billion dollars to Indonesia after the tsunami. Nothing John Howard does happens by accident.

Was Mr Crittenden implying corrupt or selfish motives to the Prime Minister by saying he only gave tsunami aid to get Australia invited to the summit? That is Mr Crittenden again. You have obviously spoken to him. He does not really heed when you speak to him, does he?

Mr Balding—I can assure you that Mr Crittenden has been spoken to in a very formal sense, and I am more than happy to take that other one on notice.

Answer: 

The ABC acknowledges that Stephen Crittenden poorly formulated his question relating to Australia’s contribution to the Tsunami relief efforts. However, the discussion with Head of the Asia Pacific Economic Co-operation Studies Centre, Alan Oxley from Hong Kong, was fair and balanced on the East Asian Summit and the Government’s approach to Australia’s involvement in the region.

Mr Crittenden was spoken to after this edition of the program.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 97

Topic: Action taken in response to Editorial Policy breaches
Hansard Page: ECITA 147

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Without naming names—and I appreciate that—why can’t you give this committee an outline of the sort of actions that have been taken?

 Mr Balding—I can give you an outline of our process and procedures, but I think it would be wrong to go into the detail of particular programs or whatever.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Given the sort of matters that have been raised this evening—and the matters that I have raised are only a small portion of other matters that have been previously raised—I think we are entitled to know the nature of disciplinary action that the ABC alleges that it takes in relation to clear breaches.

Mr Balding—I can definitely give you an overview of the action that we take.

Answer: 

ABC managers have a range of actions available to them in cases where individuals have breached Editorial Policy requirements. These can include:
· Informal Counselling: Verbal or written counselling with no record placed on an employee file;

· Formal Counselling: Verbal or written counselling with a record placed on an employee file; and/or

· Disciplinary Action: Formal investigation of misconduct or serious misconduct. This may apply in situations where a staff member is the subject of repeated ‘serious’ breaches of Editorial Policies.

The ABC’s Employment Agreement also sets out the procedures to be followed in circumstances where underperformance or unsatisfactory performance has been identified.

Additionally, if a breach relates to a matter which has been the subject of a broadcast, or publication of material online, there are a range of actions which the ABC may take, including:

· The broadcast or publication of an apology, correction or clarification.

· Removal of audio files which contain material which is a breach of Editorial Policies;

· Amendment of program transcript/s

In circumstances where a breach of Editorial Policies results in an upheld complaint, the ABC publicly acknowledges these errors in a detailed report published each quarter on the Corporation’s website. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3




Questions 98

Topic: Reference to David Hicks 
Hansard Page: ECITA 147-148

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—The point I am making is that I assume the ABC accesses documents—public documents that are on the record. Why did you choose, off your own bat, to describe Mr Hicks in that terminology rather than in the terminology that was officially used by the Pentagon?

Mr Balding—I am not aware of the particular instance; Mr Cameron might be.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—That is fine. I am happy for the answer to be provided. 

…..

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Why did you reply to this committee that the ABC previously could not find any reference to Mr Hicks being described as an accused war criminal when you upheld a complaint about it? That complaint and your response are even published on your website. I guess the point I am making is: does one side of your organisation know what the other one—

Mr Balding—To put it in context, we have said to this committee that we could not find any instances?

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—It is my understanding that that is the assertion.

Mr Balding—It depends on the timing. I am more than happy to have a look at this.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will not take up time now, but what I will do—

Mr Balding—Because it is going on the public record, I would like to address issues that have been put on the public record.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will go back and give you the dates.

Mr Balding—Thank you.

Answer:

In response to Senator Santoro’s Question on Notice 104 arising from the Supplementary Budget Estimate Hearings on October 31and November 1, 2005, the ABC advised that it believed that its descriptions of David Hicks had been appropriate. Mr Hicks was usually referred to as a “Guantanamo Bay detainee”, “terror suspect” or “facing terror charges”. The ABC advised that it could find no reference to the term “alleged war criminal” in relation to David Hicks. The ABC further advised that its coverage of this issue had included detailed coverage of the serious crimes Mr Hicks has been charged with.

In late 2004, the ABC received one complaint that David Hicks had been referred to as an “accused war criminal” in an evening news update. The complainant was concerned that this form of words seemed more appropriate to describe an accused perpetrator of actual war crimes, and cited Herman Goring as an example. In response, the ABC agreed that the terminology was inappropriate. 

This was reported in the ABC’s October-December 2004 Public Report on Audience Comments and Complaints. The ABC is satisfied that its response to the complaint was appropriate, and reflected the context of the complaint received. 

Apart from this single instance, the ABC is unable to identify any other instances where the phrase “war criminal” was used in relation to David Hicks. However, such a search is necessarily limited to the material which remains available, and which is quickly searchable. Given the volume of the ABC’s output on radio and TV it is not possible to retain records of every word spoken in every broadcast, for indefinite periods of time. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3




Questions 99

Topic: Reference to David Hicks 
Hansard Page: ECITA 147-148

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—The point I am making is that I assume the ABC accesses documents—public documents that are on the record. Why did you choose, off your own bat, to describe Mr Hicks in that terminology rather than in the terminology that was officially used by the Pentagon?

Mr Balding—I am not aware of the particular instance; Mr Cameron might be.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—That is fine. I am happy for the answer to be provided. 

…..

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Why did you reply to this committee that the ABC previously could not find any reference to Mr Hicks being described as an accused war criminal when you upheld a complaint about it? That complaint and your response are even published on your website. I guess the point I am making is: does one side of your organisation know what the other one—

Mr Balding—To put it in context, we have said to this committee that we could not find any instances?

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—It is my understanding that that is the assertion.

Mr Balding—It depends on the timing. I am more than happy to have a look at this.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will not take up time now, but what I will do—

Mr Balding—Because it is going on the public record, I would like to address issues that have been put on the public record.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will go back and give you the dates.

Mr Balding—Thank you.

Answer:

See response to Question 98.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 100
Topic: Grant Cameron

Hansard Page: ECITA 148/169
Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I now turn to another topic, anti-IR bias. What action was taken against Mr Grant Cameron, an ABC broadcaster in Adelaide, following your admission that he made biased comments regarding the government’s Work Choices legislation? Is this the sort of professional coverage you would expect, or do you endorse your broadcasters making a series of left-wing anti-government pronouncements? Does anyone know about that incident? I will provide you with a copy of it.

Mr Cameron—I do not remember who that is.

Mr Balding—What was the name, Senator?

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Mr Grant Cameron, an ABC broadcaster in Adelaide.

Answer:

See answer to Question 132. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  101

Topic: Alan Kohler on Inside Business
Hansard Page: ECITA 149

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I now turn to Mr Kohler. Mr Alan Kohler has been allowed an editorial slot on Inside Business, a slot he often uses to attack the government when your editorial policies state that the ABC takes no editorial position. What are we going to see next? Tony Jones’s political editorial on Lateline, Kerry O’Brien’s on the 7.30 Report?

………………………..

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I am asking Mr Balding if he would like to comment on what the basis is of Mr Kohler having an editorial slot.

Mr Balding—Is there a specific issue there of editorial comment by Mr Kohler?

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will provide you with a copy of the comment. I am conscious of time constraints.

Mr Balding—I am happy to take them on notice.

Answer:

Mr Kohler is one of Australia’s most experienced and well-known business journalists. As a way of fully using his experience and expertise, the ABC has given Mr Kohler a regular slot on Inside Business to present an ‘editorial’. This editorial provides Mr Kohler with an opportunity to provide analysis and comment on important economic and financial issues. Because this program segment inevitably involves Mr Kohler making judgements and expressing views based on his established expertise and experience as a leading financial commentator, it has been labelled as an ‘editorial’ to make its status clear.

However, this commentary is not the official view of the ABC, nor is it presented as such.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  102

Topic: Use of Draconian  
Hansard Page: ECITA 149

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Thank you. On The World Today on 27 September, did reporter Daniel Hoare make the following biased comment:

There’s a school of thought here in Australia that it’s unnecessary to introduce draconian terrorism laws. Again, I will provide you with a copy. 

Tony Jones, on Lateline on 27 October 2005, to Minister Ruddock, asked:

Why do you need the draconian secrecy provisions?

Further, you went to particular ends in your answers to questions about the Peter Cave report on Jenin to explain it in terms of the dictionary definition of ‘massacre’. The Oxford Dictionary defines ‘draconian’ as ‘rigorous, harsh and cruel’. ‘Draconian’ is a partisan view of the legislation and this has been pushed by its opponents: ‘Is it not the view of the government that the laws are draconian?’ Why did the ABC reporters adopt one side of the debate as a factual position? Does the ABC believe that the laws are harsh and cruel? Again, I will provide you with a copy.

Mr Balding—Again, Senator, I will look at that.

Answer:

The ABC believes Daniel Hoare’s question was appropriate in the context of asking a terrorism expert his opinion about the level of rigour that should be incorporated into the new laws.

The transcript follows: 

Despite JI carrying out bombing attacks in Bali as well as on the Australian Embassy in Jakarta, Mr Evans believes the threat posed by the group in Australia has largely been thwarted by Australian and Indonesian authorities. 

But terrorism experts have a very different view. 

ROHAN GUNARATNA: JI continues to pose a very credible threat to this region. It is the most active terrorist group in South East Asia today.

DANIEL HOARE: Dr Rohan Gunaratna is a Singapore-based authority on terrorism in South East Asia. 

Dr Gunaratna says that Australian and Indonesian authorities have done a good job in dealing with JI terrorist cells, but he says the threat remains well and truly alive. 

ROHAN GUNARATNA: I think that Australia and the Indonesian police have done a very good job in fighting JI, but still JI key operatives are free, and they are planning and preparing attacks. 

I believe that JI will mount an attack in the coming months.

DANIEL HOARE: Do you think JI poses any threat to Australia?

ROHAN GUNARATNA: Certainly JI poses a threat to Australia, because JI has the intention of attacking Australian interests overseas, and if possible JI would like to attack inside Australia. JI had a very significant network in Australia that was dismantled after the Bali attack. We must not forget that.

DANIEL HOARE: Rohan Gunaratna says the meeting between Prime Minister John Howard and the State Premiers today will be an important one.

ROHAN GUNARATNA: Australia desperately needs new safety legislation to manage the threat that Australia is facing both from home grown networks and from foreign terrorist organisations.

DANIEL HOARE: There's a school of thought here in Australia that it's unnecessary to introduce draconian terrorism laws. Is that something that you think is misguided?

ROHAN GUNARATNA: Those people who are campaigning against the introduction of terrorism legislation in Australia do not know what is happening in the field of terrorism in South East Asia and in Australia. 

The Australian Government has disrupted a number of cells that were planning and preparing attacks in Australia in the past. 

Unless new safety legislation is introduced in Australia in the coming weeks and coming months, I believe that the Australian authorities will fail to manage the threat that Australia is facing today and in the future.

On the Lateline example, the excerpt quoted in the question - Why do you need the draconian secrecy provisions?” -  is only part of the actual question posed by Tony Jones to the Attorney-General. Mr Jones’ full question is as follows:

“TONY JONES: Why do you need the draconian secrecy provisions which would prevent apparently anyone, even within a family, communicating the fact that one member of their family is in preventative detention?”

“Draconian” is defined in the Maquarie Dictionary as “harsh, rigorous, severe.”

As Tony Jones explained in his interview, many who have examined the proposed legislation regard the terrorism laws as “severe” and his question contained a specific example of how they might be interpreted as such. That is, a potential scenario in which members of a family are forbidden from discussing with anyone, even with others within the family, the fact that a family member is being held in preventative detention.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 103

Topic: Midday News and Business – 12 January 2005   
Hansard Page: ECITA 149

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I will go on. On the Midday News and Business program on 12 January last year, the ABC reporter stated the following:

The Attorney-General can’t bring himself to accept Mamdouh Habib’s innocence under the law.

Isn’t this another example of blatant ABC bias? Was that comment within your editorial policies? I will provide you with a copy.

Mr Balding—Again, we need to have a look at the context in which it was said.

Answer:

As published in the ABC’s January – March 2005 public report on Audience Comments and Complaints, the ABC accepted that this comment was inappropriate. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 104

Topic: The World Today 31 May 2005
Hansard Page: ECITA 121

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Another example: Kim Landers, on The World Today on 31 May last year, quite wrongly claimed that my Senate colleague Minister Vanstone was at a reconciliation conference and had barged in and announced she was in a hurry and had to speak before the Western Australian Governor, when that was completely false. Isn’t this another example, Mr Balding?

Mr Balding—I am aware of that one. From memory, I have written to Senator Vanstone on that one.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—What was the upshot of what you wrote to Senator Vanstone?

Mr Balding—From memory, I believe that Kim Landers was out of context—what she had said.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Was this another example? Was Mr Landers spoken to?

Mr Balding—No, Ms Landers.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Ms Landers, sorry.

Mr Balding—It is also corrected on the website. I can come back to you, and treat that as a question on notice as well.

Answer: 

The ABC upheld Senator Vanstone’s complaint about an item in the edition of The World Today broadcast on 31 May 2005. This was reported in the July-September 2005 edition of the ABC’s Public Report on Audience Comments and Complaints.

The Managing Director wrote to Senator Vanstone acknowledging that it should have been made clear in the report that the reconciliation conference was running behind schedule when the Senator arrived. While it was noted that “The conference organiser has since assured Senator Vanstone the mix-up over her speaking time that triggered the protest was not her fault’, the ABC accepted that the report did not provide adequate context, as required by our Editorial Policies. 

The Managing Director apologised for this omission, which was raised with the reporter concerned. An explanatory note was added to the transcript of the report, as follows:

*Explanatory Note (June 16, 2005): The ABC notes that while the conference was running behind time, the Minister arrived on schedule and did not seek to speak before the Governor. The conference organisers say they took that initiative. 

The Managing Director did not agree that this omission demonstrated an opportunistically negative attitude towards the Government within the ABC, as the complaint had alleged. Errors will occur from time to time, and when they do the ABC accepts responsibility and is committed to responding promptly and appropriately, as it did in this instance.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question 105 

Topic: AM and 7.30 Report Mick Keelty   
Hansard Page: ECITA 150

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—Okay, I would like to conclude with some recent comments in relation to Mick Keelty. I refer to AM, and Karen Barlow, on 9 November last year. The program and its reporter seriously misrepresented the statements made by AFP Commissioner Mick Keelty on the 7.30 Report—

namely, the reporter, Karen Barlow, misused a quote and stated that Mr Keelty had said the arrests were made entirely through current police powers. In fact, the quote she used related to police powers to shoot people who were shooting at them. His comments actually related to current provisions pertaining to people shooting at police and not proposed changes involving people subject to preventative detention or control orders who may flee police. Commissioner Keelty actually stated in the interview with Kerry O’Brien that the legislative changes made in the previous week had assisted them in their operation to arrest the suspects, and I will give you the transcripts. No senior editorial staff on AM, including the executive producer and the associate producer, spotted the error. This was a serious lapse of editorial management. No correction to this mistake was broadcast on the subsequent day’s program. These actions constitute bias, I believe, against the government’s passage of counter-terrorism laws and the counter-terrorism raids. I would like you to investigate that and comment appropriately.

Mr Balding—I will, Senator.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—The AM reporter said:

The Australian Federal Police Commissioner, Mick Keelty, has told Kerry O’Brien that yesterday’s arrests were made entirely through current police powers.

KERRY O’BRIEN: Does it demonstrate that current powers are adequate?

MICK KEELTY: Well, I think they are and I think the issue about the proposed bill was an issue of transparency and I commend transparency when we’ve got such difficult issues to work through with the community. Here is the 7.30 Report transcript:

MICK KEELTY: And police are entitled to protect the community. An innocent bystander can be shot as a result of shots being fired in a confrontation such as that, but of course the police officers are entitled to defend themselves as well and, look, I can assure you, Kerry, that police officers are trained regularly. They have to re-train and qualify for that sort of use of force and no police officer looks forward to having to draw their weapon from their holster, I can assure you of that. 

KERRY O’BRIEN: I am sure not, but does it demonstrate that current powers are adequate?

MICK KEELTY: Well, I think they are and I think the issue about the proposed bill was an issue of transparency and I commend transparency when we’ve got such difficult issues to work through with the community. Earlier in the 7.30 Report interview there was the following exchange:

KERRY O’BRIEN: So it’s clear that you waited until after the amendment, last week’s amendment was rushed through both houses of parliament and royal assent to that amendment before you put your plan into motion; that’s correct? Can we assume that you began to put that plan into motion immediately after that impediment was removed?

MICK KEELTY: Well, certainly on the advice of the DPP and I think that’s acknowledged even in your prelude to this interview, all of us accept that the passing of the legislation assisted in making the decision. Why did the reporter on AM misrepresent the comments of Mr Keelty?

Mr Balding—I will take that on notice, unless Mr Cameron can shed some light on that.

Senator FIERRAVANTI-WELLS—I think that is a very serious situation; could you come back on it.

Mr Balding—I am prepared to have a look at it, Senator.
Answer:

The ABC believes the report was appropriate. The excerpt quoted in the question was preceded by the following, which set the context and indicate the reporter was talking about the relevant police powers:

KAREN BARLOW: But, the shooting exchange with the eighth Sydney man has raised questions about the Federal Government's push to legislate for shoot to kill powers.

The premiers' deal ensured that shoot to kill provisions for police were dumped from the anti-terror laws, and now the Government is seeking to introduce such powers for the military.

The section quoted in the question follows:

The Australian Federal Police Commissioner Mick Keelty has told Kerry O’Brien that yesterday’s arrests were made entirely through current police powers.

KERRY O'BRIEN: Does it demonstrate that current powers are adequate?

MICK KEELTY: Well, I think they are and I think the issue about the proposed bill was an issue of transparency and I commend transparency when we've got such difficult issues to work through with the community.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 106

Topic: Terminology in News Reports 
Hansard Page: ECITA 151-52

Senator RONALDSON—….. Can I follow up on a serious matter I raised at estimates last time. I want to follow up on your answer to part 3 of question 125 from the last estimates. My question was, ‘Does the ABC acknowledge that it consistently uses a different terminology when referring to the murder of Israeli civilians?’ It was stated that it, and I quote the ABC, ‘does not accept that it consistently uses a different terminology when referring to the killing of any particular group of citizens’. In the introduction to that question I have provided many concrete examples of ABC journalists referring to attacks on civilians in Indonesia……… I provided many examples of ABC journalists referring to attacks on civilians in Indonesia as ‘terror’, ‘terrorism’ and ‘terrorist attacks’ and to those who carry them out as ‘terrorists’. I can also provide numerous examples of these terms being used in ABC reports of attacks on civilians in various other locations. The ABC still has different descriptions of those who use mass murder, including suicide bombings for political purposes, depending on where they strike. I will emphasise ‘depending on where they strike’. Ian Henderson, introducing a report for the Victorian evening news bulletin on 27 October, referred to ‘the Palestinian militant group, Islamic Jihad’. Mark Willacy in his report referred to ‘Islamic Jihad, one of the militant groups meant to be observing a truce’. Nowhere in the story was there any mention of ‘terror’, ‘terrorist’ or ‘terrorism’ news. However, in the 10 November edition of the Midday Report, Ros Childs referred to Azahari bin Husin as ‘the master bombmaker of terrorist organisation Jemaah Islamiah’, and ‘the most wanted terrorist in Asia’. There is a constantly inconsistent use of the term ‘terrorist’. I am sure the ABC knows which countries are in Asia and which countries are not, so I am not going to make a flippant comment about that. How you cannot describe someone like Osama bin Laden or Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi, as a terrorist, while describing someone else operating out of Asia as a terrorist is just beyond me. That night’s story on Azahari bin Husin was introduced with a graphic announcing ‘Terrorist Trapped’. The following night, Ian Henderson announced, ‘More details have emerged about the death of the terrorist Azarahi Husin.’ Mr Balding, can the ABC provide examples of ABC journalists using these terms in reports about indiscriminate murderous attacks, including suicide bombings and shootings, by Palestinian groups on civilians in Israel?

Mr Balding—Can we provide examples of where we have described them as ‘terrorists’?

Senator RONALDSON—Yes, or mention of ‘terrorism’.

Mr Balding—There is nothing precluding the ABC from describing events as a ‘terrorist act’ or an ‘act of terrorism’.

Senator RONALDSON—I could not agree more. On behalf of many people, I am complaining that the ABC consistently refuses to call one group of terrorists ‘terrorists’.

Mr Balding—The ABC journalists are governed by the board’s editorial policies, and at the moment those policies are very precise in respect of labelling. We have outlined to this committee before what that policy is.

Senator RONALDSON—Regrettably, it is interesting but Mark Willacy on PM on 23 August, in a throwaway line talking about the right wing—I presume they are right wing; I do not know—Kach group, explained, ‘Israel banned that movement because it was involved in a bit of terrorism against the Palestinians.’ He was quite happy to talk about Kach’s activities as ‘terrorism’ but—

Mr Balding—He may have been describing the reason given as to why Israel has banned them.

Senator RONALDSON—That is right, but he used the word ‘terrorism’. They constantly do not use it the other way around.

Mr Balding—I am more than happy to look at it in its context, but from what you have just said there I get the impression he is ascribing that label and attributing back to Israel the reason why Israel has banned that group. They are not his words.

Senator RONALDSON—No, Israel did not describe them as that; he described them.

Mr Balding—Could you quote them again. I am sure Mr Cameron would be interested in this.

Senator RONALDSON—‘Israel banned that movement because it was involved in a bit of terrorism against the Palestinians.’

Mr Balding—That may have been the reason given by Israel and he is merely reporting why Israel banned them. I am happy to have a look at it in the broader context of the story.

Answer:

As the ABC has stated previously, there is no ban on the use of words such as “terrorism” or “terrorist”. Presenters, reporters and producers use their professional judgement to select appropriate wording, with decisions made on a case-by-case basis. 

At times, the words ‘terrorism’ or ‘terrorist’ will be the most appropriate to use in a report, for instance to describe an event such as a bomb attack. The Style Guide says: “We won’t resile from using the word ‘terrorism’ in appropriate cases—but as a rule, strong, thorough reporting is better than labels.” Journalists are expected to use their common sense or to refer up if they are in doubt.

The ABC repeats that it does not accept that it applies different terminology when referring to different groups. There are examples of references to terrorist activities involving Palestinians in Israel. Here are some of them:

On 7.30 Report on January 27, 2006, reporter Jonathan Harley says: “Of course, what Hamas has long promised is to try and bring down the state of Israel. Its terrorist attacks have led to Hamas being outlawed by the US, while the European Union and Australia consider its military wing to be a terrorist organisation.” 

On PM on January 25, 2006, presenter Mark Colvin says: “But as you've [reporter Mark Willacy] reported in the past, Hamas, which is best known outside the Palestinian Territory for terrorist activities, is also better known within those territories for, essentially, welfare work.”

On Lateline on March 22, 2004, (on the assassination of the spiritual leader of Hamas) presenter Tony Jones asks an Israeli foreign ministry spokeswoman if there is “any direct evidence at all that he (the Hamas leader) was responsible for ordering any of the suicide bombings or terrorist operations against Israeli citizens”. 

In the online transcript of AM from May 21, 2004, the headline is “Israeli court convicts key Palestinian leader over terrorist attacks”.

In relation to Mark Willacy’s description on PM on August 23, the ABC does not believe the report was inappropriate. 
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