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Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 137

Topic: Statement by Dr Mahatir on ABC News Online

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Attachment 7 refers to a report on ABC News Online of 2 February 2005, a statement was made that Doctor Mahatir had branded Australia as deputy sheriff to the US. There was a complaint about this and you replied in the following way:  “The ABC agreed that John Howard himself first used those words.”  When and where is it alleged that Prime Minister Howard used those words? Please provide documents to evidence this claim?

The Hansard record of 27 September 1999 cites Mr Howard as referring to the article in the Bulletin magazine where the quote first appeared. Mr Howard stated:  “I make it clear that the government does not see Australia as playing the role of a deputy for the United States or indeed any other country in the region”. Furthermore, he stated:  “That expression was used in the interview by the correspondent himself.”

Answer: 

The ABC accepts that it made an error in responding to the complainant.

The error was due to confusion around the term ‘deputy sheriff’ that arose following the 1999 interview with the Prime Minister in the Bulletin. The ABC accepts Mr Howard never described himself as a 'deputy sheriff'.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 138

Topic: Comments on Daylight Saving

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

On his programme of 6 November 2005 Ian McNamara was discussing daylight saving or the lack of it in Queensland and he made the following comment (according to a transcript you provided): “John Howard jumped on the bandwagon coz his little minders have been sniffing the wind and saw a poll which said 52 percent of Queenslanders want daylight saving.”

How does Mr McNamara know this, given that he asserted it as a fact?

Answer: 
Mr McNamara was making observations, relying on a published poll and his discussions with Queenslanders, about their desire or otherwise for the introduction of daylight saving into the state. The topic is of great interest to Australia All Over listeners and particularly relevant that day as the program was being broadcast from Mackay.

Australia All Over is not a News and Current Affairs program. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 139

Topic: Statement regarding interest rates

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Why did a presenter on Brisbane radio on 2 March 2005 state the following: “Prime Minister John Howard broke his election promise that interest rates would not rise under a Coalition government.”

When and where is it alleged that Prime Minister Howard used those words? Please provide documents to evidence this claim?

Answer: 

On 2 March, the 612 ABC Brisbane Mornings presenter Steve Austin, just prior to the 9am news introduced the topic of interest rate rises for discussion on the program. He stated: ….To you and me…it means that our home loans will go up a little bit, how much that’ll mean for the average home loan, well you will find out after 9 o’clock this morning …….Of course this also breaches a promise by the Federal Government who many rather regard won the Federal election on the basis that interest rates will not rise and only rise under Labor Governments. That analysis now appears to be fundamentally flawed. We’ll be taking your calls on this and other matters all throughout the morning. 

Approximately two minutes later, Steve Austin took a call from a listener, questioning Steve’s interpretation of the Federal Government’s election promise saying: I’m pretty clear what they said was that if there were interest rate rises they would be greater under Labor.
Mr Austin stood corrected. He paraphrased Graham’s recollection and thanked him for the correction. He then advised listeners that another caller had rung to correct him and he read out this caller’s interpretation which supported the previous caller’s position.

ABC Radio does not believe that Mr Austin deliberately misled the audience. He sought to stimulate discussion of the interest rate rise citing his recollection of the Government’s election promise and he then clearly stood corrected by the two callers. 

Mr Austin’s statement was the subject of a complaint. The complainant alleged Mr Austin was factually inaccurate. The ABC reviewed the introduction to the segment and agreed with the complainant. Mr Austin was counselled by his editorial manager, the Program Director of 612 ABC Brisbane. 

The upheld complaint was reported in the April – June 2005 edition of the ABC’s public report on Audience Comments and Complaints.
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 140

Topic: Comments on ABC Radio North Coast
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Why did a presenter on ABC Radio North Coast Mornings make the following comment on 28 September 2004:  “Perhaps more worrying, as the campaign has focussed so much on the two leaders, John Howard has further edged ahead as preferred Prime Minister.”

At the November Estimates hearing, Mr Cameron that he would have to take on notice whether the ABC needs to get rid of the Coalition Government. Is it the official position of the ABC to be worried if Mr Howard is ahead in polls?

Answer: 

ABC North Coast Mornings host Fiona Wyllie was introducing an interview with the Opposition spokesman for Communications, Lindsay Tanner, on 28 September 2004 during the 2004 Federal Election campaign. She made a mistake in this introduction. She did not mean to imply that she was personally worried by any particular trend in the lead-up to the Federal election. Rather, what she meant to say was that the trend was "Perhaps more worrying to the Opposition," given that she was about to interview Mr Tanner. Ms Wyllie is aware of this error and Ms Wyllie and the ABC have apologised for it. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 141

Topic: Comments on ABC TV News

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Why did ABC TV News on 27 April 2005, report that former Prime Minister Malcolm Fraser had criticised the Liberal Party for lack of action on National Sorry Day, when he also equally criticised the Labor Party. Why was just the criticism of the Liberal Party reported? Isn’t this more ABC bias?

Answer: 

As published in the ABC’s April – June 2005 public report on Audience Comments and Complaints, the ABC agreed that Mr Malcolm Fraser did condemn both the Liberal Party and the Labor Party on their attitudes and that this should have been included in the report. 

The bulk of Mr Fraser’s criticism was directed at the Government as it had the opportunity to institute change. Furthermore, as a former Liberal Prime Minister, his criticisms of the Liberal Government were considered more newsworthy. The story included a response from the relevant Government Minister. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 142

Topic: Reference to Draconian 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked: 

In light of warnings to reporter Daniel Hoare about inappropriate language on air, will he again be counselled about presenting an opinion, that the Government’s counter-terrorism laws are “draconian”, as a fact? Should he have said “what they call draconian”? (Attachment 8)
Attachment 9 is an extract from a Lateline interview of 27 October 2005 referred to at the 13 February hearing in which Tony Jones refers to “draconian secrecy provisions” as a fact. Please refer to the questions previously answered and the question sand comments put by me at the hearing and provide a detailed response to the same.

Answer:

Refer to Question 102. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 143

Topic: Comments on triple j – Lindsay McDougall
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

The ABC was asked quite specifically whether you were comfortable with the fact that the morning Triple J broadcaster Lindsay McDougall had been hired even though he had a very strong publicly stated agenda to get rid of this government. Could we have a specific answer?

You were also asked a very specific question about whether Mr McDougall nominated the Immigration Minister Amanda Vanstone as the “Friday F…wit”.

Your answer “she has been a nominee” was inadequate response to the specific question. You were not asked whether “she had been a nominee”- you were asked a specific question about Mr McDougall. Could we have some specific answers to specific questions?

Was there a tape of this incident? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of?

In the absence of a tape, have you spoken to Mr McDougall about the incident? If so, what was the nature of those discussions?

Answer: 

The ABC responded in detail (Question 67, October/November 2005) regarding the hiring of Lindsay McDougall to present triple j’s Breakfast program. The program is primarily music based, contains musical comment, talkback and other items of interest to the triple j audience, with a strong comedic and satirical focus. Given this brief, the program does not fall within the Editorial Policy requirements for news, current affairs and information programs.

The ABC would not have engaged Mr McDougall to present this program if it did not believe him capable of doing so. 

Nominees for the ‘Friday F….wit’ segment are not determined by individuals, but by the program team, taking into account submissions from listeners and from news of the week. Nominees have included Jay and the Doctor themselves and members of the Federal Opposition. 
A copy of this broadcast is no longer available. Transcripts are not produced. Tapes are kept for the required period, in accordance with ABC policies, as outlined in answer to Question 88. The ABC has not spoken to Mr McDougall about this as it is deemed to be within the brief of this satirically focused program.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  144

Topic: Australian Story - Scott Rush

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:
In relation to Australian Story on 12 February 2006 regarding Scott Rush, why did the ABC present a story which portrayed the Australian Federal Police and the Howard Government in a bad light in respect of the drug runner Scott Rush, and not reveal his extensive criminal background? 

There is no doubt that had the ABC, in line with its editorial policies referring to “disclosing material that would affect the audience perception”, revealed Mr Rush’s extensive drug-related criminal history from the age of 16, the audience perception of the activities of the AFP and the Government would have been different?

Is the reason for non-disclosure because Scott Rush was being sentenced the next day, a report of which was contained in other news items (Attachment 10) If so, why did the ABC fail to run the story a week later and divulge his criminal background?

Is the role of Australian Story to present criminals in a soft light and hide their criminal background in such a way as it reflects badly on the Howard Government?

Answer:

The introduction to the story made it clear that Australian Story was presenting a story from the perspective of the parents of Scott Rush. This was news because Mr and Mrs Rush were speaking publicly for the first time about their experiences as an ordinary family caught up in extraordinary circumstances. The story also included an interview with Mike Phelan of the Australian Federal Police, who addressed the criticisms made by the Rushes. As well, the full transcript of the interview with Mr Phelan was posted on the program's website.

The program stated clearly to the audience in the introduction to the episode that there were legal constraints that prevented publication of some issues. This was based on internal and external legal advice that publication of Scott Rush's criminal record and/or his drug history could result in the use of that information by the Indonesian courts and expose him to the death penalty. The ABC’s advice was that the risk of imposition of the death penalty remained not just up until sentence but until the appeal process was exhausted. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 145

Topic: Comments by Rod Quinn
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Will the ABC apologise for the acknowledged comments by Canberra Radio Drive presenter Rod Quinn, who interviewed the Federal Director of the National Party and asked about how the party has changed is name to “The Nationals” and some people shorten it to “The Nats” and Mr Quinn said “It’s just as well you’re not still called the Country Party.”

Answer: 

No. The comment in question was a humorous aside and was taken in the manner in which it was intended by the guest, the Federal Director of the National Party.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 146

Topic: Anti-US bias

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Previous questions refer to anti-US bias, including inappropriate comments against Mr Bush which the ABC simply puts down to opinion.

Did Stephen Crittenden send an email on 16 December 2005 replying to someone who complained about an on-air comment about the “current dark days in the White House”? 

Answer: 

Yes. This was in breach of the Editorial Policies in relation to complaints handling. 

An email complaint was inadvertently forwarded to Mr Crittenden's personal email account. 

While Mr Crittenden asserts that in responding to a large volume of correspondence he did not register that he was, in this instance, responding to an official ABC complaint, the matter has been raised with him directly by both his network manager and ABC Radio’s Head of National Networks. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 147

Topic: Comments By Ross Solly
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Did Ross Solly on ABC Radio Canberra 666 on Thursday, 9 February 2006, in an item about the ACT Liberal Opposition (8.35am approx.) state:  “Are they fit to govern?”  Please provide the transcript. Isn’t this a biased comment?
Answer: 

No. This was a legitimate question asked in the context of a leading ACT Opposition member being removed from the front bench. Ross Solly posed the question in his introduction prior to speaking to Vicki Dunne, MLA for Ginninderra. Ms Dunne had been removed from the Opposition front bench after being accused of leaking sensitive information to the media. 

This came after months of speculation over the tenure of Opposition Leader, Brendan Smyth. Following the interview with Vicki Dunne, Ross Solly spoke with Brendan Smyth. Towards the end of the interview Mr Smyth said, “we do have to prove to the Canberra people that we can govern.”

The ABC does not have a transcript of the program, however an audio file is available. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 148

Topic: ABC Staff re-training

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

I note previous ABC answers which tried to blame the number of breaches of editorial policies and style guides on casualisation and staff turnover. 

I note Senator Santoro showed that most breaches were committed by senior or long-standing staff. In the Estimates hearing on 13 February 2006 I note that the ABC now says it needs to institute further training for long-term staff to address this problem.

Could the ABC provide full details of this training, including proposed staff coverage, nature and content of the training?

Answer: 

When the revised Style Guide is published, it is expected that all staff in News and Current Affairs will be given training, either in face-to-face seminars and classes or in online training modules. 

Following the release of the revised Editorial Policies, anticipated for the second half of this calendar year, training will be provided to all staff. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 149

Topic: Interview re RU486

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

On Stateline Victoria on 10 February 2006, why did compere Kathy Bowlen cut off debate about whether the issue of the abortion drug RU486 was a matter of policy, as asserted by various politicians by stating:  “I don’t want to spend all the time debating yes it’s a policy or no it’s a policy”?

Answer: 

The ABC believes Kathy Bowlen behaved appropriately in this interview.

Senator Fielding twice took the opportunity in the debate to state his belief that it was a policy issue and to elaborate on his point. To quote from the transcript:

SENATOR STEVEN FIELDING, FAMILY FIRST: Look, the issue is the bill is all about one question about who should make policy decisions. This drug is unique, it's a killer drug and it's all about killing an unborn child and there are social issues - not just medical issues - there are social and ethical issues around this particular issue. The social issues are that most Australians are concerned about the high number of abortions - 90,000 in Australia - and want to see the number reduced. The other issue is that this drug is unique in that it does kill unborn children and... 

KATHY BOWLEN: But Australians already had the debate about whether or not we can have abortions. They are legal. Isn't it more about your position against abortion? 

SENATOR STEVEN FIELDING: There's no doubt about it - most Australians don't want to see a change to the law, but there are higher number of people that are concerned about the high level of abortions and want to see something done with it. Now, RU486 is unique as it can lead to do-it-yourself abortions at home. Now, this issue is more than just... 

KATHY BOWLEN: But it's going to be under medical supervision, isn't it? 

SENATOR STEVEN FIELDING: ..but this issue is more than just a medical technical issue. It's about whether we should have elected leaders setting policy, which are politicians, rather than having it given to unelected bureaucrats, which is the Therapeutic Goods Administration, the TGA. 

Senator Allison disagreed with Senator Fielding's position, but he wanted to continue the debate along those lines when there were other issues the program team thought needed to be discussed in what was a five-minute forum.

The debate then moved on to discussion of the reasons for Senator Allison's disclosure of her personal experience of abortion and the way in which the vote had fallen along gender lines. 

Senator Fielding then took the opportunity towards the end of the debate to pursue the policy issue again after being asked if he thought it would get through the House of Representatives.

SENATOR STEVEN FIELDING: Look, I don't know. I think, really, that we have to bring it back down to this issue about who sets policy. Look, I'm hoping that when you really look at the issue, this is a social issue. The majority of Australians are concerned about the high level of abortions and they want to see the numbers decrease. 

The ABC believes Senator Fielding had plenty of opportunity to make it clear he thought it was an issue of policy. The presenter, Kathy Bowlen, behaved appropriately in her job as moderator to ensure other issues were also covered in the debate.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 150

Topic: ABC Policy regarding labelling and terrorist groups

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Please provide clarification of your policy on labelling and terrorist groups including a “history” of the various phases of this policy which I have sought to summarise in various paragraphs below.

Firstly, you had the rule that “one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter”. This would infer the unpalatable conclusion that the butchers of Beslan, Bali, September 11, Madrid and London would be regarded as freedom fighters.

Secondly, you appeared to have a policy of only calling people terrorists if they were on a UN list of terrorist groups. Senator Santoro examined this policy at the May 2005 Senate Estimates when he showed how there had been dozens of examples of your journalists referring to at least 20 different groups as terrorist organisations even though they were not on any list - November 17, the IRA, the Japanese Red Army, Carlos the Jackal, the list goes on - but the only time your news management did anything about it was when a journalist referred to Hamas or Hezbollah as terrorist groups. 

Subsequently, management appears to have followed that up with a memo by Mr Tulloh banning the practice. I understand Mr Tulloh’s memo only ever referred to Hamas, Hezbollah and Islamic Jihad.

I do not believe the ABC has given a clear answer for this. You were asked detailed questions with very specific examples. Your response was simply that the UN list was not exhaustive and the ABC did not use it in a definitive way. Please advise how the ABC did use the UN list? 

In practical terms, is your policy intended to allow journalists to call 20 different terrorist groups terrorists dozens of times and do nothing except when it comes to Hamas and Hezbollah?

Notwithstanding the above, the ABC has denied all this and stated in the most recent answers to Questions on Notice: “The question is based on a false premise that the ABC has a policy that involves labelling certain groups as terrorists and others not.”

Please confirm that Mr Tulloh issued the memo about not referring to Hamas, Hezbollah and Islamic Jihad as terrorist organisations?

Did he issue memos about any other groups – Al Qaeda for instance, or J-I or any other group?

Is there a policy that involves labelling certain groups and not others?

Did Mr Cameron issue a memo to staff in June 2005 that stated “the ABC takes care not to label groups as terrorist organisations?”

Notwithstanding the above, please clarify what appears to be your third policy in as many years, namely Rule 6.14 – labelling. I understand the relevant section is 6.14.4 which states:  “Where labels have been ascribed to an individual or group by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast.”

In a letter to Minister Downer you attempted to claim that the policy also included “and when the ABC chooses to use them”. Does this not contradict the policy that was agreed to be the ABC Board?

Your response failed to answer the question. Please provide a proper and detailed response including details as to what actually was your policy, the dates in which the various phases had applicability and a clear delineation of what your policy is now? 

Answer: 

As previously mentioned, the ABC last year reviewed the issue of labelling groups and individuals. An addition to the Editorial Policies was issued by the ABC Board in March 2005. This is the new section:

6.14 Labelling of groups and individuals

6.14.1 As a general rule, the ABC does not label groups or individuals.

6.14.2 The ABC prefers clear, thorough reporting rather than the use of labels to describe groups or individuals.

6.14.3 The overriding objective for the ABC is to report the facts clearly, accurately and impartially to enable our audiences to make their own judgements and form their own conclusions. At times, labels can provide valuable information or context. However, if inappropriately applied, they can also be seen as subjective, over simplistic or as portraying stereotypes.

6.14.4 Where labels have been ascribed to an individual or group by a third party, this will be made clear within the broadcast.

The addition to the Editorial Policies does not mean that words such as “terrorism” or “terrorist” are banned. There is room for discretion by presenters, reporters and producers, with decisions made on a case-by-case basis. 

At times, these words 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 professional judgement and refer up if they are in doubt.

The nature of live broadcasting and the pace of the decision-making involved means there are likely to be occasional lapses in adherence to this new policy. 

The ABC expects occasional lapses would be noted and followed up, and repeated transgressions would result in more serious action against staff. 

The ABC repeats that there is no policy that involves labelling some groups as terrorists and others as not.

As the ABC has pointed out in the past, the United Nations list no longer guides our decisions about whether or not to use words such as “terrorist”. Program-makers are now required to follow the new Editorial Policy on labelling.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 151

Topic: Adopting language of terrorists

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

On Lateline of 14 February 2006, in a report on attacks against US soldiers in Iraq, according to the ABC transcript of the item, did reporter Stephen McDonell state the following: “You see the bodies of martyrs who’ve died for the cause” (Attachment 10) 

Is it the position of ABC journalists that insurgents and terrorists attacking coalition forces, Iraqi soldiers and Iraqi and other civilians in Iraq, are “martyrs”? 

Why is the ABC adopting the language of the terrorists?

Why did the ABC show this gratuitous footage of soldiers being shot dead? How did this expand our understanding of the story? 

When did it become ABC policy to broadcast footage of people being shot dead?

Answer: 

The transcript is inaccurate. The voice-over in Stephen McDonell’s report says: “You see the bodies of so-called martyrs who’ve died for the cause”. The transcript of the program has been corrected.

It is not the position of ABC journalists that insurgents are “martyrs”.

The ABC is not adopting the language of terrorists.

The ABC does not believe the footage of the shootings was “gratuitous”. The footage was presented in the context of an ‘insider’s view’ of a terrorist recruitment video that was being circulated in Iraq to muster support for the insurgents’ cause. The footage of US soldiers being shot was a graphic display of how the insurgents are marketing their drive for new recruits.

It has not become ABC “policy” to broadcast footage of people being shot dead, but such vision is broadcast now and then in news programs to illustrate the nature and brutality of war and decisions to show such footage are based on news values and according to ABC Editorial Policies. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 152

Topic: Examples of breaches of labelling policy

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

I note a possible example of the application of the rule. Alison Caldwell on The World Today on 5 July 2005: “The US maintains it struck a valid target, and that enemy terrorists were among those killed.”  Does this not demonstrate how the rule is supposed to work?

And you have conceded that on a number of occasions your reporters refer to “terrorist groups”, even when there is no attribution. Peter Lloyd on PM on the 13 June 2005, after the new rule had taken effect: “Local terror groups the M-I-L-F and Abu Sayyaf.”  Is this not a breach of the rule?

Michael Dodd in London after the bombings, “the terrorists”. Is this not a breach of the rule?

Peter Lloyd again on Correspondents Report on 13 July 2005, “regional terror group Jemaah Islamiya”. No attribution was given. Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

A further example is Matt Brown on 19 June 2005: “During a visit to the West Bank Condoleezza Rice urged Palestinian President Abbas to do more to stop militants from attacking Israeli targets.”  But according to the US State Department transcript of the joint press conference with Mr Abbas, Dr Rice said “Much more needs to be done, particularly to use actively the security forces to combat lawlessness and to combat terrorism.”  There was not one mention of militants. Is this another breach of your rule?

Hamish Robertson on Correspondents Report on 17 July 2005:  “Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, who’s demanding that the Palestinian leader crack down hard on the militant groups.”  On the other hand, the Israeli government actually said “President Abbas and other PA officials are unwilling to confront the terrorist organisations.”  Is this not a clear breach of your rule?

ABC News on Radio National in Canberra on 6 September 2005:  “Israel described it as a work accident involving the home of a militant.”  (Attachment 12) Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

When ABC Online ran a story from the Middle East on 20 September 2005, they quoted the Israeli Defence Minister talking about militants when he had referred to terrorists. Even Al Jazeera referred to terrorists in its coverage of the story, as did The Independent and two of the most left-wing newspapers in the US, the New York Times and the Washington Post so why could the ABC not bring itself to do so? Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

Michael Rowland on The World Today on 28 September 2005, “the terror group”. Is this another example of a breach of your rule? Your position is contradictory when the terrorists are Hamas or Hezbollah and the third party is Israel? According to your rule just quoted, if the Israeli Government refers to terrorists, why should the ABC not do so?

Attachment 13 is from ABC Online on 14 November 2005 which states:  “Israeli policemen shot dead a member of the Hamas militant group, the Israeli army said”. Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

ABC TV’s Midday Report of 23 November 2005: “Israel says it killed four Hizbollah “fighters”. But according to the transcript from the Israeli government website (which appears to refer to the same incident of the killing of 4 terrorists)  it states “We know of four terrorists who were killed.”  (Attachment 14 includes both items)   Is this another clear example of a breach of your rule?

Eleanor Hall and Mark Willacy on The World Today on 6 December 2005: “Ordered the resumption of targeted killings of militants.”  Yet the day before in an article in the Jerusalem Post of 5 December 2005, Mr Mofaz referred to an order “to target Islamic Jihad terrorists”. (Attachment 15 includes both items)  Why did you ignore this clear description on the same issue? Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

ABC News Online on 6 December 2005: “Israeli defence Minister Shaul Mofaz gave a green light for the army to carry out targeted killings of Islamic Jihad activists, military radio said.”  (Attachment 16)  Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

Maxine McKew on the 7.30 Report of 2 January 2006: “The Israeli military has launched a series of attacks on Gaza in what it says is an attempt to stop Palestinian militants from firing rockets into Israeli territory.”  In contrast, the Israeli military referred five times to terror cell or terrorists in a media release of 2 January 2006 in what appears to refer to the same issue. Why then did the ABC refer to militants? (Attachment 17
Tony Eastley for the umpteenth time on AM on 4 January 2006:  “The Israeli military says the purpose of its shelling is to destroy militant bases.”  (Attachment 18   Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

More from News Online from 17 January 2006: “Israeli troops have killed a senior Palestinian militant, witnesses and the army say”  And further: “An Israeli Army spokeswoman says the militant was killed…”  But Israel actually refers to terrorists, and never refers to “militants”. (Attachment 19)
Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

Is ABC News Online content, sourced from organisation such as AFP and Reuters, bound by ABC editorial policies?

Answer: 

On the labelling of groups, including the use of words such as “terrorist” and “militant”, the ABC has responded previously that our guidelines have been made clear to staff, including in an amendment to Editorial Policies (Section 6.14 “Labelling of groups and individuals”) in March 2005. This change was introduced to make the guidelines on labelling clearer and to advise staff to avoid labels where possible, because they can, as the Policies say, “if inappropriately applied . . . be seen as subjective, over simplistic or as portraying stereotypes”. 
It is the ABC’s preference that such labels be attributed. But attribution is not always essential, and program-makers are expected to use their discretion and common sense in making decisions about language use. The additional section of the Editorial Policies on labelling and the Style Guide entry about the word “terrorism” and “terrorist” do not ban the use of these terms. At times, these words will be the most appropriate to use in a report. 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 professional judgement and refer up if they are in doubt. So the words “terrorist” and “terrorism” can be used by ABC reporters and presenters in appropriate circumstances. 

As a general indication, it would be expected that, where the facts of a matter clearly point to it being a terrorist act then it may well be that the word “terrorist” or “terrorism” is used, particularly where it provides important context and information relevant at the time.

In the vast majority of cases the ABC is satisfied that these guidelines are followed. The ABC does not believe any of the instances cited in these questions are inappropriate.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 153

Topic: Double Standards
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

A further example of double standard is when ABC Middle East correspondent, Matt Brown, profiled a Jewish extremist group and interviewed one of its leaders (The 7.30 Report of 3 August 2005). He describes it as, “a radical Jewish movement branded a terrorist organisation by the US Government”. Contrast this with the report of ABC Middle East colleague Mark Willacy when he profiled the Palestinian group Islamic Jihad and interviews one of its leaders - not only does he not declare that the US Government has also branded Islamic Jihad a terrorist organisation, but the word “terrorist” does not appear anywhere in his story. Furthermore, Mr Willacy also fails to tell his ABC audience about all the innocent people Islamic Jihad has murdered. In his report he never once mentioned that the group has killed people. Is this not application of a double standard? 

On the other hand, when the terrorist is a Jew the ABC does not hesitate in correctly quoting Mr Sharon. I refer to Eleanor Hall on the 18 August 2005:  “Ariel Sharon has condemned the shooting as an act of Jewish terrorism.”  Mark Willacy did the same on AM on 5 August 2005. Are these not examples of clear applications of a double standard? 

In relation to when the terrorism occurs elsewhere in the world, different standards are applied. News Online from 1 November 2005 states:  “He demanded Pakistan act against terrorism directed at India”. (Attachment 20) Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

Catherine McGrath on AM from 10 November 2005:  “…the news from Indonesia this morning that wanted terrorist Azahari has been cornered by police.”  No attribution is given yet the subject of the report is referred to as a terrorist. Is this another example of a breach of your rule?

Referring now to Matt Brown’s report for AM on 14 November 2005, about the bomb attacks on the hotel in Jordan. Speaking of the woman suicide bomber who survived when her bomb failed to detonate, Matt Brown refers to her as “this unassuming woman”. The dictionary defines unassuming as “not arrogant”. Can you think of a more arrogant act than trying to murder a wedding party for no reason? She has just tried to kill dozens of innocent civilians and to the ABC reporter she is “unassuming”. Do you think that was an appropriate description?

Following previous Estimates, the ABC was provided with a specific and quite detailed question which related to a previous answer from May 2005, when you justified calling J-I a terrorist organisation even though it was not on the UN list, because of its known links to Al Qaeda. You were asked what information various named reporters had about those links when they did that. Please provide a more detailed and informed response.

You were also given quite detailed information linking Al Qaeda and Hezbollah, and were asked in light of that, why the ABC did not allow Hezbollah to be referred to as a terrorist organisation. Given the detailed analysis undertaken in relation to that question, your answer: “See answer to Question 61” is both dismissive and totally inappropriate. Your response failed to answer the question. Please provide a proper and detailed response.

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 are required to exercise their professional judgement with decisions made on a case-by-case basis. 

At times, these words will be the most appropriate to use in a report. 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 and 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”.

The ABC does not believe any of the examples cited by the Senator in this question are inappropriate.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  154

Topic: Comments Regarding London Bombings

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

The ABC was also asked about comments made by your new head editorial coordinator Alan Sunderland on The Media Report when he attempted to explain your new terrorism labelling policy. 

The ABC was asked how journalists could follow Mr Sunderland’s explanation that journalists should refer to “suicide bombers” instead of terrorists, and how that could have been applied in the bombing on the London bus when it was not known for four days whether the killer was a suicide bomber or not. Your response failed to answer the question. Please provide a proper and detailed response.

Answer:

The ABC has reviewed its previous answer in relation to this issue and does not believe it can add to the detailed response provided.
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 155
Topic: Failure to provide documents

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

The ABC was asked to provide the translation of a claim that a Beslan survivor referred to “militants” instead of terrorists. Your response was that “the transcripts are not available.”  Was there a tape of this report? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of?

Did you ask the reporter Emma Griffiths about this? Surely as a professional journalist she would have kept notes or tapes of such an important conversation? Please provide further details.

In a report by Emma Griffiths on AM on 29 December 2005, she quotes the author of a report on security failings, Alexander Torshin, as referring to “militants”. Your transcript states: 

“The militants’ camp” and “The militants weren’t exactly hiding”.

In other versions of that story, Mr Torshin is quoted as referring to “terrorists”. (Attachment 21 includes both items.)
Is there a tape of this report? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of? In the absence of a tape, have you spoken to Ms Griffiths about her comment? If so, what was the nature of those discussions?

Answer:

There is no transcript available for either of these interviews. The interviews were originally transcribed and translated for use in the story but have not been kept. 

Emma Griffiths has checked with her translator, who has confirmed that the translation of the word is “militant”. The ABC is not responsible for reports by other media organisations, such as those included in Attachment 21.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  156

Topic: Description of terrorism – demonstrably acts of terrorism
Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Can the ABC clarify remarks by Mr Cameron at the February 2006 Estimates, that the ABC will call terrorists "terrorists", if “they are demonstrably acts of terrorism”. 

Is this a new ABC policy? 

Where in the ABC Editorial Polices is this policy to be found?

How will you decide what is “demonstrably an act of terrorism”? What circumstances will be required to be evident for the ABC to categorise a particular act as one that is “demonstrably” an act of terrorism?

Do you agree that suicide bomb attacks on civilian targets in Israel, like cafes and buses, are “demonstrably acts of terrorism?”

Answer:

This is not a new policy. The ABC News and Current Affairs Style Guide allows for use of these terms when they add valuable information or context. It is the role of the ABC to report news accurately and impartially and to allow audience members to make up their own minds. 

As stated in the Style Guide:

“Our audience will be able to draw their own conclusions about, say, the bombing of a bus full of school children or a missile fired into a congested residential neighbourhood – so our first objective must be to inform”.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 157

Topic: Hizbollah and Al Manar TV

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

In a previous Estimates question you were asked why a man from Al-Manar TV in Lebanon was interviewed about Hizbollah but it was not disclosed that Al-Manar is owned and operated by Hizbollah. You responded that this was claim was disputed and hence, no disclosure was required. You were asked this question and avoided it by saying it was not relevant.

Why did your broadcaster Geraldine Doogue not take the opportunity to simply ask the man from Al Manar the question about the connection? I remind you of your own charter of editorial practice “does not require journalists to be unquestioning.”  Why so unquestioning on this occasion? 

Attachment 22 is a document from the Middle East Media Research Institute which provide useful information on the link between Al-Manar and Hizbollah including:

· The Al-Manar TV News Director Hassan Fadallah is a Lebanese MP representing the Hizbollah party.

· A Senior Al-Manar journalist Fatima Bari said in an interview to Islam online “Al-Manar is the channel of resistance and liberation.”

· On 10 September 2003 the London Arabic daily Al Sharq Al Awsat wrote “Al Manar TV which belongs to Hizbollah”

· On 14 May 2005 the Saudi daily Al Riyadh wrote “Al-Manar TV, which belongs to Hizbollah”

· On 21 November 2005 Al Jazeera TV reported “The Al-Manar TV station, speaking in the name of Hizbollah”

· A French report in Le Monde of 7 December  2005: “Al-Manar, the Lebanese shi’ite Hizbollah satellite TV”

· AFP from 7 December 2004: “Al-Manar the mouthpiece of Hizbollah”

· France’s Higher Audio Visual Council of 14 January 2004 and 30 November 2005 referred to Al-Manar as the Hizbollah channel.”

Arguably, even a cursory internet search would have disclosed the above information. Notwithstanding, your journalist not only allowed the man from Hizbollah to spout his propaganda without divulging the true identity of Al-Manar, but she failed to simply put the question to him. Why did Ms Doogue fail to do so? Has Ms Doogue been spoken to about the incident? If so, what was the nature of those discussions?

Answer: 

The ABC did not avoid the question. It has responded on more than one occasion and its response remains:

The ownership of Al-Manar was unable to be confirmed by the program team, including Ms Doogue. As media ownership was not the issue being discussed, the ownership issue was not pursued in the interview. The aim of the piece was to explore how Hezbollah is regarded within Lebanon. The ABC believes that the guests’ views regarding Hezbollah were worthy of coverage given the many viewpoints canvassed across the ABC on the political situation in Lebanon at the time. 

Geraldine Doogue’s introduction to the piece clearly laid out Western perceptions of Hezbollah’s terrorist activity. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question:  158

Topic: Jenin Report

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

I refer to your answer to the questions about Peter Cave and Jenin. Once again, you were asked specific questions. For instance, why did Mr Cave not state that the UN report accused the Palestinians of violating international law because armed men used the shelter of civilian refugee camps? Your response failed to answer the question. Please provide a proper and detailed response.

Answer:

The ABC has provided extensive and detailed responses about this issue over a considerable period of time, and the ABC stands by those responses.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3




Question: 159  

Topic: David Hicks

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Attachment 23 includes various documents referred to at the 13 February hearing. Please refer to the questions previously answered and the questions and comments put by me at the hearing and provide a detailed response to the same. 

Answer:

Refer to Question 98.
The ABC believes the terminology it has used to describe David Hicks is appropriate and has nothing further to add.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 160

Topic: Partisan comments regarding Iraq  - Virginia Trioli

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

Could you provide a transcript of the following purported comment by Virginia Trioli on 9 December 2005 around 9.05am: “This morning we speak to the Sydney Harbour skipper of a super maxi, that’s the good news, the bad news is Australia will have to extend its mission in Iraq.”  Is there a tape of this report? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of? In the absence of a tape, have you spoken to Ms Trioli about her partisan comment? If so, what was the nature of those discussions? Was she inviting commentary against Australian involvement in Iraq when just after 10am on the same programme on 9 December 2005 she said words to the effect:  “The extension of our involvement in Iraq, is that something that concerns you, is that something we should be worried about. I’d love to hear your views”  Should she not have more appropriately invited supporters of the move to provide their views? When Ms Trioli had Neil James, defence commentator on the same programme, why did she take the very biased step of adopting the Labor Party position as follows:  “Isn’t it a concern that the Government don’t seem to have an exit strategy, a deadline for the troops to depart.” She evidently appeared shocked at the answer: “No, in fact quite the reverse, it would be a major worry if they did.”  She then wound up the interview. Is there a tape of this report? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of? In the absence of a tape, has Ms Trioli been spoken to about this comment? If so, was the nature of those discussions?

Answer:

A number of quotes are inaccurately attributed to Virginia Trioli in this question. Transcripts of the relevant sections are included in the answer below.

Virginia Trioli did not use the phrase “bad news” to refer to the government’s extension of Australian involvement in Iraq. Rather, she used the phrase “serious news”, to contrast that issue with the more light-hearted discussion about the maxi yacht. 

Virginia Trioli: “I’m sure you’ve caught up, though, with the more serious news that Australia is going to remain in Iraq for just a little bit longer, it would seem. We’re going to stay there in order to continue the work we’re doing to look after the security needs of Japanese soldiers. The Japanese solders – about 500 or so – they’re carrying out largely humanitarian work. They’re set to remain in Iraq for up to a year after a request from the Iraqi government. And we will extend our mission to look after the security needs of the Japanese forces, but are we in a position to properly do that?

Ms Trioli invited talkback on the issue at 10.05am on 9 December 2005 by asking listeners “Is it something that concerns you?” and, “Is it something we should stick at?”. This was an attempt to elicit diverse opinions about Australia’s involvement in Iraq, not just “against Australian involvement” as stated in the question.

Virginia Trioli: We’ve also been talking about our commitment in Iraq, because the Prime Minister has indicated that Australian troops are going to extend their mission in Iraq to look after the security needs of Japanese forces. There’s about 500 or so Japanese soldiers in situ there. They’re carrying out largely humanitarian work. They’re going to remain in Iraq for up to a year, after a request from the Iraqi government. And we’re going to do the same. In fact the Federal Government has been saying for some time that we will be staying in Iraq for an extended period, and not always in a combat role, might be in a humanitarian role longer term, but we seem to be there to stay. Now this, since 2003, has been a huge issue for many Australians, but I wonder now with the extension of time, once, then twice, and then again… This of course remember after the Prime Minister initially suggested that our involvement in Iraq would be months not years… this seems to have slipped from the top of mind. Or has it? The extension of our presence there… is it something that bothers you, is it something that we’re now morally obliged to stick at? What is your view after… goodness now what is it 2 years and a bit more… of our involvement there… is it something that concerns you, is it something you feel we need to stick at?

Ms Trioli did not ask Mr Neil James, “Isn’t it a concern that the Government don’t seem to have an exit strategy, a deadline for the troops to depart.”?, as stated in the question. Ms Trioli actually asked, “Does it concern the Australian Defence Association that there isn’t a formal timeframe for our exit, for our withdrawal?”

Ms Trioli asked for comment on the Labor Party’s position as outlined in the news that day.

The exact wording was, “The point being made by the Opposition today is that not many Australians would have expected our troops to be in Iraq in 2006. That’s certainly not the strong indication we were given back in 2003 when the commitment was first made.” 

A tape of the segment is available.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 161

Topic: Comments by Gerald Tooth

Written Question on Notice

Senator Fierravanti-Wells asked:

In an item on Saturday Breakfast on Radio National on 21 January 2006, reporter Gerald Tooth was interviewing Army Captain Patrick Davidson, a Queensland soldier who served his country in Iraq. Your reporter was asking, in effect, about changing circumstances in the military and the likelihood of Australian soldiers these days being more likely to see active service. Why did he refer to Captain Davidson’s time in Iraq as “so-called active service”? Is this yet another indicator of the ABC’s bias against Australian involvement in Iraq? Why is it “so-called’ service? 

Is there a tape of this report? Was it transcribed? Is the tape still available? If not, when was the tape discarded, destroyed or otherwise disposed of? 

In the absence of a tape, has Mr Tooth been spoken to about this comment? If so, what was the nature of those discussions?

Answer:

‘So-called’ was used in this question to indicate that the term ‘active service’ holds meaning beyond its face value. At no point during this interview did the reporter call into question Australian involvement in the war in Iraq, the risks facing Australian personnel serving in Iraq or the value of the missions they are conducting. 

There is an ongoing debate amongst military personnel about when and where their activities should be deemed ‘active service’. In this context, it was reasonable to use the phrase ‘so-called’.  

A transcript of the interview is available on the Radio National website and has been included here as an attachment. In addition to the statutory retention period, the four most recent editions of Saturday Extra are retained as audio-on-demand on the Radio National website. This particular program was available up to the week ending 17 March.

Program Transcript

Defending Australia

Increasingly the Australian defence forces are being called on to send small mobile groups overseas, to defend key personnel, as peace keepers, even as community workers – it seems the range of roles keeps on expanding, but it does make you wonder – what exactly is the role of the Australian defence forces? The armed forces are mostly involved in small but labour-intensive operations that use the army rather than the other services. The big expensive hardware, the fighter planes and ships, are increasingly not where our defence priorities lie. 

But what about the traditional role of the defence forces – defending our homeland, safeguarding our borders – has that been forgotten as we rush off to yet another trouble spot?

Transcript

Geraldine Doogue: Another group of soldiers returned this week to Australia, from four months of service in Baghdad, part of the ADF’s contribution to the rehabilitation and reconstruction of Iraq.

Today on Saturday Breakfast and Radio National, we’re going to look at the whole role of our forces in the defence of Australia, and the critical re-thinking that’s under way right now about the forces’ purpose and future mission.

Gerald Tooth in Brisbane spoke first to one of the soldiers who has just returned. He’s Captain Patrick Davidson from the 2nd/14th Light Horse Regiment, Queensland Mounted Infantry.

Patrick Davidson: My role was the second-in-command of the security detachment, so I co-ordinate the day-to-day running of the mission, organising things basically to make sure everything flows fairly smoothly whilst managing what happens day-to-day, but also looking forward to upcoming events that we need to manage as well. But generally speaking, in terms of the entire security detachment, the guys are basically over there to provide support to the Australian diplomatic mission to Iraq, which is obviously focused towards the rehabilitation and rebuilding of Iraq.

Gerald Tooth: So what sort of things were you doing in an average day?

Patrick Davidson: We do what’s called movements in the Red Zone, which is outside of the Green Zone, or the international zone, which is where most of the embassies and the Iraqi government buildings are. We move outside of there to take the ambassador and other people to locations that are located outside in the larger, or the greater Baghdad area. That’s the high trip component of the job, that’s the more dangerous part of what we were doing over there.

Gerald Tooth: And to do that, to travel through those dangerous zones, what would you have to do?

Patrick Davidson: Basically what occurs when those tasks come up is, we look very critically at whether or not we can support them in the first place, whether or not it’s too dangerous to be done, whether or not the value of the mission is worth exposing soldiers to a degree of risk and then we make sure that using the training and equipment that we have, we make sure that the risk is balanced against the gains and we do that by employing the force protection measures which we have. We have a lot of very, very effective equipment, which gives us an edge in a lot of those environments, which to date has meant that the security detachment has had very few incidents which have resulted in casualties or injury.

Gerald Tooth: You’re also involved, I understand in the training of Iraqi security personnel; what were you doing there?

Patrick Davidson: That’s right. Well the security detachment doesn’t provide any training support to those personnel, but we actually provide what’s called a force protection group, which spends time in another location to the north of Baghdad where Australian logistic soldiers are providing logistics training to members of the Iraqi Army.

Gerald Tooth: What was it like in general, being there? Very stressful?

Patrick Davidson: I think what most people found about the trip was it’s the same as doing time away from home in the normal army on an exercise. There’s just those few areas which are obviously vastly different, which is the threat activity which presents a physical threat, the separation from family and friends, and the cultural differences. Eventually you just want to get back home where things are just normal, the way they are at home.

Gerald Tooth: It used to be the case of course once in the Army, it was very unlikely that somebody would see active service. There’s almost been a complete shift, isn’t it, that it would be more likely for someone joining the Army now to see so-called active service in a place like Iraq, than had been in the past?

Patrick Davidson: Yes, well that’s definitely the case. In the past there’s been very little involvement of the Australian military, probably since the time of Vietnam. So there’s certainly more jobs available at the moment, and as long as Australia has a niche capability that we can provide support to other countries and other governments, then that commitment will be ongoing I would imagine.

Gerald Tooth: What does that mean for you though? What does it mean in terms of how you might map out your career in the Army?

Patrick Davidson: Well for me this is my eighth year in the Army, it’s my first operational deployment, so for a lot of us to be given the opportunity to go and do this sort of job, is kind of the Holy Grail for soldiers who come here, that every digger wants to do, every soldier, at all levels. We all want to be able to go and do our job. The way we look at it is it’s kind of like training for a footy match, or studying to become a doctor or nurse and never actually seeing a patient, never playing a game. Especially being able to professionally test yourself and put your skills to use.

Gerald Tooth: In your experience though does it create more turnover within the Army, once people have achieved that goal, they will then move on, or move out of the Army?

Patrick Davidson: When guys come back from operation, they re-evaluate their lives in general, their personal life, their social life. You often see soldiers who come back and think Well that’s it, I’ve done what I joined the Army to do. And some of them will then choose to move on to other things, but basically end up coming back into the fold when they realise that what they thought was greener pastures was not actually as much fun or as satisfying as the career they had in the Army.

Gerald Tooth: You sound as though you’re someone who’s going to be staying.

Patrick Davidson: I’ve always said that I’ll stay as long as I’m having fun, and for me that certainly hasn’t changed. I tell people I’m one of the lucky people who basically really enjoys what I do, and until that changes I’ll stay.

Geraldine Doogue: Captain Patrick Davidson, who’s just returned a happy man, by the sound of it, from a four-month tour of duty in Iraq, speaking with Gerald Tooth in Brisbane.

Now, that’s really what the modern Army does, what we’ve just heard there. Increasingly, the Australian Defence Forces are being called upon to send small mobile groups overseas to defend key personnel, as peacekeepers, even as community workers. And it seems the range of roles keeps on expanding. But it does make you wonder what exactly is, or should be, the role of the Australian Defence Forces. What about their traditional role, defending our homeland, safeguarding our borders? Has that been forgotten, as we rush off to yet another trouble spot?

Well this is no arcane debate, it’s been very much a live issue inside the military for, say, 10 years. Now it’s starting to percolate into the corridors of political power, but there’s been very little discussion in the public arena. So we thought rather more of us should join in than have thus far. So to provoke further discussion, I’d like to welcome now Paul Monk, co-founder of Austhink, formerly with the Defence Intelligence Organisation; and Major General John Hartley, who’s former Deputy Chief of the Army and Land Command and former Director of the Defence Intelligence Organisation. So welcome, gentlemen, to you both.

To you first, Major General Hartley. Just looking at the last ten years or so, what have been the major operations that Australia’s been involved in?

John Hartley: I think probably since the beginning of the ‘90s, Australia’s been involved in close to 30 overseas operations. Most of them have been low intensity type operations, most of them have been in support of peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and that type of commitment, and of course the largest in terms of troop deployment was East Timor. But they’ve tended to be low intensity operations, and they’ve tended to be offshore, and most of them have been away from our immediate area of operational interest.

Geraldine Doogue: But heavy labour-intensive Army operations, primarily?

John Hartley: Oh, very much so. Indeed there’s a statistic that says that in the 1990s we were overseas on about 25 occasions, and 23 of those were almost entirely by the Army.

Geraldine Doogue: And Paul Monk, the fact that they have all mostly been overseas, does that mean the old idea of continental defence, protecting our own borders, has been superseded, is that no longer the most important thing to do?

Paul Monk: We need to correct a misconception which I think Geraldine, gets paraded a little in the public domain. Nobody is jettisoning the idea of defending Australia, however there’s a doctrinal shift from the notion that what Australia’s Defence Forces primarily needed to do was to be prepared to literally and physically defend Australia’s shores against some conventional invasive assault. In fact that’s never been a challenge we’ve faced, with the marginal exception of the Japanese extending a finger to our northern shores in the 1940s.

After the Second World War in fact, the military appreciation was that so long as the US Alliance was in place and the United Nations worked half-way effectively, the idea of an invasion of Australia could be discounted. It wasn’t going to happen. Nevertheless in the 1980s, for a mixture of reasons to do with the Cold War, we configured our forces for this notional continental defence. What in fact we’re doing is to defending our national interests, which may include at the margin in a contingency defence of the coastline, that is overwhelmingly likely to involve contingencies further abroad. That’s simply the way the strategic environment and our interests actually are configured.

Geraldine Doogue: So is this a shift – I’ve heard this referred to as the Hill doctrine, the Defence Minister, Robert Hill, has been one of the coalition people who presided over a genuine shift in attitude. What’s that debate like inside the military?

Paul Monk: The debate I think inside the military as I understand it, has principally been given what we’re actually being asked to do, are we equipped to do it effectively and with minimum threat to our personnel? That’s really what’s driven the sense of change in doctrine, and now in capabilities and even platform acquisition. And the core thing to understand is that we’re moving from a tri-service force with a broadly structured role to defend the continent against a purely notional invasion, to a joint force where the real aim of Air and Navy is to be able to work very closely with Army in a range of operations, particularly to deploy and sustain them and support them in combat need.

Geraldine Doogue: So are we seeing the primacy of Army emerging over Navy and Air Force are we?

Paul Monk: Well we need to be careful what we mean by that. What, as Major General Hartley was just pointing out a moment ago, what we’ve actually seen over the last decade, is the primacy of Army, in terms of the actual deployment. But if you’re going to have an effective Air Force and Navy in this day and age, and it’s been true for quite some considerable time, the platforms that they use, the major weapons platforms, are massively expensive, and they’ve become more so. So it’s easy to look at the budget and think, Ah, Air Force and Navy are more important than Army. But in terms of the operations we’re actually conducting, it’s a little bit the other way around, and so we’re starting to say We need an Air Force and Navy that can work most effectively with the Army, to get it where it needs to go, to support it while it’s there, and to conduct joint operations which will achieve the military effects that we’re after. That’s the sort of shift that’s taking place. So it’s not really a matter of saying The Army is more important than the Air Force and Navy, but so much as to say, The way in which we’re conducting our operation puts the men on the ground, at the front, and configures the other systems around them to greatest effect.

Geraldine Doogue: John Hartley, as I understand it, looking on, this is an ongoing discussion, a bit like the various networks within the ABC, and some people move up and some people move down, depending on the politics of the time. Is it partly Army just winning the politics at the moment?

John Hartley: I think there’s some validity in what you say, yes. The argument itself has been going on for at least 20 years, and I think it probably emerged after the Vietnam War, when there was a general consensus that we would not become involved in another foreign military adventure of its kind. And at that stage, the defence of Australia concept really emerged. Before that, we’d had what we used to refer to as a forward defence, where we would be allied with a major power, and we would take on our potential enemies offshore, and therefore protect the homeland. So I think it’s been going for about 20 years. And furthermore, about 15 years ago, there started to emerge a sense that technology would, in fact, replace the soldier. We talked about the revolution of military affairs, for instance, and the concepts were that we would have a very capable surveillance system, which would identify targets, which would then be engaged by position from a long distance, and in such a way we would eliminate casualties and so on. Now of course, none of that has come about. While the RMA has certainly brought out a great deal of technical help from a military point of view, it hasn’t replaced the foot soldier. In fact the conflicts that we tend to be engaged in, the operations that we’re currently involved in, are extraordinarily labour intensive.

So I think about 20 years ago this started to emerge, and a man called Paul Dibb produced a study which of course was widely accepted, it was subsequently amended, and which very much favoured, if you like, a maritime strategy, largely involving the Navy and the Air Force. And the Army probably felt that it needed to make a better case, it needed to be able to support how it was going to operate and the reality was that most of the operations that we took part in involved the Army. So I think that for about 20 years, we’ve been working at this, but all of a sudden, things have started to change. 

I might add, Geraldine, one other major issue has changed, and that is, that defence started to receive additional funding and probably for about 15 years before I retired, we did little else but try to work out how we would operate with what amounted to, in reality, a reduced funding base every year. At a time when personnel costs were increasing, we had to replace obsolete equipment and so on. So those factors tended to influence us. Well we now have more funding, and I think that’s given the opportunity perhaps to look slightly more broadly afield, and to recognise that government is now starting to shift in the way it’s going to use its military armed power.

Geraldine Doogue: So does this mean, Paul Monk, and you’ve written about this recently, that we need to have, in the public mind, a better debate about whether we need to equip our people in the armed forces differently? Are we talking about a greater concentration on highly trained individuals, and into whom we pour an enormous amount of money, rather than equipment?

Paul Monk: I’m not sure that it’s an either/or Geraldine, but certainly there is a growing emphasis on personnel, and indeed the Army is requesting what in numerical terms looks like quite a modest increase in numbers, because the emphasis is on high quality personnel, with elaborate supporting systems, weapons and platforms, that enable those personnel to do their job most effectively. And a subtle component of that, easily overlooked when you’re comparing it with massive platforms and fancy weapons, is the communications infrastructure that enables those personnel to work most effectively together and to link up with the weapons systems. So it’s all part of one package. 

But certainly your point about high quality personnel is on the nail.

Geraldine Doogue: In other words, what I’m getting at is, is there an argument for a sort of expanded SAS-type sensibility throughout the whole of Army? We’ve always had a hierarchy, haven’t we, at least that’s my understanding of it, with a sense that the SAS were the elite, and a particular type of person whom you’d recruit for that, and that alone. And then a much more normal range of the population in the forces. Is that going to change?

Paul Monk: I think there’s a sense in which that is changing, although we’ll still have the SAS and if you like, the normal Army, but the tasks that the ‘normal’ Army is being asked to undertake, increasingly are sufficiently complex, both technologically and in terms of the sophistication required of the personnel, that a higher calibre of person is required, and particular kinds of training, as well as equipment. So that’s certainly taking place, and it is leading to some modification of how the Army is being structured as well as trained.

Geraldine Doogue: John Hartley, would you agree there?

John Hartley: Yes, up to a point. I think it’s always difficult to find large numbers of people who have the qualities required of our special forces, so there’s a finite market out there probably for that. But I should also say that today’s conventional soldier is probably better trained and better equipped and certainly more is expected of him on a wider range of tasks, than probably at any time in the past. This is very much the evolution of warfare, and the technical aspects of that, and in particular the challenges of that the information age has brought upon us. So I would say that soldiers are very well trained, and that’s one of our great advantages, is that we spend a lot of time in training our people and that’s why they perform so well overseas.

Geraldine Doogue: But will we still recruit from the same group then, or are we about to see a whole, in the next 10 to 15 years, will we see different ads asking people, you know those famous to join the forces? Are we entering a new world that the public hasn’t quite realised?

John Hartley: I think we’ve probably seen a change in our recruiting advertisements. But having said that, we’re still looking from roughly the same sort of people that we’ve always recruited from, I suspect. I mean recruiting is a difficult task. There are never enough recruits and it’s a case of taking who we can get, recognising that there’s a minimum standard that’s set, and then training them to adapt and to develop those skills which they may not have had initially.

Geraldine Doogue: Just the last question to you, Paul Monk the last big operation for us was East Timor; what did we learn about Army capabilities from that, and what priorities need to be set in the future?

Paul Monk: Let me say, I might make one or two remarks on that. But John is better placed in some respects to address that question than I am. But the key thing as I understand it that came out of that operation is that we discovered that a long period of substantially neglecting the Army and its capabilities, meant that we were very stretched in getting a significant force in there and sustaining it, and had we faced serious resistance, had we faced an ongoing struggle there, we would have been in even greater difficulties, and that was just offshore; that was in a zone we’d always described as ‘in the moat’, and in the immediate strategic environment. So a few alarm bells rang, and that catalysed some thinking that we needed to enlarge the Army, to equip the Army, to support the Army a bit better.

Some of that thinking had been going already, but I think it was quite a catalyst. 

Geraldine Doogue: Paul Monk, from the training and consulting company, 

Austhink; he wrote a very interesting article about this in The Australian Financial Review on 8th July. You might like to seek it out. And Major General John Hartley, former Deputy Head of the Defence Intelligence Organisation, and Deputy Chief of Army and Land Command.
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