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Question: 66

Topic:  Anti-Israel Bias 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

I also want to ask why the ABC apparently shows anti-Israeli and pro-Palestinian bias by misrepresenting the Road Map peace agreement in a way that shows pro-Palestinian and anti-Israeli bias. 
Mark Willacy in his Correspondents Report on July 17: “Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, who’s demanding that the Palestinian leader crack down hard on militant groups.”  
But as the ABC’s Middle East correspondent, Mr Willacy should know, the Road Map is an international agreement put forward by the US, EU, UN and Russia and signed by the Palestinian Authority. 
That agreement states the following: “Palestinians declare an unequivocal end to violence and terrorism and undertake visible efforts on the ground to arrest, disrupt and restrain individuals and groups conducting and planning violent attacks on Israelis anywhere.” 
Therefore a Palestinian crackdown on armed groups is not a demand of Israel, it is a requirement of the Road Map Agreement that the Palestinian Authority signed. Why does it seem that when the Palestinians renege on their agreement to dismantle terrorism, that the ABC portrays it as a negative against Israel?

Answer:

The fact that the Palestinian crackdown on armed groups is a requirement of the Road Map Agreement does not exclude the Israeli Prime Minister from demanding the same thing. The ABC believes Mark Willacy’s comment was appropriate. 
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Question: 67

Topic: Employment of Lindsay McDougall on triple j
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to the ABC’s employment of Lindsay McDougall, better known as one half of the Triple J morning team “Jay and The Doctor.”  
Mr McDougall attracted a certain amount of notoriety last year when he put together a rock music compilation called “Rock Against Howard”
Mr McDougall gave various public interviews and made statements on his website about politics. Here is one quote from a website interview he gave last year: 
“I’m well aware that the Australian Labor Party is by no means the perfect party to lead Australia, but it is leaps and bounds ahead of the Liberals in terms of reflecting the true heart and soul of Australia.
“The Labor Party, as the name suggests, are the party for the worker, the employee, the people without all the money – the majority of Australians!
”As long as we have this enforced two-party system of Australian government I believe our preferences should go to the Labor Party.”
After the federal election in October 2004 Mr McDougall expressed the following personal views, on his band’s web site: “Yes we lost the election. So now the initial impulse of moving to New Zealand has passed, we get to work on making sure the c___  or his treasurer mate don’t get in in 2007."
He also wrote the following in an “on-line” interview for “Oz Music Project” late last year: “John Howard has got to go. Simple as that.” 
According to the company running McDougall’s band Frenzel Rhomb: “The plugs for this release (Rock Against Howard) have been insane including numerous mentions on national broadcaster Triple J where Lindsay does a regular slot.”  

Since Mr McDougall's appointment, I had been led to believe we have had had the following incidents:  In January Mr McDougall wrote and produced a song, which was promoted by the ABC, called "Tusami-Tsna-you" which criticised the government for giving half of its aid to Indonesia in the form of a loan. 
The same Mr McDougall who had publicly stated his opposition to the Howard Government foreign policy last year, then gets hired by the ABC and continues his crusade.

Was Mr McDougall the subject of a complaint in March this year regarding inappropriate comments about a current affairs item, and did the ABC apologise for the offence caused?

Was Mr McDougall also reminded of the need to refrain from expressing his own personal opinion on contentious matters?

Answer:

Triple j management, with the understanding of Lindsay McDougall, ensured that the Rock Against Howard CD has not been used on the Breakfast program.

Rock Against Howard is a compilation of tracks by various artists. The tracks themselves are mostly non-political and are available on other CDs of a non-political nature. On occasion these songs have been played on triple j as part of the regular music playlist, but not from the CD in question. Lindsay McDougall had nothing to do with the selection of songs, as individual tracks included on the CD were chosen by the artists themselves.

Tsuname was written and recorded by Lindsay MacDougall. The song’s lyrics took a satirical look at individuals’ and Governments’ generous responses to tragic disasters such as the tsunami while ongoing humanitarian crises do not receive the same level of support. The song raised some serious issues in a satirical manner. 

Lindsay McDougall has been engaged by the ABC 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. 
The ABC received one complaint about Mr McDougall making an inappropriate remark about a contentious issue and acknowledged this in response to the complainant. Mr McDougall was reminded of his responsibilities to comply with the ABC Editorial Policies.
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Question: 68

Topic: Comments by Lindsay McDougall on Triple J
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Could the ABC please provide me with transcripts of the following please: 
On or before February 24, when comments were made about John Howard as the Devil Incarnate or words to that effect? 

On or about May 24, comments relating to the Attorney General Philip Ruddock?

On or about May 25 this year, comments regarding the Prime Minister and the issue of a conscience vote on asylum seekers?

On or about June 23, comments lampooning the Senator as “Mandy sinking in a sea of devils” or words to that effect?

On or about June 30 this year, did Mr McDougall run a satirical crossword quiz where the clue was “Howard Roots Murdoch?”  Could I be provided with the transcript please?

On July 8 after the London bombings, did Mr McDougall make the following comment, a one similar: “If 38 people had been killed in Africa would the media notice?” And “Anything that gets the Paparazzi’s cameras off David Beckham’s head can’t be all bad.” The transcripts please?

On July 11 did they lampoon Minister Vanstone as “the next minister for extreme sports and immigration”?

Did they interview a so-called “militant vegan” on July 19 and lampoon Mr Howard for going to church with Mr Bush, with comments about “this horrible situation in Iraq”, right wing Christians, Karl Rove and President Bush. Again, the transcript please?

Immediately after the 7.30am news on that same day July 19, did they criticise the doctor retained by the Immigration Department to oversee the deportation of Vivian Solon?

On or about July 24, did Mr McDougall nominate Immigration Minister Amanda Vanstone as the ABC’s “Friday F…wit”?

On July 26 did they make disparaging remarks about the Prime Minister “sneaking” around in Iraq and suggest the troops were not keen on his visit because he would use up valuable supplies?
Did the newsreader Rhianna Patrick also make similar comments? 

Answer:

Triple j programs are not transcribed and the audio is no longer available. 

Senator Amanda Vanstone has been a nominee of triple j Breakfast’s ‘Friday F…wit’ segment. This weekly segment shines a humorous light on the news of the week. Other nominees have been Russell Crowe and Lindsay McDougall and Jason Whalley themselves, as well as the Federal Labor Opposition.

Rhianna Patrick has confirmed she has made no such comments about the Prime Minister in Iraq.
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Question: 69

Topic: Political Comments  

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:
Are NewsCaff staff free to make disparaging political comments and jokes with Radio broadcasters? 
On September 30 did they make disparaging comments about the Australian Government response to the War on Terror and in particular jokes about flour bombs and "Elder Qaeda"?

On Monday October 3 in relation to the latest Bali bombings and other terrorist attacks did they ask:  "Does anyone give a shit"?

A comment left on the programme's guest book on September the 25th from Paul in Perth reads: "Oh boys, I was just thinking it would be great if you could refrain from profanities and negative references which are insulting to Christians....such as blaspheming, talking negatively about the Pope etc." 

"Ex-Triple J listener as of today" from Melbourne posted on April 8 this year: "You guys are sick. I'm not a Catholic, nor practise any religion, but I was offended by your comments that the Pope looks like cheese."  
There is also a similar posting from Berin Duggan of Yamba, NSW on the April 7. 

Brigid in Adelaide on April 4: "Did Jay and The Doctor talk about turning the Pope into gelatine this morning. Did I hear this right, Please confirm I think it's bloody funny." 
ABC Moderator Comment: "They did indeed". 

Bunny Somers on February 24: "A couple of hippie nouveaux punk losers who crack lame jokes about being vegetarians or how John Howard is the devil incarnate."

Can the ABC please undertake a very thorough examination of the tapes of "Jay and the Doctor" and report back on these and any other incidents of anti-Christian commentary? 

Can I also receive any transcripts in relation to each of the above alleged comments (for Questions 59-79) along with as much of the transcripted programme as would be appropriate to examine the context in which these apparently inappropriate comments were made

Answer:

All staff are expected to understand and adhere to the ABC’s Editorial Policies.

Triple j programs are not transcribed and the audio is no longer available. 

Online guest books enable listeners to contribute their views about ABC content.
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Question: 70

Topic: Anti-Christian Comments by Lindsay McDougall
Senator Santoro asked:

1 I note from certain comments that Mr McDougall has made on a web-log that he is very anti-Christian: “Jesus is for losers” is one example. Can the ABC ask Mr McDougall if he has ever made that type of comment on a website or similar?

2 After the Baghdad bridge stampede when almost one thousand Shiites were killed, did Mr McDougall say “at least they were going to church when it happened. They had spirituality on their side.”?

Did he also say “we are supposed to be bound by ethics and all that, what is it, some sort of dictionary or something. I don’t know I don’t bother with that stuff,”?

3 Did his side kick Jay Walley tell the Sydney Morning Herald: “the station has not laid down any rules they must follow”. Is this statement true? 

4 What discussions or information have they been given regarding ABC rules?

Was Mr McDougall given a copy of the Editorial Policies and were the relevant sections explained to him?

5 Are Jay and the Doctor promoting the work of their own band on Triple J and is this a breach of commercial conflicts of interest? 
To quote from the guest book again. Nikki from Brisbane on February 22: “Having a band hosting their own radio show just crosses the line. Last Friday’s constant plug of their new song 'No town like Snow Town' was just ridiculous.”
Linda in Newcastle on February 7: “By the way is it possible for either of you to make it through a whole show without mentioning your band?” 
A person calling themselves “Adge” posted this on March 9: 
“Your play-list is terribly biased towards rock, and you spend a ridiculous amount of time on self-promo's. I would hope that the Triple J management take notice of the listeners that are abandoning Triple J in droves and try to rectify this situation.”
Could the ABC report back to me on the number of times “Jay and The Doctor” have promoted their own band or music, and whether this breaches ABC rules or guidelines?

6 “Bored” of WA in the Guest Book on January 19: “I would like to hear less talk about drugs – it is really boring hearing ‘bong jokes’”.
What action was taken to investigate any jokes about drugs and what action was taken to stop them joking about and encouraging drug use?   

Answer:

1 Mr McDougall has not written this comment on the triple j website and does not recall making the comment on an external website.

2 In relation to the first question, ABC Radio is unable to confirm whether or not Jay & the Doctor made these statements as the audio is no longer available and no date has been provided for the statement in the second part of the question. However, Jay & The Doctor employ humour and satire to explore aspects of the social and cultural events of the day for their youth audience. 

3 Jay Whalley was joking. No, it is not true.

4 Both Mr McDougall and Mr Whalley received copies of and were briefed on the ABC’s Editorial Policies and their obligation to comply.

5 Jay & The Doctor do not promote their band on triple j, nor is the music of Frenzal Rhomb playlisted in the Breakfast program. There has been no breach of the Editorial Policies by them in relation to promotion of their external music activity. 

The No Town like Snowtown track was released on an album of satirical songs by a musical collaboration of which Jay & the Doctor are members and as a side project to the band Frenzal Rhomb. triple j did play this and other tracks when they were demos last year. The track has not been played on the network since August 2004 and there has been no promotion of the album in triple j Breakfast presented by Jay & The Doctor.

The triple j guest books provide an open forum for listeners’ comments. The ABC considers all  comments  to be valuable feedback. Jay & the Doctor’s profile as members of the Australian band Frenzal Rhomb was well established prior to them working with the ABC. It is not unreasonable for the triple j audience to regard them in their band capacity.

6 Without specific details, the ABC is unable to respond. 

However, triple j regularly speaks with representatives from The Drug and Alcohol Research Centre, youth help line ReachOut! and other Government bodies about drug issues among young people and strives to inform and educate the audience about the negative impact that drugs and addiction can have on a person’s life.
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Question: 71

Topic: Ratings for triple j
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

I note the ratings for Triple J in the morning slot have fallen from 3.5 to 2.6% in Sydney (20% of the audience shed in six months) and 4.5% to 4% in Adelaide. Can the ABC supply the other major metropolitan city figures please?

Answer:

The following represents the 2005 Annual Average Share for triple j Breakfast 0530 – 0900.
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Question: 72

Topic: Employment of Lindsay McDougall
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Who made the decision to hire Mr McDougall? 

Was Mr Russell Balding consulted? 

I understand employment procedures at the ABC normally involve an application period, a short-listing, a selection panel, a recommendation and then an approval by a delegate. Could the ABC provide me the full detail of that procedure in this instance please?

Answer:

Lindsay McDougall was engaged by the Head of National Music Networks with the approval of the Director of Radio. 

The Managing Director is made aware of all key appointments, including this one.

Lindsay McDougall is a presenter engaged by the ABC in accordance with 13.4.1(a) of the ABC Employment Agreement, which gives the ABC the ability to engage presenters with particular skills to communicate with audiences for key programs or projects.
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Question: 73

Topic: Anti-Christian Comments from Jay and the Doctor
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Is the ABC comfortable that someone with such an explicitly stated public opposition to the Howard Government, with a publicly stated intention to try and remove it in 2007, is making continuing attacks on that same government?

Is the ABC happy with the anti-Christian and pro-drugs commentary from "Jay and the Doctor"? 

Is that what Triple J programme manager Linda Bracken meant when she told the Sydney Morning Herald in November 2004: “What they are on about resonates with a lot of our listeners,”?

Will the ABC now revisit this appointment?

Who appointed Linda Bracken to her position? 

Who were the other candidates?

How did she meet the Selection Criteria?

What discussions have ABC management had with her regarding her performance in terms of “Jay and The Doctor” and the overall ratings of Triple J?

Answer:

Triple j’s Breakfast 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. 

The people most often satirised are those who dominate the news and make decisions that affect many people’s lives, such as leaders of government, business and religion. The ABC does not believe that Jay and the Doctor’s satirical approach represents anti-Christian or pro-drugs commentary. The program is expected to operate within the ABC Editorial Policy but it does not fall within the requirements for news, current affairs and information programs.

Ms Bracken’s comment referred to Jay & The Doctor’s passionate support of Australian music.

ABC Radio has commissioned Jay & The Doctor to present triple j’s Breakfast in 2006.

ABC Radio’s Head of National Music Networks appointed Ms Bracken with the approval of the Director of Radio.

The ABC is unable to provide information on other candidates. As outlined in the ABCs Recruitment and Selection Guidelines the selection process is strictly confidential. Any details provided by applicants must be treated in a confidential manner. This confidentiality applies at all times and continues after the selection process is complete and the applicants notified of results.

Annual performance reviews are held with all managers and this is a confidential process.

ABC Radio has recommissioned Jay & The Doctor for triple j’s breakfast show in 2006.
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Question: 74

Topic: Comment by Felicity Davey 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

On the issue of anti-Christian commentary and attitudes at the ABC, did ABC Sydney TV newsreader Felicity Davey, on the Thursday before Easter 2004, sign off by saying “Have a Hell of a good weekend”?

Was this some sort of cheap jibe at the Resurrection of Jesus?

Answer:

No. The following transcript of what was said by Felicity Davey at the end of the 7pm news bulletin shows that no such thing was said:

“This is ABC News. I’m Felicity Davey. I’ll be back with updates throughout the evening. Lateline tonight around half past 10. We’ll leave you with pictures of a new exhibition at the Australian Museum in Sydney, featuring the work of 19th Century Artist and Naturalist John Gould. For now… Enjoy your evening”.
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Question:75

Topic: Anti-Christian Comments on Perspective
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Why did "Perspective" on September 2, smear Christians with the following comments:  "The majority of Australians call themselves Christian - that is, the sorts of Christians who allow traumatised refugees to be imprisoned. Christians who stand by and watch the slow disintegration of these refugees into madness or suicide as they abandon all hope of being treated humanely. Christians who continue to ignore, mistreat and vilify our national shame, our indigenous population. Christians who hold up the banner of War and Invasion, assist in random imprisonment and torture, without charge or trial or even production of evidence,"?
Answer:

‘Perspective’ is a program of opinion. The opinion is that of the commentator.

This was actor and director, James Bourne’s, perspective. 

The full quote is as follows:

Australians all let us rejoice for we are heartless and indifferent.

The most common mantra at demonstrations these days is “Shame, Howard, shame…” but should really be “Shame, Australia, shame…” Do we need to remind ourselves that Mr Howard is the elected voice of the majority of Australians?
The majority of Australians (around 70%) also call themselves Christian - that is, the sorts of Christians who allow traumatised refugees to be imprisoned (and, as the Howard government vehemently argued in the Supreme Court, we can lawfully imprison them forever if we so choose). Christians who stand by and watch the slow disintegration of these refugees into madness or suicide as they abandon all hope of being treated humanely. Surely, if they can’t expect Christian compassion they could at least hope for justice, or for what we Australians were once famous for: a ‘fair go’.

As a majority Christian population, we continue to ignore, mistreat and vilify our national shame, our indigenous population. Over the last ten years we have managed to reduce their rights and stifle their voice further still, most recently through the destruction of ATSIC, as we gleefully prepare to drive them out of Redfern – and elsewhere – in the name of increasing land values and the gentrification of suburbia. 

We are the sorts of Christians who hold up the banner of War and Invasion, assist in random imprisonment and torture, without charge or trial or even production of evidence".
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Question: 76

Topic: Anti-Christian comments on The Glass House
Written question on notice:

Senator Santoro asked:

I also refer to a broadcast on The Glass House of, I believe, September 8 this year, in an item about the Catholic Church. Did the broadcast state the following, or words to the effect of: “Any religion that says you’re not allowed to masturbate, you’re not allowed to use condoms and that touches kids, shouldn’t be something that you really want to follow. Why do they always elect a pope who is so old? Why don’t they start with a 20-year old pope? Imagine the pope’s 21st birthday.”?
Did the presenter then make a drinking gesture and continue “Aw more blood of Christ, come on. Wearing his hat backwards calling himself Snoop Popey Pope,”?

Did the presenter then continue “When the pope comes to Australia take him to see what is sacred to us. Take him to see a footy game. I’m assuming he’s a Saints supporter. Take him to see the Saints versus the Demons. And if the Demons win in the presence of the pope we can set him on fire,”?

Did the presenter then continue: “Look at the way we celebrate Christmas in Australia. It’s like Jesus is born f word it (again he said it but I won’t), lets get pissed and eat ham. When Jesus held the chalice up and said this is my blood drink, do this in remembrance of me, as soon as he started drinking, you know the disciples in Australia are going skull, skull, skull,”?

Answer:

The ABC broadcast an episode of The Glass House on 7 (not 8) September 2005. The broadcast included the content outlined above.
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Question: 77

Topic: Comments on The Glass House website
Written question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

On September 28 this year, did the Glass House website have a promo headline entitled: “Vatican Hushed Up Date of Pope’s Death for Several Years,”?

Would the ABC make these kinds of jokes about the Prophet Mohammed?

When has The Glass House ever mocked Bob Brown and The Greens?

Immigration activists?

Anti-war protestors? 

Buddhists? I have already asked similar questions at the last Senate Estimates in question number 80 (iv) and Mr Balding's written and verbal responses did not address the substance of my question. 

PM on August 26: “Christianity is the majority religion in Australia, but one group of Christians claim they’re marginalised, and feel excluded in their workplaces because of their religion. They’re Christian media professionals.” 

The report goes on to quote Dominic Steele from the group “It’s in the newsroom, in the office, it’s the little niggles, it’s being the butt of people’s jokes, it’s the little thing that just chips away.”

In that context could the ABC come back to me on the ABC behaviour towards Christianity versus other religions? Perhaps the ABC could find examples of other religions being mocked and vilified on ABC programmes, or in its' newroom's or offices. Please start with Islam and Buddhism. 

Answer:

In response to paragraph 1, yes.

In response to the remainder of the question, The Glass House is an entertainment program that seeks to provide a range of perspectives, but its primary goal is to be lively and engaging. Under ABC Editorial Policies it is not subject to the same requirements for balance and impartiality as ABC news and current affairs programs. It is required to comply with other relevant elements of ABC Editorial Policies including general program standards.

Contemporary news issues are a starting point for the program's satirical treatments. 

Consistent with The Glass House’s brief, discussions on religion and culture are undertaken in the legitimate context of a satirical, comedy program.
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Question: 78

Topic:  Labelling Policy

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

In relation to the ABC policy on labels the editorial policy 6.14 states:
“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."
“If inappropriately applied, labels can be seen as subjective, over simplistic or as portraying stereotypes.”
That is the ABC policy is it not?

If I understand it correctly, that has been the new ABC policy since about March of this year. Is this correct?

Could the ABC please provide an explanation as to what is meant by “as a general rule”? 
How are staff to interpret that, or is that a convenient “out” for the ABC to respond with words to the effect of:  “oh well the policy doesn’t apply in that case”, whenever people complain?

In what sense is "terrorist" a label but “militant” is not a label?

How does, to quote the rule book, “militant” provide valuable information or context but "terrorist" does not?

Why are endless memos issued banning the use of one but not the other?

Answer:

It is correct that the clauses quoted are from ABC Editorial Policies, announced to staff in March 2005.

The phrase “as a general rule” means what most people in the community would commonly understand it to mean. It is a common expression that refers to a guideline that should be followed unless specific circumstances necessitate a different approach. The guideline on labelling contains two examples of situations where the general rule might need to be modified. One is where a label is required to provide valuable information or context. The other is where a label has been ascribed by a third party, and it is reported with the appropriate attribution.

“Terrorist” and “militant” are both labels. A label is simply a word or short phrase describing a person, a group or action.

Both words, like all labels, have the potential to provide valuable information and context. However, they also have the potential to be seen as subjective or simplistic, depending on the context in which they were used. The same ABC rule applies to both words.

There have not been “endless memos issued banning the use of one but not the other”. 
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Question: 79

Topic: Use of neo-con
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Is "Neo-con" a label?

Here’s Hamish Robertson on “PM” on March 28, 2003:  “Richard Pearle, one of the original neo-cons who crafted the Bush administration’s policy towards the Middle East and Iraq.”
Jonathan Holmes on Four Corners in the lead up to the Iraq war, on February 17, 2003: “How did the neo-cons as a group react to the defeat of George Bush senior”.
Mark Colvin on “PM” on the April 1, this year “the arch neo-con Paul Wolfowitz”. 
Other labels used by the ABC which start with “neo” in a political context include: "Neo-Nazi" and "neo-fascist"; "neo-colonialist" and "neo-imperialist"; "neo-paganism" and "neo-communist".
Would the ABC support the proposition that these are terms with a pejorative connotation?

If I suggest to the ABC that neo-con has a negative connotation – and as ABC policy states: “Labels can be seen as applying stereotypes” – then why didn't Mr Cameron issue any memos asking staff to refrain from using the term neo-con along the lines of this memo by Mr Cameron from July of this year: “The ABC takes great care not to label groups and organisations as terrorist,”?

Has the ABC applied policy 6.14 on this occasion (i.e. with reference to the "neo-cons")?
Stephen Crittenden on the Religion Report 21 April, 2004:“The neo-cons who run the White House are on the nose.” 
What does the label neo-con usefully describe to an audience? 

Why hasn't the ABC issued a memo stating words to the effect that: “The ABC takes great care not to label any groups or individuals as neo-cons”? 

Answer: 

The ABC believes that “neo-conservative” is a label that should be used according to the guidelines in the labelling section of ABC Editorial Policies, as amended by the Board on 23 March 2005. The ABC does not accept that the  term “neo-conservative” is necessarily pejorative. It is a widely used term in the United States and has gained currency elsewhere. The ABC has not seen the need to issue a separate memo about the use of the word. The ABC would need to see specific examples of the use of other words beginning with “neo” to make a judgement about them. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 80

Topic:  Use of so-called war on terror
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

I would like to ask about the expression: “so-called war on terror”, an expression used repeatedly on “Lateline”. 
Tony Jones on Lateline on June 29, 2005 “the so-called war on terror.”
Mr Jones again on July 8 “the so called war on terror”. 
Jane Hutcheon on Lateline on July 5 said the same thing. 
Does Lateline have a special policy in relation to using the phrase "the so-called war on terror"? ABC Journalists and Management might also like to know who else uses the expression: “the so called war on terror”: Socialist Worker, Al Jazeera, John Pilger, Tariq Ali, the World Socialist Website, David Duke and the Raelian Movement. 

Should the ABC refer to “the war on militancy” or “the so called war on alleged militancy"? If not, why not?

What instructions, if any, have been given by Mr Cameron, or other managerial or editorial staff, to journalists regarding the use of the expression “so- called”?

Why has the ABC applied this apparent usage selectively? When Donna Mulhearn was on Australian Story she wasn't referred to as a “so-called human shield”. 
Nor have we had, to the best of my knowledge, “the so called insurgency” in Iraq. Why not?

Answer:

There is still a reference to the “so-called war on terror” in the current version of the Style Guide. The expression “war on terror” has become a more widely accepted term than when the Style Guide was written and is an acceptable usage in News and Current Affairs programs. By the same token, there is no ban on “so-called war on terror”. 

Lateline does not have a “special policy” in relation to the expression “the so-called war on terror”. The ABC does not believe it is inappropriate for this program or any other to use the expression from time to time. 

The ABC does not have any record of Mr Cameron or others issuing any “instructions” about the use of “so-called” beyond what is in the Style Guide. The use of the term in relation to a particular situation would depend on the context.

The News and Current Affairs Style Guide is currently being revised. 
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Question: 81

Topic: Disclosure of Affiliations by Interviewees 

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:
In regards to the Middle East, I want to ask about non-disclosure which I believe may have breached the ABC rules and in particular section 6 of the ABC editorial policies covering the use of guest commentators and the disclosure of information about them. 
I asked the ABC some questions on this at the May estimates and I would now like to take the opportunity to ask some supplementary questions. 
Section 6.7.2 of the policies states:  “If specific information about the commentator would alter the audience’s perception of the view presented, that information must be disclosed.” Emphasis added. 
Section 6.1.1: “This section applies to all programs on radio, television and online produced by the News and Current Affairs Division of the ABC and other information programs that comprise both news and information relating to current events.”
Would an in depth look at events in Lebanon presented by Geraldine Doogue on Saturday Breakfast be covered by section 6.7.2. Is this the case?

On Saturday March 12 2005 Geraldine Doogue interviewed two gentlemen from Lebanon, talking about Hezbollah. One was introduced as Hala Jaber an English Lebanese journalist with the Sunday Times and the author of the book “Hezbollah”, and the other was introduced as Ibrahim Mousawi the manager of political programs from the TV station Al-Manar.
In previous answers on this subject the ABC stated that it does not know who owns Al-Manar. Yet even Al Jazeera states that Hezbollah owns it. 
Given the apparent uncertainty about this why didn’t the ABC programme host state that, or find another commentator?

Answer:

Section 6.7.2 of the Editorial Policies does relate to this program. The two commentators used in this item were introduced as outlined above.

Disclosure of the ownership of Al-Manar was not possible as it was unable to be confirmed in the program research. 
Geraldine Doogue’s introduction acknowledged Western perception of Hezbollah as a terrorist organisation. The introduction was as follows:

Over the last 20 years, one of the consistent, headline-grabbing organisations in Middle East politics has been Hezbollah, and it did it again this week, when it called out into the Beirut streets hundreds of thousands of people, essentially to remind people there were pro-Syrians among the crowd.

In his landmark state-of-the-union address in 2002, just months after September 11th, Hezbollah was one of the few terrorist groups President Bush mentioned by name, vowing to hunt down all groups who peddled violence.

The name means Party of God. It was formed during the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982 and it’s linked with some of the major terrorist attacks in the last 20 years. For once, both the Europeans and the Americans agree on something; this week the European Parliament passed a resolution branding the group as a terrorist organisation though it wouldn’t ban it.

However, it may not be quite as straightforward as it sounds. With Lebanon still bubbling away, some opposition members have openly identified Hezbollah as potential partners in a new solution. So who and what is the modern Hezbollah?

Well two guests are joining me now to throw some light on this. Hala Jaber is an English Lebanese journalist with The Sunday Times and the author of ‘Hezbollah’; and Ibrahim Mousawi is the Manager of Political Programs from the TV station Al-Manar in Beirut. And I welcome you both. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 82

Topic: Disclosure of Affiliations by Interviewees
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Al-Manar regularly broadcasts programs glorifying suicide bomb attacks against Israeli civilians, calling them “heroic martyrdom operations”.
Its' broadcasts into France have been stopped by French authorities, and in 2004 the US government added Al-Manar to its list of terrorist organisations.
Here are some of the statements made by the man from Al-Manar to Geraldine Doogue on that programme: “I mean you are talking about a genuine political party” and “now you could say they are the saviour and guardian for the Lebanese State”.
Does the ABC think that audience perception of the views of the man from Al-Manar would have been altered if Doogue had told her listeners that Al-Manar is owned and operated by Hezbollah?

Is this a breach of ABC editorial policies?

Is there someone at the ABC doing the bidding of Hezbollah?

Answer:
The ownership of Al-Manar was unable to be confirmed by the program team. The program looked at the role of Hezbollah within Lebanese society, where it seems to operate in a way that is quite different from its activities outside Lebanon. The ownership of Al-Manar was not relevant to the story.

There was no breach of the ABC Editorial Policies.

There is no one at the ABC “doing the bidding of Hezbollah” and the ABC finds any such suggestion offensive.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 83

Topic: Disclosure of Affiliations of Interviewees

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:


Staying with the issue of non-disclosure, I want to ask about an item broadcast on the radio programme “The World Today” on Friday May 27 2005.
The ABC broadcast part of an interview with one Fran Tierney as part of coverage of reaction to the government’s proposed workplace relations reforms.
She was introduced by the ABC reporter in this way: “Fran Tierney is a community worker in the not-for-profit sector.”
Fran Tierney is the New South Wales Deputy President of the Australian Services Union and the President of the Community and Social Services Sector. She was also an ALP candidate in North Sydney during the 2001 Federal Election.
Why was this not disclosed? Clearly the audience perception of her views would have been altered had they known about her union and Labor Party affiliations.

I do not accept the ABC's answer from previous correspondence. The reporter responsible, Liz Foschia, is a senior journalist responsible for reporting IR matters for ABC Radio News. She has operated in that role, either in a de facto or de jure fashion, for several years. Did the reporter know about Fran Tierney’s union and ALP roles? 

If so why was it not disclosed and why did she choose to use the misleading description of "community worker in the not for profit sector"?

Did she disclose any knowledge to the Executive Producer of The World Today? 

Would the ABC have been similarly complicit in allowing a Liberal Party candidate or an executive office holder in an employers’ group, to present their commentary in such a dishonest way?

How do the actions of the ABC conform with the Editorial policies requirement for: “honesty, fairness and accuracy”?

Answer:

The ABC has nothing further to add to its previous correspondence with the Senator on this issue.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 84

Topic: Comments by Marc Dawson on ABC Radio 666

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Regarding inappropriate on-air comments - the day of the Ashes defeat - did Mark Dawson, the ABC newsreader on the radio in Canberra and a NewsCaff employee, state the following when asked if Ricky Ponting should resign: “He’s like someone I know who never apologises and never sacks anyone”?

Answer:

Marc Dawson recalls a conversation he had on air several months ago where Ricky Ponting was discussed, but has no recollection of saying what the Senator suggests. There is no tape available of the conversation.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 85

Topic: Insiders 24 July

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Why did “Insiders” of July 24 lampoon Mrs Howard and Mrs Bush as racists referring to Condoleezza Rice as “My, isn’t that black girl pretty?” in the talking pictures segment. What was meant by that? From the viewpoint of the average viewer, they were implying Mrs Bush and Mrs Howard were racists. What action was taken?

Answer:

The comment was made by guest commentator Peter Ruehl as part of the Talking Pictures segment of Insiders. The segment offers a humorous analysis of the pictorial and cartoon coverage of the week in politics. On this occasion, Mr Ruehl was commenting on a photograph of Laura Bush and Janette Howard looking at Condoleezza Rice. Mr Ruehl was making light of what he felt were unusual expressions on the faces on Mrs Bush and Mrs Howard. Mr Ruehl’s comment was clearly satirical and no offence was intended. The ABC does not accept that the comment implied Mrs Bush and Mrs Howard are racists. No action was deemed necessary.  

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 86

Topic: Broadcast by Libby Price on 774 ABC Melbourne
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

On Monday October 3, did ABC 774 Melbourne broadcaster Libby Price ask listeners to provide terms for “peace talks” with Al Qaeda and the Bali bombers? 

Did she suggest that returning Spain and East Timor to Muslim rule could be a starting point for these talks?

I understand she is a former senior journalist with The 7.30 Report and ABC radio current affairs. When she is not filling in on Radio 774 does she still work as a journalist?

Did she take her cue from Virginia Trioli who suggested in 2001 that we should “sit down with Osama bin Laden” in order to “understand his anger”? 
Given that Islamic terrorists have, in the past three months alone, struck in 16 different countries, have stated an avowed determination to turn the whole world into an Islamic state, with the use of nuclear weapons if necessary, and to kill all infidels unless they convert to their rather extreme brand of Islam – is it not reasonable to suggest that these two broadcasters are deluded simpletons conning the audience?
Are we not entitled to expect a lot better than this naïve tripe? 

Is the ABC really serious about terrorism? 

Could the ABC please provide me a transcript of the caller's comments and responses into that programme?

Answer:
Libby Price invited listeners to 774 ABC Melbourne Drive to call in and say what they would do to stop terrorism. The ABC believes the issues raised for discussion and the questions posed by Ms Price were appropriate in the context of the program being aired shortly after the most recent Bali bombing. The program was designed to elicit a wide range of listener responses and achieved this by raising a number of complex issues which engendered the interest of listeners. 

Ms Price did not suggest returning Spain and East Timor to Muslim rule.

Ms Price is the presenter of ABC Rural Victoria’s ‘The Country Hour’.

The ABC treats terrorism extremely seriously, as reflected in the broad and detailed coverage in News, Current Affairs and other programming.

Transcript 3 October 2005

Libby Price:  We’re told these are extremists who hate all that western democracies represent. But what are our Western leaders going to do about it? What do you think we should be trying to do to put an end to this or at least bring about a path to peace? Do we attempt to negotiate, at least start up a dialogue? Here’s some of what we heard on Jon Faine’s program this morning from two people who’ve studied terrorism.

“The terrorists of JI don’t believe in democratic government at all. They believe that democracy is totally illegitimate, they believe that democratically elected governments are illegitimate because these are an authority that, you know, has set itself up as being a rival authority to that of God and they believe the authority of God, or Allah, is the only legitimate authority and so democracy is something that they simply don’t accept so they don’t accept the legitimacy of the Indonesian government at all.”

“ I have demographic data on four hundred and sixty-two suicide terrorists from around the world. Overwhelmingly, they are middle class or working class. Overwhelmingly they have either high-school educations or in fact about 40% have above high-school education. These are simply not poor - the poor, the wretched who are seeking to end some miserable existence who are easily swayed into religious fanaticism, these are quite politically conscious individuals who are seeking to change policies - military policies - and they feel this is the only way they can achieve that goal.”

That’s Robert Pate, Professor of International Politics at the University of Chicago and author of the book ‘Dying to Win’, and before that Sally Neighbour, a Four Corners reporter and author of ‘In the Shadow of Swords:  On the trail of terrorism from Afghanistan to Australia’.

So are these people we can attempt to negotiate with? What would you do if you were in a position of power to try and make a breakthrough in this conflict? Do you refuse to talk to terrorists under any circumstances or do you think we should be more forceful with Indonesia in demanding something more be done to curtail Jemaah Islamiah, perhaps to call for it to be outlawed as others have done this morning?

Is there something we can learn from history? Now the only way a peace of sorts was brokered in Northern Ireland was when the British Government decided it was time to talk to the group then described as terrorists in Sinn Fein. Can we just continue to rattle the sabre at terrorists in the hope that they’ll eventually go away? What do you think should be done, including by our Western government, by our Prime Minister? What would you do were you in his shoes? It’s clearly a complex and deadly problem which requires some complex planning and strategy. What would you do to ensure this wouldn’t happen again, or at least get us on the path to peace? 1300 222 774 or you can send us a text message on 19 774 774.

Music …

Libby Price:  It’s 13 minutes past 3 on 774 ABC Melbourne. My name’s Libby Price, here with you until 6.00 o’clock and today we’re trying to deal with what is a very difficult issue, but one I think we’re going to have to come to terms with in some way as a Western democracy:  How do we end terrorism? What would you do to end terrorism? Is there a time and place for mediation? Is it now or do you think it is absolutely out of the question that we should even set up a dialogue with terrorists? How would you get the warring parties to the same table? Is there any common ground on which to start talking?

1300 222 774 or text 19 774 774.

Donald in Ocean Grove - good afternoon Donald.

Donald:  “ Oh good afternoon. Oh, look of course there’s never any easy solution throughout history for anything but I think history does show that conflict will only sort of abate a little when one side decides that fighting terrorism, guerrilla warfare whatever it is, or open warfare - that the side tires of that and seeks negotiation. And look I know negotiation is going to be very hard and also we’ve got to find within ourselves, and look I know I myself am a beneficiary of, and am glad to be, of the Western alliance and so forth but we’ve got to know – er - acknowledge that status quo powers throughout history are always going to assume that their side is the right one, the underdog, and even being a very amorphous mass, but clearly we in the West don’t seem to be able to deal - you know, even going back to the Crusades, to the anger there is within certain groups in Islam”.

Libby Price:  At what level, Donald, do you think we can start to negotiate, or at least talk?

Donald:  Especially given – and, look it’s not as if, as you said earlier, they are not the most wretched because they are just SO disenfranchised - that is, those that have some level of competence and power that organise these groups - so clearly our security forces would be aware of what they are and look, just as we’ve found that eventually we were able to have peace talks in 1918 and a long time before that during the first World War - there are obviously lots of groups that you would be able to have talks with.

Libby Price:  But at what level do you think, Donald? Should it come from, say, our PM or do you think it should be coming from someone within our defence forces?

Donald:  Initially look of course like history always shows it can never be the absolute leader, but  - so like, look at Vietnam, the Paris Peace Talks and so forth, and they took a long, long time, and there’s much debate how successful they were, but it’s very much at the middle level on both sides.

Libby Price:  Yes, we’ve got …

Donald:  But that did lead to some degree of success in Ulster though it’s a brave person who - from Elizabeth I - has proclaimed that the Irish problem has been solved.

Libby Price:  Indeed. We’ve got a few SMSs, one saying, “We might stop killing innocent Muslims for a start. Stop calling it a War on Terror, it’s a war on fundamentalist Islam. Start by removing the preachers of hate.”  That’s from Marcus. What do you think? Where do we begin to try and solve this problem? 1300 222 774. Is it time, be it at some level, government or within the defence forces? Or where would you suggest we start? Mohammed in Altona:

Mohammed:   Hi Libby, how are you?

Libby Price:  Very well.

Mohammed:
Okay, I have these two points to make. In the dialogue you have to listen first. The former President of Iran mentioned that if you can’t listen, we can’t have a dialogue in the first place, and against this war against terrorism, Western governments never listen. There are lots of civil rights movements in America, in US, in UK, in Australia, and the political leaders here in the Western alliance, they didn’t have even an iota of feeling to listen to this civil rights movement.

Libby Price:   Yes, I can see, Mohammed, at the moment, it would seem that in most Western civilisations there’s an inability to grasp the reality of the situation. It is all so foreign that we don’t know where to begin.

Mohammed:
Yes. I think there is an assumption that Islam is against a democracy and that Muslims don’t appreciate democracy either. This is all rubbish, it’s lies and Islam is one of the foremost religions which promoted … democracy and human rights from time immemorial and if I’m not mistaken one of the leading international law professors said to me… Professor (?) from Sri Lanka, probably the fathers from Western law learned the principle of international law from Islam and why not we go back and revisit our knowledge and our source of knowledge and use those things to educate rather than demonise? 

Libby Price:  Yes, to at least begin to understand. Thanks, Mohammed. Justin from Bulleen.

Justin:   Hi, Libby. Look I don’t think there’s any point in talking to this Islamic movement until there is a political wing who can actually speak for them because - and enunciate clearly what their goals are.

Libby Price:  But that’s assuming there isn’t one who can do that. I’m sure - surely there must be someone who can do that?

Justin:  But, I mean, their spokespeople at the moment are all very extreme. I mean, if we’re looking at Osama bin Laden who speaks for Al-Qaida, his grudges and grievances are ruder than the Middle Ages. I mean, Spain was -

Libby Price:  That is so often the case with any major conflict isn’t it, that at the root of the problem it can be centuries old. It doesn’t mean that you can’t begin to try and find a way to overcome it.

Justin:  Well, yes, but we have to look at the ground rules that - and see what they want. I mean, if you go by his manifesto, he wants to establish an Islamic teleface and reclaim all the lands that have been taken from Islam by the Crusaders, and that means giving back all of Spain, for example or – I mean Australia was on his hit list because we’re a Crusader country because we forced Islam out of East Timor. And I mean, we just have to look at that and think are these areas that are negotiable - I mean, will we want to give East Timor back to Indonesia for example, or allow Spain to have its current government overthrown in favour of extremist Islamic faith.

Libby Price:  Yes, obviously they’re not realistic options but perhaps negotiation might be somewhere to start. What do you think, Maurie?

Maurie:  I think it’s a good discussion that you’ve got going. I think we must negotiate. I think there’s absolutely no doubt that history tells us that what we brand as terrorists today become people that we actually sit down and have peaceful discussions with 10 years down the track.

Libby Price:  But, Maurie, who do we negotiate with? I think that’s the one that we keep coming back to.

Maurie:  I don’t think the micro-issues, the fundamental issues - I think the big issues really are a mind shift that we need to take, ‘cos I think there’s always going to be a way, there will always be - even within JI and Al-Qaida there will always be reasonable voices. The Osama bin Ladens of the world are no doubt the extreme faces of those organisations. We must sit down and negotiate because this will just continue as it has in history.

Libby Price:  Twenty-two past three on 774 ABC Melbourne and we’ve got a couple more SMS messages:  “We must seek first to understand,” and another suggestion, “Immediately raise national aid payments to Third World countries especially those with Islamic fundamentalism problems. Help rather than hit.”   That one’s from Steve. Pam in Montmorency:

Pam:  Oh, hello, Libby.

Libby Price:  Hi.

Pam:
My suggestion is that the politicians should call upon experts in conflict resolution. We have in this country, centres of conflict resolution within universities. This is not a new kind of issue. These people have experts in this area and they should be called on to participate and to advise government. Within the Middle East no doubt there are similar centres of conflict resolution - I’m not sure exactly where 

Libby Price:  They must be available somewhere to get some sort of resolution happening.

Pam:  Yes, because the way things are at the moment, the politicians are so determined that they’re right … you know both sides are in that situation … 

Libby Price:  I wonder how much of a naive hope we have that someone somewhere is attempting to do just that. Don in Clayton.

Don:
Oh, hi there, Libby. Look, my point is I believe that we do have to negotiate with the terrorists but not directly with those that are doing it but with professional representation of those terrorists and very - in a similar manner when Gerry Adams represented Sinn Fein and -

Libby Price:  That was the example I gave earlier because I can remember so vividly hearing, “We will not negotiate with murderers, we will not talk to these people, they are terrorists.”  Things have progressed so far beyond that. You know, love or hate the man, there is a peace of sorts that we didn’t imagine possible in our lifetimes.

Don:  Yes, and I think that negotiation might take five to 10 years, right, but at least you’ve got to at least try and get them to the table and try and get it resolved. It may take a long time, it still may never happen, but if you don’t talk to the people that are doing the acts, they’ll just keep going, they’ll keep recurring anyway.

Libby Price:  Mm, it’s unconscionable to think that we would just sit back and just hope that it all goes away. 25 minutes past 3 on 774 ABC Melbourne. Doug in Frankston.

Doug:  Yeah, hi, Libby, how are you?

Libby Price:
Very well.

Doug:
I sort of go along with you – well, who can we trust to speak to? There are so many cells around the world, who do we speak to? It’s impossible to know.

Libby Price:
But there’s - someone must know. There must be. Even if it’s from the point of view of finding someone who, within the organisation doubts what’s happening and perhaps wants to find a way themselves of brokering a peace. There must be those within these organisations that have doubts in their minds that this is the right way to go.

Doug:   Yeah, I can see what you’re saying but my take on it all is, with whom do we negotiate and for how long are we going to negotiate?

Libby Price:  Yes, indeed, that’s the difficult question to answer isn’t it? Julie in Mitcham.

Julie:
Hi, Libby. Yeah, I agree with you, I think we have to somehow sit down and talk about this because it’s just ongoing and these horrific events are just going to keep occurring. You know even if we got someone – we went with the United Nations or we got some representative from there, there has to be somebody out there within these groups that are doing these - causing these things to happen that, who will sit down. There’s got to be, and I have a 13 year old as well and I know where you’re coming from when you said your daughter cried this morning.

Libby Price:   Well, it was the first time she had that personal connection to something happening. Until that it had always been something on the news that seemed in a place far, far away that didn’t relate to her life. 

Julie:   It’s so different from when we were kids and I keep thinking about when we grew up. We didn’t have to think about these things going on in our world and the children of today are seeing this all the time and, you know, we’re never going to resolve this conflict. That’s just not something we can do, but surely there’s got to be a way we can manage it.

Libby Price:  Yes, I can - so often I’ll think back to studying history and wondering why it is we keep killing each other and doing this to ourselves. Surely we can learn from the past, but no, there always seems to be conflict somewhere in the world. We’ve had some more SMSs. 

“Ban all religion, it’s caused more death than any other cause’ Troy in Altona.

‘Western governments don’t listen because big business sets policies’

and another one:

“While atrocities are carried out in the name of Islam the first point of condemnation and dialogue has to come from Muslims.”

And finally:

“You can’t shoot shadows. To end terrorism, stop occupying other countries. The Western way is not for everyone.”

So,  plenty for us to think about. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 87

Topic: Alan Kohler on Inside Business 

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Regarding "Inside Business", why is Mr Alan Kohler allowed an editorial segment which he used recently to attack the government and suggest corruption involving donations to the Liberal Party from an ethanol producer? 

Is Mr Kohler and “Inside Business” exempt from the following provision of the ABC Charter of Editorial Practice: "5.1.1 The ABC takes no editorial stand in its programming"? 

Was his attack on the Liberal party and the Prime Minister referred to Mr Cameron, given ABC Editorial Policy: 5.2.3 and: “its controversial impact”?

Why was he allowed to use a news programme to express a personal opinion?
Answer:

Alan Kohler's editorial of October 2 2005 does not allege "corruption involving donations to the Liberal Party from an ethanol producer."  It was an editorial opinion questioning the economic wisdom of subsidising ethanol production. The segment was clearly identified as "editorial" comment as it is each week. Equally well understood is that this is a specialist program of information and comment. Mr Kohler is employed by the ABC because of his skills as a finance commentator.

The ABC stands by the program and its coverage of business and the political economy.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 88

Topic: Comments by Rhianna Patrick Triple J
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Did Rhianna Patrick of Triple J news, another NewsCaff employee, say that the ABC should hire out its recording hall so terrorists can practice suicide bombings? Can I have a transcript of the statement, or her words to that effect? I believe that the comment was made just after the 7.30am news on September 21. 

To provide further context she ran an item in her 7.30 headlines that the London bombers had carried out a practice run. The morning crew of “Jay and The Doctor” then asked whether there were facilities around the world where terrorists practice. Ms Patrick then volunteered her suggestion. Is it appropriate for newsreaders to be making tasteless jokes about terrorism? 

Would the families of the Australian victims of the bombings think the ABC was funny?

Answer:

Rhiannon Patrick has no recollection of saying any such thing and the ABC has no record of it.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 89

Topic: Interview by Rod Quinn on 666 ABC Canberra
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Going back to Canberra radio last year, did drive presenter Rod Quinn interview the Federal Director of the National Party? 
Did he ask about how that party has changed its name to "The Nationals" and some people shorten it to “the Nats”. Did the ABC man say “It’s just as well you’re not still called the Country Party”?
Answer:
Yes.

Yes.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 90

Topic: Kerry O’Brien June 23, 2003

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Did Kerry O’Brien in an item about Harry Potter say on June 23 2003: “I don't know how Harry scrubs up at 15 but Judith Torzillo isn't bad for 11"?

What did he mean by this comment? I gather there have been some complaints about this especially as it was made on the same programme as an item about paedophiles.

Answer:

Kerry O’Brien’s comment was meant to indicate that the girl he interviewed was an impressively bright young girl who had read the latest Harry Potter book quickly and was articulate in her appraisal of it for the 7.30 Report story on the release of the book. He did not expect it to be taken any other way. The ABC received small number of complaints. The girl’s mother wrote a thank you letter to Kerry O’Brien for the sensitive and supportive way her daughter was treated on the program. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 91

Topic: Interview by Daniel Hoare on The World Today

Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

When reporter Daniel Hoare interviewed left-wing activist and lawyer Julian Burnside about the Scott Parkin case on The World Today on September 13, why did he say “What do you think the government are playing at here?”  
Is that an appropriate way to address the issue and is this commentary in keeping with ABC rules? 

Staying with reporter Daniel Hoare who is, I gather, fairly new, is he familiar with the news style guide? 

On page 11 it says “We do not use the term boat people,” but on The World Today September 28 we find: “The Baktiaris came as boat people.”  Mr Hoare may be new and unfamiliar, but the Executive Producer is not. I have documented a large number of breaches on the World Today, will the ABC now have a strong word to the Executive Producer? I would also appreciate it if I did not receive back a “perils of live radio” excuse, or similar. The editorial team would have been working on that story all morning. Aren’t the Executive Producers supposed to check the scripts before they are recorded? 

Answer:

On The World Today of Tuesday, September 13, 2005, in his report about the Federal Government’s revocation of the visa of US peace activist, Scott Parkin, Daniel Hoare asked Julian Burnside QC the question quoted below: 

JULIAN BURNSIDE:  “…..So the bottom line is that he may find himself thrown into jail - at his own expense by the way - removed from the country and never be told what it is that he's done wrong.

DANIEL HOARE: What do you think the Government are playing at here? What do you think their strategy is?

JULIAN BURNSIDE: Um, I'm really not sure. It's obviously not an attempt to make themselves look good, because I think it looks scandalous and most people I think are very concerned that a person who has not apparently done anything wrong in Australia can suddenly be treated like this.”

The question could have been better phrased, but Daniel Hoare’s use of the words “playing at” is a colloquial expression. The second part of the question, “what do you think their strategy is”, not quoted by the Senator, clarified Mr Hoare’s request for information of public interest.

Daniel Hoare was spoken to by the Network Editor almost as soon as the item went to air and advised of the necessity to properly phrase questions. 

Daniel Hoare did use the term “boat people” on The World Today. He has been made aware that he should not use the term.

The program’s Executive Producer and/or Associate Producer attempt to check all scripts before they go to air. However, this lapse was overlooked and the Executive Producer takes responsibility for missing it.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 92

Topic: Comments by Peter Cave on The 7.30 Report
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Why did Peter Cave reporting from Baghdad on The 7.30 Report on January 31, say of the incoming Iraqi government:  “I mean this government we’re going to have here for the next year is not quite as Mickey Mouse as the last one.”  The ABC spends thousands of dollars flying Mr Cave to Iraq, paying for a satellite link to Sydney, and we get the political insight of Michael Mouse. Why? Is this comment appropriate?

Answer:

Peter Cave was using a widely understood colloquialism.

 

The entire answer was:

 

PETER CAVE: Indeed it is. I mean, this government we're going to have here for the next year is not quite as Mickey Mouse as the last one, but it's certainly not a full democratic government. That happens in a year's time. 

Basically, what they're going to have to do is bend a few rules, make a few compromises and rely on an enormous amount of goodwill, not only from the Shiite majority and the Kurds and everyone else, but also from the Sunnis. This can only work if there's goodwill. It's not going to work if there isn't."

 

What he was saying was that the newly elected government, while not as undemocratic as the previous appointed government, was nevertheless regarded by many as being somewhat less than legitimate. He went on to say that rules would have to be bent, and compromises made. In the end it would require the goodwill of all parties.

 

The ABC believes this analysis was appropriate.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 93

Topic: Interview with Internet Activist Group GetUp
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

When did it become a policy of ABC News to treat the left-wing internet activist group “GetUp” (which appears to be a clone of the anti-Bush, pro-Democrats, American group “MoveOn.org”) as experts on the Australian Constitution? 
In a story from September 25 this year, headlined “Tasmania urged to refuse to implement terrorism laws” it quotes Lachlan Harris, described by the ABC as “from the newly formed progressive group GetUp”. Harris then has a whinge about how anti-terrorism laws amount to “throwing out the constitution.”  What is his expertise on the constitution? 

I understand that Lachlan Harris was until recently a Federal Labor Party advisor and has worked for Mr Robert McClelland MP. Is this more camouflaged left-wing bias peddled by the ABC? Can we expect more of this involving “GetUp” and ABC News?

Answer:

The ABC has provided detailed coverage of the Government’s anti-terrorism laws. In order to satisfy the requirements for balance articulated in the ABC Board’s Editorial Policies, this coverage has sought to present, as far as possible, the principal relevant viewpoints on this important matter. This has included reporting the perspectives of various interest groups, including lobby groups. The views of GetUp were provided in the report cited by the Senator. 

The ABC report did not represent GetUp as a group with particular expertise on the Australian Constitution. The first part of this story reported comments from the International Commission of Jurists, who had expressed a view on constitutional aspects of the (then) proposed laws. GetUp was reported to have agreed with the ICJS comments.

The ABC rejects any suggestion that the report was “left-wing bias”. 

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 94

Topic: Comments by Linda Mottram on AM Dec 2001
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Why on “AM” on December 3, 2001, did Linda Mottram, reply to the statement of pro-republic Bill Peach “I would have thought that the Monarchy was a lot closer to being an elite” with:  “hear hear.” Is this a ringing endorsement of a partisan position? Is this type of editorialisation or on-air commentary appropriate or within the rules?

Was a complaint received about this, how did the ABC reply, and what action was taken?

Was Ms Mottram warned about making inappropriate on-air comments, especially in light of the huge trouble she brought upon herself and “AM” a little over a year later during the Iraq War?

Answer:

On 3 December 2001, AM presented two reports on the Republican versus Monarchist debate and it was during this discussion that Linda Mottram said “hear, hear”, echoing a comment that would commonly be made during such a discussion in Parliament. The ABC believes it was an off-the-cuff remark during a live interview, but concedes that the attempt to introduce “colour” into the discussion was unwise. One complaint was received about this matter and the ABC responded. No further action was taken.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 95

Topic: Comments on AM about Queen Mother 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Speaking of the monarchy and still going back a couple of years, can the ABC explain why it was when the Queen Mother passed away the best that the reporters on “AM” on April 2, 2001, could find to say about her was the following: 
Reporter Rafael Epstein: "She maintained a lifestyle in which price was not considered a subject of polite concern. She drank vintage champagne, entertained every guest as though they were royalty themselves and preferred helicopters to chauffeur driven cars. She spent a fortune maintaining her passion for clothes, spending more than any royal other than the Queen. She maintained a staff of 50 people who travelled with her everywhere, including butlers, footmen, ladies in waiting and a maid who would wake her each morning with tea in a bone china cup, pink roses and a copy of the Racing Post. Other servants were summoned with a Faberge bell. The two cherubs on her four-poster bed had their angels’ clothes starched and washed every month. In more than 100 years, it's said she never washed a dish, made a bed or drew a curtain.”  
No “AM” reporter praised her stoicism in the face of the Nazis. Nor did they even mention it. One passing comment from a British journalist they interviewed was all we received. And ironically, which paper was that journalist from:- The Independent. The most left-wing newspaper in Britain. Can the ABC comment on the appropriateness of this story, particularly in the context of the Queen Mother's funeral?

Answer:

Taken in isolation, the quote provided by the Senator does not reflect accurately the coverage provided by AM on 1 April 2002 (not 2 April 2001).

The story needs to be seen in context. Rafael Epstein's story was the third of three done that morning on the death, not the funeral, of the Queen Mother.

Before this item, there were interviews with Australians mourning her passing and an interview with one of her close friends. The first line of the introduction to the first story said this: “The most-loved member of the house of Windsor and a rock for her nation during Britain's darkest hour.” 

Also broadcast were quotes from admirers, including “the Queen Mother had such impact on the people here in England” and “I do admire the Queen Mother. I think she's a wonderful figure.”

There was also a stand-alone interview from one of her close friends, Lord St John, which included this:

MICHAEL DODD: Lord St. John of Forsley thank you very much for talking to us.

LORD ST. JOHN: Thank you and always wonderful to talk with the people from Australia because I share the Queen Mother's admiration for a wonderful nation. We're very, very proud that we've contributed something to such a great nation.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 96

Topic: Interview with Peter Debnam
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Staying with the issue of left-wing slants, Quentin Dempster interviewed the new Liberal opposition leader in New South Wales, Peter Debnam, on Stateline of September 9. Having elucidated that Mr Debnam supports the status-quo position on abortion, believes legislating in the area of voluntary euthanasia is too hard, opposes lowering the homosexual age of consent and also opposes same sex marriage, is an Anglican, is concerned about the environment and especially pollution of the seas, but supports the Prime Minister’s decision not to sign the Kyoto Protocol, Mr Dempster then volunteers the following: “So you’re doing pretty well on the hard right agenda, aren’t you?”
Is that fair and balanced? 

If a politician doesn’t measure up to Mr Dempster’s moral ruler, are they hard right? And what exactly does “hard right agenda” mean? 

Is that a label? Or is it more stereotyping from a left-wing perspective? 

Answer:

The questioning of new Liberal leader, Peter Debnam, on Stateline about his position on a number of issues arose from circumstances immediately after the resignation from the Leadership and the apparent attempted suicide of John Brogden. An Upper House Liberal MP, Patricia Forsythe, had claimed that a religious right faction advocating particular positions on , for example, homosexuality, abortion and  euthanasia was exerting a growing influence within the NSW division of the Party. The interview was a robust exchange  which examined where Mr Debnam  stood in the political spectrum.

Mr Debnam was able to state  his positions and to say in answer to Mr Dempster's question: “Quentin, you use 'hard right'. I'd actually say I'm with the Australian community and mainstream.”

The question could have been better phrased to make it clear that this reference was to an agenda being pushed by a faction within Mr Debnam’s party. 
Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 97

Topic: Lateline Report on comments by President Bush
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Did Lateline in a broadcast of September 1 this year, misrepresent the comments of US President George W Bush in a way that made him look dumb. Tony Jones said of Hurricane Katrina:  “he (President Bush) called this one of America’s worst natural disasters this century”. Indeed that would be a pretty unintelligent thing to say as the century is just a few years old. But according to the text I have of the President’s speech that Mr Jones was referring to, the President actually said: “we are dealing with one of the worst natural disasters in our nation’s history.”  Where did Mr Jones get that quote from? Could the ABC provide me with the relevant transcript please?

Answer:

The story of Hurricane Katrina broadcast by Lateline on 1 September 2005 contained the words: “President George W. Bush flew over the devastation in Air Force One as he cut short his vacation and headed back to Washington. The recovery, he said, will take years, from what could be America's worst natural disaster in a century.” 

The introduction to the story contained the words “(President Bush) called this one of America’s worst natural disasters this century”. The words from the body of the story were based in part on details from a report in The Guardian Unlimited on 1 September, which said Hurricane Katrina “could be America’s deadliest natural disaster in a century”. President Bush had said that day that “we’re dealing with one of the worst natural disasters in our nation’s history.” 

The discrepancy between the wording in the body of Lateline’s story (“…worst natural disaster in a century”) and the introduction to the story, read by presenter Tony Jones (“…one of America’s worst natural disasters this century”) was the result of a producer re-working the story’s introduction without having watched the final, edited report. The story’s introduction was not intended to misrepresent the comments of the US President “in a way that made him look dumb”, but was an inaccuracy that took place due to extreme time pressures as the program was being prepared for broadcast.

Outcome 1, Output 1.1, 1.2, 1.3





Question: 98

Topic: Transcript of AM on 31 August 2005 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Santoro asked:

Back to “AM” and why does the transcript of Alexandra Kirk’s report on the Forbes CEO forum in Sydney, from August 31 this year, have next to comments by the Prime Minister a qualification in brackets which says (sarcastically). Can I please be provided with other examples where ABC transcripts provide a bracketed reference to the speaker’s tone of voice? Specific examples of other similar applications please, not a "we reviewed it and considered the usage appropriate" style of response.

Answer:

The transcript the Senator refers to is Alexandra Kirk's report on leadership tensions within the Liberal Party, not the Forbes CEO story.

In a transcript of a comment by the Prime Minister, a transcriber in a first draft noted the comments as “(sarcastically)” as a production note on the script. This annotation was not supposed to be part of the published transcript. It was posted in error and has now been removed. An Editor's Note has been attached to the transcript acknowledging the error.

Production notes of this sort do not, or should not, appear on published transcripts.

(The Editor's note reads: The original transcript of this item has been altered to remove a transcriber’s notation that was inadvertently left on the published transcript of Prime Minister John Howard’s comments. The removal of the notation does not alter the meaning or content of the transcript.)

The ABC is not aware of any other errors of this type.
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