
	
    [image: Cover]
    


	
		
			 

			Fay Anderson is a lecturer at the Australian Centre in the School of Historical Studies at the University of Melbourne. She was educated at La Trobe University and the University of Melbourne. After graduating, Fay lived in Paris and Jerusalem for several years. Fay’s PhD thesis was published in 2005 by Melbourne University Publishing and entitled, An Historian’s Life: Max Crawford and the Politics of Academic Freedom.

Richard Trembath teaches history at the University of Melbourne. He has co-authored All Care and Responsibility, a history of the nursing profession in Victoria, and in 2005 published A Different Sort of War about the Australian experience of the Korean War. In 2008, Richard co-authored Divine Discontent, a new history of the Brotherhood of St Laurence. Much of Richard’s work has involved interviews and oral history. Currently he is researching the story of Australia’s indigenous soldiers. 

		

	



  
[image: witnesses title pages.pdf]

		

	


	
		
			CONTENTS

			Acknowledgements

			List of Abbreviations

			Introduction: ‘Getting the Story’

			1 Colonial Conflicts: From the New Zealand Wars to the Boer War

			2 World War I: ‘A Baptism of Fire’

			3 Between Two Wars: The Evolution of the Profession, 1918–1939

			4 World War II: ‘A Devil’s Symphony’

			5 War on the Doorstep: The Pacific

			6 Cold War Conflicts and the Wars of Decolonisation

			7 ‘From Our Correspondent’: The Middle East, Africa and the Balkans

			8 ‘Shock and Awe’: The Gulf War, Afghanistan and Iraq

			Appendix

			Notes

			Bibliography

			Index

		

	


	
		
			ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

			The research for this book was funded by a linkage grant from the Australian Research Council in partnership with the National Library of Australia, the CEW Bean Foundation and the Australian Centre at the University of Melbourne. 

			We would like to thank the National Library, in particular Margy Burns, Assistant Director-General, Australian Collections & Reader Services, the library’s Oral History staff who supplied the technical assistance for the recording and transcription of the many interviews we conducted and the staff in the Events and Education Section. Thank you also to Dame Elisabeth Murdoch who graciously provided additional funding to the project. The CEW Bean Foundation is dedicated to commemorating Australian war reporting and Jacqui Rees was our first invaluable contact. Jacqui introduced us to a major player in our research—Sally White. Sally, who was also a member of the foundation, is a former journalist and academic. For the duration of the project she was a friend, counsellor and conduit to the wider world of journalism, in addition to reading and commenting on all our draft chapters. Without her this book would not have existed. Sally was also responsible for the questionnaires completed by current and former correspondents who provided us with crucial biographical data and many insights into the lives of our ‘witnesses’. 

			We owe a special debt of thanks to all the journalists who completed these questionnaires and to all those who agreed to be interviewed. The interviews were a vital part of our task of understanding how the Australian media reported on conflict. We cannot thank them enough for their time, generosity and willingness to answer our constant follow-up questions. 

			Staff at major archives assisted greatly in tracking down official files and personal papers. Within Australia these archives include the Australian War Memorial, the National Library of Australia, the National Archives of Australia, the Australian Broadcasting Corporation and the State Library of Victoria. In the United Kingdom we consulted papers at the National Archives and the Imperial War Museum and in the United States, the National Archives and Records Administration and the John F Kennedy Presidential Library. Many thanks also to Jane Wilson, Marketing & Communications Manager, ABC News, for assisting us in our search for photographs. 

			At MUP we thank Louise Adler, Elisa Berg and Lily Keil. Special thanks go to our tireless copy editor Penny Mansley who must have been horrified at the magnitude of the task before her. If so, she concealed her emotions and was assiduous in correcting grammatical and formatting horrors.

			Thank you to all our wonderful colleagues at the Australian Centre. In particular, special mention goes to Jessica Carniel, Kiera Lindsay and James Waghorne. 

			Richard would like to acknowledge, as always, his friends, family and most importantly his wife, Anne Marie. Fay would like to thank her family and friends, and in particular Alex.

		

	


	
		
			LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

			AAP Australian Associated Press

			ABC Australian Broadcasting Commission/Corporation

			ADF Australian Defence Force

			AFP Agence France-Presse

			AIF Australian Imperial Force

			AJA Australian Journalists’ Association

			ANL Associated Newspapers Limited

			ANZAC Australian and New Zealand Army Corps

			ANZUS Australia, New Zealand, United States Security Treaty

			AP Associated Press

			AWM Australian War Memorial

			BBC British Broadcasting Corporation

			Centcom United States Central Command

			CIA Central Intelligence Agency

			CNN Cable News Network

			DOI Department of Information

			DPR Directorate of Public Relations

			DT Sydney Daily Telegraph

			ITN Independent Television Network

			MRT Media Reporting Teams

			NAA National Archives of Australia

			NARA National Archives and Records Administration (US)

			NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

			NBC National Broadcasting Company

			NLA National Library of Australia

			RAN Royal Australian Navy

			RAR Royal Australian Regiment

			SBS Special Broadcasting Service

			SHAEF Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force

			SMH Sydney Morning Herald

			SWPA South-West Pacific Area

			TNA The National Archives (UK)

			UN United Nations

			UPI United Press International

		

	


	
		
			INTRODUCTION

			‘Getting the Story’

			During the battle of Passchendaele on the Western Front a year before the German surrender, the Australian war photographer Frank Hurley recorded in his diary: ‘The battlefield was littered with bits of men, our own and Boche, and literally drenched with blood … The sooner this hellish barbarism is ended God be praised, for few can see what real good can be gained’.1 Known as the ‘mad photographer’ for his propensity for getting close to the action, Hurley’s candour was never given voice in the official reports during World War I. While Australian journalists on the frontline were given unprecedented access to the Australian troops, they were forbidden to report on military failure or the futility of war in either of the two world wars or in Vietnam, even though the latter is considered a watershed in conflict reporting. More contentious still, few journalists have been afforded unregulated access to report the Australian military experience since.

			Last century was marked by war. Its first half was an age of destruction in which World War I left approximately ten million dead, and World War II had a death toll conservatively estimated at fifty-five million. As Susan Carruthers has observed, not only did more people die as a result of war in the twentieth century than in any previous century, but many experienced death as victims of mass extermination.2 Civilian collateral damage and the targeting of civilians became tragically commonplace. The two world wars shaped the twentieth century but by no means exhausted the toll inflicted during history’s bloodiest hundred years.3 This present century had barely dawned when armies were marshalled in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the total number of casualties there is still unknown.

			The issues of how foreign conflict has affected Australia and how it is reported to Australians are fundamental. It is often argued that war has defined Australia. World War I, as reported by the press, provided the template for one of Australia’s most enduring and potent narratives: the Anzac legend.4 Former prime minister John Howard once claimed that the first official war correspondent, CEW Bean (one of Frank Hurley’s severest critics), was the most illustrious of all of Australia’s war correspondents, who shaped our understanding not only of the terrible cost of World War I but also of the Australian identity.5 Bean’s role is more contentious than Howard acknowledged. Bean did not develop the Anzac legend alone; nor was he even its original architect: that honour goes to a British correspondent, Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett. While journalists have continued to embrace the Anzac ideal, the military and the government have also appropriated it and have been its most protective guardians.

			The role of war journalists was blurred in Australia. They were seen in both world wars as historians charged with the necessity of building up a permanent record of the war that would serve posterity, and as publicists expected to galvanise support for the cause. At the outset of World War II, the DOI clearly subscribed to the sentiment that journalism was the first draft of history. Influenced by the enormous ‘success’ of Charles Bean, the government was determined to replicate the decision of World War I to appoint official war correspondents with a view to their becoming the official historians.6

			Bean’s dual roles, however, had proved problematic. Despite his established reputation and his prodigious output, he was not always an effective journalist; his dispatches were often less than compelling. Bean’s failing, recounted John Gellibrand, the commander of the 6th Infantry Brigade, was ‘an inability to rise to the occasion. His pen was cold’.7 Bean’s flaws are surprising, because conflict provides compelling news value as well as an appealing narrative—youth, tragedy, violence, heroism, suffering, the good-versus-evil paradigm. Without wanting to sound cynical, wars involving ‘our boys’ are good business for media organisations. Other conflicts are less so. There are competing wars and invisible victims in an industry driven by profit, and an audience often more interested in domestic and tabloid news stories.

			The Australian coverage of conflict has never been fully examined or understood in the Australian context. The media are the primary conduit for communicating accounts of conflict, and their reportage is one of the basic ways of disseminating knowledge of war and discussing its meanings. Reporting, unlike the writing of history, has an urgent deadline, and the truth about war may be exposed gradually, selectively or not at all. Correspondents’ reactions to conflict are sometimes muted, delayed and even, in some cases, ignored by editors, the public and governments. The gaps and silences, myopia and confusion, are as important for understanding how the media report war as the substance of the reportage. Of course, the other pressure that defines reporting is the tension between getting it first and getting it right.

			The Blue Pencil

			At the heart of any book on the media and conflict is the issue of censorship.8 The silencing of the media in wartime is crucial. Harold Lasswell observed that ‘there was no question that government management of opinion is an inescapable corollary of large-scale modern war’.9 The Australian World War II guidelines, which all war correspondents signed before accreditation, began with contrasting imperatives: ‘the essence of successful warfare is secrecy’, the guidelines stipulated, and, ‘the essence of successful journalism is publicity’.10

			There is a complex relationship of dependence and antagonism between the armed forces and the media in times of war.11 Tony Hill, former head of international coverage for ABC News and Current Affairs, claimed that most journalists have an inherent aversion to censorship.12 In most news organisations, there is also a tradition of tension between the home office and the correspondents in the field. Most journalists know, however, that they will be censored, and so attempt to work within the restrictions.

			The media play an essential role in any democracy as a channel for information, a vehicle for dissent and a watchdog over authority.13 News on television, on radio or in print that is produced by journalists should be different from the messages conveyed by a government official or corporate spokesperson. The proliferation of public relations material that is accepted as hard news has become a growing concern. Journalists are not as free to report as they imagine or would like; they have always been controlled and managed.

			Tension between the media and the military often arises from the perception of the press’s influence. Bernard Cohen once famously observed that the press may not be successful in telling people what to think but is stunningly successful in telling readers what to think about.14 Media organisations often claim that their reports can shock governments and force them into action. John Pilger, for example, recalled that his documentary, Year Zero: The Silent Death of Cambodia, about the genocide of an estimated 1.7 million Cambodians by the Khmer Rouge, had an effect on a scale he wasn’t prepared for.15

			The impact of that story in the Mirror and on television doubled its power. The story broke in the Mirror in September of 1979. Almost an entire issue was devoted to it—some 6000 words and thirty photographs in a tabloid newspaper. Six weeks later, my documentary went to air, and the response was different and greater. More than US$50 million was raised from readers and viewers, all of it unsolicited.16

			Yet sometimes it is the inability of the press to influence events during warfare that is so striking, not its impact.17 Some atrocities will continue, however awful the casualties or shocking the reports are. The carnage on the Western Front, which destroyed almost an entire generation of young men, did not abate for four long years; the murder of Jews and other minorities continued during World War II and indeed intensified after 1942, despite reports that more than 700 000 Polish Jews had ‘been slaughtered by the Germans in the greatest massacre in history’;18 and the Vietnam War lasted over ten years, contradicting the widely held belief that television lost the war.

			Phillip Knightley’s key argument in The First Casualty is that the media begin each war as if it is the first, and as a result are outmanoeuvred by the military from the start, because there is little or no institutional memory.19 This is certainly apparent in the Australian experience, but new research offers a fresh perspective and contributes to new debates. Australian correspondents during certain wars were the most heavily censored of the Western media. Unlike the British, who suppressed information with assurances that it was motivated by security concerns, and the United States, who at least feigned an adherence to the ideal of free speech, the Australian government and military made no such pretence. Censorship is also the one realm in which Australia has sometimes deviated from Western media convention and even established policy. Two crucial parts of the story are the relationship between the Australian media and the military, and how the AIF and its modern manifestation, the ADF, borrowed from previous conflicts and reinvented the rules of censorship, access, pooling (the circulation of shared copy), embedding and media management.

			‘A Hackneyed Term’

			In October 1914, the chief of British Intelligence told Charles Bean that war correspondents were members of a ‘dying profession’; Bean recorded in his diary that, on the contrary, it was the beginning of a new era.20 He was prescient. Over 750 Australian correspondents have reported international conflicts, from Howard Willoughby in the New Zealand Wars in 1863 to those covering Afghanistan and Iraq in the first decade of the twenty-first century.

			The term ‘conflict reporter’ has a broad definition. It encompasses traditional war correspondents, foreign correspondents based abroad and Australia-based journalists sent to report particular conflicts. It also covers photographers and cinematographers. There are many instances of reporters, including some of the most famous names, for whom ‘war correspondent’ is the only possible term to use. Charles Bean at Gallipoli, Ronald Monson and Noel Monks in Spain, Alan Moorehead in the Western Desert, Damien Parer and Osmar White on the Kokoda Track, Chester Wilmot during the D-Day campaign in World War II, Harry Gordon in Korea and Pat Burgess in Vietnam were all archetypal war correspondents, either close to the fighting or within military headquarters, commenting on events, the ebb and flow of battle and the fate of the participants.

			Possibly the first Australians to see themselves consciously as war correspondents were Monson, Monks and Moorehead, in the 1930s—and they reported for British newspapers and were not always concerned with the activities of Australian forces. Monson described himself as a ‘battlefront correspondent by choice and conviction’,21 while Moorehead regarded himself as a ‘professional recorder of events, a propagandist, not a soldier’.22 However, for the overwhelming majority of journalists before Vietnam, covering war was only one part, perhaps even relatively small, of their careers. This is as true of Bean in World War I as it is of George Johnston in World War II. Conflict reporting might have been the most significant part of many journalists’ lives, but many were like most of the Australian soldiers in the two world wars, there for the duration only.

			Most contemporary journalists are reluctant to accept the mantle of ‘war correspondent’. They prefer the term ‘foreign correspondent’, a designation first conceived in 1945 when the military arranged for war correspondents to be what they called ‘civilianised’ and their war accreditation terminated.23 The choice of appellation also reflects the changing nature of the media and the frequency of combat. Conflict reporting is now often part of a foreign posting, or an assignment for a domestically based correspondent with a roving brief who is sent to cover specific stories, rather than a specialist war correspondent, a title and position that media organisations also tend to eschew. As Fairfax correspondent Paul McGeough observed, ‘every foreign correspondent has to be ready to cover war’, even on a luminous September morning in New York.24 Greg Wilesmith, a journalist and producer for the ABC, described his career as ‘episodic rather than constant’ and regarded himself as ‘a reporter who occasionally covered conflict rather than being a war correspondent, which has become a pretty hackneyed term’.25

			Clearly, the younger generation differs from the correspondents ‘blooded’ on the front during the two world wars. Even the props are dissimilar: in both world wars, accredited correspondents had to wear military uniforms, were issued rations, used military transport, automatically acquired the rank of captain, were quartered, fed and given medical treatment. They were subject to military law and observed the normal discipline of the army (even court martial).

			‘I Thought, Why Not?’

			What compels journalists to report on conflict? Is it a commitment to get the story, a quest for adventure, or the pursuit of fame? Charles Bean won a ballot conducted by the AJA to secure his post, beating Keith Murdoch by a narrow margin. Despite his disappointment, Murdoch, an ambitious and savvy political operator, managed to make his mark. Wilfred Burchett was at first an accidental observer and went into journalism from there; he claimed that one should become a journalist if ‘you had something to say and burned to say it’.26 Given Burchett’s career and the controversies that swirled around him, he clearly had a great deal to say. Another Australian maverick, John Pilger, was driven by the journalists’ code:

			To tell the truth in all circumstances is to be the agent of people, never of power … Of course, a journalist will not know the whole truth and may acquire only a fragment of it, but if he or she has demonstrated the will to find out, the job is done. It’s quite a modest aim, and it has little to do with the mantra of objectivity.27

			Several reporters concede that timing is everything. Mervyn Warren was the aviation correspondent at the Sydney Daily Telegraph when Douglas MacArthur arrived in Darwin, and Warren ‘automatically became a Warco’.28 After World War II, many correspondents were drawn from police rounds—an assumption that if you could stomach the blood at home you would be able to adapt to reporting under fire. John Stackhouse, whose first conflict assignment was Korea, followed this path and observed that ‘it beat the hell out of police rounds. Reuters had a vacancy in Korea (a correspondent got killed by a mine) and I put my hand up’.29

			For some it is a lifelong ambition. Diane Willman had to make her ‘own opportunity’, living in and reporting from Lebanon as a freelancer for ten years from the 1960s. She had aspired to be a foreign correspondent from the age of five.30 Four Corners correspondent Matthew Carney observed that it was ‘adventure, passion for international politics and travel, a sense that I could help change the world. I always wanted to be a foreign correspondent—it was the only thing I ever wanted to do’.31

			For others, it was unplanned. Tim Bowden, formerly of the ABC, who saw action in Vietnam and Borneo, simply regarded it as going with the territory: ‘Can’t say I was ever that partial to being shot at’.32 Photographer Stuart MacGladrie said he was ‘asked if I would go to Vietnam—thought, why not?’33 Michael Cox, an ABC cinematographer later embedded in Iraq, was sent to Afghanistan after a colleague became ill. Rory Callinan, while retracing David Hicks’s path in Afghanistan, simply ‘happened to be in the right place at the right time’.34 Scott Bevan, an ABC correspondent, recalled that it was luck: ‘I probably had that boy reporter’s view that conflict reporting was something you should do in your career but I was assigned to East Timor because I had a visa and was willing’.35

			Mark Willacy, an ABC correspondent, said he was never fixated on covering conflict.

			My dream in journalism was always to travel the world, but not necessarily to conflict zones. In fact I always regarded myself as something of a coward. But after covering something as raw and harrowing as war you do tend to look at life and the world in a different way. To me, war represents the extremes of human nature—barbarity, fraternity, misery—and a story like that can be highly addictive. But I can honestly say I never became a ‘war junkie’ like some of my colleagues. In fact after years of covering conflict I needed a change.36

			The opportunity, for many, was too intoxicating to refuse. Elizabeth Riddell, one of only twenty Australian women accredited in World War II, said it was ‘the excitement. Going somewhere. Doing something’.37 Chris Adams from Network 7, who reported on the Gulf War, said it was ‘the best story happening at the time—it involved Australians in conflict and quite frankly it was exciting’.38

			Eric Campbell, an ABC foreign correspondent, regarded the experience as a rite of passage. ‘It was part of the job being a posted foreign correspondent’, he recounted. ‘As a new correspondent, there was always a sense of being “blooded” if you’d covered a conflict. It was a way of showing you could handle the most dangerous and difficult assignments.’39 John Pilger also acknowledged that working overseas was a ‘baptism’ of sorts.40

			The desire to communicate is a compelling motivation. John Mancy replaced Michael Birch of the AAP, who was one of the four journalists killed in a Viet Cong ambush in Cholon in the May 1968 Tet offensive. ‘In subbing the story,’ Mancy recalled, ‘I read how one of the four victims, an old school mate, Bruce Pigott (of Reuters), had written that, in war, “the people always suffer”. At the age of twenty-six, I wanted to continue telling the story’.41 While Sue Neales’s career as a foreign correspondent was partly accidental, she had a ‘great belief that Australian reporters must be there at the big conflicts of history reporting from an ordinary Australian perspective rather than taking wire reports from US and European media’.42

			Other journalists were influenced by the exploits of the correspondents who blazed the trail. Harry Gordon, whose first conflict assignment was Korea and who became one of Australia’s most renowned newspapermen, was ‘inspired by a number of World War II war correspondents. I rather hero-worshipped some of them’.43 The mythology was compelling. John Mancy saw himself ‘as a budding Hemingway’.44 Tony Walker from Fairfax also had a ‘bit of a romantic notion of what war correspondents had done’, and considered war reporting to be the ‘purest form of journalism’.45

			Fame is an important but largely unspoken reason for conflict reporting. Few correspondents acknowledge the seduction of fame and how exposure from covering war propels a select few to celebrity status. Philip Kerr claimed that what motivates conflict reporters is the yearning for celebrity.46 The glamour of war reporting drives some, but few are willing to take ownership of it. The notion of celebrity can obscure the real story. When commenting on the decline in the quality of international coverage, Mark Willacy observed that journalism has become a soap opera: ‘For some networks it’s not so much about the story, but about the star correspondents—perfectly coiffed clowns like CNN’s Anderson Cooper dominating every frame of the news report instead of the people he’s supposedly reporting on’.47

			In more recent wars, the celebrity journalist has become a different breed of conflict correspondent, too expensive and too valued to remain in the field. Such reporters are derisively known as ‘firemen’, flown in to report for a few days, resplendent in a flak jacket, but with little conception of the real story. Jonathan Harley, a former ABC journalist, referred to them as ‘dish monkeys, reporters who make their living atop hotel roofs proving the latest “spots” on a story while enjoying five-star comforts. In a world of round-the-clock coverage, the dish monkey is increasingly the backbone of TV news’.48

			‘Cancel My Rumba Lessons!’

			If the term ‘war correspondent’ is problematic, the clichés surrounding war and foreign correspondents are equally challenging. The Times correspondent William Howard Russell, who covered the Crimean War, was ambivalent about the war correspondent’s role and referred to himself as the ‘miserable parent of a luckless tribe’.49 By World War II, the image had been transformed from the cynical idea of the ‘luckless tribe’: American doyen Walter Cronkite effusively claimed that ‘nothing in the field of journalism is as glamorous as being a war correspondent’.50 The abiding image was young, male, intrepid and individualistic. Richard Collier maintained that even civilian reporters clung to the persona; their mandatory costume reeked of wartime experience: the trench coat with its vestigial epaulets.51 Tony Clifton, who reported for Newsweek for most of his career, described how enthralled he was by the image presented and the war stories recounted by the journalists who covered Tobruk, Kokoda and D-Day and who returned from Paris: their superb tailoring and sophistication contrasted with the provincialism of Australia.52

			How do you discuss conflict reporting without acknowledging the stereotypes: the risk taking, camaraderie, courage, commitment to the truth, machismo and ambition? Journalist mythographers are everywhere, and Susan Carruthers is wise to alert the reader to them.53 Television and the internet have distorted fame and recognition further.

			The existing literary and celluloid treatment of journalists covering combat does nothing to contradict this; it is often celebratory, simplistic and hagiographic. As Stephen Hess has reminded us, today’s foreign correspondents are not Joel McCrea in Alfred Hitchcock’s Foreign Correspondent, shouting ‘Cancel my rumba lessons!’ before going off to war.54 Not surprisingly, given the nature of their profession, journalists have also left rich source material in accounts of particular conflicts in which they worked. These are an important foundation, though some tend to concentrate retrospectively on personal experience and ‘their’ campaigns; Noel Monks disparagingly described these as ‘I’ stories.55 War and foreign correspondents in the past published their exploits in boldly entitled memoirs, the blurbs of which often emphasise the do-or-die ‘truth’.56 Australian journalists are no exception.57 The accounts frequently portray correspondents’ work as frenetic, adrenalin-fuelled, dangerous; the subtext is the closeness with mortality, the symbolic dance with death. There has been a recent publishing boom in autobiographies written by the current crop of foreign correspondents; many now deviate from past memoirs and tend to be more forthright about the personal costs and less inclined to glamorise war.

			John Martinkus, a freelance journalist, is damning of the stereotypes, finding them annoying and trite. ‘There is this perception that you’ve got a death wish, that you’re crazy, that you’re mentally unbalanced … It just really demeans your work.’58 Robert Bolton, formerly of the ABC and currently with the Financial Review, loathes the glamour associated with war reporting, particularly when the reporters appear on television. ‘Basically, it’s a ticket to travel and to see the world and to ask any question you want.’59

			The sanitised or superficial portrayals can ignore the professional and personal implications of prolonged exposure to violence. In the past, correspondents remained pragmatic, even cavalier about the dangers to themselves and the deaths of colleagues. There was never a public recognition of the costs; it was deemed an occupational hazard in an era when men were expected to be emotionally restrained and simply ‘deal with it’. In 1917, Frank Hurley described his weary fatalism but confided little else: ‘I’m sick of being almost killed and wounded and hearing the hellish din of cannonade, and dodging shells. One becomes a fatalist and I am convinced it’s no good shell-dodging … I’m dead tired’.60

			John Hetherington recalled privately seeing many of his older colleagues during World War II ‘crack under the strain of trying to do their job in the desert and Crete. They were willing enough in heart but could not stay the distance’.61 Photojournalist David Brill, who has reported from war zones for well over thirty years, said about his response to conflict:

			You’re overwhelmed when you hear the bullets going past you. If anybody says they don’t get scared or they’re not frightened, they’re just being macho. It’s a horrible thing, the smell, the screaming, the noise, the vibration of the land when heavy stuff comes in. And what disturbs me is the suffering of the innocent, the people, the refugees.62

			Fairfax photographer Kate Geraghty described her first reaction to conflict:

			No-one tells you what it’s like to, you know, to wait for a scud missile to land because there’s an air raid going on and to be trapped during a fire-fight. There’s no book or movie that can tell you how you’re going to react or how you’re going to feel.63

			Psychiatrist Anthony Feinstein has argued that the profession has fostered a silence about the emotional consequences of traumatic events and the life-threatening hazards journalists face.64 One female journalist returned from Bosnia in the mid 1990s and recalled a boysy, male-dominated newsroom that failed to accommodate vulnerability and trauma.65 Peter Cave, who helped to pioneer the ABC’s peer trauma support scheme in his capacity as foreign affairs editor, recalled a time when emotionally damaged journalists were stuck in the corner of the newsroom, and management waited for them to drink themselves to death.66

			Some Australian media organisations, most notably the ABC, are now accepting responsibility. Courses in dealing with hostile environments are run for journalists departing for particular countries; confidential peer support services are offered; and counselling is de rigueur for those returning.67 Yet there is still resistance and denial: other organisations fail to explain to their journalists their rights and the protection accorded to them as non-combatants under the Geneva convention. Often, too, journalists themselves conceal their anguish after prolonged exposure to violence or disaster. Most recently, Peter Lloyd’s searing account documented his decline due to post-traumatic stress and his subsequent arrest and incarceration in a Singapore gaol for possession and trafficking of methamphetamine.68 One well-known Australian television reporter told Chris Masters that he had been ‘to millions of war zones’ and never needed counselling. Masters said:

			I don’t see why we should be comparing the size of our dicks here. I actually thought it was a useful experience … I told the counsellor at the time I wasn’t going to forget anything I saw and I didn’t think I possibly could forget it, but I did think that I would be able to live with it.69

			Entrenched within the persona of the war journalist is a degree of self-deception: the idea that someone can confront war with impunity.70 Mark Baker of Fairfax was both reflective and scathing in his assessment of the ‘gung-ho culture about foreign war reporting’:

			I think there’s a tendency—maybe I’ve done a bit of it myself too—to sort of put yourself out there to write the piece. I’m writing from the frontline. The bullets are flying over my head, you know—I’ve got my flak jacket on, I’m doing a great job—when, at the end of the day, does this add to the knowledge people have about a conflict?71

			Some correspondents cling to the old stereotypes. Others are forthright about the emotional trauma and acknowledge the personal consequences of conflict reporting: substance abuse, relationship breakdowns, emotional nihilism, depression, dissociative episodes, gambling and shoplifting. The physical effects are also severe for the generation of correspondents who reported from Vietnam, and afterwards suffered various forms of cancer. Emblematic of the nature of war reporting are violence and death. Australian Michael Ware, a former CNN correspondent who covered East Timor, Afghanistan and Iraq since 1999 and was the sole Westerner to be captured and later released by Al Qaeda, was outspoken and candid about suffering post-traumatic stress. ‘It’s mental, emotional, personal, professional, social. I mean, the price is enormous’, Ware said. ‘And it’s another bleeding obvious statement to say you do not come back the same.’72

			Many journalists remain ambivalent about the work, struggling with the contradictory emotions of an abiding fascination with war and a revulsion to its legacy. There is, of course, something inherently alluring and dramatic about reporting war, and sometimes the exhilaration is heightened by the associated risks. John Brittle captured the atmosphere of camaraderie ‘mixed with sometimes more than a whiff of danger that you can find nowhere else. It is the best and worst of reporting worlds’.73 But Chris Masters argued that the hardest journalism to do is actually the domestic stories. ‘You can exploit conflict’, Masters said;

			you can suck the emotional pain out of it and turn it into entertainment. The fundamental reality is, whatever people say about the risks, I think generally foreign correspondents in particular would rather work that beat than do the tougher, domestic round. Firstly, the standards are tougher locally because people know the history, geography, politics better than they understand the foreign story. Secondly, they are much more involved in coverage rather than discoverage. It is exciting and, generally speaking, you don’t have to work as hard. I think moral bravery is a lot more important than physical bravery, and so, therefore, the bigger challenges to me in my journalistic career have been fighting tough court cases here in Australia than going to those war zones.74

			Being Australian

			Equally contentious is the notion of nationality. Is the place of birth important for the culture of war reporting? In some cases it is irrelevant, because not all the correspondents that we will consider are Australian-born. We claim Osmar White, Kate Webb and Paul McGeough as our own, but the first two were born in New Zealand, and McGeough was born in Ireland. From the age of ten, Charles Bean spent his formative years in England. Others, such as Alan Moorehead and Murray Sayle, were Australian-born but made their reputations on Fleet Street and rarely wrote for an Australian audience.

			The idea of ‘being Australian’ needs to be examined. The Australians’ approach during both world wars was distinctive: they went up to the fighting front and lived with the soldiers for extended periods. Sayle, when asked why Australia produced such good war correspondents, repeated a British general’s famous and apocryphal quip that they were ‘good at camping’.75 The old guard were, in Tony Walker’s estimation, ‘resilient, resourceful, which comes from a pioneering culture’.76 More controversial was Ronald Selkirk Panton. Marianne Hicks, his biographer, argued that the notion of race, which underpinned much of the ideology surrounding empire and nation, featured in Panton’s self-identity. For him, the concepts of race, nation and empire were interrelated, and his Australianness complemented his ‘superior’ racial characteristics.77

			Often, it is the outsider’s perceptions about Australians rather than self-identification that is insightful. Recalling Chester Wilmot in 1956, British general Sir Brian Horrocks described him as ‘pushy’ and ‘dogmatic’, claiming them as Australian characteristics: he ‘had met it before in other Australians. It is part of their inferiority complex—they have to assert themselves’.78 The Times said of Alan Moorehead that ‘perhaps because he was an Australian he brought to his work an alien fascination, a separateness, which became more apparent as the years passed’.79 Murray Sayle was, in British journalist and editor Martin Woollacott’s estimation, the best example of the Australian reporters of the 1950s, ‘lacking both the post-imperial complexes of their British opposite numbers and the stodgy consciousness of power that afflicted some members of the American press corps’. They were ‘at their best, magnificent, and Murray was perhaps the most magnificent of all’.80

			Yet the confidence that Australian nationality once conferred has been shaken as conflict has changed. As the media have become increasingly vulnerable in war zones, there has been a corresponding shift in the recourse to being Australian. The footage of the journalist Greg Shackleton writing ‘Australia’ and daubing the flag in red paint on a building in Balibo reflected his trust in the protection accorded by Australian nationality and the journalist’s status, and perhaps also youthful naivety.81 Several Australian journalists have been kidnapped, wounded or killed in both Afghanistan and Iraq since 2001.

			The contemporary disdain for Australians is lamented. Mark Baker recalled that ‘it was once safe to say you were an Australian’.82 Trevor Bormann from the ABC attributed the change specifically to the divisive origins of the Iraq War and Australia’s commitment to the United States. ‘Once upon a time, if you were an Australian journalist abroad you could bank on the fact that you were from a fairly obscure country’, Bormann observed. ‘The perception was that it was fairly innocuous, fairly neutral in any conflict. But now that’s changed.’83 The Australian’s Peter Wilson admitted that, as part of the coalition, Australians have now become ‘open fodder’.84 In total, twenty-six Australian journalists and photographers have died on the frontline (see Appendix).

			There has been a shift from wars with clearly identified armies on demarcated fronts to non-conventional conflicts and wars of insurgency against an occupying military force. The media now cover conflicts that extend to prolonged occupation; terrorism has escalated into a global struggle; enemies and allies often confuse civilians with combatants; and demanding news organisations and audiences expect more immediate and intimate coverage. Michael Ware contended that there are certain indefatigable, universal truths about conflict that will never change:

			It’s hot, it’s cold, you’ll be hungry, you’ll be tired, it will be bloody and it will hurt. But there’s also a way in which conflict is organic, it’s constantly evolving … Not just from one conflict to another, but within conflicts themselves. The American war being waged in 2003 doesn’t look anything like the one we have now.85

			The other profound change in conflict reporting has come from technological innovation. The Australian media have often been marginalised and under-resourced, with fewer correspondents on the ground and tighter budgets than those of more prosperous counterparts. Technological development is arguably all the more significant for the Australian media, because it has reduced these disadvantages.

			Advances in technology have often paralleled and distinguished particular wars and afforded audiences new ways in which to visualise conflict. Australia was first linked to the rest of the world by telegraphic cable in the early 1870s, over thirty years after the invention had revolutionised communication. World War I tested the capabilities of emerging technologies in newspaper production and drew upon the invention of motion pictures and the telephone.86 Even so, newspaper copy was still either carried by pigeons or shipped by steamer from France to London for transmission by telegraph, and messengers in Australia scrambled to meet arriving ships from Europe to scavenge for news. Two news genres, radio and newsreels, distinguished World War II. Television, with its immediacy and intimacy, transformed conflict reporting, a development which coincided with the controversial war in Vietnam.87 The Gulf War in 1990 was distinguished by an expanded and almost accidental adaptation—satellite and cable television—which completely altered the nature of live news.88

			For the present legion of correspondents who have reported from Afghanistan and Iraq, the technological advances are considerable. In the age of the internet, satellite and mobile phone, laptops with editing packages, broadband and store-and-forward facilities and satellite dishes, there is immediate communication, and conflict is brought ‘live to air’. The extent to which the quality of reporting is enhanced by these advances is open to debate. Correspondents acknowledge the impact of shorter lead and filing times, constant demands and interference from home-based editorial executives, commercial competition and increased syndication. The central tenet is the immediacy of communication, so that audiences are afforded more widely accessible ways of witnessing combat (and often with the nebulous promise of greater insight). Has the new technology liberated the correspondents, or are they captive to it?

			Much has also been made of the shifting media landscape: the diminution of Australian media proprietors, plummeting newspaper circulation, greater editorial constraints and foreign bureaus closing with increasing regularity. These patterns provoke widespread concern among practitioners about declining opportunities, diminished Australian perspectives, greater reliance on syndication and public relations material, and exploitation of freelance journalists. With the ABC and SBS as notable exceptions, foreign news is often reduced to homogenous agency grabs. Is there more comprehensive coverage of war, or are the reporters, in the words of the late UPI reporter Kate Webb, little more than ‘mosquitoes dancing on the surface of a pond’?89 Journalists have been witness to momentous changes when covering war. For the pioneers, however, it was a simpler time.
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			Colonial Conflicts

			From the New Zealand Wars to the Boer War

			On Friday 20 November 1863, a battle took place in the Waikato region of the North Island of New Zealand. British troops under the command of General Duncan Cameron assaulted a position at Rangariri held by their Maori opponents. Howard Willoughby, special correspondent of the Melbourne newspaper the Argus, was there to describe the fighting:

			The most brilliant engagement of the war took place at Rangariri, on Friday the 20th inst. with a result which renders the triumph of the British army secure. General Cameron assaulted the enemy’s fortified position, and, after a heavy loss of 130 men killed and wounded, captured the stronghold. The event has taken the public here by surprise; but despite the price paid for it, the victory has been gladly hailed, for the hope that it may save further effusions of the blood of our countrymen.1

			Willoughby thus has the honour of being Australia’s first war correspondent.

			In 1863, the profession of war correspondent was not only new to the Australian colonies; it was new to the rest of the world. It was less than a decade since the Irishman William Howard Russell had reported from the Crimean War for The Times of London and had, according to a twentieth-century successor, Max Hastings, ‘almost single-handedly’ invented the art of war journalism.2 The combination of greater literacy, expanded newspaper readerships and the spread of the telegraph cable brought the press to the battlefield, if not for the first time then in a new and intimate relationship with conflict. By the time of the Third China War of 1860, the presence of a reporter—in this case, Bowlby of The Times—seems to have been accepted as normal.3 Seven years later, several British correspondents and HM Stanley of the New York Times (later to ‘rediscover’ the explorer David Livingstone) accompanied General Sir Robert Napier’s expedition to Abyssinia.4 War journalism was established and producing celebrities.5

			In reporting on the colonial conflicts of the late nineteenth century, Australian journalists celebrated both empire and, increasingly, a nascent Australian nationalism. During this period, the first Australian war correspondents followed the same work practices as their international counterparts; these included getting timely reports back to their offices, conveying as vividly as possible for their domestic audience what it was like to be ‘there’, commenting on the course of the campaign and highlighting individual acts of bravery. In addition, Australia’s early war journalists were intent on showing how the colonies were contributing to the imperial project and were making their entrance on the world scene, and how their contributions were valued by the mother country. Where appropriate, ‘special’ Australian characteristics—qualities that made Australians keen and useful soldiers—were emphasised in their reporting.

			At the time when Willoughby went to New Zealand, the Australian newspaper industry was expanding. Between 1848 and 1886, the number of dailies published in Australia grew from eleven to forty-eight.6 Although many colonial newspapers were ephemeral, some of the country’s most enduring dailies were established by 1863: the Age, the Argus, the Sydney Morning Herald and the Melbourne Herald. The publication of overseas stories was inevitably tied to the arrival of ships, newspapers sending staff to Sydney Heads or the Melbourne docks to obtain the news as soon as a clipper from Europe arrived. Despite the extraordinary reduction in shipping times during the nineteenth century, in the 1860s, news from London could be between ten and fourteen weeks old. As RB Walker wrote, once the ships had arrived, colonial readers ‘gorged like a boa constrictor on one good feed and then fasted for weeks until the next repast was offered and swallowed whole’.7 Timely reporting of international conflicts such as the Crimean War was very difficult.8 A short, sharp conflict like the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, which lasted for less than two months, was not mentioned in Australian newspapers until it was over.9

			The tyranny of distance, however, was soon challenged by the telegraph. Melbourne was connected to Adelaide in 1859, and by 1861 the link had extended to Sydney and Brisbane. The all-important imperial link with Britain followed in 1872, though in the early years line failures and outages were common. The telegraph was a true communications revolution, and the cable link with Britain was one factor in the growth of imperial consciousness in Australia in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. What happened in London was known in Melbourne or Sydney shortly afterwards. As Walker expressed it, ‘periodicity had changed; the world spun faster; the boa constrictor was dead’.10 Willoughby did not have the advantage of the telegraph in reporting from New Zealand in 1863–64—the link between that country and Australia was not established until 1876—but the distance across the Tasman from Auckland to Melbourne was at least shorter than the clipper route from London.

			The First Steps: Howard Willoughby in New Zealand

			The main reason for Willoughby’s trip to New Zealand was to observe the campaign in Waikato, part of what is now called the Third New Zealand War (1863–66). Willoughby’s time in Waikato was just one stage in a distinguished career, in which he rose to become editor of the Argus.11 On his death, in 1908, that newspaper hailed him as ‘the most remarkable journalist who has yet appeared in Australia’.12 The only time he served as a war correspondent was during the Third New Zealand War.

			It was the Australian colonies’ first venture overseas in an imperial war. The Waikato campaign of 1863–64 was one in a series of military conflicts in New Zealand involving imperial troops, local levies, settlers and Maori.13 The first of these struggles occurred between 1846 and 1847; the last to be designated a ‘war’ ended in 1866, though some would argue that armed conflict did not cease until later. The Waikato campaign was a protracted struggle against the Maoris, who possessed marked defensive skills and were fighting on home ground. Imperial commanders were anxious to secure as much manpower as practicably possible. Troops were drawn from various parts of the empire, including the Australian colonies. The bait was the offer of land to those who served in Waikato; the hitch in this offer (besides the obvious ones of being killed or so incapacitated that one could not take up the grant) was that the land in question had first to be taken from the Maori. Victorian troops were also in New Zealand as private volunteers, not as members of an official Victorian regiment; they formed a major component of the Australian forces of about 2450 volunteers. The presence of so many volunteers from Victoria may well have been dictated by the unsettled economic situation prevailing on the colony’s central goldfields. Over twenty Australians were killed in action, approximately thirteen more dying in accidents or from illness. The land scheme was not a success, and many disillusioned Australians eventually returned home.

			Willoughby left on the Himalaya, which was also taking the 50th Regiment from Ceylon to New Zealand. He sent his first letter back on 16 November 1863, publication occurring three weeks later.14 Before Willoughby’s departure, the Argus had been depending on messages brought at intervals from New Zealand newspapers or from the unidentified New Zealand correspondent of the Sydney Morning Herald. On a number of occasions, the gap between events and their publication was lamented. The Sydney Morning Herald correspondent in October 1863 stated, for instance, that it was ‘very unfortunate that, from the fact of the Claud Hamilton sailing tomorrow morning, you are likely to be kept in total ignorance of the results of the general’s attack upon the Meremere until the next opportunity of communication with this port’.15 Although Argus editorials noted the colony’s pride in its contingent and ‘how their country will have an eye to watch their achievements, and a pen to celebrate them’, the assessment of the troops was more muted in other reports.16 In a description of the departure of 405 Victorians from Williamstown in August 1863, echoes are found of traditional prejudice about the class of men who volunteered to be soldiers: ‘Although the volunteers included many specimens of the genus “loafer”, they were altogether a fine body of men, and, if well drilled and well officered, are not at all likely to reflect shame on the colony they are leaving’.17

			There were several significant features in Howard Willoughby’s reporting. Despite being an enthusiastic supporter of British sovereignty over the Maori, Willoughby admired aspects of the Indigenous culture, chiefly those to do with martial prowess. He was at times a critic of the methods used by the military authorities in the conduct of the campaign. Notably, his desire for the Australian colonists to prove themselves worthy members of the British race foreshadowed how later Australian war correspondents interpreted key aspects of the country’s participation in war.

			Willoughby diluted the virulent racism of his editor at the Argus, who wrote that the Maori character was ‘degenerating into the proportions of unmitigated savagery’ with all ‘the instincts of the brute’.18 In his first dispatch from the battlefield, Willoughby expressed his admiration of the Maoris’ skill at preparing defensive works, commenting that ‘the wonder is, not that our loss was so heavy, but that our troops accomplished what they did’.19 The personal beauty of some Maori, especially the women, was another quality he noted. A young Maori girl of thirteen who had been sent to General Cameron as a hostage was described as ‘decidedly good looking, albeit … possessed of lips of an extreme thickness’.20 Willoughby also wrote that the Maori showed forbearance in not destroying captured British property, whereas one British officer defied Cameron’s orders and carried out a ‘whare-burning expedition’.21 Another Argus correspondent also stated that the Maori thoroughly reciprocated British ‘humane treatment of all Maoris’ who were taken prisoner.22 Willoughby considered that the Maori were undoubtedly a savage and inferior race that needed to be put in its place, but this did not justify wanton barbarism by British troops.

			Willoughby moved on from concentrating solely on the role played by the Victorian troops in New Zealand to reporting on the imperial troops as a whole. The campaign was regarded as a frontier war, an extension of imperial rule over a racially inferior and numerically diminishing race, not a proper war against European opponents.

			Perhaps not surprisingly, as a war correspondent, Willoughby has received more attention in New Zealand than in Australia. The Oxford Companion to New Zealand Military History is generous in its praise of Willoughby’s ‘incisive and impartial reports’. Willoughby ‘outlined the incipient characteristics that would come to define Australia’s soldiers in the next century’, for example, when he remarked at Christmas 1863 that the volunteers from the Australian colonies would ‘have to march without beer, they have to fight without beer’.23 His obituary in the Argus recorded that he ‘wrote brilliant descriptions of the fighting’, and this is occasionally true.24 Yet, when there was little of consequence to say, Willoughby was adept at colour passages of great length and not much content. The following is typical.

			The voyage was commenced with beautiful weather. At sunset a heavy mass of rich dark blue clouds hung upon the right, through innumerable golden chasms in which the sun poured a flood of yellow glory over the dancing waters while the leviathan steamer urged her course into a dark and increasing gloom ahead.25

			Willoughby operated with a degree of freedom that was unimaginable by the time of the South African War and which would scarcely have been tolerated by Australian military authorities in most, if not all, of the twentieth-century conflicts in which Australia participated. He was at his most distinctive when criticising the military strategies employed by Cameron, the British commander, who preferred to build up his forces until he possessed overwhelming strength before advancing against strongly defended Maori positions. The journalist shared the widespread belief that all that was needed to finish the Maori wars once and for all was a vigorous ‘push’. At first, Willoughby thought that the slowness of the British advance after the battle of Rangariri was justified by the need for caution with a clever foe.26 When additional troops arrived in New Zealand, bringing the imperial force to 19 000, with a further 1000 expected, Willoughby stated that ‘the campaign … has been the most brilliant one in the annals of New Zealand warfare’.27 Yet, by early February 1864, he was writing emphatically that

			the question is sure to be canvassed whether General Cameron could not have attained his ends better by more dashing and decisive means … [If] the General wished to take the pa, I cannot help thinking that he could do so notwithstanding their strength, with small loss, by assaulting in several columns.28

			The Anglo-Sudan War

			By the time of the Anglo-Sudan War of 1885, international communications had developed greatly. It was possible for cabled news to be published in Australian newspapers twenty-four hours after the events they described. The fall in the cost of cabled news meant that newspapers were publishing considerably more from this source. Whereas a daily newspaper could afford to publish only fifty cabled words a day in 1872, it could publish 700 by 1908.29 Sea-borne dispatches were cheaper again but were also much slower and risked being out of date upon arrival.

			In 1882, a short war between Egyptian nationalists and British forces had resulted in British victory and the start of effective British control of Egypt. Egypt had misruled the Sudan for some time, which meant that Britain inherited problems there as well. In 1881, Mohammed Ahmed had risen against Egyptian influence in the Sudan and had proclaimed himself the Mahdi, or Messiah. Soon he had routed several British-led Egyptian forces, and he captured Khartoum in January 1885, which led to the death of Major General Charles Gordon. Although the British government had been unenthusiastic about a long-term commitment to the Sudan, the empire was spurred into retaliation by the death of the famous commander. General Sir Garnet Wolseley’s relief force, which had failed to reach Khartoum in time, was to be supplemented by additional forces arriving at the Red Sea port of Suakin. Gordon would be revenged.30

			On news of Gordon’s death, New South Wales offered infantry, artillery and a small ambulance corps for service in the Sudan. A volunteer force of 730 men was raised. The British government, anxious to defuse the crisis, discouraged the other colonies from following suit, so New South Wales was alone in Australia in sending forces. Although the contingent spent only seven weeks in the Sudan, the expedition demonstrated how the telegraph, in quickly bringing the news of Gordon’s death to Australia and provoking a colonial outpouring of grief, had strengthened imperial links. Now that ‘Britain and Australia operated to a significant degree within a common time frame because of the availability of and increasing use of the telegraph’, New South Wales was able to send both troops and press to East Africa.31

			The Australian troops were accompanied by a surprisingly large number of reporters, testament to the importance now attached to war journalism and to the effect on the empire of Gordon’s death. The best known of the four journalists to accompany the expedition was William Lambie of the Sydney Morning Herald. The political and military authorities in New South Wales attempted to restrict the presence of journalists to representatives of the Sydney press, an interesting example of intercolonial rivalry before federation. As a result, the Victorian newspaperman Joseph Melvin had to smuggle himself aboard the Iberia, which was carrying troops, apparently posing as a member of the crew until his true identity was discovered. Once in the Sudan, Melvin acted as war correspondent for journals on both sides of the Murray: the Melbourne Daily Telegraph and the Bulletin.32 Ernest Blackwell of the Sydney Daily Telegraph wrote a report on the force’s return to New South Wales, and JM Sanders of the Sydney Evening News completed the press contingent.33

			Joe Melvin described the arrival at Suakin of the New South Welsh troops aboard the Iberia on 29 March 1885.

			The reception of the Australians was most enthusiastic, and every hour we have spent in Suakin has shown that the Contingent is highly popular with the forces in camp. We hear in all directions expressions of the great uprush of national spirit and kindly feeling between her colonies which has been created by this movement on the part of Australia.

			… The appearance and physique of the Contingent has been much admired. The troops are spoken of as a very suitable class of men for the work before them. The horses also have elicited the highest praise.34

			In this passage, Melvin foreshadowed themes which found fuller expression in later wars. Most prominent was the combination of imperial sentiment and the apparently unique qualities of the Australian volunteers: in this case, their physical skills. Even the calibre of the horses was echoed by AB ‘Banjo’ Paterson in South Africa and Gullett in Palestine in World War I. By the time Melvin’s article was published, five weeks after the event, however, the decision to withdraw British forces from the Sudan had already been made. The Sudan expedition, as far as the New South Welsh were concerned, ended rather farcically. The troops saw very little action and suffered few casualties, the nine fatalities coming from illness, especially on the voyage home. However, Lambie was wounded in the right leg, the first Australian war correspondent injured in the course of duty. Not surprisingly, the Sydney Morning Herald covered Lambie’s injury extensively; the newly established Bulletin, which opposed New South Welsh participation in the war, satirised what it saw as the excessive attention given to the wound.35

			An Expensive but Important Business

			Between 1885 and 1899, troops from the Australian colonies were not involved in overseas wars. Only when Australians were involved were newspapers willing to undertake the considerable expense of sending their own men abroad; the costs included not only fares and living expenses but heavy cable charges. On other occasions, when British troops were not involved, Australians working abroad were sometimes appointed as war correspondents for the duration of a conflict.

			In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, crises and conflicts, often very bloody, periodically broke out in south-eastern Europe, as newly established or revived Christian states fought the Turks or each other for self-determination or for territory that they regarded as historically theirs. In 1897, a brief war erupted between Greece and the Ottoman Empire, with fighting concentrated in Thessaly and Epirus. An Australian, Frederick Livingstone, covered the Greco-Turkish War for The Times of London. Better known as an agriculturalist and businessman, Livingstone was a good example of the man on the spot and the semi-amateur journalist of the era.36 Unfortunately, it is not possible to identify which of the two Times journalists in Greece was Livingstone, as neither the reporter in Epirus nor the one in Thessaly received bylines. Internal evidence suggests that Livingstone was the man in Epirus, and, if so, he wrote with a lively pen and with the ability to provide details without losing sight of the main narrative. His sympathies were firmly with the Greeks, whose gallantry in an unsuccessful campaign he described movingly and from close quarters. For example, this journalist was in the frontline at Pente Pigadia Pass in May 1897 as ‘the Greeks lost 700 killed and wounded, but ever returned readily with cheers to the assault, displaying the greatest courage, and would probably, though after frightful loss, have stormed this most difficult position had they not lost so many officers’.37

			The Boxer Rebellion

			In 1900, the so-called Boxer Rebellion, or Uprising, occurred. Chinese nationalists, especially members of the Society of Righteous and Harmonious Fists—christened the ‘Boxers’ by Western correspondents—attempted to destroy the foreign presence in China. Atrocities, which often involved the slaughter of Western missionaries and their Chinese converts and the rape of European women, had commenced in 1899. By the following year, with the support of the Chinese imperial court, full-scale fighting broke out. Most memorably, the Boxer groups laid siege to the foreign legations in Beijing for fifty days, between 20 June and 14 August, before they were relieved by forces drawn from eight nations, including the great European powers, the United States and Japan. Australian forces were sent chiefly in the form of naval personnel from New South Wales and Victoria, though their contribution was limited. The telegraph may have instituted a communications revolution in the second half of the nineteenth century, but it still took time to raise troops, as the colonies possessed only rudimentary standing forces. The Australian Naval Brigade missed almost all of the significant fighting, occupied as it was in much marching and guard duty; as in the Sudan, the Australians suffered no deaths in combat. Six died from injury or illness.38

			The best known of the Australian journalists in China was George Ernest Morrison, known as ‘Chinese’, who came originally from Geelong and who had started as The Times’s permanent correspondent in Peking in March 1897. Morrison was the first Australian war correspondent to become world-famous. For about twenty years, from 1897, he was probably the Western world’s best known expert on Chinese affairs. In that time, China ceased to be an empire and became a republic; for a period, Morrison was a senior advisor to the Chinese president.39 He became a war correspondent by default, as he was an eyewitness to the siege of the foreign legations in Peking. On 13 October 1900, The Times published the first part of ‘The Siege of the Peking Legations’, the second part following two days later. The Times was careful to add a comment from its Paris correspondent that everyone in the French capital ‘acknowledged both the talent and energy’ of Morrison.40 On 17 October, the Argus credited Morrison as the author of the articles in The Times and proudly stated that the Victorian’s reports had ‘caused a great sensation in the various capitals of Europe’.41

			Other Australian journalists covered the conflict in China. Australian expatriate G Scott Cranston, who was working for the Central News Agency in Britain, had the distinction of being the only Western journalist to cover the entire campaign.42 John R Wallace reported for the Sydney Morning Herald, doubling up as assistant paymaster with the New South Welsh contingent. AB Paterson reported, also for the Sydney Morning Herald, on the aftermath of the fighting in China.43 George Watkin Wynne covered the war for the Sydney Daily Telegraph; like Wallace, he also served as an assistant paymaster. The chief characteristic of Wynne’s writing was his blatant racial contempt for the Chinese. He reported beatings and executions callously and with detailed descriptions of the victims’ sufferings. ‘A flogging is not such a bad thing’, he informed Telegraph readers:

			The offender is tied up to an altar in the court yard and thrashed with a locally manufactured cat. He squeals a good deal during the process, re-adjusts his nether garments when it is over, kneels down and touches the ground three times with his forehead in acknowledgement of our great mercy.

			In Wynne’s view, one had to ‘regard the Chinaman as something less than human, considerably less’.44

			Dispatches from China were slow in arriving, and news of the Australian naval forces was often out of date by the time it was published. For example, on 12 October 1900, the Argus published an article dated 13 September which described how the Victorians, currently at Taku, were to make their way to Tienstin. The prospect of encountering large numbers of Boxers there ‘put them in the best of spirits’.45 The Victorians marched as part of an international force from Tienstin to Pao-ting Fu, never seeing any action, and on the way assisting in the wanton murders and thefts carried out by their units. The New South Welsh marched to Peking to take part in tedious garrison duties in a subdued city. In the end, newspapers were reduced to praising the sustained marching that the Australians undertook on their journey to Peking while ruefully admitting that ‘little excursions into the Boxers’ country are “off”, and all that is left is to visit as many of the Forbidden places in Peking as one can’.46

			The Boer War

			By the time the world’s great powers had completed their bloody suppression of the Boxers, the second South African War (1899–1902), more popularly known as the Boer War, was underway. Tensions between Britain and the two independent Boer republics of the Transvaal and the Orange Free State had risen steadily in the second half of 1899. When President Kruger’s ultimatum that the British withdraw their forces from the borders of the Transvaal was rejected, the Boers declared war, on 11 October 1899.47 Forces for South Africa were drawn from many areas of the empire. Australia provided eight contingents, probably about 10 000 men. Initially, contingents from the separate colonies were sent; they were followed by troops from the new Commonwealth: federation occurred approximately halfway through the conflict. Officially, there were 518 Australian fatalities, about half of these dying of disease.

			South Africa attracted the largest number of Australian war correspondents to date.48 They formed a small part of a very large coverage of the war by the press of the British Empire, Europe and the United States.49 The amount of coverage is evidence of the popularity of war as a subject for journalism in an era of expanding newspaper readership and the new popular press’s search for sensational material. Most British newspapers had been baying for British intervention in South Africa, and the climate of jingoism infected the Australian press as well, though many in the labour movement were suspicious of an imperial venture against two white settler states.

			Some of the Australians were well-known identities, such as AB ‘Banjo’ Paterson and AG ‘Smiler’ Hales. Paterson worked for the Sydney Morning Herald, the Argus and Reuters. Hales, later a highly popular novelist, represented the London Daily News and several Australian newspapers.50 William Lambie represented three newspapers—the Melbourne Age, the Sydney Daily Telegraph and the Adelaide Advertiser—as did Frank Wilkinson. The Age was further served by G King and D Pontin. JA Cameron represented the West Australian, Reuters and the London Daily Chronicle. The Argus reporter was Donald Macdonald, while WT Reay of the Melbourne Herald added to the significant presence of the Victorian press. Western Australia sent a third correspondent, Bert Toy of the Perth Morning Herald, and H Spooner reported for the Sydney Evening News.51 Newspaper artists at home worked with text supplied by these reporters to illustrate the conflict: for example, Western Australian caricaturist Fred Booty created a distinguished series of illustrations for Toy’s articles.52

			With the capture of the Boer capitals, Pretoria and Bloemfontein, by the middle of 1900, and the flight of the Transvaal leader, Kruger, to Europe, the war of sieges and movement gave way to protracted guerilla warfare and mass internment of Boer civilians in concentration camps, resulting in a high death rate. Yet, by that time, Australian journalists were no longer in South Africa to cover such events, despite the continued presence of Australian troops until the end of the war, in May 1902. Expensive to maintain, and with the initial interest in the war receding at home after the occupation of the two Boer republics, Australian journalists in South Africa had almost all returned by October 1900. For the remainder of the war, Australian newspaper readers depended on agency reports, reprints from British newspapers or extensive extracts from private letters from serving soldiers. Day-to-day news tended to derive from official communiqués and agency sources, chiefly Reuters. Correspondents’ pieces were generally longer, dealt with a variety of topics and often examined the campaign in a broad perspective.

			One remaining correspondent, James Green, originally the Wesleyan chaplain to several Australian regiments, sent reports to the Sydney Morning Herald.53 These had a rather jaunty style and often emphasised Australian soldiers’ bush and horseriding skills as well as their proficiency with the bayonet, themes which were, in slightly different forms, taken up by various correspondents in World War I. Green reported from Pretoria that the ‘greatest compliment’ had been paid to the New South Welsh bushmen by a Boer prisoner who said that one could hardly see the Australians in battle, for ‘the ability to take cover comes naturally to bushmen’, as did their shooting ability.54 A second clerical correspondent was Father Francis Timoney, who accompanied an early contingent as Catholic chaplain and was later a regular correspondent to the Catholic press in Australia.55

			As a result of their early departure, the professional correspondents missed the single event of the war that has resonated down the years for Australians: the execution for murdering Boer prisoners of Lieutenants Peter Handcock and Harry ‘The Breaker’ Morant, on 27 February 1902. Handcock and Morant were certainly guilty of summarily shooting Boer prisoners, as well as an unfortunate German missionary who had witnessed these actions, but they argued that they had been acting in accordance with orders from Lord Kitchener to dispose of all Boer guerillas who were not in their own uniforms. When the news of the executions was eventually published in Australia, the local reaction was strong: many saw the Australian pair as victims of prejudiced British justice looking for scapegoats.56

			Throughout the white dominions of the British Empire, including Australia, the Boer War was supported by most people, often enthusiastically. Vocal pockets of opposition were in the minority. As Barbara Penny has noted, the Australian war correspondents ‘certainly popularised the war’, but they also wrote well, were well informed and were reflecting the sentiments of most of their readers. As in later wars, it is probably fair to say that any jingoism on the part of the Boer War journalists was the product of deeply held popular attitudes rather than the cause of such widespread beliefs.57 War was seen as a morally good thing by many Victorians. The trenches of 1914–18 eroded much of this belief, but in 1900 war was often seen as beneficial, purifying, redemptive. Media historian Glenn Wilkinson has argued that the ‘dominant perception of war was that it was not such a terrible event and that it would likely bring with it positive benefits to those engaged individually and as members of a nation’.58

			Journalistic fervour for the war was matched by strong sentiments about Australia’s ‘debut’ in modern warfare. Detailed descriptions were given of farewells in Australia, the soldiers’ eagerness to enter the fray, and frustration when this did not occur quickly. If Australians were praised by the British authorities or received any special favour, this was described at length, as when the West Australian reported that the ‘Colonial Contingents Din[ed] with the Governor’ of the Cape Colony.59 The first battles in which Australian troops took part were lovingly described. Hales wrote of a minor skirmish at Belmont that:

			Australia has had her first taste of war, not a very great or very important performance, but we have buried our dead, and that at least binds us more closely to the Motherland than ever before. The Queenslanders, the wild riders, and the bushmen of the north-eastern portion of the continent have been the first to pay their tribute to nationhood with the lifeblood of her sons.60

			Other early actions involving Australian troops were hailed as a series of firsts. The relatively small clash at Sunnyside on 1 January 1900, in which the first Australians were killed, was reported at length, though no journalist was there. The coverage shows how Australian newspapers constructed their accounts of fighting in South Africa: the news was obtained from private letters and the British dailies.61 Similarly, when disaster overtook the Victorians shortly afterwards, and their commander, Major Eddy, was killed, several sources were used. JA Cameron of the West Australian struck a patriotic note when he reported that the Victorians had proclaimed that ‘no, Australians must not surrender’; but the main account of the battle came from a participant, Surgeon General Hopkins, as ‘no war correspondents were at the fight and only second hand information has been forthcoming’.62 Hopkins’s report, like those of other participants, was printed verbatim and without additional commentary.

			For the first time, Australian journalists died while reporting war. William Lambie, who had been wounded in the Sudan fifteen years before, was killed by the Boers on 9 February 1900 when the patrol he was accompanying at Jasfontein was attacked. His companion, Hales, was wounded and became the first Australian war correspondent to be taken as a POW. The press reaction to Lambie’s death was profound. London cables first reported that Australians and Tasmanians had been under fire near Colesberg, and that Lambie and Hales were missing.63 The next day, the war news was headed by confirmation of Lambie’s death. The Age used Lambie to stand for others who might yet fall, erasing the distinction between volunteer soldier and civilian journalist: ‘The first Victorian to fall in the cause of the Empire in south Africa, he will be regretted alike by all who admired him for his uprightness, generosity, and force of character, as well as for his high professional abilities, courage, soldierly and patriotic instincts’.64 Tributes to Lambie were expressed throughout Victoria, interstate and in parliament.65 A month after his death, the articles from his fellow war correspondents, including those who had witnessed his death and observed where he was buried by the Boers, first appeared.66

			Three months later, at Deelfontein, H Spooner died of typhoid, one of the major killers of the campaign. Donald Macdonald suffered severely during the siege of Ladysmith, between October 1899 and February 1900. Having lost a considerable amount of weight and condition overall, he was forced to return to Australia. His account of the siege forms some of the best Australian journalism of the war, reportage that rivals or exceeds Australian reporting from Tobruk. The Argus, in hailing Macdonald’s survival, knew that his dispatches would prove popular.67 He wrote particularly vivid descriptions of the random nature of death as the Boer shelling took its toll, and equally graphic stories about the sufferings of the trapped garrison as its supplies dwindled and relief efforts were thwarted. After Macdonald returned to Australia, he went on the lucrative lecture circuit, an early example of a local ‘celebrity’ war correspondent. One advertisement announced that on Thursday 21 February 1901 in the Theatre Royal, Hobart, and on the Friday and Saturday following, Macdonald, ‘the famous Australian War Correspondent’, would give ‘vivid, realistic and descriptive lectures’ on his experiences. The advertisement provided ‘before’ and ‘after’ photographs of Macdonald to convey more graphically the effect of his time in Ladysmith.68

			Macdonald’s writings, like those of many of his colleagues, were marked by blatant racism. Some of it, such as the reports of the departure from Ladysmith of Indians and Africans who knew full well what might happen to them if the Boers took the town, was remarkably unsympathetic.69 Another Australian, Frank Wilkinson, wrote in February 1900 that ‘the Cape [Kaffir] variety is a useful sort of creature, but quite untrustworthy. He is well paid by white men to do next to no work, and he does next to nothing most efficiently’.70 As representatives of one settler society fighting to subdue another, Australians were fascinated by the ‘Kaffir Question’, to quote Paterson. In a nasty dispatch published in May 1900, he wrote:

			The Boer knows how to treat the Kaffir. When the Kaffir gets troublesome or insubordinate … the Boer ties him to a wagon-wheel and gives him a real good hiding with the sjambok … This quietens the recipient in a marvellous way, and the next day he is quite submissive and contented; but the English will make a man and brother of him.71

			Occasionally, very occasionally, some empathy for the African broke through, as when captured Boers were brought to trial for killing ‘Kaffirs’; and not all Australian journalists were guilty of racial slurs. As befitted a former soldier, WT Reay was more concerned with discussing military operations in detail, while Paterson eschewed the Kaffir Question after the article described above. The standard of Paterson’s verse and war journalism improved during his time in South Africa. The jingoistic excesses of some early ballads gave way to more considered efforts in both genres.72

			Some of the Australian journalists who covered the war in South Africa subsequently wrote accounts of their time on the veldt. These included Smiler Hales, Donald Macdonald, WT Reay, Frank Wilkinson and Banjo Paterson.73 The works were generally published shortly after their author’s return to Australia, were met on the whole with a good critical reception as well as a commercial one, and were reprinted quickly. Macdonald’s book How We Kept the Flag Flying was highly praised by the Argus for its breadth of vision and for avoiding ‘sensational “copy”’ which would only ‘feed the public taste for sensationalism’.74 The repetition of ‘Australians’ and similar terms in their titles illustrates the journalists’ desire to assert a specific Australian presence in the wider imperial effort, a presence which their readers were also anxious to discover.

			A New Regime of Censorship

			In South Africa, Australian journalists encountered a tough system of press censorship for the first time. For many war correspondents, this was something new and sinister. For example, Hales wrote in his history of the first Australian operations in South Africa that,

			for some reason which I have been unable to discover, the military authorities talk of sending all correspondents away from the front. It seems to me that it would be better to give bona fide newspaper men every reasonable opportunity of discovering the truth instead of hampering them in any way. I fail to see why Great Britain and her Colonies should be kept in the dark concerning the progress of the war.75

			According to Hales, the effect of censorship was to blind the public to the disastrous mismanagement of the war. The army pretended that censorship was necessary to prevent the flow of information to the enemy, but according to Hales that ‘flimsy, paltry excuse can be dismissed with a contemptuous laugh. That is not why the military people want our work censored. The real reason is that their awful blunders, their farcical mistakes, and their criminal negligence may not reach the British public’.76

			Other Australian correspondents such as Donald Macdonald agreed wholeheartedly with Hales.77 Major WT Reay also wrote ‘what awful pests to the army’ war correspondents were, especially if they were ‘not wholly employed either in recording the wonderful doings or in contemplating the unimpeachable wisdom of the staff’.78 Frank Wilkinson contrasted the more liberal attitude of the US authorities in contemporary conflicts in the Philippines and Cuba with the situation in South Africa, where the work was as arduous and the war correspondent had ‘to fight the whole of the British Army system into the bargain’.79 It is notable that the journalists waited until they had returned home before expressing their dissatisfaction with the system.80

			The Australians in South Africa experienced a transition phase in the relationship between military authorities and war correspondents. Between the Crimean War and the turn of the twentieth century, military censorship in imperial or colonial wars was more relaxed than it was after 1900. Some British historians of colonial era war journalism have labelled the era as the ‘golden age’ of military reporting, with correspondents being (relatively) unfettered in their work.81 To some extent this is a romantic view, inspired in part by the rigid regimes and bureaucratic controls that came later. Yet it remains true that the British authorities in South Africa did establish more stringent press regulations than had been the rule in the past. This new system provided the ideological basis for that established by the War Office in 1914, when the screws were twisted still tighter. Several factors influenced the new regime of press censorship: increased fear of espionage and preventing information being passed on to the enemy were two factors; the most significant reason, though, was the changed nature of the enemy. Unlike the Maori or the Sudanese, the Boers had access to the newspapers and the telegraph. Fighting technologically advanced societies required different ground rules for the press.

			The Russo-Japanese War

			It was not only the British who attempted to control war correspondents more strictly. The Japanese during the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–05 adopted a twin policy of cosseting correspondents and controlling them. Smiler Hales greatly admired the Japanese as soldiers and as patriots when he observed them during this war; however, he wrote in his autobiography that his ‘work in the Russo-Japanese war was hampered by the restrictions of the Japanese authorities’, and he considered that ‘nearly every European correspondent who went to the East’ could say the same.82 Distinguished Australian war correspondent Denis Warner argued that the Japanese censorship system was the prototype for the systems adopted by many protagonists in the twentieth century.

			[The Japanese] came up with the original idea that if you gave the correspondents enough food, alcohol, comfort and women you could keep them safely away from embarrassing situations at the front … [and they] devised the concept of escort officers, a concept … that was adopted with alacrity by the Australian Army and has remained in consistent practice ever since.83

			An historian of the Russo-Japanese War has argued that the Japanese considered that too much information of interest to the enemy had been transmitted by the press in the Spanish-American War of 1898 and the Boer War; therefore, they ‘exercised stringent control over foreign and domestic correspondents’.84 The effect of such protocols was long-lasting.

			The Russo-Japanese War had significant effects on Australian perceptions of Asia. Hitherto, Australian fears of being swamped or invaded by Asians had focussed on the Chinese; after Japan’s victory over Russia, a major European power, the focus switched to Japan.85 Many foreign military observers witnessed the achievements of the new power in the East and at least one doubled as a reporter: Commander Colquhoun of the Victorian Naval Force was appointed correspondent of The Times, acting at the same time as the Australian naval representative.86

			Probably the most significant Australian journalist to cover the conflict was William Henry Donald, who in some ways followed in the footsteps of Chinese Morrison. Donald joined the Hong Kong China Mail in 1903 and later worked in Shanghai, Peking and Manchuria. Towards the end of his career, he was advisor to Chiang Kai-shek, and like Morrison—who had become advisor to President Yuan Shi-kai in 1912—crossed over from journalistic observer to political participant. Donald covered the war of 1904–05 from the Japanese viewpoint and accepted a minor award for his reporting from that government.87 Morrison too was with the Japanese as they entered Port Arthur, the chief Russian position in Manchuria, in early 1905. Smiler Hales, representing Australian newspapers and the Daily News in London, witnessed the fall of Port Arthur just after New Year in 1905. He described the last hours of the besieged town as ‘of a character to simply defy description’, with ‘not a spot in the town … safe from the Japanese shrapnel’. The meeting of the Russian commanders at which surrender was decided upon was described as ‘of a most pathetic character, several officers being quite overcome by emotion’.88

			The Balkan Wars

			The complicated series of wars which have been collectively labelled the First and Second Balkan Wars broke out in south-eastern Europe in 1912. George Hubert Wilkins, who later won an international reputation as a photographer in World War I and as a polar explorer, had left his native South Australia in 1908 to work for Gaumont Film in London. In 1912, he reported on and photographed the fighting between Bulgaria and Turkey in Thrace and Macedonia in the First Balkan War.89 Accompanying the Turkish army, Wilkins was not only one of the first persons to take photographs from an aircraft but also the first, it is claimed, to take successful motion pictures of combat. He also narrowly escaped being shot by the Bulgarians as a spy in an incident during which virtually all of his companions were executed.90 Another Australian journalist reporting the first of the conflicts was Frank Fox, news editor of the Morning Post in London. He travelled with the Bulgarian army during its advance through Ottoman territory and later reported on the first stages of World War I from the Belgian perspective, before enlisting in the British army for service on the Somme.91 The ubiquitous Smiler Hales was again present in Macedonia.

			~

			By 1914, Australian journalists had been reporting on international conflicts for fifty years. It may be overstating the case to say that a tradition of Australian war correspondence had been established, but it is clear that by the outbreak of World War I, Australians expected their newspapers to cover important wars: that is, ones involving European nations. If Australian troops were involved, then Australian reporters should be present. World War I altered many of the conditions under which war correspondents worked, especially in terms of political and military control and more rigid censorship. Some of these developments had been foreshadowed in earlier conflicts, but the scale of the industrialised slaughter of 1914–18 dwarfed anything that had come before. The challenges facing war correspondents became significantly greater than anything they had encountered in the colonial era.
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			World War I

			‘A Baptism of Fire’

			When Britain declared war on Germany on 4 August 1914, she was secure in the knowledge that one part of the empire would stand resolutely behind her.1 The day before, the Australian prime minister, Joseph Cook, had offered the imperial government a volunteer force of 20 000 men, though Australia was in the middle of a federal election campaign. The support of the Labor opposition was assured: its leader, Andrew Fisher, had earlier stated firmly that ‘Australians will stand beside our own to help and defend her to our last man and our last shilling’.2 The imperial concerns were considered Australia’s own.

			The war had widespread public support. The surge to enlist saw Cook’s pledge filled within a month. Cook—by then opposition leader—probably spoke for most Australians when he told the House of Representatives in October:

			For this, above all, is our own war. If we lose it, we risk the loss of Australia. I hope we shall feel right through to the bitter end, if need be, that we are fighting for the liberties of Australia, for the social ideals of this home of ours, as well as for the homes of the kingdoms over the sea.3

			Newspapers, too, were enthusiastic and remained so for the duration of the conflict. If their reportage were believed, World War I was a resounding and glorious success; the battles were ‘marvellous’, ‘pretty’ and ‘thrilling duels’, and the Australian troops ‘super soldiers’ possessing qualities and capabilities beyond any other nationality.4 In reality, it claimed a large part of a generation of young men. With a population of fewer than five million, Australia sent 324 000 volunteers overseas to fight and suffered more than 61 000 dead and 140 000 wounded in five years.5

			The press was central to the war effort. British politician Arthur Ponsonby argued that ‘war is fought in the fog of falsehood, a great deal of it undiscovered and accepted as truth’.6 The effective prosecution of modern war required state-endorsed mendacity, and the press was essential to maintain the conspiracy of silence, galvanise support, mobilise recruitment, conceal blunders and justify the loss of lives.7 David Lloyd George, the wartime British prime minister, confided to CP Scott, editor of the Manchester Guardian, that ‘if people really knew, the war would be stopped tomorrow. But of course they don’t know, and they can’t know. The correspondents don’t write and the censorship would not let them pass the truth’.8

			It was no different for Australian journalism. The war, as articulated by the press, shaped one of Australia’s most important narratives, the Anzac legend. And two parallel themes—the unique Australian character and the birth of a nation—originated with the popular media.9 The war established the reputation of the Australian official war correspondent, CEW Bean, who immortalised the exploits of the Anzacs and created a national monument in their honour. It also developed a number of familiar media precedents still unchallenged today: the censorship of the press, military briefings, accreditation (and, by extension, denial and removal of accreditation), the pooling, or sharing, of news copy, and embedding.

			It was, possibly, censorship that most profoundly defined the reportage of World War I. The suspicion of the press and consequently the restrictions on it were absolute. The British commander Lord Kitchener’s antipathy towards reporters was renowned, resulting in a ‘policy of the strictest censorship and control’.10 In 1914, the British War Office devised ‘Regulations for Press Correspondents Accompanying a Force in the Field’, which were applied to all the colonies. There were several objectives: to limit the number of correspondents, to select those likely to comply, and to protect the military from possible betrayal. Despite the regulations, Kitchener and the War Office continued to oppose any ‘pressmen or eyewitness being included in the expedition’ to the Dardanelles.11

			In the end, journalists did go to Gallipoli, but in total only eleven Australian journalists and two photographers covered the war on its three fronts, and just one, CEW Bean, for its duration.12 Henry Somer Gullett was appointed the official Australian correspondent with the British army on the Western Front for a year and later covered the AIF in Palestine; Frederic Cutlack was commissioned assistant official war correspondent to Bean in late 1917; and, in the same year, after constant lobbying, Frank Hurley and Hubert Wilkins were appointed official photographers of the AIF. There were a few others: Keith Murdoch reported intermittently throughout the war for the Melbourne Herald while working as managing editor of the United Cable Service’s London agency and relentlessly networking; AB ‘Banjo’ Paterson briefly reported from Egypt as the special correspondent for the Argus; Charles Patrick Smith, also of the Argus, and Phillip Schuler of the Age were permitted to file from Gallipoli in July and August 1915; and Gordon Gilmour reported on the Western Front as special war correspondent of the Australian and New Zealand Press Association from 1917. Three others are often omitted from the list: Frederick Burnell reported the seizure of German New Guinea in September 1914; Marie Louise Mack, Australia’s first female war correspondent, was based in London in 1914 and covered the invasion of Belgium for two London newspapers, the Evening News and the Daily Mail; and writer Katharine Susannah Prichard, who also had travelled to the journalists’ mecca, Fleet Street, to establish her career before the war, briefly reported on Australian hospitals on the Western Front.

			The role of the accredited correspondents was blurred from the start. The military regarded journalists as ‘eyewitnesses’ and publicists rather than interpreters, and the British War Office gave the government an assurance that only ‘good and reliable men’ would be sent.13 Unlike in later conflicts, the authorities did not need to ration information or prevent access to the accredited correspondents, because they were silenced by the censors and they became collaborators in developing a highly sanitised and heroic mythology. Phillip Knightley has attributed a large share of the blame to the British war correspondents, who were ‘in a position to know more than most men of the nature of the war on the Western Front’.14 For the Australians, whose dispatches were censored twice—first by the British censors in the field and again in Australia—there were moments of rebellion. Keith Murdoch made explosive revelations of military incompetence at Gallipoli, and, to a lesser extent, Bean’s inner turmoil found occasional expression. But they were exceptional; Australia’s relationship with the empire was all-encompassing, and the Australian press proved dutiful subjects.

			It is striking how poorly the conflict was reported. There was a complete absence of truth about the war and no realistic portrayal of the conditions. Battles were censored to the point of inaccuracy and were consistently portrayed in a positive light; news was delayed for months; and the lexicon of war remained upbeat and victorious: failure, carnage and defeat did not enter the vocabulary. There was never a dissenting word or criticism over why Australia was fighting in a distant conflict, though there was some ambivalence about how the Australian soldiers were used. The only clues that Australian audiences were given of devastating defeats were the lengthy casualty lists published separately in the newspapers; the losses suffered by the Allies were never included in the war correspondents’ dispatches. The legacy of this collusion proved tragic. ‘It is helpful to appreciate the nature and influence of propaganda at the time of World War One’, Arthur Ponsonby observed. ‘If the truth was told at the outset, there would be no reason and will for war.’15

			First Encounter

			The first coverage of Australians in the war came from FS Burnell, who reported on the relatively minor conflict that took place in German New Guinea in September 1914. Before the larger expeditionary force sailed to the Middle East, a small contingent of Australians known as the Australian Naval and Military Expeditionary Force was sent north to seize German New Guinea. The force sailed from Sydney on 19 August, spent some time in Queensland and reached Rabaul on 11 September. After a small-scale engagement at Bita Paka, the tiny German force surrendered on 17 September, and the whole eastern half of the island of New Guinea came under Australian control. Six Australians had been killed in the fighting.16

			Burnell represented the Sydney Morning Herald in New Guinea, though his articles were taken by other Australian newspapers. As far as can be determined, he had few problems with censorship. An early article effectively evoked the troopship’s approach to New Guinea on a night when all lights were extinguished and the presence of German vessels was a possibility. Burnell wrote of ‘this ghostly shuffling as of secret conspirators in a darkened room, across the wind-haunted vastness of the Pacific [which] could not help but leave an impression on all on board, which found vent in voices involuntarily lowered’.17 A long account of the capture of New Britain emphasised the ‘fierce resistance offered’ by the German forces, which ‘far surpassed the expectations of practically everyone in the expedition’.18 (The fighting, despite its brevity, was quite sharp.) Burnell’s articles dutifully reported the details of the conflict, emphasising, where appropriate, acts of individual bravery. Much of his reporting had a different emphasis though, focussing on surveys of the area’s history and culture, unknown and exotic as these would have been to almost all Australians at the time. Burnell also looked forward to the development potential of Australia’s newest possession.19 Although Burnell later published an account of ‘his’ war, his claim to be the first correspondent to cover an Australian action in World War I was overshadowed by subsequent events, as the AIF, originally intended for the Western Front, was diverted to Egypt after Turkey entered the war, on 29 October 1914.20

			Imperial Grandstanding

			FS Burnell was spared the obstacles that his fellow journalists faced in the Middle East and Europe. The first of these was accreditation—the official authorisation of journalists to report from the frontline—which became the primary method of controlling the number, and selecting the right ‘type’, of reporters. It is commonly accepted that the British government initially invited each of the dominions to send one correspondent overseas with its forces, with any decision regarding such a correspondent’s entry into the actual fighting zones to be made later.21 However, previously unpublished archival evidence from Britain indicates that British intent was not as benevolent as the accepted wisdom suggests, and that the initial process was mired by confusion, interference and imperial grandstanding.

			The original arrangement—devised by the first lord of the admiralty and the secretary of the state for war and still official policy several weeks before the landing at Gallipoli, on 25 April 1915—stipulated that only three correspondents would be permitted to accompany the naval and military forces in ‘that theatre of war’. One would represent the London press; another would report for the provincial press, Reuter’s Agency and the Press Association; and one correspondent would report for the colonial press. The War Office admitted that the ‘equality of treatment’ would make the selection of the three correspondents a ‘very difficult business’.22

			The arrangement took no account of the realities of the Australian newspaper industry, which was highly decentralised and subject to state preferences and rivalries. Overseas news derived largely from British sources, with the London-based Reuter’s Agency inevitably providing much of the material, though new rival cable services, especially across the Pacific, foreshadowed a day when Australia’s news would not always run through London.23 In earlier wars, the Australian press had pooled resources, with journalists sending articles and cables to several newspapers simultaneously, but regionalism had still prevailed. During the Boer War, Banjo Paterson, while ostensibly representing both Melbourne and Sydney papers in South Africa, had found the Melbourne publications far more liable to edit his dispatches or not print them at all.24

			The tactic of limiting accreditation was challenged by confirmation that there were ‘already correspondents in Egypt—all under the General’s [Maxwell] control, one of them an Australian with the Australian Corps representing the Australian Press’.25 The Australian was Charles Bean, who had been appointed Australia’s official war correspondent in September 1914 and had arrived in Egypt in December. Bean, described in his press pass as 5 feet 11½ inches (181 centimetres) tall, of slight build, with red hair, blue eyes and glasses, had been educated at Oxford University and had begun his journalistic career with the Sydney Morning Herald only six years before.26

			Clearly, the British had scant knowledge of Bean or appreciation that the colonies would want to report on their own. Bean’s appointment was unconventional; the Fisher government had sought a recommendation from the AJA, which had called for nominations from its members. As discussed previously, Bean had won in a ballot, beating Keith Murdoch by a narrow margin. He was exultant: ‘As for me, I am in luck if ever any pressman was. This is perhaps the most interesting operation in the war—one of the most interesting in history’, Bean said. ‘And I am nearer than any journalist has been to the actual firing line since the beginning of the war.’27

			When in March 1915 the British War Office became aware of Bean’s presence, several letters were exchanged. The War Office received an urgent letter from the Australian High Commission, which had forwarded a cablegram from Bean requesting leave to go to the front with the AIF, as, he explained, the governments of Britain and India had permitted their correspondents to do so. ‘There is no question in my case of attempting to evade censorship or competition between newspapers’, Bean explained. He assured R Muirhead Collins, official secretary to the Australian high commissioner, that he would ‘write nothing until definitely authorised. Bridges knows my discretion but it’s very difficult to do my duty for my Government … unless allowed on the spot. I could if considered necessary send all cable messages and even letters through London for the War Office to see’.28 Collins urged the War Office to grant the request quickly and assured them that Sir George Reid could ‘speak in the highest terms of Captain Bean’s discretion and obedience to authority’.29 On 18 March, the War Office suggested that the Empire Press might find it convenient to nominate Bean.30

			In private, Bean was not as conciliatory, and he regarded the episode as a slight on Australia. ‘The man the Australian Government chose to send with their force’, he wrote, ‘should be treated by the War Office as if they couldn’t see any difference between him and the correspondent of any English newspaper’.31

			In early April, it was announced that Ellis Ashmead-Bartlett would report for the London press, and Lester Lawrence would represent the provincial press, Reuters and the Press Association at Gallipoli. The colonial press’s representative had still not been selected.32 By 20 April, the War Office had re-evaluated its decision, and, in the place of one representative for the colonial press, ‘the Australian and New Zealand Governments were permitted to each nominate a representative of their Press to act as War Correspondents with the Expeditionary Force’.33 The Australians nominated Bean.

			Although Bean had been appointed by the Australian government six months before and the British had finally approved his position on 18 April, his accreditation was curiously delayed until eight days after the Gallipoli landing, and he was scooped by the maverick reporter Ashmead-Bartlett. The latter’s first dispatch, entitled ‘How It Was Done: Australians’ Uphill Charge’, chronicled the ‘cheer’ and ‘cold steel’ of ‘the race of athletes’ and was published on 8 May, six days before Bean’s account, ‘Australians’ Dash and Thrilling Charges’, reached an Australian audience.34 However, the first actual news of the landing was contained in a report published in Australia on 29 April, a report so brief that it gave no hint of the special status the action was to assume for generations of Australians.

			Bean was bitterly disappointed at the delay in publication, and the press in general expressed concern when the government was forced to concede on 6 May that it knew ‘nothing about the result of the action in which so many Australians had been sacrificed’.35 Newspapers in Australia were already complaining about the lack of information. On 30 April, an Age editorial stated that excessive censorship ‘irritates when it is applied to the suppression of news that is impersonal to us; but when it keeps us ignorant without reason of what is happening to our sons and brothers at the front, it is intolerable’.36 While the editor of the Sydney Daily Telegraph acknowledged the importance of censorship for security reasons, he questioned the wisdom of the War Office’s total secrecy.

			It is only the unknown that is terrible in the circumstances. We have been permitted to know that a certain number of our men have been killed and wounded, but how their lives were lost, and the results that the sacrifice has achieved … The effect of this mystification sets all sorts of rumours afloat, by which the nerves of the community are strained without cause, and the feelings of the relatives of the men at the front particularly tried.37

			The Triple Layer

			In the Mediterranean, the Australian journalists faced three layers of censorship. Firstly, there was the field censorship exercised by the army. At Gallipoli, the Australian journalists operated under regulations which forbade them from moving ‘beyond such limits as from time to time shall be laid down, without a permit signed by the chief censor’. They could not use any means of communicating with their newspapers other than ‘the recognised postal and telegraph service’, which was in the control of the armed forces.38

			Compounding the problem of direct censorship were the restrictions imposed on access to theatres of war. The Age’s Phillip Schuler and the Argus’s Charles Smith were based mainly in Egypt and permitted to visit Gallipoli only briefly between July and August 1915. As Gallipoli was geographically isolated, and journalists’ dispatches had to pass through several bottlenecks and administrative layers, getting news away could be a protracted business.

			Relations with the military hierarchy—on the surface at least—appeared to be promising. The commander in the Mediterranean, Sir Ian Hamilton, was initially welcoming. He told Phillip Schuler that he believed ‘that the Press should have representatives with the forces … to tell the people what is being done … By all means have censorship, but let your articles be written by a journalist, and not literary men who think they are journalists’. For it was the ‘trained man who knows how to interest things that cannot matter to the army’. Then the affable Hamilton added that it was impossible for Schuler to actually witness the landing or even to write about matters of no concern to the army.39 Schuler tried to beat the ban. Despite valiant efforts to take a circuitous route via the islands of the Aegean, he was detained at Lemnos and again at Mudros and firmly escorted away from anywhere near the battlefield. On one occasion, a British officer initially assumed that Schuler was a spy.40 For his part, Bean found General William Bridges, the commander of the 1st Australian Division, welcoming. The general placed few formal restrictions on Bean’s movements. Further down the ranks, Captain Maxwell, the chief censor, was a former war correspondent himself, and was admired by the imperial journalists for his even-handedness.41

			The second layer of censorship was in Australia. Almost as soon as the war broke out, the Commonwealth government passed a hastily drafted, speedily enacted set of emergency provisions, the War Precautions Act 1914, the effect of which was significant: it gave the Australian government unprecedented powers over what was published and distributed in the country.42 The attorney-general, WM Hughes, argued in parliament that the legislation would give the Commonwealth government the power to prevent ‘the leakage of important secrets’ and ‘the disclosure of important information’.43

			This dual censorship was unprecedented and not adopted in any other country; the Australian Press Association described it as a most unreasonable censorship and unaccountable. When the association appealed to the British Press Bureau about overturning the practice, the latter admitted in internal memos that it caused ‘some hardship’, but they could not do anything.44 The British Press Bureau later confirmed that while the Australian censors were under the control of the War Office, they took their instructions in regard to censoring from the Australian government.45

			A third type of censorship was self-censorship. Australian war correspondents omitted from their reports much of what was really happening at the front, and this was not due solely to regulations imposed by the government and the military. Australian journalists were, for the most part, willing participants in the failure to report fully or accurately. Kevin Fewster is one of several historians to point out that self-censoring was universal; he has argued that it had two major aspects: sparing home readers the true ugliness and visceral horror of total war, and avoiding criticism of the political and military command of the war.46 Journalists were not simply adhering to a government line or dancing to the generals’ tune. The British and Australian press believed wholeheartedly in the war.47 While Australian wartime press regulations were tough, newspaper proprietors were, like their counterparts in Britain, too powerful to be told what to write.48 Knightley’s view that there was some sort of conspiracy to prevent the truth being known is considered by some critics as ‘too simplistic an interpretation of the motivations of all the correspondents and all those engaged in censorship’.49 Journalists were volunteers, not conscripts, in the causes of omission and silence.
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