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This inquiry asks the question; are the ABC and SBS at an unfair advantage over commercial broadcasters 
because they receive public funding and the commercials don't? The answer is; No Pauline and Eric, you 
know perfectly well they aren't. Please don't waste any more public money by staging a fake inquiry into 
this silly question.  
 
There is no point of comparison between the public and private broadcasters other than that they both 
broadcast. They provide completely different services to substantially different customers. Public 
broadcasters provide their services to the public who pay for them via taxation, and the commercial 
broadcasters provide theirs to the advertisers who pay fees for the attention of an audience to their adverts. 
 
Commercial broadcasters would not be any better off if there was suddenly another commercial broadcaster 
called ABC, instead of a public broadcaster of that name. That would only add an extra and unwanted 
competitor for a limited advertising dollar. Isn't it funny how capitalists talk endlessly of the virtues of 
competition, yet always hate to have more of it in their own business? But this is how it has been since 
Adam Smith's time. For the same reason there would be no benefit to the commercial broadcasters from 
forcing the ABC to carry advertising, just as there would be none to the ABC or its audiences. The income 
would be minimal compared to the damaging effect on programming and the violations of the charter.  
 
The products of the public and commercial broadcasters are so different that they cannot reasonably expect 
to poach from each other's audiences, with the exception of sport. In that case it is generally the commercial 
broadcasters that win the events with the largest interest to local advertisers, and the ABC or SBS that get to 
cater to the smaller and less commercially rewarding audiences. This is not a competition in which the 
commercial broadcasters might be at a disadvantage, but a de facto co-operation in which commercial 
operators are free to spend only on the biggest events, and the public can benefit from having their taxes 
ensure that commercially unviable events are still available to them. This benefit to the public and the 
commercial broadcasters has been deceitfully mischaracterised by commentators from the extreme right as 
"taxpayers' money wasted on entertainment for the elites". Of course this is ideologically driven nonsense. 
 
One advantage that the commercial broadcasters enjoy (free of charge) from this arrangement is that the 
public pay for the development of new TV audiences by public broadcasters, that the private broadcasters 
can take over once the experimenting and hard work of building them up to a commercially rewarding size 
has been done. In this way it is true to say that the commercial broadcasters derive an advantage from the 
taxpayers' provision of a free incubation service for new markets that they can exploit without having to 
take any investment risks on. This has been going on for so long that the commercial broadcasters have 
become dependent on the ABC and SBS for staff training and product development (recent examples 
include but are not limited to cycling, athletics, women's sports, comedy, panel and music shows) and would 
be at a serious financial disadvantage if the ABC were privatised and turned from a nursery for the 
commercials into their competitor.  
 
I can't help but notice how very few managers of commercial broadcasters ever make this allegation that 
they suffer a commercial disadvantage from the public broadcasters being publicly funded. It's only ever 
lunatics on the extreme right wing fringes of politics and the commentariat who play this game, usually at 
the cost of the same public money they claim is being wasted on ABC and SBS. That might be because the 
managers of commercial media have compared their own multi-million dollar salaries with the monastic 
wages drawn by their counterparts in the public sphere, and thought how lucky they are to get so much 
money for such a relatively small amount of work and political bullying. People who know broadcasting 
inside out know that the ABC and SBS provide far more product, of a far greater quality and to a much 
more widespread audience, than the commercial broadcasters ever could or would wish to, and they do it on 
a starvation budget that the private operators would never accept.  
 
One point that is often forgotten about that wide ABC audience is that it includes not just the remoter parts 
of Australia, but most of South East Asia. The ABC is the most trusted source of news in our region and a 
great source of prestige for Australia. Sadly some of this service was cut by the Howard government for 
purely ideological reasons, similar to those responsible for this inquiry, and replaced by a commercial 
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