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Foreword

We were only 16 years old. We were taken to the showers […] where we were stripped naked and 
held down on a bench by two other Junior Recruits. The Senior Ranking scrubbed us all over 
with abrasive sandsoap, which ripped our skin leaving us with bloodied abrasions all over our 
bodies causing us unbearable pain and discomfort. Following this, a bucket of cold water was 
thrown over us. This pain and discomfort continued for 24 hours per day for the many weeks it 
took for the wounds to heal. (Junior Recruit, 1971)

I was thrown on my stomach onto the floor in the middle of the shower area. [...] The two people 
that were holding each leg were spreading my legs out as far as my trousers would allow. 
Suddenly I felt something being jammed into my rectum. It turned out that it was the end of a 
mop handle. The mop handle was being screwed into my rectum. I could feel it being turned 
and screwed in my rectum and it was being jammed in with force. I recall nearly blacking out 
from being terrified and in pain. Everyone was laughing while I was screaming with fear. After 
approximately five minutes, the boys had stopped and left me lying on the floor with the mop 
handle still in my rectum. I was in excruciating pain. After they left, I slowly managed to take 
the pillowcase off my head. I then had to twist and turn the mop handle to unscrew it out of my 
rectum. […] I lay there for approximately two minutes just crying hysterically, curled up in a ball. 
(Junior Recruit, 1971)

I would often hear other boys sobbing themselves to sleep. What made it worse was that 
sometimes at night you could hear some Junior Recruits screaming and yelling out for help. 
To this day the picture of one Recruit on the floor with his back bleeding after a scrubbing is a 
reoccurring image. Any time that I read of bastardisation, this is the first thing that comes to my 
mind. It is a picture that I will never be able to forget. (Junior Recruit, 1968)

These three stories are just a few of the hundreds received by the Taskforce telling of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. 
Although each Junior Recruit who trained at HMAS Leeuwin would have experienced the establishment in their 
own way, these stories speak to the devastating and lifelong impacts suffered by those Junior Recruits – all of 
them teenage boys at the time – who experienced abuse while living, studying and training in the care of the 
Australian Defence Force. The more than 200 former Junior Recruits who reported abuse to the Taskforce have 
since become men. For many, their experience of HMAS Leeuwin is one which they still carry with them today. 

Former Junior Recruits told the Taskforce of being subjected to multiple forms of abuse, endured over months. 
Many experienced ongoing bullying and intimidation by fellow Junior Recruits; others told of harsh and harmful 
training and disciplinary practices carried out by staff members. Many experienced brutal physical assaults or 
painful and humiliating hazing or initiation practices such as being stripped and scrubbed with hard brushes, 
being held down while boot polish was smeared onto their genitals or an object such as a mop handle was forced 
into their anus, or having a vacuum cleaner forcibly applied to their genitals. Perhaps most disturbing are the 
many accounts the Taskforce received of serious sexual abuse experienced by Junior Recruits, some of which 
was perpetrated by staff members and much of which went unreported or unpunished. 

This report is not the first examination of the treatment of Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. Earlier 
considerations of HMAS Leeuwin have observed that some bullying and violence did occur there. However, 
this report, based on the personal accounts of more than 200 former Junior Recruits, concludes that the abuse 
was much more serious and widespread than has been previously acknowledged. It also finds that the pattern 
of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin was such that Defence knew or ought to have known that abuse was occurring, 
yet failed to take appropriate action to stop it. 
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The strength of this report and I believe, of the work of the Taskforce more broadly, is the focus on the personal 
stories of former and currently serving members of Defence. Significantly, some of those who reported abuse 
to the Taskforce were telling their story for the first time, having endured the months at HMAS Leeuwin and the 
following decades in stoic and painful silence. I take this opportunity to personally thank them for their courage 
in coming forward and for trusting the Taskforce with such sensitive material.

Some who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin have been able to move forward. Others spoke of ongoing 
impacts including ruined careers, broken relationships, bouts of serious depression and alcohol and substance 
abuse. Importantly, many complainants said they wanted the story of what happened to them at HMAS Leeuwin 
told publicly, in the hope that it would contribute to lasting change – so the kind of abuse they experienced would 
never again be experienced by other young and vulnerable members of Defence.

Defence was responsible for a large number of boys at HMAS Leeuwin. It was responsible for ensuring that 
HMAS Leeuwin was an establishment at which the care and protection of these children was enabled and 
encouraged, rather than one where they were able to be abused. However, on many occasions at HMAS Leeuwin, 
Defence failed in this responsibility. 

HMAS Leeuwin is now closed. The combination of the types and circumstances of abuse described in this report 
are, in one sense, unique. However, some of the issues raised in these complaints are relevant to many other 
complaints before the Taskforce concerning other Defence establishments still operating today. 

The Australian Defence Force is currently working through a period of significant and vital cultural change. 
It is my hope that these stories of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin and the lessons that can be learnt from them will 
contribute to this ongoing process; that they will inform ongoing efforts by Defence to prevent, stop and respond 
to abuse, particularly in situations where those at risk are young people, amongst Defence’s most vulnerable.

The Honourable Len Roberts-Smith RFD, QC
Chair
Defence Abuse Response Taskforce
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Glossary, abbreviations and acronyms

Glossary
Bastardisation – in the context of training and educational institutions, an umbrella term referring to bullying, 
harassment, victimisation and illegitimate initiation practices. 

Blackballing – also known as nuggetting, a practice that involved a Junior Recruit being held down by other 
Junior Recruits while boot polish, toothpaste or another substance was forcibly smeared on his genitals or anal 
area, sometimes with a hard brush.

Blanket bashing – a practice which involved a Junior Recruit having a blanket thrown over his head while in bed 
and subsequently being physically assaulted. 

Bunny-hopping – a training or disciplinary practice which involved a Junior Recruit being required to squat and 
then jump high repeatedly, often for prolonged periods of time. 

Doubling / marching at double time – a training or disciplinary practice which involved a Junior Recruit being 
required to conduct a fast march or trot, often around the parade ground and often for prolonged periods of time. 

Drill – a military marching exercise. Junior Recruits would assemble on the parade ground at HMAS Leeuwin for 
drill instruction, usually including marching unarmed or carrying a rifle or sword.

Duck-waddling – a training or disciplinary practice which involved a Junior Recruit being required to squat and 
walk at a low stoop, often for prolonged periods of time.  

Filled in – being physically assaulted or beaten. 

Grub – a Junior Recruit in the second newest intake of the informal hierarchy at HMAS Leeuwin.

Hazing – also known as initiation, practices to which Junior Recruits were subjected, often upon entry to 
HMAS Leeuwin, which could range from good-humoured to violent or abusive. 

High port – the position high above the head at which weapons were to be held during training and disciplinary 
practices such as doubling, bunny-hopping or duck-waddling.

Jack – generally a Junior Recruit who reported inappropriate or abusive incidents or behaviour to authorities. 

Jacking the queue – also known as queue jacking, the practice of cutting into queues ahead of others who had 
been waiting for longer periods of time.

Junior Recruit – the rank on entry to the Navy of boy sailors aged 15 to 16 years under the Junior Recruit 
training scheme at HMAS Leeuwin between 1960 and 1984.

Junior Recruit First Class – Junior Recruits who had undertaken training at HMAS Leeuwin for six months.

Junior Recruit Second Class – Junior Recruits undergoing their first six months of training at HMAS Leeuwin. 

Kangaroo court – a practice whereby a number of (usually more senior) Junior Recruits arranged themselves as 
an informal forum resembling a court and delivered punishments to other Junior Recruits in the form of bullying, 
violent or abusive behaviours.   

Kit muster – a training practice also used as a punishment in which a Junior Recruit had to lay out each item of 
his kit or uniform in a strict order for inspection by a staff member. 

Leading Junior Recruit – a position to which some second-term Junior Recruits were appointed to assist 
divisional staff with supervision. 
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Men Under Punishment – sailors undergoing daily punishment routines. 

Mouth – also known as a ‘trout’, a Junior Recruit who showed opposition or resistance to the informal hierarchy 
at HMAS Leeuwin or to the bullying or abuse of himself or other Junior Recruits.

New grub – a Junior Recruit in the newest intake of the informal hierarchy at HMAS Leeuwin.

Nuggetting – see Blackballing.

The royal flush – a practice which involved Junior Recruits holding the head of another Junior Recruit in the 
toilet bowl and flushing, sometimes after the toilet had been used. 

Running the gauntlet / gauntlets – a practice which involved Junior Recruits arranging themselves into two lines 
facing each other, usually along a corridor or staircase, while holding heavy items. Other Junior Recruits would 
be forced to run through the centre of the lines while being beaten with the heavy items by the Junior Recruits 
standing on either side of them.

Sadie-ing – also known as vacuuming, a practice which involved several Junior Recruits restraining another 
Junior Recruit, forcibly applying a vacuum cleaner hose to his genitals and switching the power on.

SCRAN line – the queue for meals in the canteen or mess at HMAS Leeuwin.

Scrubbing – a practice in which Junior Recruits would forcibly scrub the bodies of other Junior Recruits using 
equipment such as hard-bristled brooms, scrubbing brushes and steel wool and/or cleaning products which 
were often harsh and abrasive.

Shake-up – a rigorous, intense and often painful period of physical training sometimes administered as 
punishment.

Shit – a Junior Recruit in the second most senior intake of the informal hierarchy at HMAS Leeuwin.

Sick bay jockey – the name given to a Junior Recruit who attended sick bay and was seen by others to be 
feigning or overemphasising illness or injury to avoid normal daily activities at HMAS Leeuwin.

Topman scheme – a scheme through which some Junior Recruits undertook an extra year of training to become 
officer candidates.

Top shit – a Junior Recruit in the most senior intake of the informal hierarchy at HMAS Leeuwin. 

Trout – see Mouth.

Vacuuming – see Sadie-ing.

Vicious circles – a practice which involved Junior Recruits arranging themselves into a circle and forcing other 
Junior Recruits into the centre where they would be beaten and kicked by those standing around them.

Windmill or mill – the name given to formal boxing tournaments at HMAS Leeuwin which were attended by 
staff members and on occasion public officials and other persons outside of the Navy. Participation in such 
tournaments was perceived by many former Junior Recruits to be compulsory and many were forced or 
pressured into participating against their will. 
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Abbreviations and acronyms
AAT – Administrative Appeals Tribunal

AWOL – absent without leave

CO – Commanding Officer 

CPO – Chief Petty Officer

DART / Taskforce – Defence Abuse Response Taskforce 

DO – Divisional Officer

DVA – Department of Veterans’ Affairs 

HMAS – Her/His Majesty’s Australian Ship

JR – Junior Recruit

JR1 – Junior Recruit First Class

JR2 – Junior Recruit Second Class 

JRTE – Junior Recruit Training Establishment 

LJR – Leading Junior Recruit

LS – Leading Seaman 

MUP – Men Under Punishment 

NAA – National Archives of Australia

Navy / RAN – the Royal Australian Navy

NOCWA / NOICWA – Naval Officer Commanding Western Australia / Naval Officer in Charge Western Australia

PO – Petty Officer

PTI – Physical Training Instructor

PTSD – Post Traumatic Stress Disorder 
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11.  SuMMARy

1. Summary

The Defence Abuse Response Taskforce was established on 26 November 2012 as part of the Australian 
Government’s response to the DLA Piper Review into allegations of sexual or other forms of abuse in Defence.1  

Among approximately 2400 complaints of alleged abuse in Defence received by the Taskforce, 238 raise 
allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, a Junior Recruit Training Establishment operated by the Royal Australian 
Navy in Fremantle, Western Australia from 1960 to 1984.2

The majority of these complaints relate to abuse alleged to have taken place during the 1960s and 1970s, and 
virtually all of the complainants3 were Junior Recruits who were 15 to 17 year old boys at the time.4

Many Junior Recruits who went through HMAS Leeuwin no doubt had positive and formative experiences there, 
and went on to pursue successful military careers and to lead productive lives. However, the picture drawn by 
the hundreds of allegations made to the Taskforce is that abuse at HMAS Leeuwin was much more serious and 
widespread than has been previously acknowledged.

The complaints made to the Taskforce raise countless allegations of sexual abuse, sexual harassment, physical 
abuse, and bullying and harassment where the alleged abusers were either Junior Recruits, HMAS Leeuwin 
staff members or sponsors who hosted Junior Recruits on overnight or weekend leave. This report includes 
numerous first-hand accounts of abuse experienced by Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin, both in short extracts 
quoted throughout and in longer case studies in Appendix A. 

While some complainants report being subjected to one incident of abuse, many claim to have been subjected 
to multiple types of abuse and/or to ongoing incidents of abuse throughout their time at HMAS Leeuwin. 
A significant number of complainants report experiencing serious incidents of sexual or physical abuse that 
may have constituted criminal conduct.

As of 6 May 2014, the Taskforce had assessed 211 of the 238 complaints relating to HMAS Leeuwin. The vast 
majority of these complaints were assessed as falling within the scope of the Taskforce Terms of Reference and 
as raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse, as discussed below. In these cases, complainants are 
now being provided with access to Taskforce outcomes appropriate to their individual circumstances. These may 
include counselling; a Reparation Payment; referral for criminal investigation; a recommendation to Defence 
that administrative action be taken; or participation in the Restorative Engagement Program. 

All of the HMAS Leeuwin complaints assessed as raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse have 
also been assessed as including one or more plausible cases of Defence mismanagement. In some cases 
complainants indicate that they reported abuse to HMAS Leeuwin staff members who did not respond 
appropriately. In a larger number of cases complainants indicate that they did not report abuse for a number of 
reasons including fear of retribution; fear of possible discharge; because they did not trust that staff members 
would respond appropriately; or because staff members were responsible for the abuse. The Taskforce has found 
that such complaints raise plausible cases of Defence mismanagement, as the pattern or practice of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin was such that Defence can be considered to have known that abuse was occurring and yet failed 
to take appropriate action in response.

Analysis of the complaints made to the Taskforce about HMAS Leeuwin reveals disturbing patterns of abuse and 
mismanagement including, for example, some serious incidents of sexual abuse by staff members who appear 
not to have been punished; numerous incidents of sexual abuse by Junior Recruits; relentless bullying and 
physical abuse by Junior Recruits based on an informal hierarchy system, while some staff members ‘turned a 
blind eye’; persistent use of harsh training and disciplinary practices that went beyond what was reasonable for 
15 to 17 year old recruits; some subjects of abuse becoming abusers themselves; and a ‘culture of silence’ which 
meant that many Junior Recruits did not report abuse to which they were subjected.



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 20142

Individuals who have come forward to the Taskforce have told of the lasting impacts of the abuse they 
experienced at HMAS Leeuwin, in many cases including ruined careers, relationship breakdowns, severe 
emotional distress, physical impacts, drug addiction, alcoholism, psychological disorders, suicidal ideation and 
social isolation. In some cases they have never told anyone about the abuse prior to reporting it to the Taskforce, 
and the experience of re-living the trauma has been a difficult one. The Taskforce continues to offer support to 
complainants engaging with this difficult process. 

This report primarily focuses on complaints made to the Taskforce about abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. The report:

•	 provides background information regarding the work of the Taskforce and about HMAS Leeuwin;

•	 outlines the complaints that have been assessed as raising plausible allegations of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin; 

•	 draws out significant patterns of abuse evident from the complaints;

•	 considers the Defence response to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin;

•	 outlines the impacts of abuse on complainants;

•	 summarises the outcomes provided to complainants by the Taskforce to date; and

•	 draws some overarching conclusions about the nature and extent of abuse and some of the significant 
factors contributing to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. 

A draft copy of this report was provided to the Minister for Defence, the Attorney-General, the Chief of the 
Defence Force and the Secretary of the Department of Defence on 9 May 2014. The CDF was invited to consider 
and comment on the report, in order to afford Defence procedural fairness. The Taskforce Chair spoke with the 
CDF on 14 May 2014 to discuss the report. The CDF provided initial feedback to the report by letter on 21 May 2014, 
which noted the following:

Defence acknowledges the significant work that the Defence Abuse Response Taskforce 
has undertaken in assessing the matters concerning HMAS Leeuwin. I also acknowledge 
the courage and strength of the complainants who have come forward and, in particular, 
those who have allowed you to further share their story in this Report. 

The matters reported in your HMAS Leeuwin report are abhorrent, and it goes without 
saying that abuses, such as those you record, should not have occurred and have no 
place in the Australian Defence Force. The report is however an assessment of history. 
Such behaviour does not reflect the values and standards of behaviour expected of all ADF 
members today. I and the Senior Leadership group are committed to continue to address 
inappropriate behaviour and attitudes, and align Defence culture with that expected by our 
society of a modern military force. 

It is the Taskforce’s understanding that Defence will provide a comprehensive response to this report at a 
later date.
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2. Background

2.1 Defence Abuse Response Taskforce

(a) Taskforce establishment, scope of work and assessment process

In April 2011, the so-called ‘ADFA Skype incident’ triggered numerous allegations of sexual and other forms of 
abuse in Defence. In response, the Secretary of Defence engaged law firm DLA Piper to conduct an independent 
review into the allegations and to develop recommendations for further action. Between April and October 2011, 
DLA Piper received communications about alleged abuse from 1112 people.5 

The Defence Abuse Response Taskforce was established on 26 November 2012 as part of the Australian 
Government’s response to the DLA Piper Review. 

Under its Terms of Reference (see Appendix B), the Taskforce is required to assess the findings of the DLA 
Piper Review and the material gathered by that review, and any additional material available to the Taskforce 
concerning complaints of sexual and other forms of abuse by Defence personnel alleged to have occurred prior 
to 11 April 2011.

The Taskforce was established to assess and respond to individual cases of alleged abuse in Defence. 
The fundamental work of the Taskforce is to determine, in close consultation with complainants, the 
most appropriate outcome in individual cases. The Taskforce is assessing complaints of alleged abuse in 
Defence where:

•	 the complaint was made to the DLA Piper Review and consent was subsequently given to refer it to 
the Taskforce;

•	 new allegations and complaints were made to the Taskforce by the reporting deadline of 31 May 2013; and

•	 the allegations and complaints refer to abuse that is alleged to have occurred prior to 11 April 2011.

Approximately 2400 complaints of abuse have been made to the Taskforce. Of those, 238 complaints relate to 
alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.

The Taskforce is only able to act on allegations or complaints that fall within the scope of its Terms of Reference. 
To determine whether an allegation or complaint is within scope, the Taskforce must consider:

•	 the type of abuse alleged (the Taskforce is able to consider allegations of sexual abuse, physical abuse, 
sexual harassment, and workplace harassment and bullying);

•	 whether the alleged abuse occurred while the complainant was an employee of Defence (this includes 
serving members of the Australian Defence Force or the Australian Defence Force Reserves, cadets, 
and employees of Defence including ongoing and non-ongoing employees of the Department, contractors 
and apprentices); 

•	 whether the alleged abuser was an employee of Defence; 

•	 whether there is a sufficient connection between the alleged abuse and employment (of both the 
complainant and the alleged abuser) in Defence;

•	 whether the alleged abuse occurred prior to 11 April 2011; and

•	 whether the alleged abuse or complaint was reported to the Taskforce prior to the reporting deadline of 
31 May 2013.
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Once these threshold questions are answered, the Taskforce must assess whether the allegation of abuse is 
plausible – that is, whether it has the appearance of reasonableness. Satisfaction of the plausibility test means 
that the Taskforce accepts – to that standard – that the alleged abuse occurred and that the complainant is 
eligible to be considered for the outcomes the Taskforce is able to provide.

The plausibility test used by the Taskforce was determined by the Australian Government, when establishing the 
Taskforce, to be the appropriate threshold for acceptance of claims of abuse in Defence. The intention was to 
enable the Taskforce and Defence to accept and act upon allegations of abuse which may not have been able to 
be acted on under existing formal processes. The Taskforce process was not intended to be an adversarial one 
involving adjudication between a complainant and an alleged abuser.

The plausibility test is a standard of proof that is lower than the balance of probabilities (the civil or 
administrative standard) or beyond a reasonable doubt (the criminal standard). However, in making an 
assessment as to whether an allegation of abuse is plausible, the Taskforce does not merely accept the 
unsubstantiated allegation. Complaints are required to be verified by statutory declaration (and the potential 
penalty for purposely making a false statutory declaration is imprisonment). Further, all relevant material is 
considered by the Taskforce – this includes medical reports or other documentation provided by the complainant, 
along with service, medical or disciplinary records provided by Defence. For further details about the Taskforce 
process of assessing plausibility, see Appendix C.

If the Taskforce is satisfied that an allegation is within the scope of its Terms of Reference and meets the 
plausibility test, the Taskforce consults with the complainant about appropriate outcomes, which might include:

•	 a referral for free counselling under the Defence Abuse Counselling Program;

•	 a Reparation Payment of up to $50 000 under the Defence Abuse Reparation Scheme, with the amount of 
payment determined by the independent Reparation Payments Assessor;

•	 referral of appropriate matters to civilian police for their assessment and possible investigation 
and prosecution;

•	 referral to the Chief of the Defence Force for administrative and/or disciplinary sanction or management 
action; and/or

•	 participation in the Defence Abuse Restorative Engagement Program, which gives complainants the 
opportunity to have their personal story of abuse heard, acknowledged and responded to by Defence – 
including, in some cases, an apology.

Further information about the establishment, structure, operation and scope of work of the Taskforce is provided 
on the Taskforce website and in the Taskforce Interim Reports.6

(b) Taskforce focus on HMAS Leeuwin

The Taskforce Terms of Reference include a specific requirement to focus on allegations of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin.7 The Taskforce has received 238 complaints of alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. In line with 
its Terms of Reference, these complaints and the surrounding circumstances have been considered by the 
Taskforce as a matter of priority. 

Complaints relating to alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin have been individually assessed by the Taskforce taking 
into consideration all relevant and available information, including information provided by the complainant 
(verified by statutory declaration) and by Defence. In some cases this has included copies of contemporaneous 
records, for example, personnel, medical or disciplinary records. However, in other cases the age of the 
allegations (which mostly date back to the 1960s and 1970s) has presented challenges in obtaining records from 
Defence or other sources, as they are no longer in existence or could not be located. 

Details about, and a statistical summary of complaints of abuse received by the Taskforce in relation to 
HMAS Leeuwin are set out in section 3 and Appendix D of this report. Section 4 outlines some of the significant 



5 2.  BACkgROuND

patterns of abuse; section 5 addresses the Defence response to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin; and section 6 details 
the impacts of abuse on complainants.

In the case of complaints which have been assessed by the Taskforce as falling within its Terms of Reference 
and as raising plausible allegations of abuse, complainants are now being provided with access to outcomes 
appropriate to their individual circumstances. Further information about outcomes available to complainants is 
provided in section 7.

In addition to assessing individual complaints, the Taskforce conducted research into allegations of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin and the circumstances surrounding incidents of alleged abuse. This included a review and 
analysis of material available on the public record, material provided by Defence and material provided to the 
DLA Piper Review. The combination of this research and the assessment of more than 200 individual complaints 
has allowed the Taskforce to form the observations and conclusions contained in this report, with overarching 
conclusions outlined in section 8.

2.2 DLA Piper Review 
The DLA Piper Review received 28 complaints relating to HMAS Leeuwin8, accounting for ten per cent of the 
number reported to the DLA Piper Review as occurring in the Navy.9 Of the incidents reported to have occurred at 
HMAS Leeuwin, 13 occurred during the 1960s, 14 during the 1970s, and one in the early 1980s.10 The DLA Piper 
Review indicated that incidents of abuse involving boys, which would include those occurring at HMAS Leeuwin, 
were likely to be underreported.11 

The DLA Piper Review found ‘all but a handful’ of the allegations it received of physical and sexual assault 
committed against boys in Defence aged 13 to 16 years to be ‘very plausible’.12 It made a number of findings in 
relation to abuse of boys in Defence, including:

•	 from the 1950s to the early 1980s, Defence and the Australian Government failed to put in place adequate 
measures to protect boys from abuse by other boys or adults in Defence, or from being drawn into 
participating in abuse13;

•	 it is certain that many boys were subjected to physical and sexual assault during the 1950s to 1970s and 
possibly also in the early 1980s, inflicted by other boys and/or adults in Defence14; 

•	 many boys who suffered abuse later contributed to inflicting similar abuse on other boys15, a particularly 
high risk in an environment such as HMAS Leeuwin in the late 1960s/early 1970s where the choice was 
either to join in with assaults or to be the target of them16; and

•	 it is likely that boys who suffered and/or participated in abuse may have developed, or are at risk of 
developing, mental health, alcohol and drug problems, and associated physical health problems.17 

In addition to these findings, the DLA Piper Review identified factors that contributed to the risk of abuse of boys 
and young people in Defence.18 The findings of the DLA Piper Review are discussed further in section 8. 

2.3 Background to HMAS Leeuwin
HMAS Leeuwin was a Navy shore base located in Fremantle, Western Australia. Between 1960 and 1984 it 
functioned as a Junior Recruit Training Establishment19, taking in approximately 13 000 boys aged between 
15 and 16 years at their time of entry.20 

The training scheme had its origins in the British Royal Navy and formed part of a broader Navy policy of 
recruiting boys as general entry sailors, initially terminated in 1926 but reintroduced in 1959 in response to 
staffing shortages.21 The majority of these boys trained as Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin, with an additional 
225 trained at HMAS Cerberus in Victoria. Most went on to serve on warships to undertake their sea training 
before the age of 18.22



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 20146

Initially, HMAS Leeuwin took two entries of approximately 150 Junior Recruits per year, who undertook 
12 months of educational and basic training.23 From 1963 a number of Junior Recruits also undertook an 
extra year of training, in a program referred to as the Topman scheme, in order to become officer candidates. 
In 1965 HMAS Leeuwin increased its entry to four intakes per year, a policy which lasted until the final two years 
of its operation.24

The first intake at HMAS Leeuwin commenced training on 13 July 1960 and included 150 boys.25 The largest 
intake was the 50th intake commencing in January 1975, made up of 276 Junior Recruits.26 Due to growing cost 
concerns and staffing shortages, from the late 1970s the number of Junior Recruits was reduced to an average 
of 60 per intake and the training course length was cut down to nine months.27 

HMAS Leeuwin was initially organised into five divisions, though this varied significantly in later years. Boys 
were sorted into divisions based on scholastic, medical, psychological and physical testing.28 Each division was 
led by divisional staff, usually consisting of a Divisional Officer of Lieutenant Commander or Senior Lieutenant 
rank assisted by senior sailors of Chief Petty Officer and Petty Officer ranks.29 Other permanent staff included 
academic instructors, junior sailors, civilian psychologists and social workers, and civilian gardening, clerical, 
tailoring and cleaning staff.30  

There was no formal hierarchical structure for entrants to HMAS Leeuwin. However, new boys were ‘ranked’ on 
entry as Junior Recruit Second Class, and advanced to Junior Recruit First Class after six months with some 
additional pay and leave privileges.31 From 1963, some second term Junior Recruits were appointed as Leading 
Junior Recruits to assist divisional staff with supervision and discipline, however this was not a separate rank as 
such, and Junior Recruits were not formally authorised to discipline other Junior Recruits.32

In its early days, facilities at HMAS Leeuwin were very limited. Junior Recruits generally slept in bunks in 
unheated single story wooden blocks with capacity for 30 to 40 people, and had access to a single sports oval.33 
These facilities were later upgraded to include new accommodation blocks, a large gymnasium and a modern 
dining hall.34 However, facilities remained intentionally sparse in order to accustom boys to the environment they 
would live in at sea.35 

A formal sponsorship scheme allowed Junior Recruits to stay at the home of approved sponsors and families 
overnight or on weekend leave.36 

In response to growing concerns regarding costs and staffing issues, the recruitment of boys through the 
Junior Recruit entry scheme was suspended in 1984.37 The final intake of 37 Junior Recruits graduated on 
4 December 198438, and HMAS Leeuwin was decommissioned as a naval base in November 1986. However, 
it continues to be used as a Defence base, referred to as Leeuwin Barracks.39

2.4 HMAS Leeuwin on the public record 
The public profile of HMAS Leeuwin for the first decade of its operation appears relatively unremarkable. 
Media coverage of the commencement of training at HMAS Leeuwin and early promotional materials designed 
to attract new Junior Recruits appear to form the bulk of public records relating to HMAS Leeuwin between the 
early 1960s and early 1970s.40  

(a) The Rapke Inquiry

After quiet beginnings, 1971 marked a period of considerable public attention on HMAS Leeuwin. The catalyst 
was an assault on a Junior Recruit which led to extensive media coverage and a subsequent investigation: 
the inquiry of His Honour Judge Trevor Rapke QC (the Rapke Inquiry).

On 20 April 1971, a Junior Recruit at HMAS Leeuwin named Shane Connolly was physically assaulted 
by a group of Junior Recruits, leaving him visibly injured. After reporting the incident to staff, Connolly 
was threatened with further violence by other Junior Recruits, after which he telephoned his mother in 
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distress. In response, Connolly’s mother contacted the Officer of the Day at HMAS Leeuwin, her local 
Federal Member of Parliament and Melbourne’s The Sun newspaper. An intense bout of media attention on 
HMAS Leeuwin followed.41 

The Hon Dr Malcolm Mackay, Minister of State for the Navy, decided to commission an inquiry and in late April 
1971, asked His Honour Trevor Rapke QC, Judge of the Victorian County Court and honorary Judge Advocate 
of the Navy, to investigate and report on allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, with a particular focus on the 
events involving Junior Recruit Connolly.42 Minister Mackay asked Judge Rapke to specifically consider whether 
there was any ‘form of initiation or similar practices’ at HMAS Leeuwin involving ‘organised physical violence, 
degrading or bullying behaviour’ and, more broadly, whether there was a ‘pattern of undue physical violence or 
bullying among Junior Recruits’.43 Judge Rapke’s inquiry commenced on 30 April 1971 and involved hundreds of 
private interviews, focus group discussions and examination of internal records from HMAS Leeuwin. 

The findings of the Rapke Inquiry are contained in the report, Records of an Inquiry into Events that Allegedly 
Occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and Onboard HMAS Sydney (the Rapke Report). 

The Rapke Report is made up of two parts, with the first addressing the assault on Junior Recruit Connolly 
and the second addressing abuse at HMAS Leeuwin more generally.44 Judge Rapke presented these two parts 
to Minister Mackay on 6 May 1971 and 3 July 1971 respectively. The Rapke Report was not made public at the 
time, upon Judge Rapke’s recommendation that it remain confidential because it contained the names of and 
other details relating to children. A heavily redacted version is now available from the National Archives of 
Australia.45 Defence provided the Taskforce with access to an un-redacted copy of the Rapke Report as well as 
55 supplementary documents including interview transcripts, correspondence, media clippings and operational 
records from HMAS Leeuwin.

The Rapke Report acknowledged the concerning behaviour in which many Junior Recruits had taken part, 
finding that ‘LEEUWIN ha[d] been the scene for unorganised and repetitive acts of bullying, violence, degradation 
and petty crime during most of the years of its existence’.46 The Rapke Report also suggested that staff at 
HMAS Leeuwin were aware of the abuse that was taking place there and noted that some staff members 
held questionable attitudes towards the levels of violence that were acceptable as part of naval training.47 
Nevertheless, Judge Rapke concluded that bullying and violence were not institutionalised, systemic or even 
particularly widespread at HMAS Leeuwin48, and that the officers who staffed the establishment were by and 
large upstanding men who carried out their duty of care with diligence.49 

However, both analysis of the Rapke Report and its supporting documentation as well as analysis of 
HMAS Leeuwin complaints received by the Taskforce, suggest that alternative conclusions can be drawn about 
the nature and extent of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin and the degree to which staff members were aware of or 
participated in this abuse. These conclusions are discussed in section 8.  

(b) HMAS Leeuwin cases in courts and tribunals

After the Rapke Report, HMAS Leeuwin is not prominent on the public record from the early 1970s until the 
late 1990s50, when some former Junior Recruits who had made unsuccessful compensation claims through the 
Department of Veterans’ Affairs (DVA) relating to their service at HMAS Leeuwin began to appeal those decisions 
in the Administrative Appeals Tribunal (AAT) and other tribunals and courts.

The Taskforce reviewed a number of decisions in which an applicant’s experiences at HMAS Leeuwin were 
referred to, without forming the basis of their claim. In some such cases, former Junior Recruits spoke 
positively or ambivalently of HMAS Leeuwin.51 The Taskforce also identified at least nine decisions in which the 
applicant claimed that bullying or abuse at HMAS Leeuwin caused or contributed to problems they experienced 
later in life, including Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), alcohol abuse and physical injuries. In two of 
these cases, the AAT explicitly accepted that there was an environment of widespread bullying and abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin.52
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In Frazer and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission, the AAT awarded the applicant compensation 
for mental injury caused by physical and sexual abuse he experienced at the hands of more senior Junior 
Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin.53 The AAT found the evidence sufficient to establish that the abuse the applicant 
experienced was part of a culture of ‘bullying, harassment, intimidation, bastardisation, victimisation and 
violence’ that had been a feature of training at HMAS Leeuwin over a number of years.54 The AAT also accepted 
that this activity was either ‘effectively condoned by the officers in control of the facility, or that no effective steps 
were taken to wipe out or minimise these practices’ while the applicant was at HMAS Leeuwin.55  

In the subsequent decision of Farnaby and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission, the AAT 
accepted that the applicant had been subjected to ‘assaults, harassment and intimidation’ at HMAS Leeuwin 
and that he had been sexually abused by a man who had acted as his Navy-approved sponsor, with whom he 
stayed during weekend leave.56 The AAT was satisfied that the applicant’s allegations of abuse by other Junior 
Recruits were consistent with the ‘pervasive general culture at Leeuwin of “bastardisation” of new recruits 
which included assaults, bullying, intimidation and victimisation’.57 The AAT also accepted that there had been a 
‘prevailing culture at Leeuwin [which] clearly discouraged the reporting of mistreatment of the kind the applicant 
was subjected to’ and that the abusive conduct by the more senior Junior Recruits was ‘condoned by those 
responsible for the well-being of these very young recruits’.58 

Other AAT cases have considered different aspects of life as a Junior Recruit, such as physical punishment59, 
pressure to participate in fights that sometimes resulted in serious injury60, the ‘culture of excessive alcohol 
consumption’ which in some cases contributed to eventual alcohol addiction61, and the health problems in 
later life associated with former Junior Recruits taking up smoking at HMAS Leeuwin, including through 
‘peer group pressure’.62 

(c) Public accounts of life at HMAS Leeuwin by former Junior Recruits

HMAS Leeuwin resurfaced in the public domain of the internet in the late 1990s. From this period, websites 
– many of them generated by former Junior Recruits – emerged for the purposes of maintaining contact, 
organising reunions and discussing experiences. There is now a significant body of material on the internet 
relating to HMAS Leeuwin, including unofficial websites, Facebook pages, online discussion groups and 
photo archives.63

Many of these websites chronicle aspects of daily life at HMAS Leeuwin, doing so in differing lights. Some former 
Junior Recruits describe the HMAS Leeuwin experience as one of mischief and ‘pranks’ carried out with a 
general ‘sense of camaraderie’, albeit within an environment of strict discipline.64 These former Junior Recruits 
tend to describe their time at HMAS Leeuwin as a positive and formative experience that created lifelong bonds.65 

Other websites contain details of bullying and violence that former Junior Recruits allegedly experienced 
at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one website describes the ‘scrubbing’ of Junior Recruits ‘at the silent 
encouragement of the staff’ until they were ‘red raw, bleeding, screaming and sobbing’ and the ‘brutality 
and humiliation’ of being made to ‘run the gauntlet’.66 Some of the ‘more frightful and degrading forms’ 
of ‘bastardisation’ are also described, for example Junior Recruits being forced to lick a urinal or to lick 
boots clean.67 

Commentary on such negative experiences varies, from a focus on the positive and remarks such as ‘[a]ll of 
us proved that it is possible to have strict discipline and still have fun too’68, to reflections on the destitution, 
health issues and lasting emotional damage that some former Junior Recruits attribute to their time at 
HMAS Leeuwin.69 
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(d) HMAS Leeuwin: The Story of the RAN’s Junior Recruits 

As online accounts of former Junior Recruits’ experiences at HMAS Leeuwin amassed, 2009 saw the 
publication of HMAS Leeuwin: The Story of the RAN’s Junior Recruits, a detailed history by a former Junior Recruit, 
Rear Admiral Brian Adams AO, RAN (rtd).70 

Adams’ history acknowledges that ‘[s]ome boys who passed through Leeuwin believe that they were hurt or 
disturbed by their experiences’, but notes that ‘others regard it as a character building experience and sound 
preparation for both the [Navy] and manhood’.71 According to Adams, HMAS Leeuwin was ‘an environment in 
which boys either survived and became adults quickly or departed early’.72 

Alongside its general account of day-to-day life at HMAS Leeuwin, Adams’ history discusses some of the 
behaviours and practices which have been the subject of complaints to the Taskforce. 

The history describes an ‘informal but strong culture’ of hierarchy between Junior Recruits from different 
intakes, which led to the assumption of a higher status by more senior boys and the bullying of newer intake 
members. It describes this bullying as ‘fairly benign’ in the early years of HMAS Leeuwin, but commonplace 
by the late 1960s.73 Nevertheless, Adams expresses the view that there were ‘very few calamitous events or 
abuses’ of the thousands of boys who passed through HMAS Leeuwin.74 He states that any ‘aberrant and violent 
behaviour, and abuse arose [from] the behaviour of a relatively minor number of individuals whose bullying, 
despite the efforts of staff, was not as well controlled as it should have been’.75

The history also describes training and disciplinary practices at HMAS Leeuwin and the treatment of Junior 
Recruits by staff members. In this part of his account, Adams notes that the methods used to maintain 
discipline would be considered harsh by contemporary standards.76 For example, he describes the use of 
insulting language towards Junior Recruits77, punishments in the form of painful physical activities or  
‘shake-ups’78 and compulsory participation in boxing for senior intakes until at least 1966.79 

(e) Media reporting of alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin

In the wake of the DLA Piper Review, in 2012 several former Junior Recruits came forward to report allegations 
of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin to the media. Accounts vary in their content and tone. Some reports refer to a general 
environment of skylarking, mischief and fun which occasionally became rough or took on a slightly sinister 
quality. Others raise more serious allegations, including physical and sexual assaults by Junior Recruits or staff 
members. One report describes HMAS Leeuwin as ‘one of the worst centres for the abuse of young boys’80, 
with another noting claims that ‘life at Leeuwin featured vicious institutionalised abuse’.81 The articles also refer 
to a culture or cycle at HMAS Leeuwin in which the ‘abused later became abusers’.82 Many of the articles detail 
impacts of the abuse experienced at HMAS Leeuwin on the lives of former Junior Recruits, including on their 
family relationships, their employment, and their physical and mental health years later.
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3. Complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin

3.1 Overview
Approximately 2400 complaints of abuse have been made to the Taskforce, 238 of which relate to alleged 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. The majority of these complaints relate to abuse alleged to have taken place during 
the 1960s and 1970s, and virtually all of the complainants were Junior Recruits who were 15 to 17 year old boys 
at the time.83 

At the outset, it should be noted that many Junior Recruits who went through HMAS Leeuwin no doubt had 
positive and formative experiences there, and went on to pursue successful military careers and to lead 
productive lives. Indeed, a few former Junior Recruits told the Taskforce that they had a positive experience 
at HMAS Leeuwin, or that while there was abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, they did not experience it personally. 
For example, one former Junior Recruit told the Taskforce:

I enjoyed my training and did well with my education gaining a good sub-senior or year 11 pass. 
I have no complaints with my time at Leeuwin. There was some bullying and bastardisation but 
mostly from intakes ahead of us, not much more than you would get at any civilian work site.84 

 Another former Junior Recruit stated: 

Entering Leeuwin was an exciting new experience for me. I was only 16 at the time. I did not 
have much trouble as a Junior Recruit at Leeuwin. I had joined the rowing team, boxing squad 
and cross country team. I got along reasonably well with the other boys. There were definitely 
times where I was put in line by other more senior recruits. The discipline was very harsh but 
I thought this was just the way the boys were. I had a very strong personality and it got me 
through Leeuwin. I was oblivious to the types of behaviour that occurred at Leeuwin and it was 
only when Judge Rapke came to Leeuwin after Shane Connolly’s case was publicised that I had 
heard of incidents of bastardisation. I could definitely understand how boys that did not have 
strong personalities like my own would attract negative attention from bullies or boys in the 
higher intakes that were demonstrating their authority.85 

A third former Junior Recruit indicated that he ‘loved’ his time at HMAS Leeuwin and did not want to leave.86 

However, the Taskforce received only a very small number of positive or neutral reports such as these. 
The overwhelming majority of information provided to the Taskforce by complainants or witnesses portrays a 
very different side to HMAS Leeuwin. More than 200 complaints raise countless allegations of sexual abuse, 
sexual harassment, physical abuse and bullying and harassment, where the alleged abusers were Junior 
Recruits, HMAS Leeuwin staff members or sponsors who hosted Junior Recruits on leave.  

As of 6 May 2014, the Taskforce had assessed 211 of the 238 complaints relating to HMAS Leeuwin. The vast 
majority were assessed as falling within the scope of the Taskforce Terms of Reference and as raising one or 
more plausible allegations of abuse, as detailed below.

This report includes numerous first-hand accounts of abuse experienced by Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin, 
both in short extracts quoted throughout and in longer case studies in Appendix A. The Taskforce has obtained 
consent from all complainants whose personal experiences are directly quoted at any length87, and wishes to 
acknowledge and thank those complainants for being willing to share their stories.88 In some cases, the most 
troubling stories of abuse have not been included because the complainant did not provide consent, or because 
information provided to the Taskforce suggested that complainants were too unwell to seek their consent.
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While this report focuses on abuse to which complainants were personally subjected, the impacts on other 
Junior Recruits of the abusive environment that appears to have prevailed at HMAS Leeuwin for periods of its 
operation should not be discounted. The Taskforce heard from a number of former Junior Recruits about living 
in fear of being abused and/or witnessing troubling incidents of abuse. For example, one former Junior Recruit 
told the Taskforce:

I would often hear other boys sobbing themselves to sleep. What made it worse was that 
sometimes at night you could hear some Junior Recruits screaming and yelling out for help. 
To this day the picture of one Recruit on the floor with his back bleeding after a scrubbing is a 
reoccurring image. Any time that I read of bastardisation, this is the first thing that comes to my 
mind. It is a picture that I will never be able to forget.89 

The following section of this report outlines the complaints of abuse that were made to the Taskforce in 
relation to HMAS Leeuwin. It should be noted that some of the most serious and disturbing cases of abuse are 
contained in section 3.5 regarding sexual abuse. Although not necessarily involving what in many cases might 
be considered the most serious forms of abuse, a consideration of the bullying and harassment that occurred 
at HMAS Leeuwin is provided first. This is because bullying and intimidation appear to have been pervasive at 
HMAS Leeuwin, underpinning much of the other abuse that occurred there. 

3.2 Statistical summary
As of 6 May 2014, of the 238 complaints the Taskforce received relating to alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin:

•	 211 had been assessed;

•	 five were in the process of being assessed, or the complainant and/or Defence had been asked to provide 
further information;

•	 11 had been withdrawn; 

•	 six complainants had not provided information to the Taskforce within the available time period; and

•	 five complainants could not be contacted by the Taskforce.

Of the 211 complaints that had been assessed by the Taskforce as of 6 May 2014:

•	 209 were found to raise one or more plausible allegations of abuse that fell within the scope of the 
Taskforce Terms of Reference, 207 of which related to abuse of Junior Recruits90; 

•	 one was found to fall outside the scope of the Taskforce Terms of Reference in its entirety, and the 
allegation relating to HMAS Leeuwin was assessed as being a workplace grievance rather than abuse; 
and

•	 one was assessed as being a complaint in which no further action could be taken because the subject of 
the abuse was deceased.

It is important to provide some context regarding the Taskforce’s finding that almost all of the complaints made 
about HMAS Leeuwin contained one or more plausible allegations of abuse. First it should be noted that the 
plausibility test used by the Taskforce is a low threshold. As discussed in section 2, this was determined by 
the Australian Government to be the appropriate threshold for acceptance of claims of abuse in Defence. The 
intention was to enable the Taskforce and Defence to accept and act upon allegations of abuse which may not 
have been able to be acted on under existing formal processes. Second, complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
have been found to be plausible at a higher rate than other allegations across the Taskforce. This is primarily due 
to the widespread nature of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin and the clear patterns evident in these complaints of abuse. 
However, many complainants raised a number of allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin within their complaint 
and in a number of cases the Taskforce assessed some allegations within a complaint to either be not within the 
scope of the Taskforce Terms of Reference (usually because the allegation could not be categorised as abuse), 
or not plausible. 
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This report focuses on the 207 complaints from former Junior Recruits that the Taskforce has assessed as being 
within the scope of its Terms of Reference and as raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse – that is, 
abuse that the Taskforce accepts occurred (as discussed in section 2). It therefore refers to ‘abuse’ rather than 
‘alleged abuse’.

Of the 207 HMAS Leeuwin complainants whose complaints have been assessed as containing one or more 
plausible allegations of abuse:

•	 184 were subjected to physical abuse (89 per cent of all complainants); 

•	 160 were subjected to bullying or harassment (77 per cent of all complainants);

•	 102 were subjected to sexual abuse (49 per cent of all complainants); and

•	 17 were subjected to sexual harassment (eight per cent of all complainants).

A summary of these statistics is contained in Appendix D and statistical analysis is contained in Appendix F.

As the figures above indicate, while some complainants experienced one type of abuse, a significant majority  
(83 per cent) experienced two or more types of abuse – for example, physical abuse as well as sexual abuse. 
Further, the vast majority of complainants (89 per cent) experienced more than one form of abuse within these 
broad categories – for example, a complainant may have experienced sexual abuse in the forms of anal rape and 
forced oral sex, as well as physical abuse in the form of being made to run the gauntlet. 

Of the abuse identified in the HMAS Leeuwin complaints, 63 per cent was perpetrated by Junior Recruits,  
36 per cent by staff members, and one per cent by sponsors who hosted Junior Recruits on leave.

While some complainants were subjected to one isolated incident of abuse, most complainants reported being 
subjected to more than one incident, and many indicated that they experienced ongoing abuse during their 
time at HMAS Leeuwin. However, the statistics recorded by the Taskforce do not include measures of frequency 
of abuse, as complainants often did not specify the number of times they were subjected to different types or 
forms of abuse.

It should also be noted that the statistical information cited in this report pertains only to abuse reported to the 
Taskforce and is not able to be extrapolated to make broader conclusions about the nature and levels of abuse 
occurring at HMAS Leeuwin, due to the inherent limitations in the statistics collected. Further details are set out 
in Appendix E.

Despite these limitations, the statistics drawn from the complaints of abuse assessed by the Taskforce are useful 
in understanding and illuminating the prevalence of various types of abuse by Junior Recruits, HMAS Leeuwin 
staff members and sponsors. These statistics help to portray a picture of the striking similarities in the 
experiences of many Junior Recruits who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.

3.3 Bullying and harassment
The Taskforce deals with complaints of abuse including workplace harassment and bullying. In the context of the 
Taskforce, harassment includes offensive, belittling or threatening behaviour towards an individual or a group. 
Bullying is a form of harassment and involves repeated behaviour that a reasonable person would consider to 
be humiliating, intimidating, threatening or demeaning. Bullying can also include abusive group behaviour or 
‘ganging up’ against one or more individuals. 

Bullying and harassment can take many forms, including, for example:

•	 physical behaviour, such as intimidating or aggressive body language;

•	 verbal or written abuse;

•	 harsh or excessive disciplinary practices that do not have a nexus to a training or educational exercise;

•	 initiation practices or pranks; and
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•	 subtle patterns of behaviour such as isolating or excluding a person or group, ridiculing, taunting, 
spreading rumours or making inappropriate remarks.

In some cases bullying and harassment may also constitute physical abuse, for example, where it includes 
unwelcome physical contact, threats of violence or, in some circumstances, where physical injury results. 
Some bullying and harassment may also constitute sexual abuse or sexual harassment, for example, in the case 
of initiation practices which have a sexual element, target the genital area or are otherwise sexually degrading. 

Complainants reported experiencing bullying and harassment in two main forms at HMAS Leeuwin: bullying by 
Junior Recruits and bullying by HMAS Leeuwin staff members. 

There were 160 complainants who reported being subjected to at least one form of bullying where the alleged 
abusers were staff members or Junior Recruits, some of whom experienced both bullying by staff members and 
bullying by Junior Recruits. There were 112 complainants who reported bullying by Junior Recruits and an equal 
number of complainants who reported bullying by staff members.91 

Complaints of bullying by Junior Recruits centred around the assertion of a well-established but informal 
hierarchy which existed between Junior Recruits. Junior Recruits from the newest intakes in the year were at the 
bottom of the hierarchy and more senior Junior Recruits from the higher intakes were at the top. Junior Recruits 
experienced bullying in the form of the assumption of privileges by those from higher intakes, intimidation and 
threats of violence, actual violence, and certain types of group hazing or initiation practices.

Bullying of Junior Recruits by staff members frequently took the form of harsh training and disciplinary practices 
which went beyond what was reasonable for 15 to 17 year old Naval recruits at the time, and in some cases 
involved practices or punishments which were clearly not permitted. Bullying by staff members also included 
verbal abuse and other forms of intimidating behaviour.

(a) Bullying by Junior Recruits

I was enlisted at 16 years old. In 1979 I was admitted into the Navy and I attended HMAS Leeuwin. 

During the first three months at HMAS Leeuwin I was in the new division. I was aware that there was a 
hierarchy. In the first three months you were a “New Grub”, in the next three months you were a “Shit” 
and in the last three months you were a “Top Shit”. I learnt this hierarchy within the first three to four days. 
I was standing in the food line and the older cadets would tell you that you were not allowed to go in front 
of the line of anybody that was higher in the hierarchy.

I had expected this kind of treatment and could put up [with] this. However, more serious incidents 
occurred which were as follows:

I was victim of an incident where I ended up going to hospital. I walked into a room. In that room there 
were some Top Shits. I was held down by two or three boys and they placed a beanbag on top of me. One of 
the boys jumped off the top of a bookcase and onto the beanbag. I was knocked out and I had to be taken 
to Fremantle Hospital. Somebody reported this incident but the boys involved received minor punishment.

We had to do as we were told by the Shits and the Top Shits. If we argued with them we would get punched 
in the head. This happened to me during my first three months at HMAS Leeuwin. I did not report this 
incident to anybody for fear that I would get punched again and worse than before.

I witnessed an incident which occurred to my roommate. While we were sleeping, three Top Shits came 
into our room and tipped my roommate’s bed while he was sleeping on it. My roommate hit his head and 
had cuts to his eye. 
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Another incident I was involved in was “Running the Gauntlet”. There were approximately fourteen to 
sixteen Top Shits lined up on each side and I had to run down the line while they kicked, punched and 
laughed at me. After running the gauntlet I felt sore and scared. I never wanted to do it again. I didn’t 
report this or tell anybody for fear that things would become much worse for me. I only had to do this once 
but I witnessed other recruits having to do this.

Another incident was when a Top Shit pulled my pants and underwear down while another two held me 
down. The Top Shit behind me was in his underwear and simulated having intercourse with me while 
everybody was laughing. I felt terrified, humiliated and violated. I was also scared as I was unsure of how 
far they would go.

I was also a victim of an incident known as blackballing or nuggetting. I was grabbed by a couple of 
Top Shits who pulled my underwear down and used their hands as paintbrushes to rub boot polish on my 
genitals. I felt violated. I was told that if I reported the incident, I would have the “shit kicked out of me”. 
This happened to me once and I also saw it happen to others.

One night, I was randomly grabbed by the Top Shits. They shoved my head into a toilet where someone 
had just crapped. They flushed the toilet while my head was under it and then left me there by myself. 
I felt absolutely disgusted and repulsed both during and after this happened to me. I never wanted to 
experience anything like this again.

Another night I was held down by a group of Top Shits while they dry shaved my chest with a disposable 
razor. As a result, I received cuts to my chest. They did not use any shaving cream and so I was in great 
pain while they were doing this. I have seen this incident happen to other people.

Another incident was when I was also held down by Top Shits with one person on each arm while another 
punched me repetitively in the stomach. The beatings were so extreme that they did not stop until I started 
vomiting then they just left me there. I felt like I was being victimised by the Top Shits.

Another night I was in the shower. I was dragged out naked by a group of Top Shits. I was dragged to a 
bench in the middle of the showers and I was forced to bend over on all fours. I was held down by about 
three or four people. Another Top Shit wet a towel and rolled it and he stood behind me and smacked me 
over the back and backside while everyone was laughing. This lasted about seven or eight lashings. Having 
this happen was so painful. The whole purpose of using a towel and wetting it was so that it would be 
more painful than usual. I was in pain, terrified and just wanted it to stop. Everyone in the boarding house 
at the time was either in the showers or in their rooms. They were too afraid to come out as they didn’t 
want it to happen to them. I have seen this incident happen to others before.

I didn’t tell anybody about these incidents as I feared that if I did I may have got kicked out of the Navy. 
I also feared that if I told then the beatings would have got worse. I didn’t ring home as I knew I would cry 
and my parents would ask me what was going on.92

Of the complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
112 involved bullying by Junior Recruits. Numerous complainants described that this bullying centred around the 
existence of an informal hierarchy in which the newest intake members were referred to as ‘new grubs’, the next 
intake as ‘grubs’, the following intake as ‘shits’ and the most senior intake as ‘top shits’. This informal hierarchy 
is also widely acknowledged in the material available on the public record about HMAS Leeuwin, including the 
Rapke Report.93 
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In one complainant’s words, this hierarchy effectively operated so that there were different ‘ranks’ of 
Junior Recruits.94 Another complainant described the hierarchy as follows:

At Leeuwin, there was an established order of bastardisation that was conducted by the 
senior intakes. […] The Recruits had a hierarchy. Those that had been there the longest were 
“Top Shits”, then “Shits”, then “Grubs” and then “New Grubs”. The latter were the newest intake. 
Although we were at Leeuwin for 12 months, each group progressed up the “ladder” after 
3 months as another intake came in and the oldest one left.95

Complainants across many years told the Taskforce that those who were top shits effectively made the lower 
intakes do whatever they wanted. One complainant stated that ‘[t]hose recruits who had been there for nine 
months were “the kings of the crop” and controlled what happened amongst all the other recruits less senior 
than them’.96 

Within this informal hierarchy more senior Junior Recruits assumed the right to claim privileges over the newer 
Junior Recruits, and enforced this by way of intimidation, threats and physical violence. Junior Recruits were 
frequently made to perform everyday chores or physically demanding tasks for more senior Junior Recruits, 
accede to their demands for items such as money or cigarettes, and accept more senior Junior Recruits ‘jacking’ 
the meal queue (pushing ahead into the queue during mealtimes). 

One complainant described his experience as a Junior Recruit in the newest intake as follows:

There were many little groups of these “Shits” and “Top Shits” as they called themselves. 
They would use pure thuggery and intimidation, bad threats and physical violence to steal my 
cigarettes and cash, which I rarely had anyway. On a daily basis I would endure this treatment. 
For no reason at all, I would be belittled and slapped hard in the back of the head three to 
four times. They would jump on my toes to deface my polished boots, steal my cap and pass it 
around spitting in it and making it filthy. One of the worst acts was to grab me from behind in a 
headlock and use one or two knuckles to cause friction and banging on the middle of my skull. 
I can remember that I couldn’t breathe until they let me go crying and gasping in panic. Another 
of their favourites was to sneak up behind me and slam the palms of their hands across both 
ears causing great shock and pain, along with short deafness. Getting a meal at the canteen 
was a daily torture or harassment, being physically dragged to the end of the line all the time. 
I was always grabbed from behind in a headlock until I couldn’t breathe, kicked in the back of 
my legs to bring me down, kicking my ankles and my 
tailbone hard. One night […] I was woken out of my 
sleep by being head butted by the two biggest Junior 
Recruits, there would have been 30 to 40 Junior 
Recruits crammed into the room. The experience still 
haunts me today. Everyone was screaming abuse, my 
bed was pulled to bits, sheets torn up and thrown out 
the 2nd floor window. I was left on the floor curled up, 
others were slipping the boot in and spitting all over 
me. I was sobbing, crying and petrified, it seemed to 
go on forever, I didn’t want to live anymore.97 

As this experience highlights, and as was consistently reported by other complainants, bullying behaviour 
frequently spilled over into more serious physical abuse by Junior Recruits. Complainants reported that if they 
showed resistance to the assumption of privileges by more senior Junior Recruits, and were perceived to be a 
‘mouth’, they risked a violent response such as being ‘filled in’, the term commonly used to describe physical 
assault by another Junior Recruit acting alone or by a group of Junior Recruits.98 

“I was left on the floor curled up, 
others were slipping the boot in 
and spitting all over me. I was 
sobbing, crying and petrified, it 
seemed to go on forever, I didn’t 
want to live anymore.”
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Further reinforcement of this informal hierarchy was reportedly provided by its tacit acceptance by staff 
members at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one complainant said that staff members were well aware of terms 
such as new grubs and top shits:

These terms were accepted by all members of staff, both sailors and officers alike. This goes 
to show that the abusiveness was not just amongst the recruits in the Navy but also the 
experienced sailors/instructors at Leeuwin. It wasn’t just a case of boys being boys it was an 
inbred culture at this establishment.99 

Some complainants said that they dreaded meal times, and that staff members on duty in the kitchen would turn 
a blind eye to the assaults that took place.100 One complainant reported that for nine months he did not go to an 
evening meal, for fear of being subjected to bullying and assaults by more senior Junior Recruits.101

Another complainant described the atmosphere at 
HMAS Leeuwin as being like ‘throwing a kid in with the tigers’102 
and several reported experiencing humiliating and degrading 
treatment as part of the bullying. For example, one complainant 
told the Taskforce:

Initiation started on arrival at HMAS Leeuwin. I was 
held down by the more senior Recruits in a shower 
block and urinated on for refusal to hand over 
tobacco and money. They took photos from my wallet 
after I refused to give them money and told me they 
were going to rape my mother and two sisters.103

As one complainant stated, the ‘“top shits” would conduct initiation ceremonies as part of this culture that 
existed within the Junior Recruit training period’.104 Complainants reported that they experienced bullying by 
groups of Junior Recruits in the form of forced participation in hazing and initiation practices such as running 
the gauntlet, described in the section on physical abuse below. 

(b) Bullying by HMAS Leeuwin staff members

If there was noise and a bit of skylarking going on it would result in Senior Officers taking the whole 
division down to the Parade Ground in our pyjamas anytime of night. They would make you duck waddle 
and double time around the Parade Ground with your bedding at high port. This punishment was 
harsh and it all depended on the mood the staff was in. They appeared to enjoy watching us suffer the 
punishments given to us.

If you had to do punishment with a PTI they would go overboard with physical and mental abuse. 
Even when people collapsed they would make you get up then back into the group for more 
physical punishment and mental abuse thrown at you.

If you had a kit muster and it was not laid out correctly or if they found the smallest thing wrong they 
would make you pack it all into your kit bag and make you carry it around the Parade Ground at high port 
at double time. This was done until you had your kit correctly laid out and fixed. This happened several 
times over the year. 

The use of rifles for training or punishment was a common thing used by the Gunnery instructors. Most of 
the time it was used for punishment and always at high port. If you had to be at a certain place at a certain 
time you had better be there on time. If not, you could expect to do a few laps with a rifle at high port. 
The senior staff would always make sure that there were a couple of Junior Recruits doing the laps and 
this was done in your own time after work hours.105

“I was held down by the more 
senior Recruits in a shower block 
and urinated on for refusal to hand 
over tobacco and money. They 
took photos from my wallet after 
I refused to give them money and 
told me they were going to rape 
my mother and two sisters.”
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Of the complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
112 involved bullying of Junior Recruits by staff members.

In many cases, this bullying included verbal abuse and other forms of intimidating behaviour by staff members. 
Former Junior Recruits reported that this was one of their first experiences upon arriving at HMAS Leeuwin. 
For example, one complainant described his experience as follows:

Once off the bus, myself and the other new Junior Recruits had to line up to receive orders from 
our superiors. Our superiors were saying things to the effect of “you are now a motherfucking 
part of us” and “we are your mothers now so you will do what we say”. In my mind 
HMAS Leeuwin was not a military establishment but rather a military high school with children 
aged 15, 16 and 17 years old in attendance. The culture at HMAS Leeuwin started from the top 
of the chain of command. The Commanding Officer had little control over the behaviour of his 
subordinates. The verbal abuse, bullying and intimidation that we received from our superiors 
were devastating. It felt like I was in a reformatory. I started to feel scared from the moment 
I stepped off the bus and this fear stayed with me for my time at HMAS Leeuwin and long after.106 

Another complainant told the Taskforce:

When we arrived off the bus the abuse started straight away. Our superiors were pulling and 
pushing us into line and saying things to the effect of “your mother is a whore” and “your 
mother must be a bitch to whelp something like you” and so on. It was in my experience the first 
sorting-out step. They were basically trying to upset us and make us cry.107

Other complainants reported that staff members constantly screamed at them in a derogatory manner, 
told them there would be no escape from HMAS Leeuwin, or made them feel intimidated or trapped.108 

Numerous complainants reported bullying by staff members in the form of harsh training and 
disciplinary practices. 

Junior Recruits were subject to the same disciplinary regime as adult Navy personnel.109 The manual given 
to Junior Recruits on commencing at HMAS Leeuwin recognised that this might be perceived by some as 
unduly harsh:

It is idle to pretend that Naval Discipline is “soft”. […] Naval Discipline is neither harsh nor 
unjust and indeed only those people who deliberately “play it rough” experience the strictness of 
naval discipline.110

In some cases the training and disciplinary practices reported as abusive by complainants were permitted 
and considered acceptable at the time.111 However, as described in many complainants’ accounts, the manner 
in which they were carried out at HMAS Leeuwin, their excessive duration or other factors meant that these 
practices went beyond what was reasonable for 15 to 17 year old boys still undergoing physical and emotional 
development, and would not be considered acceptable by today’s standards. In other cases, complainants 
reported that staff members ordered Junior Recruits to perform training practices or submit to punishments 
which were clearly not acceptable or permitted at the time.112 

Complaints relating to bullying by staff members in the form of harsh training and disciplinary practices 
commonly referred to Junior Recruits being made to march at double time, run, jog, perform ‘bunny-hops’ 
or ‘duck-waddle’ around the parade ground for prolonged periods of time – often in very hot temperatures or 
late at night, and often carrying a heavy rifle or a mattress overhead. As one complainant stated:

At HMAS Leeuwin, the things we were made to do in the name of discipline would today rate 
as abhorrent abuse and see a work place shut down. Not only did the staff at Leeuwin turn a 
blind eye to much of what was occurring, they encouraged it. I was ordered on a number of 
occasions to run around the parade ground at Leeuwin with a .303 over my head. This was to the 
amusement of staff and other recruits and sometimes we would do this for hours at a time.113
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Complainants reported that as a result of being forced to 
participate in such practices, they or other Junior Recruits 
collapsed from exhaustion, bled, vomited, passed out 
or suffered physical injuries. One complainant told the 
Taskforce about feeling shame and helplessness because 
he could not help another Junior Recruit in this situation:

One occasion that still stays with me is when 
a boy who was unwell and sickly looking [was 
made to] run around the parade ground with a 
rifle above his head until he passed out and fell 
to the ground. It made me feel sick to watch 
this boy being abused and I developed intense 
feelings of personal shame because I couldn’t 
step in and help him. To do so would have 
resulted in me being punished in the same, 
or [an] even worse, way.114 

Some complainants reported that their entire group or division was made to undergo such practices as 
punishment on occasion, because one individual had performed poorly or failed to meet required standards.115

One complainant described that Junior Recruits were effectively subject to three different types of punishment 
at HMAS Leeuwin. However, only one of these was an official or authorised punishment, and the others 
were unofficial: 

Three punishment systems operate during any day. The first is official punishment. Called 
MUPS (Men Under Punishment), it’s awarded for the smallest infringement of any rules, and 
results in my running the quadrangle with a .303 above my head for two hours, after copping 
whacks across the calf muscles by the Gunnery Instructor’s move-along-canes as I collect 
said .303 from its gun rack. We do this instead of sport. The second is unofficial punishment. 
This comes from the supervising sailors. If l piss off the supervisor for the tiniest of reasons, 
I’m often made to run the quadrangle during the night, bare-footed in my pyjamas. Their worst 
punishment is when I’m forced to empty my locker, packing the entire contents into my five by 
two foot sea kit-bag and doubling around the quadrangle with the kitbag above my head. Boys 
that have come from rather protected family home environments and are extremely modest cop 
unbelievably degrading abuse at the hands of these sadistic sailors. These unfortunates, forced 
to double around the quadrangle for hours in the early morning 
in nothing more than their underpants, become crushed from 
embarrassment. This unofficial punishment usually happens 
before and after the training staff’s and the base’s official work 
hours of 0800 and 1730. Absolutely Stalinesque, the Duty Able 
Seamen in charge of the dorm blocks have absolute power 
until 0800 hours the following day and some wield it with relish. 
The last form of punishment takes place after lights-out each 
evening. This last type of punishment inflicted by the recruits 
themselves surpasses everything else in cruelty.116 

Other complainants also reported being subjected to unofficial punishments by staff members at night, often 
when they had returned from being out drinking alcohol. For example, complainants reported being woken 
in the middle of the night and made to move piles of rock around the parade ground, or being made to scrub 
toilets with toothbrushes. One complainant stated that supervisors would return from the bar ‘in varying states 
of drunkenness’, and if the Junior Recruits played up, they would assemble them outside in their pyjamas, 
regardless of the time or the weather.117 Another complainant told the Taskforce:

“One occasion that still stays with 
me is when a boy who was unwell 
and sickly looking [was made to] run 
around the parade ground with a rifle 
above his head until he passed out and 
fell to the ground. It made me feel sick 
to watch this boy being abused and I 
developed intense feelings of personal 
shame because I couldn’t step in 
and help him. To do so would have 
resulted in me being punished in the 
same, or [an] even worse, way.”

“This last type of 
punishment inflicted by 
the recruits themselves 
surpasses everything 
else in cruelty.”
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There were Able Seaman assigned to each of the accommodation blocks. They were put there to 
look after the new Junior Recruits and make sure that we were okay and that the transition into 
the Navy went smoothly. Most of the Able Seam[e]n were all right, however at around 7:00pm 
each night, following evening rounds, some would leave the blocks to go to the wet canteen and 
get pissed. It was when the blocks were unattended that most incidents and issues occurred. 
The Able Seamen would often return to the blocks to check on everyone at around 9:30pm. 
They were often drunk and walked through the blocks and picked on people for the most trivial 
matter which usually led to punishment.118 

In many cases, complaints about harsh training and disciplinary practices could also be categorised as 
physical abuse.119 In most cases, however, the Taskforce has categorised them as bullying, due to the 
overarching atmosphere of bullying and intimidation in which complainants reported these practices as being 
carried out at HMAS Leeuwin.120 In some cases complainants reported specific instances of physical abuse by 
staff members during training practices. For example, this included being hit, having a rifle slammed onto their 
foot, or being punched in the stomach for not keeping in step. These complaints are discussed in the section 
below regarding physical abuse.

3.4 Physical abuse
In the context of the Taskforce, physical abuse may include (but is not limited to) incidents where, without the 
consent of a person, an individual or group either directly or indirectly:

•	 punches, strikes, kicks, touches, or spits on the person;

•	 restrains or moves the person;

•	 deprives the person of their liberty;

•	 applies force to the person;

•	 forcefully interferes with the person’s clothing (while it is on the person);

•	 orders a person to undertake an activity that is contrary to a medical restriction;

•	 drugs the person;

•	 threatens physical violence to the person;

•	 causes the person to apprehend that they will be subjected to physical violence;

•	 unreasonably fails to provide or allow access to medical assistance; or 

•	 engages in hazing/initiation of the person (for example, pressuring/forcing the person to consume things 
such as food that has gone off, faeces or excessive amounts of alcohol).

In the complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
184 complainants reported being subjected to one or more forms of physical abuse where the alleged abusers 
were staff members or Junior Recruits121: 

•	 147 complainants reported at least one form of physical abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits (80 per cent 
of all complainants reporting physical abuse);

•	 61 complainants reported at least one form of physical abuse perpetrated by staff members (33 per cent 
of all complainants reporting physical abuse); 

•	 37 complainants reported being forced to participate in fights, by either Junior Recruits or staff members 
(20 per cent of all complainants reporting physical abuse); and 

•	 two complainants reported other physical abuse but were unable to identify whether the alleged abuser 
was a Junior Recruit or a staff member (one per cent of all complainants reporting physical abuse).  



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 201420

(a) Physical abuse by Junior Recruits

The first time I heard of the hierarchy of the Junior Recruits was on the second day when I was getting 
breakfast. I was pushed to the back of the breakfast line and was told “you’re a New Grub, get back there” 
and “we’re Top Shit, we start at the front”. This is also when the first threat was made to me. I was told to 
“get back to the end of the line or you will get filled in”. I am not aware of the person who made this threat 
but he was referring to him knuckling me. Nobody stood up for me during this incident.

The pranks were carried out by persons higher in the hierarchy to those lower than them. As a “New 
Grub”, I would get pranked by the “Grubs”, “Shits” and “Top Shits”. The pranks were mainly school boy 
pranks such as mixing up the salt and sugar so you would have salt in your cereal. I was able to handle 
these kinds of pranks. It was all part of being a recruit.

The hierarchies were always sure to exert their authority. I can recall a big “punch up” occurring between 
the Top Shits and the Shits after the Top Shits were trying to exert their authority over the Shits. This 
occurred in the first eight weeks. 

The issues amongst the New Grubs commenced after approximately eight weeks into our intake being 
posted to HMAS Leeuwin. This was when two New Grubs started to assert their authority over the other 
New Grubs. They were bullies. They would assert their authority by assaulting people. […]

The gang started to assert their authority similar to the way that the Top Shits were behaving. If a person 
ever stood up for themselves they would get punched. Sometimes the gang would put items such as bars 
of soap in a sock and hit you so that you would get beaten but have no bruises. I could occasionally hear 
from my room when the beatings were occurring. As people started talking amongst themselves it wasn’t 
long before everyone knew about the gang and what they were like and did to other New Grubs.

The first experience I had with the gang was in March […] where I was required to “run the gauntlet”. 
Running the gauntlet is where all the New Grubs in our accommodation block were required to fill a 
pillowcase with boots and soap. They then spread out on either side of the length of the corridor and a 
person nominated by the gang would have to run down the corridor while everyone else would hit you with 
the stuffed pillowcases. 

Between 6.00am and 4.00pm there was a very low risk of harm occurring to you. It was from 4.00pm 
onwards where control passed to the Junior Recruits themselves. Running the gauntlet would usually 
occur after 7pm. The duty officer would be in his office at the time. I believe that the duty officer would 
have known about this activity (he certainly would have been able to hear it). But he turned a blind eye to 
what was occurring. […]

I was the first person nominated to run the gauntlet [one] evening. Prior to this, I had seen two other 
people do the run before. Once I got to the other end of the corridor after running I was heavily beaten 
and near unconscious. I was crying. The gang thought it was funny. I had bruises but I was never hit in 
the head. I was too afraid to make a complaint or tell anyone for fear that worse would have happened to 
me. It is an unwritten rule that you did not tell on anyone. I was too fearful to tell anybody. Although this 
occurred to me (and it happened again), I was still not at the point where I wanted to leave. I just simply 
put it down as part of life and tried to stay out of their way. […]

The next major incident occurred in April […]. I was subjected to what the gang called a “Kangaroo Court”. 
I had never seen this happen before and at the time I didn’t know what to expect or what was going to 
happen. The Kangaroo Court occurred during the day on a weekend when I stayed at base. The gang 
stayed on base for the weekend and the Duty Officer was in his office at the time of the incident. Between 
approximately 2.00pm and 3.00pm, I was lying on my bed when I was grabbed from my room by about two 
or three of my fellow recruits. I was frog marched outside of the block to the far end of the building. 
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I cannot recall who grabbed me. I was forced to stand in the middle of a ring of boys. I was terrified. The 
Junior Recruit controlling this ring accused me of stealing a bar of soap. Suddenly, I was being punched 
and then pushed around to another person within the circle. This beating lasted approximately five to 
ten minutes. I was then pushed against a wall and punched. I was crying out saying “stop, it wasn’t me” 
as I did not steal the bar of soap. When it all stopped, they left me lying on the ground. After a while I 
was able to pick myself up and I went back into my room. I didn’t tell anyone about this incident as I was 
fearful and terrified that something worse would happen. Unfortunately it happened to me a second time 
approximately one and a half months later when I came back to base after a weekend with my host family. 
It was the same thing again.

The next incident occurred around July/August […]. I came back to base between 5.30pm and 6.00pm on 
a Sunday night. The duty officer was not in his office at the time. I went to my room to put my bag on my 
bed and I was grabbed and dragged into the room next door […] [in]to the middle of a ring of boys. I cannot 
recall who dragged me. Another Junior Recruit was standing in the middle of the ring and I was told that I 
had to fight him. I said I didn’t want to fight him. I was then king hit by the other recruit. I received a black 
eye as a result of the punch. After I was hit all of the boys in the ring were laughing and praising the other 
recruit. All I could manage to say was “Are you finished with me?”. All of the boys then walked away and I 
went back to my bed upset. 

A few moments later, the gang had entered my room. I started crying and begging them not to hit me 
again. They said they wanted to look at my black eye. They thought it was cool and funny that the other 
recruit had given me a black eye. I didn’t tell anybody what had happened as I was terrified and scared of 
what they would do to me if I told someone. The next day at parade I was asked by a Commander what had 
happened. I said that I walked into a door. He didn’t ask any further questions.122

Of the 147 complainants reporting physical abuse by Junior Recruits, 90 experienced one form of physical abuse, 
49 experienced two forms of physical abuse and eight experienced three forms of physical abuse. This included 
some isolated physical assaults, but most commonly referred to incidents where one Junior Recruit assaulted 
another in enforcing the informal hierarchy discussed in section 3.3 above, or where a group of Junior Recruits 
assaulted a Junior Recruit from a newer intake as part of an initiation or hazing practice. These included 
practices such as being forced to run the gauntlet, scrubbing and ‘blanket bashing’, as discussed below.

As discussed in section 5, complainants indicated that much of this abuse was not reported to staff members, 
often for fear of retribution, because complainants felt that staff knew about such practices but ‘turned a blind 
eye’, or because the abuse was perpetrated by staff members themselves. 

(i) Running the gauntlet

Sixty-eight complainants reported being made by other Junior Recruits 
(often from more senior intakes) to run the gauntlet. One former Junior 
Recruit described this practice as follows: 

The running of the gauntlet happened regularly when the Able 
Seaman was not present […] The Top Shits would grab us and 
take us upstairs and line us up. One by one then the Top Shits 
would fill the dormitory entrances and hit you as you ran down 
the hallways and stairs. The Top Shits would hit you with their 
pillow slips that were stuffed with anything from boots to diving 
weights. As we were made to run down the hallways, the aim 
was to hit us as hard as they could. The running of the gauntlet 
would happen either in our dormitory or in the Senior Recruits’ 

“The Top Shits would 
hit you with their pillow 
slips that were stuffed 
with anything from 
boots to diving weights. 
As we were made to 
run down the hallways, 
the aim was to hit us as 
hard as they could.”
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dormitories. I remember many Junior Recruits getting hurt and limping away, myself being one 
of them. On one of the many gauntlets that I ran I was hit in the chest with someone’s pillowslip 
containing his boots. The force at which I was hit made me bounce off the passageway wall. 
Another time I was hit in the shins and hit the floor in pain. From the running of the gauntlets 
I received bad bruising to my ribs and chest, lumps on my head, sprained ankles and sprained 
wrists, not to mention being scared out of my wits. It was the same group of Top Shits looking 
for victims all the time. It did not matter if you were big or small, you would be picked on. 
The first six months at Leeuwin were terrifying.123

According to many complainants, gauntlets often happened in the evenings after lights out.124 Similar to the 
above account, another complainant reported that abuse usually occurred after hours ‘where control passed 
to the Junior Recruits’, with gauntlets usually occurring in the evenings. This complainant stated that while a 
duty officer would be in his office during this time and would be able to hear what was occurring, he ‘turned a 
blind eye’.125

Sometimes Junior Recruits were forcibly taken from their beds to participate. Complainants reported being 
kicked, punched or dragged to the place where the gauntlet was to take place, usually a corridor or staircase 
where Junior Recruits would stand with their backs to the wall in parallel lines.126 According to various accounts, 
the Junior Recruits conducting the gauntlet used pillow cases full of items including shoes and boots127, soap 
bars128, large hardcover books129, rocks and Navy-issue dirks (heavy folding knives)130 to hit the participants as 
they ran from one end to the other. 

One complainant described the fear he felt after being told during his first week that ‘the gauntlet would happen’: 

People were aware of what gauntlets represented due 
to TV shows at the time but they had no idea about how 
severe and brutal the gauntlets would be. I was living 
with a great amount of fear after hearing the stories 
about the gauntlets and each night I would be scared 
that it was going to happen to me. This was made 
worse by hearing recruits crying and suffering from 
injuries after they had been forced to run the gauntlet. 
I was then subjected to run the gauntlet […]. I was 
forced to run dormitories by senior recruits while they 
struck me with pillowcases filled with hard objects 
such as a pair of Navy drill boots. During the next four 
to five weeks I ran the gauntlet three times.131

One complainant numbered the Junior Recruits carrying out the gauntlet at ‘100 or more’.132 Another reported 
that the entries and exits were blocked off while the gauntlet took place.133 In another account, Junior Recruits 
were stripped naked before being forced to participate.134 

Some complainants reported that Junior Recruits who fell during the gauntlet were physically assaulted as 
they lay on the ground until they rose and continued to run.135 The Taskforce heard of a number of injuries 
that resulted from gauntlet-running, including lost teeth136, a broken jaw137 and being knocked unconscious.138 
One complainant told the Taskforce about collective injuries sustained during gauntlets:

Between us, broken noses, broken wrists, arms and legs, fractured collarbones, twisted and 
sprained joints, black eyes, bruises, cuts and broken teeth.139

Sometimes significant injury would result from particularly heavy or inherently dangerous objects, such as 
bottles140 or a fire extinguisher141, being placed inside the pillow cases during gauntlets. One complainant said 
that he still carried a scar from an injury to his head when he was hit by a heavy weight inside a pillowcase while 
running the gauntlet.142

“I was living with a great amount 
of fear after hearing the stories 
about the gauntlets and each 
night I would be scared that 
it was going to happen to me. 
This was made worse by hearing 
recruits crying and suffering 
from injuries after they had been 
forced to run the gauntlet.”
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Complainants’ accounts differed as to the frequency with which gauntlets 
were held at HMAS Leeuwin. While some complainants reported 
experiencing one incident during their time as a Junior Recruit, others 
reported that gauntlets took place three times a week143 or ‘at least every 
other night’.144

In some cases, complainants implied or asserted that gauntlets took 
place with the knowledge of staff members.145 One such complainant 
recalled a gauntlet being held on the same floor as the staff office, but the 
door to the office being closed that night and the staff being ‘conveniently 
absent’.146 Another told the Taskforce that he could not comprehend it was 
possible that the staff did not know about this type of behaviour.147 

(ii) Scrubbing

Eighteen complainants reported being subjected to scrubbing by other Junior Recruits. This was described as 
a practice in which Junior Recruits would forcibly scrub another Junior Recruit with equipment such as hard-
bristled brooms, scrubbing brushes, steel wool and/or abrasive cleaning products. Some complainants reported 
that they were scrubbed because other Junior Recruits thought that they did not wash or were unhygienic148, 
however other complainants indicated that this was a spurious reason.149 

Scrubbing frequently caused bleeding, and according to one complainant the brooms ‘literally tore small strips of 
skin off and left the victim bloodied and scratched all over’.150 Often the Junior Recruit was stripped first and then 
scrubbed while naked. One complainant described witnessing the following:

On one particular night another Junior Recruit and I could hear a Junior Recruit yelling out for 
help and we went to see what was happening. A Junior Recruit in my intake was lying there 
naked, spread eagle on the laundry floor. There were approximately ten Top Shits in the room; 
four of them were holding him down and one Junior Recruit was scrubbing his back with a 
road broom. The Junior Recruit on the floor was screaming and blood was coming from his 
back. Meanwhile someone was trying to put soap in his mouth. This was what was known as 
“scrubbing” and it happened to certain boys who were targeted because their hygiene was not 
the best. A Top Shit saw us and told me to close the door and get out of there or I would be next. 
I cannot remember the name of the Junior Recruit on the ground but I will never forget the look 
on his face. He ended up going AWOL and deserting the Navy.151

There appear to be elements of sexual abuse in the descriptions of scrubbing provided by some complainants, 
with the genitals and/or anal area particularly targeted:

I was grabbed by several Junior Recruits, who stripped 
me naked and carried me to the shower cubicles. I was 
held down by my hands and ankles, face up, on the 
tiled floor. I was then scrubbed in the genital area with 
a hard bristled laundry scrubbing brush until my skin 
was raw and bleeding. I remember hands grabbing my 
testicles and pulling them away while I was scrubbed. 
The shower was turned on, drenching me with icy cold 
water. Strong laundry soap was then applied in a lather to my whole genital area, including my 
penis and testicles. Much of this soap penetrated my urethra, causing instant pain. During this 
incident I recall crying and shivering uncontrollably and being punched in the chest, stomach 
and face, while being whipped with wet towels. I tried to escape but I was held down by several 
others. I was then turned on my face and the same treatment was applied to my anal/rectal 

“Between us, broken 
noses, broken wrists, 
arms and legs, fractured 
collarbones, twisted and 
sprained joints, black 
eyes, bruises, cuts and 
broken teeth.”

“I was then scrubbed in the 
genital area with a hard bristled 
laundry scrubbing brush until my 
skin was raw and bleeding.”
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area. By this stage I was panicking and sobbing. 
The soap was stinging and I was trying to get more 
water over my genital and anal area to ease the 
pain. […] These types of incidents happened to me 
on many other occasions.152

Another complainant stated:

I was stripped naked and held down by the boys. 
They smeared boot polish around my anus and all 
over my back. They then began scrubbing me with 
yard brooms, blocks of sand soap (pumice) and 
steel wool. […] [T]hat evening, I was still bleeding 
from abrasions on my back that I sustained during 
the scrubbing. My body continued to bleed for the 
following couple of days.153 

Complainants described the experience of scrubbing as being painful, humiliating, and causing ‘unbearable’ 
stinging.154

(iii) Blanket bashing

Thirteen complainants reported experiencing blanket bashings. These were described in a similar manner, with 
complainants reporting that during the night a blanket was thrown over their head while they were in bed, and 
they were punched or kicked by a number of people. In some cases, complainants also reported being hit with 
objects such as bats while they were wrapped in the blanket.155 In one case, a complainant indicated that he was 
subjected to a blanket bashing that also involved a serious sexual assault.156

Several complainants reported that they were blanket bashed on repeated occasions, and that the bashings 
would always occur after lights out. In some cases complainants reported that they sustained serious injuries 
from these bashings, and some reported that the frequency of these attacks left them unable to sleep and living 
in fear at night.157 One complainant provided the following account:

I was blanket bashed six times from recruits in my own intake. The bashings would occur during 
the night when a blanket was thrown over me and I was punched and kicked by other recruits. It 
got to the stage where I would sneak out and sleep outside, in boat sheds and the laundry drying 
room to avoid the beatings. Some nights I would sleep in the galley dry store because it was dry 
and warm in there or the social club. Some nights I would jump the fence and sleep in a park 
just to escape the abuse. On another occasion I spent four days living and sleeping in the boat 
shed because I did not feel safe to go back to the dormitories. I did not attend classes during 
this time. When I did sleep in my bed I cried a lot. I slept with a bayonet between my knees. I had 
stolen it from the armoury and returned it later when I bought a good hunting knife. I was a 
16 year old and I was in constant fear.158

Having a blanket thrown over their head meant that complainants were often unable to see or to protect 
themselves from their alleged abusers.159 In some accounts, however, complainants were able to identify their 
alleged abusers as a group of more senior Junior Recruits because they could hear their voices or because their 
alleged abusers had done this before. One complainant reported that some blanket bashings were carried out by 
Junior Recruits at the direction of staff members.160 

(iv) Other physical abuse

The Taskforce heard from 112 complainants who reported experiencing other forms of physical abuse carried 
out by Junior Recruits. These included, for example, physical assaults in the form of being punched, kicked, 
bashed or beaten; being hung or thrown out of windows; being pushed or thrown down stairs; being held down 
and jumped on; having their head held in the toilet while it was flushed; being struck with various objects;  

“Strong laundry soap was then 
applied in a lather to my whole 
genital area, including my penis 
and testicles. Much of this soap 
penetrated my urethra, causing 
instant pain. During this incident 
I recall crying and shivering 
uncontrollably and being punched in 
the chest, stomach and face, while 
being whipped with wet towels.”
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and being shoved into a bag and then physically assaulted. The number of Junior Recruits involved in 
perpetrating these physical assaults varied, but many of these accounts described a physical assault by a 
group of two or more Junior Recruits, usually from a senior intake.

A number of complainants reported that more senior Junior Recruits would often respond with physical 
violence if the Junior Recruits they targeted stood up to their bullying and standover tactics. One complainant 
told the Taskforce:

In the meal queues the junior recruits would be pushed to the back of the queue. If we resisted 
we would be assaulted, either on the spot or after meals, when a group would wait for us and 
give us what was called a “filling in”. This was a reference to being assaulted.161

Other complainants indicated that physical assaults occurred randomly. For example, according to 
one complainant:

Random bashings were also common at Leeuwin. You never knew when you were going to be 
targeted. You would often hear boys getting beaten and then crying in bed after. I was young and 
frightened. You never knew when the next bashing would occur and I was always fearful that it 
would happen to me.162

Some complainants reported being physically assaulted by more senior Junior Recruits who had been drinking 
alcohol to excess. As one complainant observed:

The recruits in their last three months (top shits) were often uncontrollable and there was a lot 
of alcohol involved with these guys.163

A number of complainants reported that more senior Junior Recruits would raid their dormitories at night. 
Complainants stated that the lack of secure locks on doors to the accommodation blocks or dormitories meant 
that groups of Junior Recruits from other floors or divisions were able to enter easily at night time. As one 
complainant described, bashings by senior Junior Recruits became a common occurrence at night: 

I was accommodated in a wooden and asbestos dormitory with approximately 24 other 
junior recruits housed in one dormitory. The JR1s started to make a habit of running through 
dormitories in the middle of the night and bashing people at random as they went through. 
Because of the setup of the dormitory, they were able to enter through one door, run through the 
dormitory and then exit through another door at the end of the room. I had been asleep in my 
bed for some time; I woke with fright when I was punched in the temple area of my head with 
a fist. There was one punch to my head and then the JR1 kept running through the dormitory. 
This happened to a number of other junior recruits in my dormitory during this incident.164

Six complainants reported being hung or thrown out of 
windows, some of whom said they were terrified and feared 
that they would be dropped and seriously injured. One 
complainant told the Taskforce:

On one occasion I was grabbed, blindfolded with 
a hat or beanie, and thrown out a second storey 
window. Some mattresses had been placed on the 
ground but the incredible fear of not being aware of 
what floor you were on or what was going to happen 
was debilitating and lives with me to this day. I 
actually thought at the time that I was going to die.165 

Another described seeing a Junior Recruit who was regularly 
targeted and bashed or scrubbed by other Junior Recruits on 
one occasion being put into a bag and hung out a window:

“He was put into a large bag – a 
sea bag or laundry bag and the 
bag was hung by a rope over the 
balcony rail. He was sobbing inside 
the bag as the thugs told him they 
would drop him in the bag two 
storeys to the cement below. He 
was screaming and crying as they 
taunted him. I can still hear the 
scream of terror as he dropped, 
thinking he was on the top floor.”
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This boy was regularly scrubbed raw and beaten. One night they beat and scrubbed him and 
then took him to the balcony at the rear of the block. He was put into a large bag – a sea bag or 
laundry bag and the bag was hung by a rope over the balcony rail. He was sobbing inside the bag 
as the thugs told him they would drop him in the bag two storeys to the cement below. He was 
screaming and crying as they taunted him. I can still hear the scream of terror as he dropped, 
thinking he was on the top floor. He hit the ground and crawled out of the bag, a complete 
shuddering mess. A few days later we were told he had [tried] to kill himself. Someone found 
him in time and he was still alive. He was discharged and sent home. There was no investigation 
and no questions were asked of any of us.166

Three complainants reported that they were held down by a group of more senior Junior Recruits while one 
jumped on top of them from a height.167 Another practice described by four complainants was having their 
head held in a toilet by Junior Recruits while the toilet was flushed, described by some as being ‘given the royal 
flush’.168 In some cases the toilet bowl had faeces in it at the 
time. The humiliating and degrading nature of this practice was 
described by one former Junior Recruit as follows:

One of the more senior recruits who checked our 
cleaning thought that I hadn’t cleaned the toilet well 
enough. He said to me “You haven’t cleaned the toilet”. 
Then he said to me “Do you like eating shit do you?”. 
The senior recruit then defecated into the toilet but 
did not flush it. He and four other senior recruits then 
proceeded to force my head into the toilet bowl and 
directly into his excrement. It was absolutely terrifying 
and completely humiliating. I am disgusted whenever 
I have to recall the memory of this incident and it still 
humiliates me to this day, especially when I go to the 
toilet. It was a joke to them because they constantly 
asked me in front of others “What does a ‘shit 
sandwich’ taste like?” in order to further belittle me.169

In some cases, complainants reported that they experienced repeated incidents of physical abuse when they 
were in situations of vulnerability. Several complainants reported being attacked and punched or hit while 
walking back to their accommodation block alone and often in the dark170, one complainant reported being hit 
with an iron while sleeping171 and others said that they were ‘ambushed’ and attacked in the showers or toilet 
blocks.172 One complainant told the Taskforce:

Due to the different development of young boys, the showers were an intimidating place. 
You knew something was going to happen when other Junior Recruits started walking out. 
You would ensure that you got out as well. There was a culture of this at Leeuwin and it was a 
culture that had been around a long time. I signed up for drumming duty to be away from it all. 
There was limited staff on weekends and there were places in Leeuwin that you learnt to keep 
away from.173

Many complainants reported that incidents of abuse often took place in the accommodation blocks in 
the evenings and at night time, when there were few staff members to supervise the Junior Recruits. 
One complainant told the Taskforce:

All Junior Recruits were totally unsupervised during any free time allowed them. Because 
of that lack of care and supervision, I spent the next twelve months being bullied, brutalised, 
and mentally traumatised.174  

“The senior recruit then 
defecated into the toilet but did 
not flush it. He and four other 
senior recruits then proceeded 
to force my head into the toilet 
bowl and directly into his 
excrement. It was absolutely 
terrifying and completely 
humiliating. I am disgusted 
whenever I have to recall the 
memory of this incident and it 
still humiliates me to this day...”
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Another complainant said:

There was no supervision by senior staff at evening meals or on weekends, as they went home 
at 4:30pm weekdays and were on leave on weekends. Only a skeleton “duty watch” was on base. 
Certainly not enough to supervise some 500 Junior Recruits.175

Some complainants also observed that attacks occurring in the dormitories at night were audible to other 
potential victims in the block, reinforcing the environment of intimidation and fear experienced by many 
Junior Recruits and the feeling that they were never safe. One such complainant told the Taskforce:

You were constantly yelled at, particularly at night time, and because there were no doors on 
the dorms the other divisions would come in at night time. The dorms were made from bricks 
and concrete so you could hear everything going on. You were told to shut up or be beaten and 
threatened with “Sadie’s going to get you”.176

(b) Physical abuse by HMAS Leeuwin staff members

During division parade after lunch break one day I was the subject of a serious assault which resulted in my 
hospitalisation. I was in the rear row of Junior Recruits when I was suddenly kicked by a Leading Seaman 
at the base of my spine. This caused me to fall unconscious and was witnessed by the whole division. I was 
taken urgently to sickbay where I spent two days recovering […] At the time I was a 15 year old boy who had 
been hospitalised from a vicious and unprovoked assault from a senior officer, a fully grown man, which 
required 2 days recovery in a hospital bed and I was basically blamed for this and given no support at all.177

In complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
61 complainants reported one or more forms of physical abuse perpetrated by staff members. 

The vast majority of these complaints involved physical assaults of a general nature, often occurring in 
the context of harsh training or disciplinary practices, and in some cases occurring in apparently random 
circumstances. In addition, some complainants reported physical abuse by staff members in the form of an 
unreasonable failure to allow or provide access to medical assistance, or unreasonable imprisonment or 
mistreatment while they were imprisoned at HMAS Leeuwin. 

(i) General physical abuse

Fifty-three complainants reported experiencing physical abuse of a general nature perpetrated by staff members 
at HMAS Leeuwin. 

In many cases, complainants were subjected to physical assaults in the course of 
undertaking training or being subjected to disciplinary practices.178 These assaults 
were frequently effected with an object or piece of equipment used for drill or 
training purposes, such as a rifle, stick or baton. In other cases staff members 
carrying out training or disciplinary practices punched, hit, kicked or otherwise 
physically assaulted Junior Recruits with their fists, feet or other parts of their body. 

For example, one complainant stated that he was physically assaulted by a 
number of different instructors during drill practice:

Gunnery instructors would lay in wait with canes and long leather 
bayonet scabbards and brutally attack us every day as we picked up our 
rifles for drill practice. This induced much panic and anxiety in all of 
us boys. Kicks to the shins with hobnail boots, hard twisting of noses, 
screwing of ears, punches to the solar plexus, much physical and 
mental torture was handed out by these instructors with sadistic glee.179

“Kicks to the shins 
with hobnail boots, 
hard twisting of 
noses, screwing of 
ears, punches to 
the solar plexus, 
much physical and 
mental torture 
was handed out by 
these instructors 
with sadistic glee.”
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Another complainant reported being subjected to beatings on multiple occasions by the same staff member:

I was continually punished by a staff member who would hit me with rubber which had come off 
a squeegee. He also forced me to “bunny hop” around the parade ground while holding heavy 
equipment, such as a .303 rifle above my head. The beatings I suffered from him were brutal and 
quite extreme and they were continuous. I considered the beatings to be worse than what I had 
suffered from fellow recruits because the staff members were being paid to look after the Junior 
Recruits and yet they were beating us in the most horrendous way.180

Yet another complainant described being assaulted because he smiled at a staff member while being disciplined:

We all used to get punished if one person did something wrong. Making us run around the 
parade ground with a rifle above our head was one such punishment. I was fit at the time, 
probably one of the fittest. On this occasion the Leading Seaman was yelling at us to run harder 
and I smiled at him. He pulled me up and told me to go to the gym. I went to the gym and he 
came over and told me to stand to attention. He king hit me. He made me get up and he hit me 
again. After knocking me down he said “come on fight me”. I knew I couldn’t hit him because he 
would charge me. I had bruising and a bleeding nose after this incident.181 

The Taskforce also received other complaints of Junior Recruits being struck on the buttocks or legs with 
bamboo sticks182, being punched in the stomach for not keeping in step, being hit on the fingers with the butt of 
a rifle183 or having a rifle slammed onto their feet184 as punishments or ‘corrective practices’. 

A number of complainants reported physical abuse in the form of threatening or aggressive behaviour by staff 
members. For example, one complainant described an incident in which an instructor fired bullets inches away 
from a Junior Recruit’s head in order to scare him; and another occasion on which an instructor picked him up 
off the toilet and heavily shook him because he had left his rifle outside the toilet block.185 Another complainant 
described a different instructor as being particularly violent: 

There was a Physical Training Instructor who actively encouraged violence amongst the recruits. 
There was a Petty Officer who meted out particularly severe punishment on the parade ground. 
There were many humane staff at Leeuwin, however those that were not, seemed to operate 
with impunity and unaccountability.186

In some cases, complaints of physical abuse by staff members extended beyond the context of training or 
disciplinary practices, and involved incidents of physical assault in apparently random circumstances. In one 
account, the complainant reported that he was hit for resting his hands on a senior officer’s desk:

I was required to report to the Chief Petty Officer in charge of the Naval Police on the base. While in 
his office, I made the mistake of relaxing, and resting my hands on his desk. The Shore Patrolman, 
who had escorted me in, immediately swung his stiff arm backwards hitting me in the chest. He 
knocked the wind out of me, and sent me flying across the room, until I came to a sudden and 
painful stop against the wall. I was totally surprised by the savagery of his attack, considering the 
unimportance of my breach of protocol, which I had made in ignorance. I was to find out some time 
later that some of the base staff members enjoyed inflicting pain on young boys.187

Another complainant described various abuse by staff cooks, including being violently assaulted and thrown 
into a tub of waste:

[After I laughed at a cook, a group of cooks] grabbed me and held me with my hands firmly 
behind my back. They proceeded to punch me hard in the face three times, breaking my nose. 
I was also punched in the mouth, stomach and chest and then thrown, winded and in agony, into 
a tub of foul smelling galley waste. I fell out of the tub onto the wet concrete floor where I was 
kicked in the back by the […] cook.188 
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(ii) Unreasonable failure to provide or allow access to medical assistance 

Seven complainants reported that staff members at HMAS Leeuwin unreasonably failed to provide them with, 
or allow them access to, medical assistance in circumstances which the Taskforce has assessed amounted to 
physical abuse. In some cases this involved Junior Recruits not being provided with access to medical assistance 
at all, and in other cases it involved Junior Recruits being provided with inadequate medical assistance.

Some complainants reported that despite being injured, they were not provided with access to medical 
assistance and were required to continue their normal training activities or other duties. For example, one 
complainant told the Taskforce that he sustained a back injury after being made to carry heavy buckets, and that 
when he reported his injury to divisional staff he was told to carry on as normal. He reported being in pain for 
three weeks before he was allowed to seek medical treatment.189 

Other complaints related to cases where Junior Recruits who sought medical assistance because they were sick 
or injured, were verbally abused or treated in a dismissive or humiliating manner by staff members in the sick 
bay. In some of these cases, Junior Recruits were seeking assistance with what were subsequently found to be 
serious medical issues. For example, one complainant told the Taskforce that he was ill and reported to the sick 
bay, where the attendant told him to ‘piss off’ and called him a ‘fucking malingerer’. The complainant described 
what happened next:

Two days later I collapsed with a liver so swollen I could not bend. They rushed me to hospital. 
When I got out of hospital they told me I had had a bilious attack. They vaccinated every recruit 
against hepatitis. My liver never fully repaired and is now so diseased I do not expect any sort 
of longevity.190 

Another complainant described the following experience:

I participated in a compulsory gym exercise 
involving somersaults and fell awkwardly. As there 
was no obvious trauma, I was ordered to continue on. 
In the following days I became unwell and very sore. 
I reported to the sick bay but was not seen by a doctor. 
I was given two aspirins by the attendant and returned 
to duties. My condition further deteriorated and I 
returned to the sick bay during out of hours seeking 
help. Again I was sent away with two aspirins by the 
attendant. That night or the following night, I became 
feverish and could do nothing other than lie crying on 
my bunk through the night. The next day I was unable 
to stand unsupported. Despite being drenched in 
sweat from the fever, I was ordered by the Supervising 
Leading Hand to proceed to the armoury and draw a drill rifle to march five laps around 
the parade [ground] on the double with the rifle over my head. I attempted to do this before 
collapsing unconscious. Apparently I was left there for some time (to ensure I wasn’t faking) 
before being stretchered to the sick bay. I became comatosed [sic] and regained consciousness 
some eight to ten days later in the isolation ward of an infectious disease hospital.191

In other cases Junior Recruits were seeking assistance in the sick bay for injuries sustained as a result of 
experiencing incidents of abuse. For example, one complainant reported that when he sought assistance in the 
sick bay following being injured in a physical assault, the staff were insulting and dismissive and told him to 
return to his duties or he would be charged, implying that he had faked his injury.192 

A number of complainants also told the Taskforce that they did not seek treatment in the sick bay at 
HMAS Leeuwin when they were sick, injured or had suffered abuse because they feared the possible reaction 
from the sick bay attendant or because reporting to the sick bay was viewed as a sign of weakness. 

“The next day I was unable to 
stand unsupported. Despite 
being drenched in sweat from 
the fever, I was ordered by the 
Supervising Leading Hand to 
proceed to the armoury and 
draw a drill rifle to march five 
laps around the parade [ground] 
on the double with the rifle over 
my head. I attempted to do this 
before collapsing unconscious.”
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One complainant said that most Junior Recruits did not complain as they would be called a ‘sick bay jockey’.193 
Another complainant reported that when he sought treatment in the sick bay on a number of occasions after 
being subjected to ‘severe’ beatings he faced punishment as a result, and that subsequently he avoided reporting 
to the sick bay even when he had serious injuries.194 

In addition, a number of complainants reported that they were subjected to sexual abuse by staff members in the 
sick bay at HMAS Leeuwin, as discussed in section 3.5(b) below.

(iii) Unreasonable imprisonment or mistreatment while imprisoned

Eight complainants reported being subjected to physical abuse in the form of unreasonable imprisonment or 
mistreatment while they were imprisoned at HMAS Leeuwin as Junior Recruits. 

Although Junior Recruits were generally subject to the same disciplinary regime as adult personnel, the policy 
at the time was that punishments such as confinement in a cell or detention ‘should not normally be awarded’ 
to Junior Recruits.195 In cases where Junior Recruits could be detained summarily (without a court martial or 
disciplinary court process), certain procedural requirements applied, including processes for formal charge and 
punishment by an officer with the proper authority to do so.196 

One complainant was assessed by the Taskforce as being subjected to unreasonable imprisonment, as he was 
held in the cells at HMAS Leeuwin without charge.197 Another complainant reported that he was held in the cells 
at HMAS Leeuwin for six weeks or more without being told at any time when he would be released, and that 
during this time he was subjected to harsh disciplinary practices including being made to jog for hours at a time 
carrying a rifle overhead.198 

Three other complainants told the Taskforce about being subjected to various forms of mistreatment or abuse 
while they were imprisoned at HMAS Leeuwin, or of being held in conditions which were particularly harsh given 
their young age.199 

In several of these cases, Junior Recruits had been disciplined and put in the cells for running away after they 
had suffered abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one complainant told the Taskforce:

After the incident where I was raped I went out under the fence one night and got drunk and b[r]
ought alcohol back to the base. I was caught and was put into the cells for one week in solitary 
confinement. I was only let out for meals and one hour of exercise.200

In one particularly serious case, another complainant reported that he was subjected to attempted anal rape by a 
Junior Recruit while he was being held in the cells at HMAS Leeuwin.201

(c) Forced participation in fighting

My worst vivid memory was virtually being forced to participate in the boxing tournament held in the gym. 
I think it was called a “Windmill”. One Junior Recruit was “chosen” from each weight division to represent 
his dorm against another dorm. These events were held in front of both recruits and fulltime staff of both 
sailors and officers. As you can imagine the whole atmosphere in the hall was of screaming onlookers, 
like a mob baying for blood. My participation in the Windmill was not voluntary. It was not in my nature to 
fight. Because of my size I was goaded, verbally abused and threatened to participate. These taunts were 
directed at me by both fellow Junior Recruits and staff, particularly Physical Training Instructors who 
regarded the Windmill as their personal domain as it was held in their gym and considered a sport.202 

In addition to the physical abuse discussed in the above sections, 37 complainants reported experiencing 
physical abuse as a result of forced participation in fights. This included Junior Recruits being forced by staff 
members to participate in organised boxing matches or to fight other Junior Recruits, as well as Junior Recruits 
being forced by one another to participate in random one-on-one or group fights.
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One of the major sporting activities at HMAS Leeuwin was formal boxing tournaments which were attended 
by staff members and, on occasion, public officials and other persons outside the Navy. Participation in such 
tournaments, known as the ‘Windmill’ or the ‘Mill’, was perceived by many complainants as being a compulsory 
activity. Many complainants reported that they were made to fight other Junior Recruits in such tournaments, 
sometimes in circumstances where their opponent was older or larger than them, and sometimes where they 
had no training or previous boxing experience. One former Junior Recruit told the Taskforce:

The “mill” was a boxing tournament in which the Junior Recruits would be selected at random 
to fight senior recruits in one minute rounds. This type of 
disciplinary action was justified by the higher authorities as 
allowing the junior recruits to have their “vengeance” against 
the senior recruits. Nevertheless, many of the junior recruits 
copped hidings from the mill. This was one of the worst 
experiences that I had at HMAS Leeuwin. I was made to sit in 
the front row and watch as each and every one of my friends 
and members of the course were required to get a beating by 
the more senior recruits.203

Complainants described some common injuries Junior Recruits received 
as a result of participating in these fights, including being knocked 
out204 and having noses and ribs broken.205 One complainant described 
the prospect of being made to participate in the Mill as terrifying and 
reported that after one beating he was covered with his own blood.206 

Outside of these formal boxing tournaments, other complainants reported being made by staff members to fight 
other Junior Recruits. One complainant described the following experience:

One time a particularly nasty Chief Petty Officer instigated a degrading physical assault onto me 
and another fellow recruit. In front of a group of classmates we were made to face each other 
and place our stiff rimmed naval caps just above the bridge of our noses. We were then forced 
to strike each other with closed fists from above and down onto the brims of the other’s cap. As 
a result of these directions we both suffered many blows to our faces and heads. If the blows 
weren’t hard enough we were told to punch harder until we were both close to unconsciousness. 
I ended up with a severely broken nose and tinnitus from this episode.207

Another complainant told the Taskforce:

The boxing ring was used by the PT Instructors as a “playground”. The instructors would call us 
“sissies” and say that they were turning boys into men.208 

In other cases, complainants reported that they were forced by 
Junior Recruits, often more senior to them, to fight other Junior 
Recruits. In some cases they were threatened with violence if they did 
not do so. For example, one complainant said:

I was assaulted on many occasions when I was made to fight 
other Junior Recruits, from Grub to Top Shit, just for the 
amusement of the Top Shits. On these occasions my injuries 
consisted mainly of black eyes, cut lips, bruising, blood and 
numerous scratches. If you did not agree to fight you were 
punched, kicked and pushed to the ground and someone 
would grab you by the legs and drag you along while others ran 
alongside you, kicking you and laughing.209

“We both suffered many 
blows to our faces and 
heads. If the blows 
weren’t hard enough we 
were told to punch harder 
until we were both close 
to unconsciousness. I 
ended up with a severely 
broken nose and tinnitus 
from this episode.”

“If you did not agree to 
fight you were punched, 
kicked and pushed to 
the ground and someone 
would grab you by the legs 
and drag you along while 
others ran alongside you, 
kicking you and laughing.”
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Some complainants reported that after they were forced to physically assault other boys, they were sometimes 
bashed by the more senior Junior Recruits anyway.210 

3.5 Sexual abuse
In the context of the Taskforce, sexual abuse means unwanted conduct of a sexual nature, committed against a 
person without their consent.211 It does not require physical contact between the person and the alleged abuser 
and it can include conduct in the presence of the person. 

Sexual abuse may include (but is not limited to) incidents where, without the consent of the person, an individual 
or group:

•	 has sexual intercourse with the person;

•	 penetrates the person with a finger, tongue or other object;

•	 indecently assaults the person;

•	 forces the person to perform or witness sexual acts or to be in a state of undress;

•	 touches the person’s genitals;

•	 inappropriately touches the person with sexual connotations;

•	 exposes genitals while making lewd or suggestive comments;

•	 attempts to perform sexual acts of the kind referred to above on the person;

•	 makes a deliberate threat to perform sexual acts of the kind referred to above;

•	 procures or distributes images, sound recordings or video footage of the person engaged in sexual acts or 
acts with a sexual connotation; or

•	 performs an act of indecency which involves the person.

The Taskforce notes that many allegations of sexual abuse are likely to also include an element of sexual 
harassment (as discussed in section 3.6). 

In complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
102 complainants reported being subjected to one or more forms of sexual abuse where the alleged abusers 
were staff members, sponsors or Junior Recruits212: 

•	 39 complainants reported at least one form of sexual abuse perpetrated by staff members (38 per cent of 
all complainants reporting sexual abuse); 

•	 67 complainants reported at least one form of sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits (66 per cent of 
all complainants reporting sexual abuse); 

•	 four complainants reported at least one form of sexual abuse perpetrated by sponsors (four per cent of all 
complainants reporting sexual abuse); and

•	 three complainants reported at least one form of sexual abuse but were unable to identify the perpetrators 
(three per cent of all complainants reporting sexual abuse). 

(a) Sexual abuse by Junior Recruits

The nugget incident occurred in my room. I can only recall this occurring on a few occasions. The first 
time this occurred was in the evening and I was sitting on my bed, a single metal framed bed with a foam 
mattress. I don’t recall any other person being in the room. I remember it as I remember being quite 
scared and didn’t know what was happening. 
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A small group of five or six Junior Recruits came in and removed my lower clothing before rubbing boot 
polish into my genitals. I don’t recall what I was wearing at the time. I recall having to go the showers after 
and trying to clean my self up. It was very difficult and I had to use […] a powder similar to that of Ajax. 

The first time the vacuum cleaner incident occurred, I was in my room as well. Again I was alone in my 
room and a small group of Junior Recruits entered the room. I recall the vacuum cleaner being a large 
industrial type with a long flexible hose and the hose was thicker than a household cleaner hose. I was 
held down, my lower clothing removed and the vacuum turned on. The end of the hose was placed over my 
penis and moved up and down in order to bring on ejaculation. This didn’t occur; I only recall the incident 
hurting my genitals. This was a practice that was repeated a number of times over months.213

The Taskforce received numerous allegations of sexual abuse at HMAS Leeuwin where the alleged abusers were 
Junior Recruits. The alleged abusers were often a group of Junior Recruits from a more senior intake, and the 
abuse often occurred in the context of initiation or hazing practices or bullying that included a sexual element.

Of the 67 complainants reporting sexual abuse by Junior Recruits, 43 experienced one form of sexual abuse, 
19 experienced two forms of sexual abuse, four experienced three forms of sexual abuse, and one experienced 
five forms of sexual abuse. In some cases complainants experienced the same form of sexual abuse on more 
than one occasion.

A number of complainants experienced rape or other forms of sexual assault, including anal penetration with 
an object, perpetrated by one or more Junior Recruits. A significant number of complainants were subjected to 
other forms of sexual abuse including having a vacuum cleaner hose forcibly applied to their genitals or being 
restrained while boot polish or other substances were smeared on their genitals. 

As discussed in section 5, complainants often did not report sexual abuse by Junior Recruits for reasons 
including fear of retribution, fear of the stigma attached, or because the culture at HMAS Leeuwin was such that 
reporting of abuse was not encouraged.

Complainants who experienced sexual abuse told the Taskforce about suffering a range of physical impacts 
or injuries at the time including, for example, extreme pain, bruising, burning sensations, bleeding and sores 
around the anus; and many complainants spoke of experiencing lasting psychological and practical impacts of 
being subjected to this type of abuse at a young age. These impacts are discussed in section 6.

(i) Sexual assault

Complaints regarding sexual abuse by Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin included seven complaints of anal rape, 
two complaints of digital rape, six complaints of forced oral sex and 11 complaints of actual or attempted anal 
penetration with an object.

In some cases complainants described an isolated incident of anal rape or other sexual assault committed 
by one or two Junior Recruits. For example, one complainant told the Taskforce that he was anally raped by 
another Junior Recruit in the television room one night while they were the only two people present.214 Another 
complainant who had previously been subjected to bullying and physical abuse by Junior Recruits as well as 
harsh training and disciplinary practices by staff members, reported a subsequent incident in which a Junior 
Recruit attempted to anally rape him while they were being held in the cells at HMAS Leeuwin.215

In other cases complainants reported being subjected to anal rape or other forms of sexual assault by a group 
of Junior Recruits. For example, one complainant reported that after refusing to perform oral sex on Junior 
Recruits in the showers, he was covered with a blanket, bashed, anally raped and forced to give Junior Recruits 
oral sex.216 Another complainant told the Taskforce that he was raped while wrapped in a blanket, so he could not 
see the alleged abusers.217 



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 201434

Some complainants reported being subjected to a sexual assault as well as other types of abuse on more than 
one occasion and perpetrated by different alleged abusers. For example, one complainant who was subjected to 
digital rape by Junior Recruits also reported a range of other abuse:

There was starvation, physical intimidation, pushing, punches to the back of the head, being 
pushed into doorways, throttlings at night, being dragged before Kangaroo court, boys having 
their penis placed in a vacuum. I witnessed boys being threatened that if they told, they would 
have a broom stick shoved up their arse. I was kneed in the groin and physically grabbed there. 
I was sexually abused by three top shits – where they took me to Sadie and placed the hose 
on my penis – because I couldn’t gain an erection as some other boys had – I had my genitals 
placed into the inlet of the machine itself. I had Top Shits digitally interfering with my backside 
and was held by the neck and arms as they did this shameful thing. My penis bled and I was 
bruised down there for some time. I have never been the same since.218

In some cases complainants implied that sexual assaults were perpetrated by Junior Recruits with the 
encouragement, knowledge or involvement of staff members. 
One complainant described his experience as follows:

Within a fairly short time, the threats from the older 
recruits progressed to bullying, physical attacks, and 
homosexual acts. The new boys were sometimes 
rounded up, stripped naked, and made to run through 
the long corridors of the building while the earlier 
recruit intakes hit them with pillowcases, which they 
had filled with bottles, boots, and any hard things they 
could get into them. […] 

These same sick individuals also participated in midnight raids, where they beat boys while they 
slept. I would often wake in fright to the sudden excruciating pain of someone’s fists pounding 
on my face and body. I lost a couple of teeth from this bashing. Unfortunately, sometimes 
the base staff members were also involved in these acts of bastardisation and paedophilic 
homosexuality. Why I was a victim of these attacks I don’t know, maybe because I was a pretty 
faced mummy’s boy. […]

There were also the homosexual games, where they would force me and other boys to perform 
sexual acts on each other. These things caused immeasurable physical and mental damage 
to me and other victims, even those who didn’t think it affected them, were in fact infected, as 
some of the victims became the predators, over-lording it over the next bunch of fresh recruits.

Each accommodation block had a staff room located on the bottom storey right next to the main 
entry where there was always at least one adult staff member on duty. Given this, I could never 
understand why, during the beatings and homosexual attacks, these staff members didn’t hear 
what was going on and come to our rescue. I now realise it was impossible for them not to hear 
what was happening, and they either just didn’t care, were in cahoots with the perpetrators, or 
worse still … they enjoyed it. To this day I can feel the emotional pain of those dreadful days of 
hell welling up inside me. Unfortunately such abuse never really leaves you.

Sometimes I would be snatched from my bed in the middle of the night, and dragged to a 
sports oval where I was beaten and subjected to sexual abuse. Sometimes I was forced to suck 
other men’s penises, lick their anuses after another person who had been buggered and had 
ejaculated into it, to bugger one of the other scared victims or be buggered myself. On at least 
two occasions someone defecated and the shit was rubbed on me. One poor guy even had it 

“There were also the homosexual 
games, where they would force 
me and other boys to perform 
sexual acts on each other. These 
things caused immeasurable 
physical and mental damage to 
me and other victims.”
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shoved into his mouth. I’m unsure of how many times this happened, as I have tried to block out 
so many memories of my time in Leeuwin. One thing of which I’m sure, I wasn’t the only victim 
of these macabre and cowardly attacks.219 

In many cases, complainants reported that actual or attempted sexual assaults by Junior Recruits were 
accompanied by threats or acts of physical abuse. In one case, a complainant told the Taskforce:

I was coming out of the toilets when I was met by two large senior Junior Recruits. As I tried to 
walk past them they grabbed me. They forced me onto my knees and tried to force me to give them 
oral sex. They said “suck it” and one of them got his penis out. I started screaming and I fought 
back, punching one of them in the nuts. I must have hurt him as they stopped trying to sexually 
abuse me and then proceeded to bash me. They left me on the floor of the [toilets] crying.220 

In other cases, complainants indicated that they were subjected to a sexual assault and were subsequently 
ridiculed by other Junior Recruits for having homosexual tendencies. One such complainant told the Taskforce 
that he had his pants pulled down by more senior Junior Recruits and fingers inserted into his anus, and that 
following this incident he was subjected to continual jokes inferring that he enjoyed the abuse he experienced.221

A number of complainants described being restrained by a group of Junior Recruits, having their lower clothing 
removed and having a broom handle or a mop handle forced into their anus. For example, one complainant told 
the Taskforce: 

I was attacked and grabbed from behind by several people, I do not know exactly how many 
persons took [part] in the assault but the number was at least four or five. I know these people 
were physically stronger and bigger in size than I was. […] There was also one person that stood 
behind me and forced a blindfold over my eyes at the same time that I was grabbed. At this time 
I began to struggle and to try and get away from my attackers but they were too strong for me 
and I was forced to the ground in front of the urinal. I was forced into a position on my knees 
with my head on the ground and my face to one side. My knees were still under me which had 
the effect of raising my buttocks area in the air. At the time I hit the ground or shortly thereafter 
I was gagged. The gag was in fact human faeces that had been wrapped up in toilet paper. I 
bit into this gag which then had the effect of making me vomit. Whilst I was being held in this 
position l was urinated upon twice and someone also ejaculated sperm upon my face. At about 
the same time this was happening my navy issue pyjamas pants were pulled down from my 
buttocks area and a broom handle or something hard and round and about […] that size was 
inserted in my rectum and worked in and out several times. I continued to struggle all the time 
this was happening but the strength and number of persons taking [part] in the assault was 
too great for me to overcome. Comments were made to me during the assault of words like 
“The Navy will fuck you we are only doing it first.” “The Navy will piss on you.” “You new pricks 
are all little cunts.”222

Some of these complainants spoke of the pain they felt during these incidents. One complainant described his 
experience as follows:

I was thrown on my stomach onto the floor in the middle of the shower area. There was 
someone on my back, another two people holding each shoulder down and another two people 
holding down each leg. My trousers and underwear were being pulled down to my ankles. 
I still had my shoes on. I was swearing and screaming at everyone. The two people that were 
holding each leg were spreading my legs out as far as my trousers would allow. Suddenly I felt 
something being jammed into my rectum. It turned out that it was the end of a mop handle. The 
mop handle was being screwed into my rectum. I could feel it being turned and screwed in my 
rectum and it was being jammed in with force. I recall nearly blacking out from being terrified 
and in pain. Everyone was laughing while I was screaming with fear. After approximately five 
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minutes, the boys had stopped and left me lying on 
the floor with the mop handle still in my rectum. 
I was in excruciating pain. After they left, I slowly 
managed to take the pillowcase off my head. I then 
had to twist and turn the mop handle to unscrew it 
out of my rectum. […] I lay there for approximately 
two minutes just crying hysterically, curled up in 
a ball.223 

One complainant reported having a broom or mop handle 
forcibly inserted into his anus by more senior Junior Recruits 
on a number of occasions in the presence of a staff member:

I reported to the senior sailor as ordered that morning. He was there again with a number of the 
more senior junior recruits. He again ordered me to strip and go to the drying room. I left my 
clothes on the basin in the shower room. I was held down by some of the senior recruits and then 
felt pain like I had never felt before. I was held face down on the ground and then either a broom 
handle or mop handle was inserted into my anus. The pain was unbearable and I remember 
screaming. Someone put their hand over my mouth to stifle my screams. I remember there was 
a fair bit of laughter going on from them. 

I am not sure how long this incident lasted but I do not think it was a long time. The senior sailor 
then ordered the recruits out. As I was lying on the tiled floor, I remember him coming up close 
to me and whispering into my ear “you will learn to like it”. He pulled me up by my hair and then 
he […] put his tongue in my ear and licked the side of my mouth and then left the room. […]

Similar incidents like this occurred three or more times over a period that I am not sure of. 
The same senior sailor was again the perpetrator on these occasions. I knew that whenever the 
senior sailor was on night duty, our block was in for it. […] 

[O]ne night […i]nstead of using something like Vaseline, they used boot polish on the end of a 
mop handle as a form of lubricant which burnt and caused even more pain than the other times. 
I think there were only three senior recruits plus the senior sailor that night.

[…] I was in a real bad way that morning. There was also a lot of bleeding and I had to stuff toilet 
paper in my underpants to try and stop the bleeding. I had to do this for a number of days. The 
sores in my anus became infected and the pain would not go away. The bloodied sores continued 
to weep. I recall them being so bad that one day the pain got so unbearable that I had to dry 
them with a form of disinfectant I obtained from the cleaning room. I think that may have done 
more harm than good but I did not know what else to do as I was not confident to talk to anyone 
about it. The pain when I put the disinfectant on them was mind blowing and I recall I almost 
passed out.224

Another complainant reported that the object he was anally penetrated with was a vacuum cleaner hose: 

I was given a punishment following a kangaroo court. I remember the punishment as if it 
happened yesterday. I was held down by a number of sailors and one of them had their hand 
over my mouth. They stripped me naked and proceeded to use a vacuum cleaner on my penis 
and testicles. While holding me down, they spread my legs apart and inserted the end of the 
vacuum cleaner into my rectum. The assault lasted a few minutes but felt like it went on for 
much longer.225 

A number of other complainants told the Taskforce that Junior Recruits made attempts to anally penetrate 
them with various objects. In some cases this was an isolated incident. One such complainant reported being set 

“The mop handle was being 
screwed into my rectum. I could 
feel it being turned and screwed 
in my rectum and it was being 
jammed in with force. I recall nearly 
blacking out from being terrified 
and in pain. Everyone was laughing 
while I was screaming with fear.”
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upon by three Junior Recruits who attacked him with a broom and attempted to shove the handle up his anus. 
They were not able to do so, as he was fully clothed at the time.226 In other cases Junior Recruits were subjected 
to an ongoing fear or threat of being anally penetrated with an object. For example, one complainant reported 
that he and other Junior Recruits were fearful of going to take showers, as small groups of Junior Recruits would 
attempt to shove objects such as hoses up their backsides. He claimed that much of this type of behaviour was 
condoned by divisional staff.227

In some cases Junior Recruits who were subjected to actual or attempted anal penetration with an object also 
experienced other forms of sexual or other abuse during their time at 
HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one complainant experienced ongoing 
instances of sexual and physical abuse by a staff member, along with 
physical abuse at the hands of other Junior Recruits. After reporting 
some of this abuse, he described being subjected to the following:

A few nights later I was in the shower and a number of Junior 
Recruits began to say they heard I was a “faggot” and that I 
was not welcome in the Navy. I was then beaten and kicked 
almost unconscious and then I was held down and sodomised 
by a broom handle which was forced into my anus. I recall 
many people laughing and taunting saying “look he loves it”. 
After this attack I was huddled in a shower cubicle and they 
all took turns in spitting and urinating on me before walking 
away laughing. As a consequence of this assault I had blood 
in my urine for days. 228

(ii) Vacuuming

A common form of sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits in acts of bullying or in initiation or hazing 
practices was ‘vacuuming’ or ‘Sadie-ing’, where a vacuum cleaner hose was forcibly applied to a Junior Recruit’s 
genitals. The Taskforce received 12 complaints of this form of abuse.

Complainants commonly described being set upon by a small group of Junior Recruits, being restrained while 
their underwear was removed, and having a vacuum cleaner hose forced onto their penis and/or testicles. 
One complainant described his experience as follows: 

I was lying in bed in the evening when I was confronted by Junior Recruits. They had an 
industrial vacuum cleaner with them. They approached me and restrained me. I knew what I 
was in for. I had heard the screams before from other victims. I tried to fight out of the situation 
but there were about six recruits involved. I was yelling a[t] the time but they used a pillow to 
smother the screams. They removed my underwear, started the vacuum cleaner and placed the 
tube on my genitals. This went on for 30 seconds to a minute. It seemed longer at the time. Once 
they had given me the treatment they left laughing. I could hear their laughing throughout the 
procedure along with various spectators. At the time I thought I was going to lose my testicles. 
As soon as they left I dressed and ran to the furthest fenceline at HMAS Leeuwin where I stayed 
for a couple of hours. I was too afraid to return. I considered “jumping the fence” and leaving but 
decided against it. I returned to bed after those couple of hours, nobody said anything. It was as 
if nothing had happened. Recruits were too afraid of being assaulted themselves.229

Complainants reported their experiences of vacuuming as being extremely painful, terrifying and/or 
embarrassing. For example, one complainant told the Taskforce about an incident in which he was hauled out 
of bed by four or five Junior Recruits who threw a blanket over his head, punched him all over his body, then 
subjected him to the following:

“I was held down by some 
of the senior recruits and 
then felt pain like I had 
never felt before. I was 
held face down on the 
ground and then either 
a broom handle or mop 
handle was inserted 
into my anus. The pain 
was unbearable and I 
remember screaming.”
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I was rolled over onto my back and held down and my 
pyjama pants and underwear were pulled down to 
my ankles. I heard a vacuum cleaner start up and the 
vacuum hose opening was placed onto my genitals. 
The pain was extreme. I started to cry. After a while 
the vacuum cleaner was turned off and I heard them 
all laughing. I was pulled back up onto my feet and the 
blanket was still around my head and my pyjama pants 
and underwear were still around my ankles. I was 
frog-marched back to my room and thrown onto my 
bed. I cried for a long time and didn’t go back to sleep 
in case they came back in again. I didn’t say anything 
to anyone from embarrassment and out of fear they would repeat the incident. I just wanted to 
try and forget the whole incident ever happened. Problem was, as a very naive 16 year old boy, 
I couldn’t forget it and it affected me for a very long time afterwards.230

In some cases the vacuum cleaner used was described by complainants in some detail, as the incident had stuck 
in their memory for decades. Some described the vacuum cleaner as being an industrial vacuum. For example, 
one complainant told the Taskforce:

I recall the vacuum cleaner being a large industrial type with a long flexible hose and the hose 
was thicker than a household cleaner hose.231

A number of complainants referred to this form of abuse as being ‘introduced to Sadie’ or being ‘Sadied’. 
One complainant said: 

In the evenings Top Shits would go looking for uninitiated New Grubs. I was found in the 
dormitory by a group and told “it was time to meet Sadie”. I knew what it meant as I was aware 
what happened to other boys. I resisted, was grabbed by three or four top shits and subdued 
by punches then dragged to the TV lounge. I was told if you resist too much you get “the broom 
handle up the arse”. In the lounge was a group of three more Top Shits with an industrial 
vacuum cleaner of brand or model “Sadie”. I was held down on the floor and had my pants and 
underpants pulled down. My genitals were exposed, derogatory comments were made about 
the size of [my] penis […]. The vacuum cleaner tube was put over my penis and the cleaner was 
started, causing pain.232

As noted above, in one case a Junior Recruit was subjected to a vacuuming, then was subsequently anally 
penetrated with the vacuum cleaner hose.

In a number of cases, complainants who experienced vacuuming were also subjected to other forms of sexual 
abuse or to bullying or physical abuse during their time at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one complainant who 
experienced vacuuming on a number of occasions also experienced nuggetting (described below) and scrubbing 
at the hands of other Junior Recruits.233

(iii) Nuggetting and blackballing

The most common form of sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits in acts of bullying or in initiation or 
hazing practices was 29 complaints of ‘nuggetting’ or ‘blackballing’. This involved a Junior Recruit being held 
down by other Junior Recruits while boot polish, toothpaste or another substance was forcibly smeared on his 
genital or anal area.

Complainants who reported that they were subjected to nuggetting or blackballing commonly told the Taskforce 
that they were held down by a group of four to six Junior Recruits and partially or fully stripped before having 
boot polish, toothpaste or another substance rubbed over their penis, testicles and/or anal area. In some cases 
Junior Recruits experienced this sort of treatment on more than one occasion.234

“I was rolled over onto my back 
and held down and my pyjama 
pants and underwear were 
pulled down to my ankles. I heard 
a vacuum cleaner start up and 
the vacuum hose opening was 
placed onto my genitals. The pain 
was extreme. I started to cry.”



39 3.  COMPLAINTS OF ABuSE AT HMAS LEEuwIN

In one case, a complainant reported that he and others were held down in the shower while toothpaste was 
squirted up their anuses:

People would be held down in the shower and toothpaste “squirted” up their anus. This was 
seen as a prank or a joke by some of the staff and would happen regularly. A number of us 
were exposed to this sort of behaviour including myself which made us feel threatened, 
uncomfortable and violated.235

Some of those who experienced nuggetting or blackballing told of the painful burning sensation it caused. 
One complainant described his experience as follows:

I was also subject to a nugget[t]ing on a number of occasions. I think 
there were 2 different incidents. This involved being held down and 
stripped by recruits in my own division and having boot polish (once) 
and Deep Heat (once) applied to my genitals. Deep Heat is a menthol 
based muscle treatment which gives a burning sensation when 
applied to the skin. It certainly caused a burning sensation when 
applied (roughly) to my genitals. Boot polish burns a little as well 
(I believe it had alcohol in it), but was not as excruciating as Deep 
Heat. But boot polish was very hard to remove. The process of others 
applying the polish or Deep Heat is rough and I received bruises to 
my genitals in the process.236

In some cases complainants reported that the boot polish or other substance 
was applied with a hard brush, causing additional pain. One complainant told 
the Taskforce that during the night he was taken from his bed, stripped naked and held to the ground by four or 
five Junior Recruits while another Junior Recruit scrubbed boot polish onto his genitals and anus with a hard 
brush. He described the incident as being extremely painful and humiliating.237

Other complainants explained that the substances smeared on them were difficult to remove, and described 
having to scrub themselves clean in the showers afterwards – in one case using a household cleaning powder. 
Some reported that after being subjected to nuggetting or blackballing, they or other Junior Recruits were then 
subjected to a scrubbing.

In a number of cases, Junior Recruits who experienced nuggetting or blackballing also experienced other forms 
of sexual abuse either at the same time or during different incidents at HMAS Leeuwin.238

(iv) Other forms of sexual abuse

A number of complainants reported being subjected to other forms of sexual abuse by Junior Recruits, or 
being forced to watch or take part in humiliating or degrading conduct. This included two complaints of forced 
masturbation, ten complaints of being urinated on or masturbated on and 19 complaints relating to other types 
of conduct.

In complaints of forced masturbation, one complainant described an incident in which he awoke from sleep 
to find that he was being masturbated by another Junior Recruit.239 Another told the Taskforce that he was 
threatened with physical violence if he did not masturbate himself in front of his room-mates:

In my room there were four of us and one of them was really street wise. We were in our bunks 
one night. The others were talking about masturbation and I asked what that was. When he 
found out I hadn’t done it, he and the others told me to do it. When I declined he told me they 
would all “fill me in” if I didn’t. I believed them because they meant it. He gave me a condom and 
eventually I did it as the threats grew, then they made me walk around to the others in the block 
with the condom on and my privates exposed.240

A further complainant reported being beaten because he refused to masturbate a senior Junior Recruit.241 

“People would 
be held down in 
the shower and 
toothpaste ‘squirted’ 
up their anus. This 
was seen as a prank 
or a joke by some of 
the staff and would 
happen regularly.”
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Ten complaints related to incidents where Junior Recruits were urinated on or masturbated on by other Junior 
Recruits. For example, one complainant described being masturbated on by two Junior Recruits who ejaculated 
on his face while he was sleeping242, and another said that he was taken out behind the shed by older Junior 
Recruits, stripped and ‘pissed on’.243

Nineteen complaints related to other forms of sexual abuse by Junior Recruits, or to various types of humiliating 
or degrading conduct. In one case, a complainant told the Taskforce that he was sexually abused by four senior 
Junior Recruits in the ablutions block:

I was belted by the guys who were there for nine months. I was forced in the dunny blocks and 
sexually abused. I don’t know the name of the boy who abused me, I was crying and didn’t even 
bother to look who abused me. After 43 years it still brings me tears just thinking about it.244 

A number of complainants told of being forced to drink semen. For example, one such complainant said:

As I got into my room, a group of approximately six to eight boys came in, grabbed me and 
threw me to the floor. I was screaming and trying to get loose but they forced me to the ground. 
I noticed that one of the recruits had a can of coke in one hand and was masturbating himself 
with his other hand. He was looking at me while he 
was masturbating. I then saw him ejaculate into the 
can of coke he was holding in his hand. I was unable 
to yell out as one of the boys had his hands in my 
mouth to hold my mouth open. After he ejaculated 
into the can, he poured its contents into my mouth 
that was being forced open. The can was half full of 
coke. Everyone was just standing there laughing at 
me and then left me lying on the floor. I was gagging 
and trying to cough up the contents of the can. This 
incident lasted approximately 5 minutes. After this I was left alone by the group for about a 
month. However, the incident was being talked about amongst groups of people. Everybody in 
my division knew what had occurred to me. I felt humiliated, embarrassed, dirty and scared. 245

Other complainants described having their genitals groped, being rubbed with another Junior Recruit’s erect 
penis, waking at night to find that someone was caressing their penis, or having a penis put into their hand 
while they were asleep.

The Taskforce also heard from former Junior Recruits who described living in constant fear of being subjected 
to sexual abuse or other inappropriate sexual conduct. One such complainant said:

Often whilst I was sleeping, guys would take the opportunity to frighten me with inappropriate 
touching. Hands would go under my bedding while I was trying to get to sleep or while asleep 
and my penis would be rubbed and touched. Whilst it was always just teasing and I was never 
sexually abused, l lived in constant fear of the real thing occurring.246

(b) Sexual abuse by HMAS Leeuwin staff members 

On the first day of entering HMAS Leeuwin I was introduced to the Leading Seaman who abused me […].

He seemed pretty cool and friendly. He asked me did I wish to look at some pornographic magazines. I 
said “why not” and looked at a couple of them and [the Leading Seaman] said it would “be our secret”.

The next day he approached me asking me if I liked them and if I wanted to do it again. I thought it was 
pretty cool so I said “yes” and he offered me the chance again to look at the magazines. Just after lunch, as 
I went past his office he saw me and brought me upstairs and we started to look at the magazines. He then 
asked me did the magazines give me an erection when I looked at them. This embarrassed me so I denied 

“I was unable to yell out as one 
of the boys had his hands in my 
mouth to hold my mouth open. 
After he ejaculated into the can, he 
poured its contents into my mouth 
that was being forced open.”
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this. He replied “don’t be shy, I have one” at which point he undid his shorts and showed me his erection. 
He then requested that I show him mine but I refused which angered him. He then reached over and 
grabbed my penis through my shorts in an aggressive manner and I instantly jumped up and ran out of the 
room and back downstairs. 

I didn’t see him until we had to double back to our barracks. When we arrived back at the base of the steep 
incline outside our barracks [the Leading Seaman] stated I was out of step on the way back and my whole 
squad was to double up and down the incline while I sat out to watch them. That night I was dragged out of 
my bed by the legs and kicked and punched for what seemed like an eternity.  

Some days later [the Leading Seaman] spoke to me and told me he knew of the assault and that because I 
didn’t report it I could be charged for this but said he would “let me off this once”. I knew things could only 
get worse from here. […]

Shortly after this there was another incident with [the Leading Seaman] where he told me to come upstairs 
to an unused dormitory and once I got there he told me to drop my pants as he dropped his. He rubbed 
himself on me and became erect and then made me masturbate him until he ejaculated. I remember after 
this being late for class as I spent so much time washing myself and my hand.

I had great ambition to become a cook and [the Leading Seaman] would often tell me that if I wanted to get 
my career choice then playing along was the wisest course of action.

The next incident occurred one evening where the Duty Supervisor told me and another Junior Recruit 
to clean his room. When this was completed the other Junior Recruit was told to go. I was told to stay to 
mop the shower. 

As I went into the bathroom to mop the shower I saw [the Leading Seaman] standing there dressed only in 
a towel. As I turned to leave the other sailor blocked me from leaving. [The Leading Seaman] dropped the 
towel and instructed me to perform oral sex on him which I refused. He slapped me in the face and forced 
his penis into my mouth and told me if I wanted to walk out of there I would do as he instructed.

I gagged constantly as he then rammed his penis into my mouth. I gagged so much that I ended up vomiting. 
I was then slapped again and told to masturbate him. He ejaculated all over my shirt and all while the other 
sailor was watching this unfold. They told me to clean up the mess I had made before I left. […]

There was another incident with the sailor who had watched [the Leading Seaman] with me in the shower. 
I was cleaning one of the rooms and he walked up to me and rubbed my penis and genitals and said it was 
his turn but I pushed past him and made my way up to where the others were. […]

[W]e went on a trip to Rottnest Island for a couple of nights and one evening [the Leading Seaman] 
cornered me in the shower and told me he wanted to watch me masturbate myself. I tried but I was scared 
and couldn’t become erect and the longer it took the angrier he got and he slapped me several times then 
punched me in the stomach and said “you’ll never learn”. 

When I next saw [the Leading Seaman] he was on duty as a supervisor and told me that once the lights 
were out to go to his room and [if] I didn’t there would be “a world of trouble for me”. I did as directed and 
went to his room. He was there again with just a towel and told me to take off my shorts and underwear. 
He rubbed my penis and made me rub his and after a short while he forced me onto his bed on my 
stomach. He then pushed a finger into my anus which was extremely painful and then withdrew the finger 
and tried to force his penis inside me. I cried in pain but he just pushed harder. I was wriggling around in 
pain as he tried to rape me and he hit me several times. He actually entered my anus but because I was 
writhing around so much he couldn’t do what he intended. When he realised it wasn’t going to work he 
forced me to perform oral sex on him again and said if I gagged or vomited he was going to beat me badly. 
I did what he told me and he ejaculated in my mouth. […]

I spent the rest of the night trying to stop my anus from bleeding and cleaning myself. I also stuck my 
fingers down my throat to make myself vomit.247
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The Taskforce received numerous allegations from former Junior Recruits about sexual abuse perpetrated by 
HMAS Leeuwin staff members. These allegations detail some of the most troubling accounts of abuse received 
by the Taskforce.

Of the 39 complainants reporting sexual abuse by staff members, 28 experienced one form of sexual abuse, eight 
experienced two forms of sexual abuse, two experienced three forms of sexual abuse and one experienced six 
forms of sexual abuse. In some cases complainants experienced the same form of sexual abuse on more than 
one occasion. In other cases, complainants who experienced sexual abuse perpetrated by staff members also 
experienced other types of abuse during their time at HMAS Leeuwin.

In many cases the alleged abusers were HMAS Leeuwin staff members who played direct supervisory roles 
over Junior Recruits, and who were of Petty Officer, Able Seaman or Leading Seaman ranks. In several cases 
the alleged abusers were staff members in positions of particular care or responsibility. For example, one 
complainant reported being inappropriately touched by an officer performing security duties on the front gate 
at HMAS Leeuwin, and five complainants reported being sexually abused by a member of the sick bay staff. 
In addition, a chaplain was identified in two complaints as having sexually abused at least two Junior Recruits 
and possibly others.248 

As discussed in section 5, complainants often did not report sexual abuse by staff members for fear of retribution 
or fear of possible discharge from the Navy. In cases where the sexual abuse was reported to Defence, some of 
those reports were acted on, but others were ignored or inappropriately managed. For example, one complainant 
who experienced ongoing sexual abuse by a staff member along with other types of abuse eventually reported 
the sexual abuse to a superior, only to be accused of lying and punished.249 

Complainants who experienced sexual abuse told the Taskforce about suffering a range of impacts and injuries, 
as discussed in section 6.

(i) Sexual assault

A number of complainants reported experiencing rape or other forms of sexual assault perpetrated by 
HMAS Leeuwin staff members. This included ten complaints of anal rape, 11 complaints of forced oral sex, three 
complaints of actual or attempted anal penetration with an object and two complaints of digital rape.

In some cases, complainants experienced anal rape at the hands of staff members and described it as being 
an isolated incident of abuse. For example, one complainant was anally raped by a senior officer and did not 
report the abuse out of fear of the potential consequences, and because the alleged abuser told him that no one 
would believe him.250 Another complainant described his experience of being beaten and then anally raped by 
two supervising sailors:

“I’ve found the bastard.” The voice stirs me. I wake fully when a boot finds my kidneys. Torchlight 
shines in my eyes. I can’t see who it is but he yells again, calls out to someone else. “I’m 
coming. I’ll teach the piece of fuckin shit,” a second voice yells. Another boot finds my stomach, 
emptying my entire contents in freight-train plume. First voice yells. “Fuuuck, the little prick’s 
spewed onto me.” My knee crunches under a savage boot heel and a kick into my head scrapes 
bark from my face, gushing nose blood everywhere. Difficult lying upon my back, I score a 
straight-right into a leaning face, an upwards kick into a groin but a kick to my throat half-
chokes me. These mongrels will kill me if I keep resisting. While ripping the civvies from my 
body, the two sailors kick me into an aching pile of shit and I take their beating until I pass out. 
Face in dew-soaked grass, I regain consciousness. Naked. Bruised and suffering, I try to roll, 
to stand. Acute pain disables me. I collapse. I’m shocked to find the source of most pain is my 
bum. I touch at it. Spirits slump, finding it scratched and bleeding. [… ] What they’ve done hits 
me hard, psychologically hard. Panic sweats despair. I’ll kill you two bludgers for this. Make you 
suffer slow torture. I retch and retch. Face again in the grass, hot flushing, I cannot feel the cold 
but I can feel my blood running. I lay sobbing, demolished.251
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In other cases Junior Recruits were subjected to anal rape by one or more staff members on more than one 
occasion. For example, one complainant was subjected to multiple incidents of serious sexual assault, including 
anal rape, by a staff member who threatened to kill him if he told anyone.252

Eleven complainants told the Taskforce about being forced to give oral sex to a staff member, or being forced to 
receive oral sex from a staff member. One complainant told the Taskforce:

[An officer] said to me I was a lovely good looking 
young man and proceeded to pull down my shorts. 
He then remarked what a lovely little penis I had and 
got down on his knees and started sucking me off. I 
was horrified as I had never been in such a situation. 
I did not respond to his actions and he stopped after 
about a minute which felt like an hour. He said to me 
not to say anything about it or he would make my life a 
living hell. I did not report this [incident] for that reason 
but after all these years, I continue to have nightmares 
about it from time to time.253

Some of those subjected to forced oral sex also experienced other forms of sexual abuse and/or other types of 
abuse while at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one Junior Recruit had already experienced bullying, physical abuse 
and sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits when he was subjected to forced oral sex by a staff member 
who had invited him to a party:

I was taken into a bedroom where one of the [Able Seamen] told me to undress and put on 
another set of clothes. While I was undressing he tried to touch my genitals. I struggled but was 
pushed back on the bed and told to relax. He then threatened me and proceeded to perform 
oral sex on me. I panicked and started screaming. He stopped. I then got dressed and went back 
outside. I continued to drink with the other Junior Recruit but I was distraught. The party was 
raided by police and the Provost Marshal took the other Junior Recruit and myself away and 
threatened to charge us with “consorting with homosexuals”. The police escorted us back to 
base and we were put in cells for the remainder of the weekend. When I tried to explain to the 
police officers what the [Able Seaman] had done to me I was given a smack around the head 
and told to shut up about it. I also told the Provost Marshal about the incident and he advised me 
that I should forget about it if I wanted to stay in the Navy. I was a 16 year old Junior Recruit with 
nowhere to go or anybody to talk to. I felt scared for my safety and very alone. After four months 
of living at HMAS Leeuwin, my friends and I were living in complete fear of the staff and other 
recruits. I felt like I was trapped in a prison.254

That same Junior Recruit subsequently experienced anal rape at the hands of an Able Seaman, who first plied 
him with alcohol.

Three complainants reported being subjected to actual or attempted anal penetration with an object by staff 
members. One of these was a Junior Recruit who experienced multiple incidents of sexual abuse by staff 
members during his time at HMAS Leeuwin, which also included anal rape, groping and forced oral sex.255

In addition, two complainants reported being subjected to digital rape by staff members. In one of these accounts, 
the staff member touched the complainant’s genitals and used his fingers to anally penetrate the complainant.256

(ii) Other sexual abuse by staff members

The Taskforce also heard from a number of former Junior Recruits about other forms of sexual abuse by staff 
members at HMAS Leeuwin. This included 17 complaints of groping or inappropriate touching, three complaints 
of forced masturbation and ten complaints of other forms of sexual abuse.

“He said to me not to say 
anything about it or he would 
make my life a living hell. I did 
not report this [incident] for that 
reason but after all these years, 
I continue to have nightmares 
about it from time to time.”
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Complaints relating to groping or inappropriate touching by staff members included, for example, cases where 
Junior Recruits awoke in bed to find a staff member touching their genitals; where a Junior Recruit was invited 
into the room of a staff member, then was offered alcohol and groped; and other cases where staff members 
took advantage of being alone with a Junior Recruit. In some cases these were isolated incidents. In others, 
complainants reported that they were subjected to multiple incidents of abuse, or that they lived in constant fear 
of being abused again. 

Three complaints related to incidents of forced masturbation by 
staff members. One of these complainants told the Taskforce:

After I finished in the pool I would go to the change room 
and have a shower. While I was showering the Petty 
Officer walked into the shower and sexually abused me. 
This happened at least four or five times. I was forced to 
masturbate the Petty Officer and he masturbated me. 
He tried to force me to perform oral sex on him as well. I 
was powerless. I tried to protest and make him stop, but 
he slapped me and I remember him saying something 
like “who’s going to believe you, I have been working in 
the Navy for years”.257

Another complainant described being subjected to both groping and forced masturbation on a number 
of occasions:

I experienced forced gropings and masturbation by a staff member on multiple occasions. 
The staff member who perpetuated this abuse also let it be known that I ejaculated and 
therefore must have enjoyed myself which resulted in me being battered by another recruit who 
wanted to beat up someone who was gay. I am not gay, I was forced into this depravity with no 
one to help me out of it.258

The Taskforce also received ten complaints of other forms of sexual abuse by staff members. These included, 
for example, cases where staff members exposed their genitals to Junior Recruits; a Junior Recruit had his 
pubic hair forcibly shaved off by senior Junior Recruits at the order 
of a staff member; a Junior Recruit was made to shower in front 
of a staff member; and a Junior Recruit was made to touch a staff 
member’s genitals. 

Other complainants reported that Junior Recruits were subjected to 
intimidation by staff members who rammed sticks or other objects 
towards their anal area. One such complainant told the Taskforce:

There was a Petty Officer at HMAS Leeuwin who would carry 
a wooden phallic shaped piece of wood with him. He would 
wake early in the morning and take great delight in sticking 
this wooden pole into the rear ends of any boys who might 
still be asleep instead of on deck in the morning. I lived in 
fear of this man and would always sleep lightly and get up 
early so that I wouldn’t be subjected to sexual assaults from 
this pervert.259

“He tried to force me to perform 
oral sex on him as well. I was 
powerless. I tried to protest and 
make him stop, but he slapped 
me and I remember him saying 
something like ‘who’s going 
to believe you, I have been 
working in the Navy for years’.”

“There was a Petty Officer at 
HMAS Leeuwin who would 
carry a wooden phallic 
shaped piece of wood with 
him. He would wake early 
in the morning and take 
great delight in sticking this 
wooden pole into the rear 
ends of any boys who might 
still be asleep instead of on 
deck in the morning.”
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(c) Sexual abuse by sponsors

A formal sponsorship scheme at HMAS Leeuwin allowed Junior Recruits to stay at the homes of approved 
sponsors overnight or on weekend leave.260 In many cases, sponsors were private individuals or families; in other 
cases they were serving or former members of the Navy; and in some cases they were HMAS Leeuwin staff 
members who also hosted Junior Recruits as sponsors.

In addition to numerous allegations of sexual abuse perpetrated against Junior Recruits by HMAS Leeuwin 
staff members or by other Junior Recruits, the Taskforce also received four complaints relating to sexual 
abuse by sponsors. 

Complaints from former Junior Recruits relating to sexual abuse by sponsors included one case of anal rape and 
forced oral sex, one case of forced oral sex and inappropriate touching, and two cases of forced masturbation. In 
each of these cases the abuse took place on more than one occasion. 

One complainant told the Taskforce that while on weekend leave at his sponsor’s home, he was given alcohol 
and taken to the sponsor’s room. The sponsor then touched the complainant’s penis and performed oral sex on 
him. The complainant stated that he did not report the abuse at the time as he felt humiliated and ashamed, and 
feared possible discharge from the Navy.261

Two other complainants reported being subjected to forced masturbation by their sponsors. One of these 
complainants told the Taskforce:

I was allocated a sponsor for weekend leaves in 1971. I was sexually molested by this person over 
a period of a few months. This always occurred in the evening after his wife had gone to bed. He 
always sat next to me on the lounge and would place his hand on my crotch after unzipping my pants 
and would proceed to masturbate me and then he would put my hand on his penis and make me 
masturbate him. I was terrified, young and very naive but too ashamed to tell anyone until I was able 
to change sponsors.262

3.6 Sexual harassment
In the context of the Taskforce, sexual harassment is considered to be unwanted and non-consensual conduct 
of a sexual nature, which makes a person feel offended, humiliated or intimidated. Sexual harassment can be 
obvious or indirect, physical or verbal, repeated or one off and perpetrated by males and females against people 
of the same or opposite sex. 

Sexual harassment can involve:

•	 staring, leering; 

•	 unnecessary familiarity, such as deliberately brushing up against a person, pinching, slapping, fondling, 
hugging, kissing or other unwelcome touching;

•	 suggestive objects, comments or jokes; 

•	 insults or taunts of a sexual nature;

•	 innuendo or sexually explicit pictures, SMS, voice or written messages, emails, blogs, Facebook, Twitter, 
Pinterest, Skype, online chat, letters, faxes; 

•	 requests for sex or repeated unwanted invitations to go out on dates; 

•	 intrusive questions or statements about a person’s private life or body;

•	 intimate or physical contact; 

•	 molestation, indecent assault, sexual assault or rape;

•	 indecent exposure or public masturbation; and

•	 stalking or obscene communications (by phone, letters, email, Facebook or SMS).
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During our first showers we discovered that there were no curtains on the cubicles for privacy. I found 
this extremely disturbing as it gave several older sailors the opportunity to walk slowly up and down 
the cubicles and survey our private parts for size and “type”. They would say words to the effect of 
“show me your cock boy” or “we’ve got a dirty little boy over here”. As it turned out, anyone who had an 
uncircumcised penis was to endure constant abuse, both verbal and physical; such as being hit in the 
crotch or penis with a rubber washing machine hose.

This was mostly carried out by other bigger and more senior recruits who were circumcised and who 
had been whipped into an irrational frenzy by senior sailors because of their vicious and totally ridiculous 
stories concerning uncircumcised people being filthy, unclean, ugly and not as beautiful as those 
possessing a circumcised penis. 

We were labelled and culled into two groups: “dirty uncircumcised ant eaters” and “beautiful proud helmet 
heads”. I am uncircumcised and I have never had a dirty penis in my life but the constant abuse as a child 
made me feel different, dirty and ashamed of my penis and angry at the fact that my parents had not had 
me circumcised. My father would have killed those bastards if he heard how they were speaking.

I was told repeatedly, in front of our division (along with others that were not circumcised) that we would 
never attract women as they wouldn’t “fuck” someone with a filthy unclean cock. Many kids were deeply 
scarred by this, I know I certainly was. 

Grown men at the base would ask you how often you wanked and how big your cock was. I was still a little 
boy and these men were between 30 and 50 years old. It was disgusting. 

I was asked by 40 and 50 year olds if I took it up the arse and was told that I would look pretty in a dress 
with make up on. I was also told that I should be careful I didn’t get my arse split open on a dark night. 
I was 15 years old and slow going into puberty. I didn’t have many pubic hairs so I copped it even more. 

I was terrified of being arse raped. I constantly feared for my safety. I was an outgoing lad when I arrived at 
HMAS Leeuwin, not at all violent in nature and usually made friends quickly; but not at Leeuwin.

Grown men staring at your penis in the showers was sinister and paedophilic in nature but being a kid I 
didn’t think that way at the time. We had some substitute Blocks Able Seam[e]n and Leading Seam[e]n 
who would trawl through the accommodation blocks and showers perving. That was every other day and 
common place. I had one of these people grab a handful of my private parts while I was in the shower. 
He squeezed them so hard that I screamed. I felt like I was going to pass out and I fell to the shower floor 
in agony. The reason he did it was apparently that I didn’t turn to face him when [he] asked me to and the 
excuse for this brutal invasive behaviour was that he had to make sure I was “clean”. 

I know that sexual assaults/rapes took place at Leeuwin and it frightened me as I didn’t want to be next. 
I felt extremely scared and powerless.263

In complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
17 complainants reported being subjected to sexual harassment where the alleged abusers were staff members, 
sponsors and/or Junior Recruits264: 

•	 16 complainants reported sexual harassment perpetrated by staff members (94 per cent of all 
complainants reporting sexual harassment); 

•	 three complainants reported sexual harassment perpetrated by Junior Recruits (18 per cent of all 
complainants reporting sexual harassment); and

•	 one complainant reported sexual harassment perpetrated by a sponsor (one per cent of all complainants 
reporting sexual harassment). 
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Complaints relating to sexual harassment by staff members covered a wide range of behaviours including 
unwelcome physical touching, indecent exposure and sexual comments and taunts. For example, one 
complainant reported that a staff cook would grab hold of his hips from behind and simulate having sex with 
him265, while two other complainants reported that staff cooks exposed their penises to them.266  

Some complainants spoke of feeling extremely uncomfortable about having staff members watch them shower 
and dress.267 One such complainant told the Taskforce:

I was subjected to sexual and mental abuse by a 
Chief Petty Officer. I was inappropriately touched, in 
a sexual way. Also throughout [date removed] I was 
constantly approached by him and invited to stay at his 
home on weekends, when I refused he would humiliate 
and harass me. During all that time I lived in fear of the 
Chief Petty Officer’s clandestine approaches, especially 
when he hovered around me in my open cubicle when I 
was naked after taking a shower and whilst drying myself, 
he would ‘accidentally’ bump into me and touch me and 
he would make sure I could feel him. In order to get 
some respite from these covert violations, I voluntarily 
requested a circumcision to enable me to get away from 
him for a while. The rumour going around at the time 
was that you could get up to two weeks in the Sick Bay 
following a circumcision.268

Other complainants reported that staff members sexually taunted them269, called them ‘poofs’270, made 
comments about the size of their penises and whether or not they were circumcised271, or asked them 
questions about their sexual activities such as if they ‘took it up the arse’.272 

In some cases complainants told the Taskforce that the environment at HMAS Leeuwin was a ‘perverted’ one, 
in which Junior Recruits were exposed to pornography in the form of magazines and films, and were constantly 
subjected to offensive gestures, suggestive behaviours and lewd jokes.273 One complainant described his 
experience as follows:

From the outset I was exposed to inappropriate sexual story telling and explicit pornographic 
photographs distributed by older sailors supervising the Junior Recruits on the train to WA. 
This made me feel distressed and uncomfortable. On many occasions at HMAS Leeuwin 
“hard core” pornographic photos were handed to me and other recruits under the toilet door. 
These photos were extremely explicit and again I felt shocked and uncomfortable to be exposed 
to sexually inappropriate material. I was also worried about the consequences of being in 
possession of such explicit material. […] There were sexual connotations attached to just 
about everything in the Navy. There was even a sexual reference for our uniforms. We had to 
iron three creases or pleats into our white fronts and these were called “two tits and a cunt”. 
Every morning we awoke to “wakey wakey hands off cocks and into your socks” and at night it 
was, “out of your eights and into your mate”. […] The sexual references and innuendos caused 
me a lot of distress and discomfort. At one point I spoke to the Navy Chaplain about how I was 
feeling. He told me it was all part of our training.274

As the examples above illustrate, some complainants spoke about a sexualised environment at HMAS Leeuwin, 
which was exacerbated by the complete lack of privacy in the accommodation blocks as well as shared shower 
and toilet facilities. One complainant stated:

We were made to shower together, sometimes up to 4 of us in one shower at a time, this made 
me very uncomfortable as others would try to grab your private parts.275

“I lived in fear of the Chief 
Petty Officer’s clandestine 
approaches, especially when 
he hovered around me in my 
open cubicle when I was naked 
after taking a shower and 
whilst drying myself, he would 
‘accidentally’ bump into me 
and touch me and he would 
make sure I could feel him.”
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Three complainants reported being subjected to sexual harassment by other Junior Recruits. These complaints 
involved a Junior Recruit making an unwanted sexual advance while a complainant was sleeping276; Junior 
Recruits physically stripping a complainant and making sexual comments about his body277; and Junior Recruits 
taunting a complainant that he was ‘gay’ and a ‘poof’.278 

One complainant reported being subjected to sexual harassment by his sponsor:

On the second or third weekend with my sponsor and his girlfriend I was invited by my sponsor 
to have sex with his girlfriend. I felt upset and personally threatened at the inappropriate 
behaviour of my sponsor.279

Despite the relatively low incidence of sexual harassment complaints to the Taskforce, this type of abuse is 
likely to have been much more prevalent at HMAS Leeuwin than is indicated by the statistics. In many cases, 
complaints of sexual abuse (as discussed in section 3.5 above) may have included elements that could have been 
categorised as sexual harassment – for example, where Junior Recruits made derogatory comments of a sexual 
nature relating to a complainant’s body during the course of an incident such as vacuuming or nuggetting. In 
many cases such complaints could potentially have been categorised as involving both sexual harassment and 
sexual abuse, but were categorised only as sexual abuse because this was the most apparent and central form of 
abuse described by the complainant.
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4. Patterns of abuse evident in 
complaints about HMAS Leeuwin

The Taskforce received complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin relating to its first intake of Junior Recruits in 
1960 until 1982, suggesting that abuse occurred across almost the entire lifetime of the training establishment. 
A detailed breakdown of complaints is provided in Appendix F.

The Taskforce received 25 complaints of abuse relating to the first five years of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, 
between 1960 and 1964. Over the next five years there was a dramatic increase, with the Taskforce receiving 
90 complaints relating to the period from 1965 to 1969.280 Significantly, the Taskforce received 26 complaints 
relating to 1965 alone, the single highest number of complaints relating to any year. Following this spike, the 
Taskforce received between 13 and 21 complaints relating to each year until 1971, after which there is overall a 
decline in the number of complaints received by the Taskforce for most years from 1972 onwards.281

In part, the number of complaints relating to various years reflects the number of Junior Recruits at 
HMAS Leeuwin at the time. Until 1964, there were only two intakes per year, with between 150 and 200 boys in 
each intake. During this initial period, there were 300 to 400 Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin at any given time. 
However, in 1965, entry to HMAS Leeuwin was increased to four intakes per year.282 Within a very short period, 
there were between 600 and 700 boys at HMAS Leeuwin.283 

The number of Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin, however, does not tell the whole story of the high incidence 
of abuse during particular periods. Over subsequent periods of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, the Junior Recruit 
population increased further to approximately 700 to 800 boys, however, there is overall a decline in the number 
of complaints received by the Taskforce for most years from 1972 onwards. For example, the Taskforce received 
only six complaints relating to 1975 and three complaints relating to 1976, when there were over 800 Junior 
Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. 

The number of complaints received by the Taskforce suggests that the period from 1965 until at least the end of 
1971 was the period in HMAS Leeuwin’s operation that saw the highest level of abuse. However, it is also clear 
from complaints that abuse persisted throughout almost the entire period of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, in one 
form or another. 

The complaints reveal some patterns in the types of abuse that were more prevalent at certain times. 
For example, although 1965 had the highest number of overall complaints, that year had one of the lowest 
proportions of complaints relating to sexual abuse by Junior Recruits. Further, some practices, such as running 
the gauntlet which were commonly reported as occurring in the mid to late 1960s, became significantly less 
prominent over time. However, other practices such as vacuuming cropped up in their place.284

This section examines some of the significant patterns of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin that are evident from 
complaints received by the Taskforce.

4.1 Abuse by staff members in HMAS Leeuwin’s early years 
As discussed in section 3, former Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin reported experiencing abuse perpetrated by 
other Junior Recruits, staff members and sponsors. Several complainants observed that in the first few intakes 
it was largely staff members who were responsible for abuse of Junior Recruits, and it was only later that abuse 
of Junior Recruits by other Junior Recruits became more prevalent. Analysis of complaints received by the 
Taskforce supports this observation. 

The majority of abuse reported to the Taskforce in complaints relating to the earliest years of HMAS Leeuwin’s 
operation involved abuse of Junior Recruits by staff members. The Taskforce received seven complaints from the 
earliest intakes in 1960 and 1961, only two of which involved some form of abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits.285
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While two complaints from these early intakes involved sexual abuse by staff members, the main types of abuse 
alleged included bullying by staff members, physical abuse by staff members and forced participation in fighting. 

Complaints received by the Taskforce suggest that from the early years of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, there 
was an overriding emphasis on discipline and preparing Junior Recruits for the rigours of a Navy career. Some 
complainants described this as an attitude of acceptance by staff members that harsh and sometimes even 
excessive corrective practices and punishments were seen as being necessary to prepare Junior Recruits for 
the hardships of life in the fleet. For example, a former Junior Recruit from the first year of HMAS Leeuwin’s 
operation told the Taskforce:

The whole year and the system created an environment wherein harsh punishment became 
the norm for minor transgressions of the rules. It was tough, hard and exhausting. […] Some of 
the Instructors were of the school of thought that repetition, and only repetition would train the 
Junior Recruits “properly”. Infraction of any rules would be met with sufficient punishment to 
hopefully ensure future instant obedience. So marching with rifles, with less than the desired 
precision would be met with, for example, activities that would “toughen up the weaker lads”.286 

The Taskforce was told that staff members would impose often harsh, physically demanding Navy punishments 
designed for adult men on Junior Recruits who were boys, and who were often still physically developing. 
One complainant observed that in some cases, Junior Recruits were physically punished ‘until they dropped 
of exhaustion’.287 

The highest number of plausible allegations of abuse by staff members in any one year was in 1965, consistent 
with this year having the highest number of overall complaints. Complaints suggest that in 1965, and for most 
of the following years until 1973, the main type of abuse by staff members continued to be bullying in the form 
of harsh training or disciplinary practices.288 

4.2 Abuse by staff members led to abuse by Junior Recruits
Analysis of complaints received by the Taskforce suggests that within a short period of time, abuse by staff 
members at HMAS Leeuwin led to Junior Recruits abusing each other. A number of factors appear to have 
contributed to this development, including:

•	 the imposition of group punishments by staff members which often led to retribution against the Junior 
Recruit perceived to be responsible;

•	 that Junior Recruits began to reinforce discipline amongst themselves; and

•	 that staff members enabled, and at times encouraged, Junior Recruits to discipline each other.

The Taskforce heard from some complainants that a common practice to enforce discipline, which developed 
in the early years at HMAS Leeuwin, was for staff members to punish a whole division for the poor standards 
or performance of an individual Junior Recruit. Complainants reported that the usual consequence of this was 
some form of retribution, frequently violent, against the 
poorly performing individual by others in his division. 
For example, one complainant from the first year told 
the Taskforce:

This inevitably meant that your colleagues would 
turn on the offender and dispense summary 
justice once they got him alone after hours. 
So the “team spirit” meant that the weakest 
had to be made to conform. Rough justice 
quickly evolved.289

“This inevitably meant that your 
colleagues would turn on the offender 
and dispense summary justice once 
they got him alone after hours. So the 
‘team spirit’ meant that the weakest 
had to be made to conform. Rough 
justice quickly evolved.”
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Complainants from subsequent years told a similar story, indicating that the practice persisted beyond these 
initial years. For example, one complainant stated:

The policy was at Leeuwin if anyone in the intake did anything wrong then the whole squad 
would be punished. That was a license for the strong to pick on the weak.290

There was no formal system under which Junior Recruits from more senior intakes had responsibility for, or 
exercised authority over Junior Recruits from newer intakes. Nor was there any official system whereby Junior 
Recruits from senior intakes were authorised to impose discipline on Junior Recruits from newer intakes.291 
However, over time, it appears that Junior Recruits began to engage in abusive behaviour through reinforcing 
discipline amongst themselves, often with the knowledge or encouragement of staff members.

As some complainants described, Junior Recruits became conditioned to accept that such behaviour was 
permissible. A complainant from one of the earliest intakes stated: 

I was a victim and witness to the developing culture of abuse (sexual and physical) within the 
Junior Recruits. Without a doubt that developing culture was a direct result of the mindless 
brutality inflicted by some staff. Victimi[s]ation was the order of the day and actively condoned 
and promoted by staff.292

Another complainant said:

I knew when I joined the Navy that it would be a disciplined institution however I was young and 
naive and did not have the capacity to differentiate between “discipline” and “abuse”.293

Some complainants told the Taskforce of cases in which Junior Recruits effectively carried out their own form of 
punishments, often involving acts of serious physical or sexual violence. For example, one complainant stated:

It was also understood that punishments would be [given] to recruits if the Top Shits decided 
you had let the division down. Poor personal hygiene was to be met by being attacked with a fire 
hose and scrubbed with a straw broom when in the shower.294

Another complainant told the Taskforce:

The culture at Leeuwin was such that you had a 
“place” and if you stepped out of it, so to speak, you 
were punished. Punishment would be handed down 
by either the staff or the shits/top shits. A lot of the 
punishments were by way of bullying and intimidation. 
When there weren’t any staff around, the higher 
ranking JRs imposed their own penalties on other 
lower ranking recruits.295

The Taskforce was also told that Junior Recruits were subjected 
to ‘Kangaroo Courts’ by their peers and given punishment for 
charges which were made up by other Junior Recruits: 

The top shits would hold a “Kangaroo Court” where two 
or three top shits would administer punishments to 
recruits. They often wore pillow cases over their heads 
with eyes cut out. These punishments included having to put your penis into a vacuum cleaner, 
or the broomstick, seeing how far they can stick it up someone’s arse. Some [boys’] penises bled 
from the vacuum cleaner. Sometimes boys would come back from Kangaroo court changed and 
you knew that something had happened.296

“Punishments included having 
to put your penis into a vacuum 
cleaner, or the broomstick, 
seeing how far they can stick it 
up someone’s arse. Some [boys’] 
penises bled from the vacuum 
cleaner. Sometimes boys would 
come back from Kangaroo court 
changed and you knew that 
something had happened.”
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Several complainants reported that staff members at best overlooked and at worst encouraged such practices. 
Accounts were provided to the Taskforce of Leading Junior Recruits acting as ‘enforcers’ for staff members and 
ordering bashings of Junior Recruits for minor ‘offences’ with the full knowledge of staff members.297 As well as 
bashings, a common example given by complainants of these unauthorised punishments was the scrubbing of 
Junior Recruits deemed to be unclean or unhygienic. For example, one complainant said:

We were encouraged and instructed to scrub some fellow recruits with hard brooms and 
washing powder if they were deemed to be unclean by naval standards.298 

Another complainant described the following experience in which his intake was actively encouraged by staff 
members to search out and expose Junior Recruits who did not meet standards:

We were told by our instructor that the Grub was a danger to us all as he would bring down the 
standard of the intake, infect us all with his filthy ways and if he ever got to go to sea, he would 
ruin a ship with his dirty ways. We were to be ever vigilant, find the Grub and expose him. There 
was always one or two we were told and so the hunt began. A few of the tougher Junior Recruits 
took on the role of searching and would order any boy to strip and hold up his underpants so 
they could see if there were the tell tale skid marks – the sign of the grub. The search continued, 
every night someone would be the victim of these thugs. They stripped beds, emptied lockers, 
stripped boys and inspected underpants. 

Finally, when they grabbed the boy in the bed next to me 
they found what they were looking for. After punching 
and kicking him they carried him to the bathroom 
block and called the others to witness the punishment. 
He was naked, crying and totally humiliated. He was 
put in the bath and scrubbed with hard bristle brushes 
that were used for scrubbing the floors. He was 
covered in something like ajax and scrubbed by these 
bullies so hard he was bleeding. There is no way that 
his screaming and the cheering of the mob was not 
heard by the instructor downstairs but that was the 
way at Leeuwin.299

Some complainants told the Taskforce about a particular incident they remembered involving the bashing of 
Junior Recruits who had hidden to avoid running the whole course of a cross country run. At the end of the run, 
the Junior Recruits who had avoided the run were made to parade in front of their peers before being directed by 
the Physical Training Instructors to go to their dormitories to bed, while the rest of the class was made to run the 
entire course again. Complainants reported that this was a deliberate act by staff members to ensure that the 
‘offenders’ would be punished by their peers and indeed, the Junior Recruits who had hidden during the run were 
later set upon and badly beaten by a group of their classmates. This incident featured strongly in the memories 
of complainants who witnessed the event as an example of staff members indirectly enforcing discipline through 
the Junior Recruits with serious and violent consequences.  

4.3 Abuse was perpetuated from one intake to the next
The Taskforce heard repeated and consistent accounts from complainants of similar types of abuse being 
perpetuated from year to year, as Junior Recruits moved from the lower to the higher intakes as part of the 
informal hierarchy discussed in section 3.3. For example, one complainant told the Taskforce: 

Many of the JRs in my intake began to bastardise the next intake. As senior recruits, they carried 
out all the crimes that had been done to them on the next lot. It was encouraged by the staff at 
Leeuwin and I never heard of anyone being punished for doing it.300

“He was naked, crying and 
totally humiliated. He was put in 
the bath and scrubbed with hard 
bristle brushes that were used 
for scrubbing the floors. He was 
covered in something like ajax 
and scrubbed by these bullies 
so hard he was bleeding.”
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Other complainants described learned behaviour or a ‘culture of bashings’ which was inherited through 
intakes.301 The consequences of going against this culture were serious:

Leeuwin also has a harsh and cruel, complex unwritten system amongst the recruits. It runs 
Leeuwin, and if l don’t learn and understand the system quickly, I face getting filled-in (bashed).302

Many complainants spoke about bullying and physical abuse being viewed by Junior Recruits as normal because 
new entrants to HMAS Leeuwin were subjected to such treatment almost from the moment of their arrival. 
As one complainant told the Taskforce:

The abuse that occurred at Leeuwin was considered as normal behaviour and you were 
expected to shut your mouth and get on with it. There was no one for a young boy to turn to or 
get help from.303

This normalisation of abusive behavior by ‘seniors’ against ‘juniors’ led to a cycle of abuse as Junior Recruits 
reached the senior intakes and a new intake arrived. One complainant described this cycle as follows: 

Looking back at my time at Leeuwin, it was akin to the book Lord of the Flies. We as young boys 
thought this was normal treatment because you were always being bullied. When we became 
seniors, men from my intake would bully others. The Shits had become the Top Shits and they 
just kept the cycle going.304

Another complainant told the Taskforce:

What sickens me most about the incident where I was beaten is not the beating, but the fact 
I had been conditioned by the Leeuwin culture to accept that a beating by my seniors was 
something I should accept as part of my life in the Navy.305

Analysis of complaints received by the Taskforce suggests that this cycle of abuse was perpetuated throughout 
almost the entire period of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, although certain types of abusive behaviour and practices 
gained varying degrees of prominence over time. 

4.4 Some Junior Recruits who experienced abuse also abused others
Complaints received by the Taskforce suggest that, as part of the perpetuation of abuse from intake to intake, 
some who were subjected to abuse as Junior Recruits were also responsible for abusing others. There were 
several ways in which this occurred:

•	 in some cases, Junior Recruits were forced by Junior Recruits to abuse others and were threatened with 
violence if they did not;

•	 in some cases, Junior Recruits retaliated with violence against other Junior Recruits as a means of 
standing up to abuse; and

•	 in some cases, Junior Recruits participated in abuse of Junior Recruits from lower intakes once they 
reached senior intakes.

In several cases, complainants spoke of being forced, often by more senior Junior Recruits, to participate in or 
carry out abuse on other Junior Recruits or face the prospect of being abused themselves. For example, one 
complainant said:

I was threatened with a beating by other recruits if I didn’t assault a recruit who was being 
bullied. In other words, beat up my fellow recruit or be beaten myself.306

Other complainants said that after they had physically assaulted other boys because they were threatened by 
more senior Junior Recruits, they were sometimes beaten or subjected to other abusive conduct anyway.307 
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In one case of serious abuse, a former Junior Recruit reported that he and other Junior Recruits were forced by 
Junior Recruits and staff members to perform sexual acts on each other:

Sometimes I was forced to suck other men’s penises, lick their anuses after another person 
who had been buggered and had ejaculated into it, to bugger one of the other scared victims or 
be buggered myself.308

In some cases, complainants indicated that they became abusers because the only way they were able to stand 
up to abuse by other Junior Recruits was to retaliate with violence themselves. For example, one complainant 
described fighting another Junior Recruit who had bullied him:

Eventually I decided enough was enough, so I refused to comply with the demands of the very 
next person that tried to intimidate me. The usual result of actions such as this was to be 
challenged to have a fistfight […] Of course, news about the fight soon spread and there was 
the usual large crowd, which included base staff members, to witness the event. On my side, 
there were all the boys like me, and on the other side, all the bullies and their crawler sidekicks. 
Once the fight started, my opponent soon realised not only had my confidence increased but 
also my skill, as I landed some well-placed punches to his head. […] After I had won a few more 
of the one-on-one type of fights, the bullies tended to leave me alone most of the time, but this 
was not to last.309 

Another complainant spoke of his experiences as follows:

I decided that I was not going to fall victim to bullying, beatings or sexual assaults. Unlike many, 
I took a stand and let it be known that I was not going to put up with this kind of behaviour. Some 
people might have called me a bully however I stood up to the higher intakes and wouldn’t let 
them get away with abusing me or the rest of my mates. This type of attitude came at a price 
and I often had the shit beaten out of me however I gave it as good as I got it. I wanted to make it 
known that I was not going to tolerate being “bullied” or “disciplined” and decided that the best 
way to do this was to retaliate with violence.310

A number of complainants were frank and admitted to the Taskforce that they participated in abuse of other 
Junior Recruits when they reached the senior intakes at HMAS Leeuwin. One complainant told the Taskforce:

By the time I reached the fourth level of Junior Recruits (top shits), I participated in the 
harassment of the younger recruits, as was expected of “top shits”. This usually included being a 
part of a group of three or four senior recruits and handing out physical punishments to younger 
recruits as we saw fit, similar to what we had experienced ourselves at the hands of “top shits”. 
To this day I carry so much shame about the fights and regret them very much.311

Another complainant said:

We unanimously agree, from our first night as top-shit, we’ll exert our authority by sheer vicious 
force. We want our turn as the top shit because we’ve earned it big time. […] We reassert our 
authority daily, with the same absolute merciless brutality and although the hierarchy knows 
what’s happening, it’s allowed to continue.312

Some complainants stated categorically that when they became senior Junior Recruits they refused to 
participate in abuse. Others spoke about the cycle of abuse continuing through each intake, but did not state 
explicitly whether they were involved in abusing others. 

As these examples show, there was not always a clear distinction between those Junior Recruits who were 
abused and those who were abusers at HMAS Leeuwin. Junior Recruits who were identified as abusing others 
had frequently experienced abuse themselves. This complexity has been recognised by some complainants who 
have chosen not to pursue particular outcomes through the Taskforce, such as referral for criminal prosecution 
or other forms of action against former Junior Recruits who were their alleged abusers. 
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For example, one complainant explained that he placed 
the responsibility for the abuse he experienced on the 
system which allowed the abuse to occur, rather than on 
the Junior Recruits who perpetrated the abuse. He frankly 
acknowledged the possibility that he or others from his 
former intake might have gone on to do the same things to 
other Junior Recruits within that system:

The thing that gets me is why just because 
something happened to you, why do you have to 
do it all over again to someone else? I am not 
angry at the Junior Recruits who perpetrated the 
crime as looking back, if I were to have stayed 
in the Navy, would I have done the same thing when I got to be a Top Shit? […] No doubt other 
members of my intake may have, as these incidents went on for many years after I left.313

4.5 Many Junior Recruits were targets of repeated or ongoing abuse 
As discussed in section 3, the majority of complainants experienced more than one type of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
and while some complainants were subjected to one isolated incident of abuse, most were subjected to more 
than one incident.314 The complaints received by the Taskforce suggest that many Junior Recruits were the 
targets of repeated or ongoing abuse over time. 

In some cases there was no apparent reason why particular Junior Recruits were targeted more than others, 
other than the pervasive bullying in the context of the informal hierarchy between Junior Recruits, as discussed 
in section 3.3. As one complainant said:

It did not take much to attract bullying or mistreatment at the hands of some fellow recruits: 
once one had been targeted for a particular reason, it then became a repetitious occurrence.315

However, in other cases it appears that Junior Recruits were targeted for particular reasons, including that:

•	 they ‘dobbed’ on other Junior Recruits;

•	 they stood up to abuse in order to protect themselves or others; or

•	 they were perceived to be different or they ‘stood out’ in some way.

One complainant told the Taskforce that after being perceived by other Junior Recruits as someone who had 
dobbed, he was attacked and bashed in the showers and toilets on multiple occasions by several different groups 
of more senior Junior Recruits.316

Several complainants said that Junior Recruits who stood up to abuse to protect themselves or others, or who 
otherwise spoke out against the abuse of others, were often the targets of abuse and labelled a mouth or a jack.  

One complainant reported that he became a target of physical abuse by more senior Junior Recruits after he 
tried to protest about the scrubbing of a fellow Junior Recruit:

It was a common and credible threat that you would be “filled in” (bashed) or “have your eyes 
put in night clothing” (given black eyes) by one or more top Shits for various misdemeanours or 
being a “trout” (mouthy) which seemed to mean not fitting in. Befriending or defending a “trout” 
meant the same attacks would happen to you.317

Another complainant reported a similar experience following the scrubbing of other Junior Recruits from his 
intake, telling the Taskforce, ‘[w]hen I complained about the treatment of him and [another Junior Recruit],  
I was taken outside and belted up’.318 

Individual Junior Recruits were also the targets of repeated abuse for a variety of other reasons including that 
their performance had resulted in punishment of the whole division (as discussed above), or merely because 

“I am not angry at the Junior Recruits 
who perpetrated the crime as looking 
back, if I were to have stayed in the 
Navy, would I have done the same 
thing when I got to be a Top Shit? 
[…] No doubt other members of my 
intake may have, as these incidents 
went on for many years after I left.”
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they stood out as being different (for example, because of their 
appearance, ethnicity or religion) or had otherwise come to the 
attention of bullies from senior intakes or staff members. For 
example, one complainant said, ‘[t]here were two boys who copped 
a caning for being effeminate. Another boy was persecuted for his 
religion’.319

Another complainant told the Taskforce:

As a smaller cadet I was constantly teased by both 
bigger, more influential recruits and senior servicemen 
(supervisors). […] As I was probably the most 
academically capable of all the recruits and an easy 
target, I was always being physically bullied by the less intelligent buffoons to build their egos 
and if I complained to a supervisor, I was often punished with added duties for not being a team 
player. […] Once it was discovered by my peers that I was claustrophobic, their idea of fun was 
to take me and bury [me] in a roomful of mattresses and then sit on them and not allow me 
freedom for what seemed an eternity which reduced me to tears.320

4.6 Some perpetrators of abuse were repeat abusers
In complaints to the Taskforce of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, at least 16 individuals were identified as alleged 
abusers in more than one complaint. In some cases, complainants provided information about a particular 
individual to the Taskforce in the hope that this might support the accounts of others who may have come 
forward alleging abuse by that same individual. 

Although overall the complaints indicate that abuse occurred across many years at HMAS Leeuwin, the higher 
number of complaints in certain years may in some cases reflect that either a specific individual or a particular 
group of people was repeatedly abusing Junior Recruits.  

For example, complaints received by the Taskforce suggest that some intakes were clearly worse than others 
for bullying or physical abuse by Junior Recruits. Six of the alleged repeat abusers identified in complaints were 
Junior Recruits, some of whom were identified by complainants as being ‘known bullies’ or ‘ringleaders’ or 
members of particular groups of senior Junior Recruits. 

Similarly, a higher number of complaints arose from some years during which certain staff members were 
identified as repeat abusers. Ten of the alleged repeat abusers identified in complaints were staff members at 
HMAS Leeuwin. The Taskforce received eight different complaints alleging abuse by one specific staff member 
alone, between 1964 and 1969. One complainant stated that he made a report about the behaviour of this staff 
member at the time of the abuse, however, as the other complaints demonstrate, it appears that this report had 
little or no consequence as the staff member went on to abuse others. 

In many of the complaints in which staff members were identified as repeat abusers, the abuse was physical 
abuse or bullying, with complainants describing those staff members as particularly harsh or ‘sadistic’. 

Of significant concern is that some repeat abusers were identified in complaints involving the sexual abuse of 
Junior Recruits. For example, at least three people who contacted the Taskforce identified one member of the 
sick bay staff at HMAS Leeuwin as allegedly being responsible for the sexual abuse of Junior Recruits in the 
1960s. The same alleged abuser was identified to the Taskforce in another complaint alleging sexual abuse on 
a ship which was often used for the training of Junior Recruits during that same period. In another example, 
a specific chaplain at HMAS Leeuwin was identified in two separate complaints as allegedly having sexually 
abused at least two Junior Recruits and possibly others. 321 

It is also possible that some individuals identified in complaints to the Taskforce as being repeat abusers later 
went on to abuse others who did not report that abuse to the Taskforce. A number of complainants indicated 
that they witnessed or were aware of their alleged abuser also abusing others, either at HMAS Leeuwin or in a 
different location during a subsequent Navy posting.

“Once it was discovered by my 
peers that I was claustrophobic, 
their idea of fun was to take 
me and bury [me] in a roomful 
of mattresses and then sit on 
them and not allow me freedom 
for what seemed an eternity 
which reduced me to tears.”
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5. Defence management of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin

A Petty Officer and an Able Seaman were responsible for our division. Although these staff were in charge 
of our division, I felt like most of the discipline at Leeuwin was handed down by fellow recruits. […]

The behaviour at HMAS Leeuwin occurred so frequently that it was seen as normal behaviour and was 
accepted by staff and fellow recruits. I did not tell anyone about the abuse I was suffering as I believed I 
would make the situation worse for myself.

The Duty Officers would never intervene in these incidents. This was because the Duty Officers were 
located on a different floor, or alternatively when the incidents were occurring they were at the mess 
or not available. It was quite apparent to me that the command knew exactly what was going on at 
HMAS Leeuwin yet did nothing to prevent the abuse from occurring.

In […] 1972, two Able Seamen […] offered to take another Junior Recruit and myself to a party off base.  […]

I was taken into a bedroom where one of the [Able Seamen] told me to undress and put on another set of 
clothes. While I was undressing he tried to touch my genitals. I struggled but was pushed back on the bed 
and told to relax. He then threatened me and proceeded to perform oral sex on me. I panicked and started 
screaming. He stopped. I then got dressed and went back outside. I continued to drink with the other 
Junior Recruit but I was distraught.

The party was raided by police and the Provost Marshal took the other Junior Recruit and myself away and 
threatened to charge us with “consorting with homosexuals”. The police escorted us back to base and we 
were put in cells for the remainder of the weekend. When I tried to explain to the police officers what the 
[Able Seaman] had done to me I was given a smack around the head and told to shut up about it. I also 
told the Provost Marshal about the incident and he advised me that I should forget about it if I wanted to 
stay in the Navy.

I was a 16 year old Junior Recruit with nowhere to go or anybody to talk to. I felt scared for my safety and 
very alone. After four months of living at HMAS Leeuwin, my friends and I were living in complete fear of 
the staff and other recruits. I felt like I was trapped in a prison.

One weekend when I was out on leave my friends and I ran into an Able Seaman [who invited us to the pub …]

Once at the pub the [Able Seaman] proceeded to buy me drink after drink. He was feeding me alcohol and 
I remember becoming heavily intoxicated. I do not recall much from this night but remember waking up in 
a residence the morning after at approximately 7am. I awoke naked in a bed with the [Able Seaman] next 
to me, he was also naked. I was in pain and realised that I had been sodomised. There was evidence that 
this had occurred. I started screaming, grabbed my clothes and ran out of the residence. […]

I did not disclose this incident of rape to anybody in the Navy because I was fearful of being kicked out. 
Homosexual behaviour was not tolerated in the Navy.322

5.1 Taskforce approach to management of abuse by Defence
One of the key questions the Taskforce has considered is how many individuals who experienced abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin reported that abuse to Defence, and whether reports of abuse were appropriately managed. 
Complainants have repeatedly told the Taskforce how important it is to them that complaints of abuse are 
well managed, and of the very significant impacts on them when their complaints of abuse were mismanaged 
by Defence. 
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The significance of this issue is reflected by the acknowledgement in the Defence Abuse Reparation Scheme 
Guidelines (the Guidelines) that ‘mismanagement by Defence in relation to abuse is unacceptable’323; and the 
availability of a specific Reparation Payment of $5000 if a complaint of abuse contains a plausible account of 
Defence mismanagement.324

According to the Guidelines, mismanagement may be found when there has been ‘mismanagement by Defence 
[that] occurs after a verbal or written report or complaint of abuse has been initiated and where the report or 
complaint was made prior to 11 April 2011’; or there is ‘any other circumstance where the Reparation Payments 
Assessor is satisfied mismanagement by Defence has occurred in respect of alleged abuse which occurred 
before 11 April 2011’.325

Importantly, the Guidelines also stipulate that ‘a reference to mismanagement by Defence’ includes 
‘circumstances where the Reparation Payments Assessor is satisfied Defence failed to take reasonable 
management action to prevent, stop or respond to abuse’.326

As such, it is not critical that an actual report of abuse was made to Defence in order for Defence 
mismanagement to be found. In some circumstances, mismanagement might be found even when there was no 
actual report of abuse. For example, mismanagement might be found where it is plausible that Defence: 

•	 failed to take reasonable management action to stop abuse when it was occurring in circumstances where 
Defence knew or ought to have known that abuse was occurring, and in which the particular complainant 
did not report the abuse because of that;

•	 failed to take reasonable management action to stop abuse when it was occurring in circumstances where 
the abuse:

 – was perpetrated by a person in Defence in a position of seniority or higher rank to whom the person 
abused would, or could, otherwise have reported the abuse; and/or 

 – was witnessed by a person in Defence in a position of seniority or higher rank but who took no steps to 
stop it; and/or

•	 failed to take reasonable management action in response to abuse in circumstances in which the 
complainant presented to a superior or other person in authority within Defence, with such physical or 
psychological signs of injury as ought reasonably to have given rise to concern that the complainant was 
being, or may have been, abused, but that person failed to take action or make any enquiry about it.327

In such cases, the Taskforce has identified a ‘constructive report’ of abuse. That is, where there was no actual 
report of abuse to Defence, but where the circumstances of the abuse contributed to a complainant not making a 
report about the abuse and/or Defence knew or ought to have known about the abuse, the Taskforce deems that 
a ‘constructive report’ of abuse did in fact take place. An assessment of Defence mismanagement may be made 
on this basis. 

Defence mismanagement therefore, may be found either when there is mismanagement of an actual report 
of abuse, or alternatively where there is mismanagement by conduct, or the creation or encouragement of 
circumstances which prevented or discouraged a subject of abuse from reporting it.

For the reasons discussed in section 5.5 below as at 6 May 2014, all plausible complaints of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin had been assessed by the Taskforce as containing a plausible case of Defence mismanagement. 
This does not mean that every single allegation of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin is accompanied by a finding of 
Defence mismanagement (as most complaints raise a number of different allegations of abuse). Rather, each 
complaint of plausible abuse at HMAS Leeuwin has been assessed as including one or more plausible cases of 
Defence mismanagement. 

In addition to Defence failing to respond at all, or failing to respond appropriately to actual reports of abuse; and 
abuse being effected or witnessed by staff members to whom the complainant could or would otherwise have 
reported the abuse; Defence mismanagement was largely found due to the widespread nature and patterns of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin which Defence (including HMAS Leeuwin staff members) knew or ought to have known 
about, and failed to take reasonable management action to stop or prevent.



59 5.  DEFENCE MANAgEMENT OF ABuSE AT HMAS LEEuwIN

5.2 Actual reports of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin
It appears that if Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin wanted to report an incident, they were expected to approach 
their divisional staff in the first instance. Some second term Junior Recruits were appointed as Leading Junior 
Recruits to assist divisional staff with supervision and discipline. Leading Junior Recruits also played a role in 
monitoring the welfare of Junior Recruits and were expected to report any incidents to divisional or duty staff.328 
Procedures for making formal complaints and for investigating offences at HMAS Leeuwin were set out in the 
applicable regulations and policy at the time.329 If a matter could not be dealt with at the divisional level, staff 
were required to report the matter through the chain of command.330

Junior Recruits who made actual reports of abuse at the time did so to staff members at HMAS Leeuwin, 
including to divisional staff, sick bay staff and chaplains. Some Junior Recruits reported abuse to their sponsors 
or to their parents, who then contacted staff members at HMAS Leeuwin. 

The incidence of actual reports to Defence by Junior Recruits who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
appears to have been low. Complainants’ accounts of abuse suggest that many, if not most, incidents of abuse 
at HMAS Leeuwin were not reported to staff members. As of 6 May 2014, of the 207 complaints assessed by the 
Taskforce as raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse of Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin:

•	 54 complainants told the Taskforce that they reported at least one incident of the abuse they experienced 
at HMAS Leeuwin to Defence at the time; and

•	 153 complainants told the Taskforce that they experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin on one or more 
occasions and did not report any of the abuse to Defence.

It is difficult to estimate the actual number of incidents of abuse that went unreported at HMAS Leeuwin. Of the 
complainants who reported abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin to Defence, some experienced abuse 
only once and reported that abuse. Others experienced abuse on more than one occasion and reported it each 
time it occurred. However, some complainants experienced abuse on a number of occasions and reported only 
some of the abuse. In some cases complainants initially reported incidents of abuse, but stopped reporting for a 
range of reasons including because they received an inadequate or inappropriate response from staff members 
to their initial reports; or in some cases because the persons to whom the Junior Recruits were expected to 
report the abuse were the alleged abusers. It is not clear how many incidents of abuse went unreported for 
each of these complainants.

Complainants who told the Taskforce that they did not report abuse provided a range of reasons for not doing so, 
as discussed in section 5.4 below. 

(a) Adequate management of actual reports of abuse

Of the complaints assessed by the Taskforce as raising plausible allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, it 
appears that in a small number of cases, actual reports of abuse were appropriately managed by Defence. 
As noted above, a finding of Defence mismanagement has been made in all complaints of plausible abuse 
at HMAS Leeuwin, including the few where it appears that an actual report of abuse was made and it was 
appropriately managed by Defence. This is because these complainants raised other plausible allegations of 
abuse in relation to which Defence failed to take reasonable management action, largely because Defence knew 
or ought to have known of the abuse that was occurring at HMAS Leeuwin and failed to stop or prevent it.

Examples of actual reports of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin that appear to have been appropriately managed include 
a case where a Junior Recruit was subjected to a scrubbing and the three Junior Recruits responsible are 
reported to have been taken before the Commanding Officer of HMAS Leeuwin and punished.331

Another complainant told the Taskforce that his mother contacted his Divisional Officer to complain that he was not 
getting access to sufficient food as a consequence of bullying by more senior Junior Recruits. He told the Taskforce 
that he believed that the Divisional Officer ‘tried to put an end to the starvation and diversion of food by the cooks 
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and scran hall staff, the dominance and abuse of new grubs (first termers) by the top shits (final termers) and shits 
(second term JRs) in the food lines and the jacking of the line by these “more senior” Junior Recruits’.332 

However, instances where reports of abuse were taken seriously and where there was an appropriate Defence 
response appear to be in the minority, as discussed below. 

(b) Inadequate or inappropriate management of actual reports of abuse

Many complainants who indicated that they reported abuse to staff members at HMAS Leeuwin told the 
Taskforce that either there was no response to their report of abuse; or that the response was inadequate or 
inappropriate for a range of reasons discussed below. 

(i) No response to an actual report of abuse

Many complainants told the Taskforce that reports of abuse to staff members at HMAS Leeuwin frequently 
elicited no response from Defence. At least 40 complainants indicated that no action was taken by 
HMAS Leeuwin staff members following an actual report of abuse. Some of these complainants told the 
Taskforce that when a report of abuse was made, authorities did not believe the complainant, treated the abuse 
as inconsequential, treated the abuse as an integral part of life and training at HMAS Leeuwin, or accused the 
subject of abuse of weakness. 

For example, one complainant who was sexually assaulted by other Junior Recruits discussed the assault with 
a staff member, who advised him to not proceed with the complaint as ‘this type of offence just did not happen in 
the Navy’.333 In another example, a Junior Recruit reported a sexual assault to his Divisional Officer who sent him 
to the sick bay. When he told the medic that he had no bruises or bleeding the medic said, ‘well don’t waste our 
time’ and sent the Junior Recruit back to class.334 No further action was taken in relation to this report of abuse. 

In other complainant accounts, staff members appear to have accepted a report of abuse but have reacted 
inappropriately by reproaching or chastising the complainant, then taking no further action. For example:

•	 a complainant reported sexual harassment to a chaplain, who told him it was ‘all part of our training’335; 

•	 other complainants who reported various types of abuse to staff members were told to ‘fight back and be 
a man’336, to ‘stand up for yourself’337, to stop being a ‘bloody wimp’338, to ‘learn to live with it’339 or that the 
abuse was ‘character building’340; and

•	 a complainant reported sexual abuse by a staff member to a Lieutenant who was furious with him, 
screamed at him and told him to never raise such allegations again.341

Some complainants told the Taskforce that they reported abuse a number of times to various authorities, 
but their situation remained unchanged, or even deteriorated because of this. One complainant provided the 
following telling example: 

After I reported being raped by four other Junior 
Recruits (Top Shits), I was then punched in the 
stomach every time I walked past Top Shit recruits 
because I snitched on their mates. I reported it again 
and nothing was done. At this stage I got sick of the 
punishment and went AWOL. When I was picked up, 
the police officer gave me a lecture even after I told 
him why I was heading home. When I got back to 
Leeuwin I had to front the Commanding Officer.  
I tried explaining to him what had happened and all 
he could say was that “I was not man enough for this 
mans’ Navy”.342

“After I reported being raped 
by four other Junior Recruits 
(Top Shits), I was then punched in 
the stomach every time I walked 
past Top Shit recruits because 
I snitched on their mates. I 
reported it again and nothing was 
done. At this stage I got sick of 
the punishment and went AWOL.”
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Perhaps the most concerning cases where no response was made to actual reports of abuse involved sexual 
abuse of Junior Recruits by HMAS Leeuwin staff members. The Taskforce received 11 complaints where 
Junior Recruits were sexually abused by HMAS Leeuwin staff members and subsequently reported this abuse 
to Defence. In at least six of these cases, the complainant was advised by the HMAS Leeuwin staff member to 
whom he reported not to proceed with the complaint.

In one particularly troubling example, the Taskforce believes that at least three complainants reported 
experiencing sexual abuse in the mid 1960s, where the alleged abuser was the same HMAS Leeuwin staff 
member. At least one of these complainants reported the abuse to Defence, but it appears that no action was 
taken in response. The alleged abuser appears to have been allowed to quietly discharge rather than face 
disciplinary action or criminal investigation.343

(ii) Inadequate or inappropriate responses to actual reports of abuse

In some cases, it appears that a Junior Recruit’s report of abuse was listened to and accepted by HMAS Leeuwin 
staff members, and that some official action was taken in an attempt to address the abuse. However, many 
complainants in this situation indicated that they were dissatisfied with the nature of the Defence response or 
the outcome they received. For example, the Taskforce heard of inadequate or inappropriate responses such as 
the following:

•	 a case where a Junior Recruit reported abuse to a Chief Petty Officer, but the only action that was taken 
was to organise a boxing match between junior and more senior Junior Recruits344;

•	 a case where a Junior Recruit who sexually assaulted another Junior Recruit was tried, found guilty 
and discharged, but where the Junior Recruit who was abused received no counselling or other support 
from Defence345; and

•	 a case where an informal inquiry was held following a Junior Recruit’s report of physical and sexual abuse, 
however no witnesses would support the complainant’s account at the inquiry due to fear of reprisal, and 
no support was provided to the complainant by Defence.346

(iii) Official punishment or discipline resulting from actual reports

Some complainants told the Taskforce that reporting the abuse they experienced sometimes led to disciplinary 
action being taken against them by HMAS Leeuwin authorities. 

For example, one complainant said that Junior Recruits could be ‘punished with added duties for not being a 
team player’ if they complained about abuse.347 

In one especially disturbing account, a complainant reported that he was disciplined by an officer after he made 
a report of sexual abuse by a HMAS Leeuwin staff member: 

I worked up the courage to tell [a Lieutenant] what had been going on and he listened to what 
I had to say as I cried uncontrollably. He dismissed me saying he was going to speak to [the 
perpetrator of the abuse] and that I was to wait in my dorm room.

When I returned he looked extremely angry and told me the Navy does not need people like me 
and that I had serious lessons to learn. He said that making such false accusations could not 
only destroy [the perpetrator’s] career but could result in myself being charged for this.

The line from him was that he didn’t understand why I would make up a false accusation 
such as this but he was willing to forget my “lies” if I was prepared to drop it which I was most 
certainly not. I explained I wasn’t lying and reinforced my complaint to which he replied that 
I was a trouble maker and that the Navy wouldn’t want me. Then he told me my keys had 
been “found” which could lead to someone stealing and as such I would be put on charge. 
For punishment I was made to perform cleaning duties in the cells and had to double around 
the parade ground with a rifle above my head. I also lost my weekend leave.

For reporting the ongoing sexual abuse I ended being charged with a spurious and trumped up 
offence. This shows how corrupt and sadistic things were at HMAS Leeuwin.348
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(iv) Further abuse following an actual report 

The Taskforce was told of some situations where, after making a report of abuse, Junior Recruits were subjected 
to further abuse by HMAS Leeuwin staff members or Junior Recruits. 

In one example, a complainant reported a physical assault by a staff member to his Divisional Officer who told 
the staff member in question, after which the Junior Recruit was further assaulted.349

On some occasions the further abuse was not direct retribution for reporting the abuse, but occurred as a 
consequence of the Junior Recruit having made a report. In one case a Junior Recruit was subjected to further 
abuse by Junior Recruits after reporting sexual abuse by a HMAS Leeuwin staff member:

A few nights later I was in the shower and a number of Junior Recruits began to say they heard 
I was a “faggot” and that I was not welcome in the Navy. I was then beaten and kicked almost 
unconscious and then I was held down and sodomised by a broom handle which was forced into 
my anus. I recall many people laughing and taunting saying “look he loves it”. After this attack 
I was huddled in a shower cubicle and they all took 
turns in spitting and urinating on me before walking 
away laughing. As a consequence of this assault I had 
blood in my urine for days.350 

The same complainant recounted being subjected to yet further 
abuse when he last saw the HMAS Leeuwin staff member he 
had reported for sexually abusing him: 

[H]e walked up to me in the TV room and put his 
forearm on my throat and lifted me off the ground. 
He looked into my eyes and said my complaint had 
been lost and that if I ever spoke of any of this again he 
would make me pay as he “had contacts everywhere 
and could easily make people disappear”. I recall being 
so scared I urinated on myself.351

5.3 Reasons for under-reporting of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin
As noted above, 153 complainants told the Taskforce that they experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin on one or 
more occasions but they did not report the abuse to Defence. Complainants provided a wide range of reasons for 
not reporting abuse, including:

•	 a culture at HMAS Leeuwin that did not support the reporting of abuse;

•	 an absence of effective reporting mechanisms;

•	 stigma or shame associated with having been abused, particularly in the case of sexual abuse;

•	 threats or a perceived risk of being subjected to further abuse; and

•	 mistrust of HMAS Leeuwin staff members.

(a) A culture that did not support reporting of abuse

Complainants to the Taskforce indicated that the prevailing culture at HMAS Leeuwin did not support the 
reporting of abuse. Complainants discussed a number of aspects of this culture, including an expectation among 
Junior Recruits that they would not dob or jack on their mates; an expectation among many staff members that 
Junior Recruits would not report; and a lack of clear mechanisms for reporting. This culture was described by 
one complainant as follows:

“[H]e walked up to me in the TV 
room and put his forearm on 
my throat and lifted me off the 
ground. He looked into my eyes 
and said my complaint had been 
lost and that if I ever spoke of 
any of this again he would make 
me pay as he ‘had contacts 
everywhere and could easily 
make people disappear’.”
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I never reported being beaten, held down and having the industrial strength vacuum cleaner 
applied to my genitals. The culture in Junior Recruit Training was to adapt to many new things 
quickly and not to complain about anything at all. Complaining or worse officially complaining 
was unheard of and unimaginable. Fitting in without complaint was the norm and anything 
other than that meant failure and disgrace. There were no clear channels to make a complaint 
or report an incident except through our immediate superiors who obviously condoned and 
encouraged the behaviours that warranted complaint.352

This complainant further stated that ‘to complain about anything at all, any aspect of life in the division,  
was seen as weakness and failure’.353 Another complaint told the Taskforce:

There was a culture where if you got bashed, you sucked it up 
and didn’t report it to anyone or you would get bashed even more. 
One night after a dance, a gang of Junior Recruits came to my 
accommodation and took turns bashing me up. They continued to 
bash me until one of them knocked me out. They used their fists 
and I was covered in bruises afterwards, including having black 
eyes. I can’t remember if anyone noticed the bruises, but the staff 
didn’t care about people getting bashed up. It was the culture.354

A host of other factors appear to have contributed to this culture of not reporting. In addition to the belief that 
reporting abuse, violence or bullying was fruitless at best, and at worst an invitation for retribution by staff 
members or Junior Recruits, complainants also told the Taskforce of feelings of fear, shame, peer pressure and 
circumstances where they were actively discouraged by staff members from reporting abuse. 

(b) An absence of effective reporting mechanisms

As described in section 5.2, there were procedures at HMAS Leeuwin for reporting abuse, largely operating 
through the divisional staff. However, a number of complainants told the Taskforce that in effect there were not 
effective reporting mechanisms at HMAS Leeuwin. 

The reasons for which reporting mechanisms were not perceived to be effective are complex, and include other 
factors responsible for the under-reporting of abuse, in particular the overall culture that did not support the 
reporting of abuse and the fear of retribution. 

In some instances, those responsible for perpetrating abuse were staff members to whom a Junior Recruit 
may have otherwise reported the abuse. In such cases, a lack of adequate alternative processes for reporting, 
including a lack of support provided to Junior Recruits subjected to abuse, served to undermine their confidence 
in the system and further increased the likelihood that abuse would not be reported. 

Complainants explained to the Taskforce the reasons for their lack of confidence in the reporting mechanisms. 
One complainant who experienced physical and sexual abuse told the Taskforce that: 

I didn’t report it when it happened because I was afraid to. In any event, there was no-one to 
report it to, no-one to turn to, not even a friendly ear, let alone someone with the power to do 
something about it.355

Another stated: 

I didn’t want anyone to know for fear of retribution and I didn’t think anyone could help me. 
I could have gone to my divisional chief but I knew, first hand, that I would pay the price later if I 
did. I saw this happen to others.356 

“There was a culture 
where if you got 
bashed, you sucked it 
up and didn’t report it 
to anyone or you would 
get bashed even more.”
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(c) Stigma and shame associated with having been abused

A number of complainants told the Taskforce that they did not report the abuse they experienced at 
HMAS Leeuwin because of the associated stigma or shame. This was particularly the case for some 
complainants who experienced sexual abuse. 

Sexual abuse in the general population is commonly under-reported for a range of reasons, including fear of 
repercussions, anxiety about being re-traumatised and doubt as to whether reporting would serve any useful 
purpose. However, the context of HMAS Leeuwin provided a further disincentive, evident in complainants’ reports 
to the Taskforce that they feared being perceived or labelled as homosexual in an environment in which, at the 
time, homosexuality was not tolerated and could lead to discharge from the Navy. At least ten complainants 
told the Taskforce that shame or stigma associated with their abuse contributed to their not reporting it to 
Defence. This included two complaints involving anal penetration with a broom handle, and another relating to a 
vacuuming incident involving a complainant’s genitals.357

One complainant who was sexually abused by his Navy-approved sponsor told the Taskforce that he did not 
report the abuse at the time as he felt humiliated and ashamed, and feared possible discharge from the Navy.358 
Another complainant who experienced a first instance of sexual abuse by a staff member reported it to the 
Provost Marshal and was told to ‘forget about it’ if he ‘wanted to stay in the Navy’. He was subsequently raped 
by another staff member, and told the Taskforce that he did not report the rape because he was ‘fearful of being 
kicked out’, as ‘[h]omosexual behaviour was not tolerated in the Navy’.359

As discussed in section 6, a number of complainants also told the Taskforce that they did not feel able to tell 
their family members about the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin or why they wanted to discharge 
from the Navy, which in some cases was a source of 
considerable tension. For example, one complainant who 
was sexually abused told the Taskforce that, while he told 
his father about some of the abuse he experienced, he 
was unable to tell him everything: 

Unfortunately, I was too ashamed to tell my dad 
all the graphic details of the sexual attacks. […] 
Shame and disgust, mingled with self-hatred is 
a very powerful deterrent to spilling your guts, 
even when it could save you.360

(d) Threats or a perceived risk of further abuse 

Of the 131 complainants who provided the Taskforce with reasons for not reporting the abuse they experienced at 
HMAS Leeuwin, at least 73 complainants indicated that they did not report the abuse due to either threats of, or a 
perceived risk of, being subjected to further violence or abuse. 

The following examples are representative of what many complainants told the Taskforce about the potential 
implications of reporting abuse:

Leeuwin was an extremely violent place where a culture of brutality prevailed over everyone. 
None of the abuse could be reported because it would just mean you got double from everybody 
there – the older JRs and the staff.361

We knew not to tell the Petty Officers or the Able Seam[e]n as we would just get into more shit. 
There was an unwritten code at Leeuwin – you kept your mouth shut. Anyone caught dobbing 
would usually get the shit beaten out of them. You had to sort matters out on your own.362

“Unfortunately, I was too ashamed 
to tell my dad all the graphic details 
of the sexual attacks. […] Shame and 
disgust, mingled with self-hatred is a 
very powerful deterrent to spilling your 
guts, even when it could save you.”
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In some cases Junior Recruits who experienced abuse 
received explicit threats against reporting their experiences 
from other Junior Recruits or HMAS Leeuwin staff members. 
In one example, a Junior Recruit who experienced sexual 
assault was threatened with further violence if he reported it:

After the broom handle (or similar) was removed 
from my rectum all activity from my attackers 
stopped but I was still being held on the ground. I 
was then spoken to by some of my attackers who 
warned me that for me to report the assault to 
the authorities would only lead to having a repeat 
assault committed upon me.363 

In another case, a complainant described being threatened after experiencing a physical assault by another 
Junior Recruit:

[The alleged abuser] punched me in the face and repeatedly smashed my head on the floor and 
on the cross bar at the foot of the bunk bed in the dormitory. The duration of the assault was 
approximately three to four minutes. I was then threatened by the recruits that I would get a 
“second dose” of the assault if I reported the incident to a higher authority.364

A further complainant who was subjected to a scrubbing told the Taskforce that he did not report it because of an 
implied threat:

I was fearful for my life and afraid of what the consequences would be if I reported the incident 
as [the alleged abuser] had let slip that men far senior to me had ordered my treatment.365

As noted below, a Junior Recruit who is abused by a superior is likely to feel very reluctant to report the abuse. 
This would be compounded in circumstances where a Junior Recruit was threatened by a superior, or knew that 
a superior had in fact ordered that the abusive treatment occur.

(e) Mistrust of HMAS Leeuwin staff members 

Some complainants told the Taskforce that they did not report abuse they experienced or witnessed at 
HMAS Leeuwin either because staff members themselves effected the abuse or because they did not trust 
that staff members would respond appropriately. 

For many Junior Recruits, this mistrust appears to have come from experience. As described in section 5.3(b) 
above, a number of complainants told the Taskforce that they reported abuse to staff members and those staff 
members either did not respond at all or did not respond appropriately. Some Junior Recruits’ reports of abuse 
were not believed or they were accused of lying; on some occasions they were punished for reporting abuse; 
and in many cases staff members told them to either put up with it or ignore it. A lack of trust that a report of 
abuse would be taken seriously and responded to would have made Junior Recruits reluctant to report further 
instances of abuse. 

Another reason for mistrust of HMAS Leeuwin staff members expressed by many complainants was the 
perception that staff members were aware of, or witnessed, abuse but took no steps to stop it. Numerous 
complainants described staff members as turning a ‘blind eye’ to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one 
complainant told the Taskforce:

At HMAS Leeuwin, the things we were made to do in the name of discipline would today rate as 
abhorrent abuse and see a work place shut down. Not only did the staff at Leeuwin turn a blind 
eye to much of what was occurring, they encouraged it.366

“We knew not to tell the Petty 
Officers or the Able Seam[e]n as we 
would just get into more shit. There 
was an unwritten code at Leeuwin 
– you kept your mouth shut. Anyone 
caught dobbing would usually get 
the shit beaten out of them. You had 
to sort matters out on your own.”



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 201466

As discussed in section 3, a number of complainants claimed that in some cases, staff members actively 
encouraged acts of abuse; and in further cases, staff members personally carried out abuse. Junior Recruits 
who experienced abuse were extremely unlikely to report to staff members who had encouraged or themselves 
perpetrated abuse. 

5.4  Defence mismanagement where there was not an actual report 
of abuse

As noted in section 5.1 above, a plausible case of Defence mismanagement was identified in each complaint of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin that had been assessed by the Taskforce as at 6 May 2014 as falling within the scope of 
the Taskforce Terms of Reference and as raising plausible allegations of abuse. 

Where there was not an actual report of abuse that was mismanaged, Defence mismanagement at 
HMAS Leeuwin has been found on the basis that Defence failed to address the culture of abuse that existed 
within the institution for many years of its operation. Specifically, it appears that Defence failed to:

•	 prevent abuse by taking reasonable management action to address the culture of abuse within the 
institution, even though it appears that for many years of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, staff members 
reasonably knew or ought to have known that abuse that was occurring; and

•	 stop abuse from occurring, through either turning a ‘blind eye’ to abuse that was witnessed, or in some 
cases, where abuse was perpetrated by a HMAS Leeuwin staff member to whom the person abused 
would, or could, otherwise have reported the abuse.

An analysis of the complaints received by the Taskforce suggests that for many years of HMAS Leeuwin’s 
operation, there existed a culture of abuse that was known to staff members yet remained unaddressed. 
Many complainants told the Taskforce that staff members were aware of the abuse that was occurring and 
did not take action to prevent it. For example, complainants reported that: 

•	 HMAS Leeuwin staff members were aware of abuse, however ‘turned a blind eye to what was occurring’367; 

•	 the Navy condoned the behaviour as a method of maintaining control among Junior Recruits; and

•	 abuse was sometimes witnessed by staff members who took no action to stop it – at least 18 
complainants told the Taskforce of having been in this situation. 

Many complainants described a culture where abuse was ‘swept under the carpet’368, or referred to a ‘code 
of silence’.369 

The transcripts of the 1971 Rapke Inquiry also contain some evidence that some staff members were aware of 
the culture of abuse that existed at HMAS Leeuwin among Junior Recruits, as discussed in section 8. 

Arguably, even where staff members professed ignorance of the abuse that was occurring, the fact that some 
Junior Recruits presented with unexplained injuries should have been an indicator of abuse and steps should 
have been taken to address it. At least 14 complainants told the Taskforce that they presented to staff with signs 
of injury but staff either did not enquire as to the cause of the injury or did not take action to address the abuse 
they experienced. For example, one complainant stated:

One night I was so badly beaten that my right arm was bruised black and blue. It was so bad 
that I could not lift my arm or swing it on parade ground. I was therefore unable to complete 
rifle training but my Commanding Officer just instructed me to do other work in the boat sheds, 
rather than raising the issue of why I was so badly injured.370 

In addition to failing to address abuse of which they were aware, staff members were sometimes responsible for 
enacting abuse themselves. In 147 of the HMAS Leeuwin complaints received, complainants told the Taskforce 
that they experienced abuse by staff members on at least one occasion. 
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An environment in which there was a pattern or practice of abuse, of which staff members were aware; where 
staff members did not take action to prevent, stop or appropriately respond to the abuse; and where staff 
members were sometimes responsible for abuse themselves, is not conducive to the reporting of abuse. 
As discussed above, Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin were unlikely to report abuse if they knew that there 
was a likelihood that the report would not be acted on, and that they risked further abuse as a consequence 
of reporting. As many HMAS Leeuwin staff members appear to have known of the incidence and likelihood of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, they should also have been aware of the under-reporting of abuse.

For all of these reasons, the Taskforce has found that HMAS Leeuwin was an establishment within which there 
was a pattern or practice of abuse about which Defence reasonably knew or ought to have known. In cases where 
Junior Recruits did not report the abuse that they suffered, the failure of the staff of HMAS Leeuwin to prevent, 
stop or respond to this abuse is the foundation for a finding of Defence mismanagement.
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 6. Impacts of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
on complainants

My time in HMAS Leeuwin completely changed my life. I went from a young, naïve, good, clean living young 
bloke to a wild insecure person who ran into trouble both in Navy and civilian life. I hit the booze, cigarettes 
and drugs and also developed a massive gambling habit. 

I have not told many people at all about these experiences I had whilst on HMAS Leeuwin. It is very hard 
for me to talk about. I continue to have nightmares and flash backs about these incidents. I dream of 
revenge against those who perpetrated these abuses on me.

I have intrusive thoughts in relation to the sexual abuse that occurred and I have in the past had 
suicidal thoughts.

I have found it very difficult to hold down secure jobs subsequent to my discharge from the Navy and had a 
long period of time in my life where I have used alcohol and drugs. I have been diagnosed as suffering with 
chronic post traumatic stress disorder and major depressive disorder.

Although I kept trying to make something of my life, it was too hard at times to maintain a normal way of 
life. I drank and smoked heavily and struggled with addiction to drugs and gambling and I still struggle 
with these issues to this day. My use of these substances was an attempt to deal with the memories and 
actions that I was subjected to while in the Navy.

The impact of the experiences in the Navy has also negatively affected my personal relationships with 
previous spouses, children, grand children and great grand children. I now no longer have a relationship 
with my children and grandchildren as they have distanced themselves from me.371  

Complaints to the Taskforce indicate that many Junior Recruits experienced abuse of varying types at 
HMAS Leeuwin that impacted their lives and careers both at the time and for years afterwards. Individuals who 
have come forward to the Taskforce have told both of the immediate impacts of the abuse they experienced as 
well as impacts that have been much longer lasting. These have included physical injuries, severe emotional 
distress, ruined careers, relationship breakdowns, drug addiction, alcoholism, psychological disorders, 
suicidal ideation, social isolation and many others.

6.1 Impacts at the time of the abuse
Many complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin told the Taskforce of the significant physical and 
psychological impacts they suffered at the time of the abuse. In many cases those impacts were exacerbated 
because those abused were only 15 or 16 years old and were living far away from their home and family for the 
first time. Complainants also spoke of their abusive experiences leading to behavioural changes or impacting on 
their Naval careers. 

(a) Physical injuries 

Many complainants reported suffering physical injuries at the time they experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 
ranging from minor scratches or bruising to much more severe injuries such as broken bones. Further details of 
injuries caused by particular types of abuse are discussed in section 3. 

Some complainants reported physical injuries caused by harsh training or disciplinary practices inflicted by 
HMAS Leeuwin staff members. These included instances of Junior Recruits being made to hold a rifle above 
their head until they collapsed; being made to bunny-hop up a hill with bedding on their back until their hands 
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were bleeding; being made to continue physical training until they lost consciousness; being made to train while 
already injured, exacerbating their existing injury; and being made to lie on the ground after collapsing from 
exhaustion during training, while other Junior Recruits were made to run over them. 

Other complainants told of injuries including black eyes, cut lips, bruising, being knocked out or having noses or 
ribs broken while being forced to take part in fights or boxing matches. 

Many complainants reported physical injuries caused by acts of bullying and physical abuse by Junior Recruits. 
These included cuts, bruising, sprains, back injuries and broken noses, teeth or limbs from being punched, 
kicked or hit with heavy or sharp objects while running the gauntlet; physical assaults that caused injuries such 
as tinnitus, deafness, lost teeth and a split head requiring stiches; and painful, raw and bleeding skin from being 
scrubbed with brooms, brushes, steel wool and/or abrasive cleaning products. 

For example, one complainant described the injuries caused by scrubbings as follows:

We were only 16 years old. We were taken to the 
showers […] where we were stripped naked and held 
down on a bench by two other Junior Recruits. The 
Senior Ranking scrubbed us all over with abrasive 
sandsoap, which ripped our skin leaving us with 
bloodied abrasions all over our bodies causing us 
unbearable pain and discomfort. Following this, a 
bucket of cold water was thrown over us. This pain and 
discomfort continued for 24 hours per day for the many 
weeks it took for the wounds to heal.372 

Another complainant described receiving injuries during a number of physical assaults:

I was beaten many times and suffered mostly bruising to my head and body. I suffered back pain, 
which resulted in pain in various parts of my spine and legs. I lost a couple of teeth and my nose 
was broken, but I reset it myself, though some years later I did have to have a doctor operate on 
it to clear the airways.373

Complainants who suffered various forms of sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits or by staff members 
spoke of suffering a range of particularly disturbing physical impacts or injuries including extreme pain caused 
by having a vacuum cleaner applied to their penis or testicles or having an object such as a broom or mop handle 
forced into their anus; pain, bruising or a burning sensation caused by having boot polish or deep heat forcibly 
smeared on their genitals; and bleeding from the anus or sores around the anus after being raped. 

As discussed in section 3, some complainants reported that, after receiving injuries as a result of experiencing 
abuse, they were reluctant to seek medical assistance at the HMAS Leeuwin sick bay. Others reported that 
when they did attend the sick bay, they were either not provided with medical assistance at all, were provided 
with inadequate medical assistance, or were subjected to verbal abuse or dismissive comments by the sick 
bay attendant. 

In some cases, complainants spoke of ongoing impacts of their physical injuries that still plague them today.

(b) Psychological impacts

Many complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin spoke of the significant psychological impacts they 
experienced at the time. Some spoke of feeling fearful and isolated and having no one they could trust to confide 
in after experiencing abuse. Others spoke of feeling betrayed, angry, violent or distrustful – particularly where 
the abuse was perpetrated by staff members. As discussed in section 5, in many cases complainants were too 
fearful of retribution or possible discharge from the Navy to report the abuse they had experienced.

“The Senior Ranking scrubbed us 
all over with abrasive sandsoap, 
which ripped our skin leaving 
us with bloodied abrasions 
all over our bodies causing us 
unbearable pain and discomfort.”
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Some complainants spoke of being terrified at the time of the abuse and living in fear for the remainder of 
their time at HMAS Leeuwin. One complainant who was subjected to bullying and physical abuse described his 
experience as follows:

Some nights I would jump the fence and sleep in a park just to escape the abuse. On another 
occasion I spent four days living and sleeping in the boat shed because I did not feel safe 
going back to the dormitories. I did not attend classes during this time. When I did sleep in my 
bed I cried a lot. I slept with a bayonet between my knees. […] I was a 16 year old and I was in 
constant fear.374

Another complainant who experienced bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse told the Taskforce:

During my time at Leeuwin, I became more and more frightened. I had problems sleeping and 
by about the fifth month I slept with a knife under my pillow. I also gradually became more and 
more withdrawn. I kept to myself. I never heard anyone talking about the attacks. The culture 
of the place was to take the treatment and keep quiet. There was nobody to complain to, in the 
sense that there was no way of complaining without victimisation.375

A further complainant stated:

I was terrified after being violently sexually assaulted 
by a staff member. I refused to attend Sick Bay for 
medical attention and pain relief and every night in my 
dormitory bed, after lights out, I suffered tremendous 
fear and anxiety. I learnt to sleep with one eye open. 
When I actually fell asleep the nightmares, which 
have spoiled sleep my entire life, began. Constantly 
worried, I kept to myself and took up smoking White 
Ox tobacco, which I’m still addicted to this day. Adding 
to my stress, I developed a reputation as a loner and 
suffered unbelievable physical bastardisation at the 
hands of older recruits and superiors during the next 
twelve months.376

Some complainants spoke of the intimidating impacts of being subjected to relentless verbal abuse by staff 
members throughout their training period. One former Junior Recruit described his experience as follows:

The verbal abuse, bullying and intimidation that we received from our superiors was devastating. 
It felt like I was in a reformatory. I started to feel scared from the moment I stepped off the bus 
and this fear stayed with me for my time at HMAS Leeuwin and long after.377 

As discussed in section 4, some complainants reported that the abuse they experienced led to them becoming 
more violent – in some cases, even becoming perpetrators of abuse themselves.

Other complainants spoke of the humiliation or degradation they felt as a result of being subjected to abuse, 
particularly where it included a sexual element, such as vacuuming or Sadie-ing (having a vacuum cleaner hose 
forcibly applied to their genitals), being forced to masturbate in front of others, being forced to drink semen, 
being urinated on or masturbated on, having boot polish smeared on their genitals, or being stripped and 
scrubbed all over their body. 

One such complainant described his feelings after being subjected to a scrubbing:

I was then forced outside, still naked, into the roadway between the laundry and dormitories, 
where I was released. It was night time, it was cold and windy and the area was lit by street 
lamps. I recall seeing a large group of fellow Junior Recruits, some shouting and laughing, while 
some others said nothing. I felt ashamed and humiliated and ran back inside the bathrooms to 

“I was terrified after being 
violently sexually assaulted by a 
staff member. I refused to attend 
Sick Bay for medical attention 
and pain relief and every night 
in my dormitory bed, after lights 
out, I suffered tremendous fear 
and anxiety. I learnt to sleep 
with one eye open.”
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have a shower and wash off the soap from my body. This incident has stayed in my memory ever 
since, frequently surfacing in my dreams at night. […] To be naked in front of dozens of other 
recruits was humiliating in the extreme. To be laughed at for days afterwards was even worse. 
I had no one to report this to, as it was general knowledge among my fellow recruits and I felt 
that telling the instructors would merely earn me a “harden up” reprimand.378

Another complainant who was forced to drink from a coke can into which another Junior Recruit had ejaculated 
told the Taskforce:

After this I was left alone by the group for about a month. However, the incident was being talked 
about amongst groups of people. Everybody in my division knew what had occurred to me. I felt 
humiliated, embarrassed, dirty and scared.379

In some cases, complainants reported that after experiencing abuse, they or other Junior Recruits engaged in 
acts of self-harm while they were still at HMAS Leeuwin. This included acts such as slashing their wrists and 
jumping off the top floor of a building. Others reported that some Junior Recruits who had been subjected to 
abuse attempted to commit suicide while at HMAS Leeuwin, including one who attempted to suffocate himself 
by placing a plastic bag over his face and another who tried to gas himself.380

(c) Changed views about authority and the Navy

Some complainants reported that the abusive treatment they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin – particularly where 
it consisted of harsh training or disciplinary practices by staff members or hierarchy-based bullying by Junior 
Recruits – was intended to make them comply with orders and authority, and it had its intended impact through 
creating fear and intimidation.

Other complainants reported very different impacts – that the abuse they experienced destroyed their faith in 
authority and in the Navy more generally, in some cases leading to them seeking discharge during or not long 
after their training at HMAS Leeuwin, and in other cases leading to disciplinary problems. Some complainants 
reported that they had expected to be subjected to firm discipline at HMAS Leeuwin, but what they experienced 
in practice went far beyond what they felt was reasonable for teenage recruits.

One complainant told the Taskforce:

As sad as this may seem, the only things I learnt while in the Navy, resulting from this woeful 
situation, was how to fight and defend myself, and to never trust again. What a blight this is on 
an institution that should have equipped me with some profound life skills and fond boyhood 
memories. Instead, my memories only cause me sadness and pain.381

A complainant who experienced bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse at the hands of other Junior Recruits, 
including being sexually assaulted with a vacuum cleaner hose, described the impact as follows: 

I had looked forward to joining the regular Navy and expected a high degree of professionalism. 
The incident of the initiation and the culture of fear of unsanctioned punishment left me shocked 
and disillusioned. When other boys were victimised I felt powerless and hopeless.382

Another complainant who experienced physical and sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits, including an 
assault during which a broom handle was inserted into his anus, told the Taskforce:

Following the assault I began drinking heavily and suffered more bullying and generally lost 
any direction and career enthusiasm I initially had. I was heavily traumatised and only lasted a 
couple more months in the Navy until I was discharged for having a poor attitude and overall 
poor discipline.383

A further complainant who was subjected to bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse was discharged from 
the Navy shortly thereafter. He said that on the train ride home: 
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I stretched out on the long seat and slept to hide from my tormenting emotions. I was so 
damaged; I even wet myself with the tension as I slept. I now realise my mental state at that 
point was not very good, and I was in desperate need of counselling, and some words of comfort 
[…] unfortunately, I didn’t receive either.384

Some complainants reported feeling as though they had been 
betrayed by staff members or by the Navy as a whole, and 
indicated that they became distrustful of authority figures or 
people more generally after experiencing abuse. Others reported 
feeling as though the Navy had breached its duty of care to 
Junior Recruits who were abused at HMAS Leeuwin, given 
that they were minors at the time. One complainant told the 
Taskforce: 

I was sexually abused. I felt very angry and upset that 
the Navy let these things occur. I felt as if they had 
betrayed me. I was fearful that these types of incidents would happen to me again. I felt like I 
could not trust anyone. I could not wait to leave Leeuwin.385

Another complainant who experienced various forms of abuse including rape by a staff member expressed his 
feelings of betrayal as follows:

During my time at HMAS Leeuwin I continually put my trust in the staff only to be failed by 
them on a number of occasions. I was a 16 year old boy and thought that the job of the staff 
was to protect us. I did not think they would let anything bad happen to us let alone abuse us 
themselves.386 

Some complainants reported feeling particularly distrustful of authority figures after experiencing abuse and 
reporting it, only to be accused of lying or punished as a result. In some such cases complainants went on to 
experience further abuse which they did not report due to their negative experience reporting the first time. 

In one case, a Junior Recruit experienced ongoing instances of sexual 
and physical abuse by a staff member. Some of this was witnessed by 
another staff member. He was initially too fearful to report the abuse. 
When he finally summoned the courage to report the sexual abuse to 
a Lieutenant, he was not believed. Instead, he was accused of lying 
and being a trouble maker, was told that the Navy did not need people 
like him, and was warned that he could be charged for making false 
accusations. He was then charged on spurious grounds and was 
punished. He was subsequently beaten and sexually abused by other 
Junior Recruits. After his first experience reporting, he did not tell 
anyone else about the abuse he was subjected to.387 

(d) Resort to alcohol or other means of ‘escape’

A number of complainants spoke of various means they resorted to in attempts to try to ‘escape’ the abuse 
they had experienced, or were experiencing, at HMAS Leeuwin. Many complainants reported attempts to  
‘blend in’ or ‘keep their head down’ in order to avoid drawing attention to themselves and becoming potential 
targets for abuse.

In some cases complainants told the Taskforce that they avoided certain parts of the base at particular times 
of the day in order to minimise the chance of being subjected to abuse. For example, one complainant who had 
been subjected to a violent physical and sexual assault by a group of unidentified abusers in the ablutions block 
told the Taskforce:

“I was sexually abused. I felt very 
angry and upset that the Navy let 
these things occur. I felt as if they 
had betrayed me. I was fearful 
that these types of incidents 
would happen to me again. I felt 
like I could not trust anyone.”

“I was a 16 year old boy 
and thought that the job of 
the staff was to protect us. 
I did not think they would 
let anything bad happen 
to us let alone abuse us 
themselves.”
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For the rest of my time spent at HMAS Leeuwin I never once went to the ablutions block after 
lights out, nor would I enter the ablutions block in the evening unless someone I knew was also 
going to the block. If I needed to urinate during the night I used to do it into a bottle that I used to 
take to bed with me and then I would empty this bottle out the window of a morning.388

Other complainants reported that they or other Junior Recruits were fearful of being abused, and deserted 
or went absent without leave (AWOL) from HMAS Leeuwin. In some cases running away was not enough to 
avoid being subjected to further abuse. One complainant who had been subjected to bullying and physical 
abuse by Junior Recruits as well as harsh training and disciplinary practices by staff members described his 
experience as follows:

I could not take any more of the brutality and stand over tactics so I deserted. Two days later 
I returned and was placed in cells awaiting my charge being heard. There were two recruits 
awaiting discharge for brutality and standover tactics on others in with me. One night they 
entered my cell and one grabbed me in a head lock. The other pulled my shorts and underwear 
down and then attempted to anally rape me with his erect penis. I called for help then kicked 
him in the groin. They fled but smacked me in the face on the way out.389

Another complainant who experienced bullying and physical abuse at HMAS Leeuwin said that the impacts led 
to him going AWOL from his subsequent posting:

For years I have had this buried away inside me. I even thought it was all my fault. Of course it 
wasn’t, but it took me a while to realise that. When I left Leeuwin I was sent to HMAS Sydney. 
I had not been there long when at some level I must have realised that I could no longer live 
the way I was. So on one shore leave I failed to return. It was not a conscious decision. It just 
happened. Looking back on it now, I can see that this was the start of my first experience with 
“Depression”.390

Some complainants reported that they turned to smoking or excessive drinking of alcohol as a way of trying 
to suppress their feelings about having been subjected to abuse, or as a means of trying to fit in and avoid 
becoming the target of further abuse. One complainant who 
experienced bullying and physical abuse told the Taskforce:

Alcohol was used as an escape by many of the Junior 
Recruits. I would become highly intoxicated on the 
weekends and smoke “like a train” in order to forget about 
the abuses and fear that I was suffering at HMAS Leeuwin. 
The Junior Recruits would also sneak alcohol into the 
movies on the weekends so that they could become 
intoxicated. I would also see fellow Junior Recruits 
intoxicated and passed out under a bridge while on 
weekend leave, as a means of escape from the incidents 
of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.391 

Another complainant who experienced sexual abuse at HMAS Leeuwin described his subsequent experience 
as follows:

During the remainder of my time at HMAS Leeuwin I made a very conscious effort to become 
“one of the boys”. I began to drink alcohol whenever the opportunity arose […] I continued to 
drink whenever I got the chance as I believe this made me one of the boys and in fact protected 
me from further assault. I also commenced smoking whilst at HMAS Leeuwin due to peer 
pressure […] I continued to smoke all during my Navy service and well after leaving the Navy. […] 
When I gave up smoking I was using about 50 cigarettes a day.392

“Alcohol was used as an 
escape by many of the Junior 
Recruits. I would become 
highly intoxicated on the 
weekends and smoke ‘like a 
train’ in order to forget about 
the abuses and fear that I was 
suffering at HMAS Leeuwin.”
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Many accounts provided to the Taskforce suggest that the presence of alcohol was pervasive amongst both staff 
members and Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin, even though the latter were officially prohibited from drinking 
because they were underage.393 As one complainant described:

From day 1 at Leeuwin we were exposed to attitudes from senior ranks and more mature 
peers that not only encouraged drinking to excess, but actually gave preferential attitude and 
benefits of stronger interpersonal relationships with recruits willing to subject their bodies to 
alcohol abuse. We were encouraged to drink at the naval club in Fremantle and suffered no 
admonishment for returning to base inebriated. Those who chose not to imbibe often suffered 
physical abuse at the hands of bigger recruits. If a complaint was forwarded to senior service 
people it would be ridiculed in most instances.394

As discussed below, in a significant number of cases complainants reported that one of the ongoing impacts 
of the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin as teenagers was heavy use of alcohol, alcoholism or drug 
addiction in the years that followed.

6.2 Longer term impacts 
A small number of individuals who alleged that they experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin told the Taskforce that 
in later years they were able to move on, forge successful careers and form happy and stable relationships. 

However, the vast majority of complainants indicated that the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin had 
lasting impacts – in many cases, impacts that continue to affect their lives and the lives of their family members 
today. Most reported experiencing a range of the physical, psychological and practical impacts discussed below. 
For example, one complainant who was subjected to sexual abuse at HMAS Leeuwin described the ongoing 
impacts as follows:

I avoid thoughts, feelings, or conversations associated with the trauma; I avoid activities, 
places, or people that arouse recollections of the trauma; I suffer [from] an inability to recall 
some important aspects of the trauma; I suffer markedly diminished interest or participation 
in significant activities; I have a restricted range of affect (e.g., unable to have loving feelings); a 
sense of a foreshortened future (e.g., do not expect to have a normal life span); I have difficulty 
falling or staying asleep without medication; and I am constantly irritable and have frequent 
outbursts of anger. I suffer terribly. I have suicidal thoughts. 
I have been diagnosed with PTSD by the psychiatrist and 
the psychologist. I am obese, a diabetic, suffer from alcohol 
dependency, have hypertension, depression and anger issues. 
I have been married four times and divorced three times. I am 
bewildered to think how my life would have turned out if this 
hadn’t happened to me. I’ve had four marriages. I can’t keep 
friends. My daughter does not talk to me. I have suffered for 
a life time. My whole life, I’ve either been hurt or been hurting 
people. That is my life now. This is all because I was abused by 
the Chief Petty Officer and the Leading Seaman when I was a 
child. I had the fear then and anger now.395

In some cases complainants were subjected to further abuse or other traumatic experiences while serving 
in the Navy at other locations subsequent to their training period at HMAS Leeuwin, and the impacts they 
reported could be partially due to those later experiences. Even in those cases, however, complainants tended 
to report that they felt that the negative impacts all began with the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin 
as teenagers.

“I can’t keep friends. My 
daughter does not talk 
to me. I have suffered 
for a life time. My whole 
life, I’ve either been hurt 
or been hurting people. 
That is my life now.”
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(a) Career impacts

As noted above, while some complainants went on to pursue successful careers in the Navy, others reported 
that the abuse they experienced destroyed their faith in authority or in the Navy more generally, in some cases 
leading to them seeking discharge during or not long after their training at HMAS Leeuwin.

Some complainants told the Taskforce that as children or teenagers they had dreamed of pursuing lifelong 
careers in the Navy, but that after the abuse they were subjected to they felt they had no option other than 
discharge, leaving their career hopes in tatters. In some cases this was particularly difficult, as complainants 
had family members who had successful careers in Defence, and complainants did not feel able to tell those 
family members about the abuse they had been subjected to or their reasons for leaving the Navy. One 
complainant told the Taskforce:

The assaults and belittlement that I suffered caused me to live in constant fear of what was going 
to happen to me during my time in the Navy, and the fact that the Navy did not protect me meant 
that I did not continue. I believe that if I hadn’t undergone such a terrible time at HMAS Leeuwin 
I would have remained in the Navy. My father was bitterly disappointed and upset that his son 
“hadn’t lasted” in the Navy. This became a terrible point of difference between us and affected 
our relationship. I felt that I had let him down. I did not tell my father about the abuse I suffered 
in the Navy because I did not want to cause him further upset. I have suffered from chronic Post 
Traumatic Stress Disorder since the incident, approximately 48 years ago. This had a negative 
impact on both myself and my family. I have drifted from job to job unable to settle.396

Complainants who discharged from the Navy following abusive experiences at HMAS Leeuwin commonly 
reported that the physical or psychological impacts of their abuse contributed to them subsequently having 
difficulties holding down a job, or that they went from one menial job to another. In some cases complainants 
reported losing a job due to the ongoing impacts of physical injuries they suffered while being subjected to 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin; in other cases complainants spoke of impacts such as panic attacks contributing to 
their inability to work. 

Some complainants felt that their earning capacity over a period of decades had been significantly reduced as a 
result of abusive experiences ending their Naval careers and impacting their civilian careers.

In a few cases complainants reported that difficulties holding down a job after being subjected to abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin led to them experiencing periods of homelessness.

(b) Psychological impacts

Most complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin told the 
Taskforce of significant and ongoing psychological impacts they have 
experienced since then. One complainant told the Taskforce, ‘[t]o this day I 
can feel the emotional pain of those dreadful days of hell welling up inside 
me. Unfortunately such abuse never really leaves you’.397

Complainants reported being unable to forget the abuse they experienced, 
with some indicating that they feel they have not been able to effectively 
move on with their lives. Some complainants indicated that they still  
‘re-live’ the abusive events, or that they can still picture the face or faces 
of those who abused them, despite decades having passed. One complainant who experienced bullying and 
physical assaults at HMAS Leeuwin described the ongoing impacts as follows:

Forty-six years later, I’m still reliving the past. It is very common for me to wake up drenched 
in sweat from a nightmare related to the brutality I received in the RAN. My wife left me some 
years ago because of who I had become. As the years have passed I became more withdrawn 
from society to the point where I now have to push myself to go to the supermarket.398

“Forty-six years later, 
I’m still reliving the past. 
It is very common for me 
to wake up drenched in 
sweat from a nightmare 
related to the brutality I 
received in the RAN.”
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Some complainants spoke of years of unhappiness characterised by feelings of anger, aggressive outbursts, 
violent reactions or mood swings. One complainant who experienced physical and sexual abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin told the Taskforce about the impacts on him:

[The abuse m]ade me even more timid, withdrawn, anti-social and more authoritarian. Made me 
doubt my ability to cope with life in general. Made me angry and reactive to criticism and this 
in turn, made me verbally abusive to others, including my family. I believe it moulded me into 
an authoritarian, institutionalised, inflexible individual; negatively impacting on subordinates, 
peers and family. I believe this moulding of temperament and attitude contributed in no small 
part to my subsequent divorce after 27 years of marriage. My anger and power control traits 
have impacted adversely on my […] children and continue to impact on my personal life to this 
day. In the last 12-18 months I have been diagnosed with mental health issues (depression and 
anger management issues) and have received professional counselling.399

Another complainant who was subjected to bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
described experiencing a violent reaction in an unrelated situation, some thirty years later:

About thirty or so years after leaving the Navy, I was on a flight returning to Australia, when a 
movie […] about a similar situation in a boys’ reform home was shown. I became so upset and 
angry, had one of those men been standing before me, I would have gladly killed him with my 
bare hands, and I don’t mean it figuratively. It was only then that I realised, while I had dealt 
with much of the pain from those days, the deep-seated damage had never been repaired. I had 
to get out of my seat, and pace up and down the narrow [aisle] to walk off the adrenalin my rage 
had pumped into my body. I am not saying these feelings are okay. What I am trying to illustrate 
here, is the longevity and depth of such pain. I am not surprised so many victims, both men and 
women, have committed violent acts against their predators, 
and even produced their own victims. I have forgiven, however, 
it’s impossible to forget, and unfortunately the pain never 
leaves you.400

Other complainants reported experiencing ongoing low self-esteem 
or feelings of shame or embarrassment after experiencing abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin. For example, one complainant who experienced bullying 
and physical abuse stated:

It changed my personality. I thought once I had left 
HMAS Leeuwin after 12 months it would all go away.  
It did not. […]  
I was afraid I could go to another ship and my abuser 
would be there. It has had a lifetime effect on me. I still feel 
ashamed and weak.401

Many complainants indicated that they had experienced years of anxiety or depression; that they had been 
diagnosed with a depressive disorder or with PTSD; that they had sought counselling or psychological treatment; 
or that they had been on, or continued to take, prescription medication such as anti-depressants or  
anti-psychotics. Some complainants reported suffering mental breakdowns that required periods of 
hospitalisation. One complainant who was subjected to physical and sexual abuse by Junior Recruits told 
the Taskforce:

In approximately 2009, I was diagnosed with PTSD. This is when I started to get assistance 
through the Department of Veterans’ Affairs. The Department has accepted that my ADF service 
caused my PTSD. The hospital prescribed me with 32 tablets which I currently take. These 
tablets consist of anti-depressants, anti-psychotics and calmatives. I attend the hospital every 

“I thought once I had 
left HMAS Leeuwin after 
12 months it would all 
go away. It did not. […] 
I was afraid I could go 
to another ship and my 
abuser would be there. 
It has had a lifetime 
effect on me.”
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three months for relapse prevention.402 

Another complainant who experienced bullying, physical abuse and 
sexual abuse at the hands of fellow Junior Recruits said:

I am reminded daily of what I had to endure at Leeuwin and 
I continue to struggle with issues that had happened in the 
Navy. I went and saw my doctor and told him my story. I was 
subsequently diagnosed with depression. I have been given 
medication by my psychiatrist and doctor to try and combat the 
depression that I have developed as a result of the incidents 
that occurred at HMAS Leeuwin. When I joined the Navy as a Junior Recruit at HMAS Leeuwin, I 
was expecting the Navy to look after me. They completely failed me in this regard.403

A significant number of complainants reported that they had engaged in acts of self-harm in the years following 
the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin, or that they had experienced suicidal thoughts or attempted to 
commit suicide on one or more occasion – in some cases, leading to periods of hospitalisation. For example, 
complainants reported that they had engaged in acts such as swallowing dangerous substances, cutting their 
wrists or taking overdoses of pills. 

(c) Physical impacts and addictions

As noted above, some complainants reported suffering physical injuries while being subjected to abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin which have had ongoing impacts since then, including pain, discomfort, treatment costs,  
and job losses or other impacts on their ability to work. 

For example, one complainant who experienced bullying, sexual abuse and physical abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
in the 1960s told the Taskforce that more senior Junior Recruits made him run the gauntlet on a number of 
occasions while hitting him with pillowcases filled with heavy objects. On one such occasion he was hit on the 
back, fell to the ground and had to crawl out the other end of the gauntlet while Junior Recruits kicked him. 
The complainant indicated that he has suffered from chronic back pain ever since.404

Many complainants reported experiencing physical manifestations of the ongoing psychological distress they 
felt after experiencing abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. These included nightmares, night sweats, difficulties sleeping, 
flashbacks, panic attacks and gastric problems. For example, one complainant who experienced physical and 
sexual abuse described having nightmares or flashbacks about an incident in which he was pursued by other 
Junior Recruits:

This particular incident, where I was pursued for some length of time, in the dark, inadequately 
dressed and with concerns for my physical safety, caused me great stress and, to this day, I still 
occasionally wake in fright from dreams where I am “being pursued” by unknown entities, 
generally where there is no escape and/or I am faced with the alternative of “jumping into 
a void” or a “confined space”. This is hard to explain, however I have disclosed these during 
psychotherapy counselling. These flashbacks were frequent for some years, but since 
counselling they have not been quite as frequent.405

Some complainants indicated that experiencing physical manifestations of their ongoing psychological distress 
– in particular, incidents such as panic attacks – interfered with their ability to work in later years, either during 
certain periods or on an ongoing basis.

A significant number of complainants reported that in the years following their abuse at HMAS Leeuwin they 
drank alcohol to excess as a means of coping or suppressing the memories, and some reported having been 
diagnosed as alcoholic or as having alcohol dependency in later life. Others reported that they smoked cigarettes 
to excess, engaged in drug use or developed a drug addiction. As noted above, in some cases complainants’ 
heavy use of alcohol or cigarettes was a pattern of behaviour that began while they were still at HMAS Leeuwin, 
after experiencing abuse.

“When I joined the Navy 
as a Junior Recruit at 
HMAS Leeuwin, I was 
expecting the Navy to look 
after me. They completely 
failed me in this regard.”
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In many cases complainants reported experiencing a range of these physical impacts or addictions, along with 
other psychological and personal impacts of abuse. For example, one complainant who experienced physical and 
sexual abuse by Junior Recruits described some of the ongoing impacts as follows:

When I arrived back in my home town, I stayed at the family home for approximately one 
year. During that time my mum started to notice my sleeping patterns change. I would have 
nightmares, I would talk in my sleep and I would sleepwalk. My mum would tell me that I 
would talk to her in my sleep about the incidents but I wouldn’t tell her the details of what had 
happened to me. I became an alcoholic; it was my way of dealing with what had happened to me. 
Every job I had after the incident I was sacked for drinking. Wherever I went my booze came with 
me. In 1987 I worked for the last time. Between 1987 and 1994 I was receiving the dole which 
would support my drinking addiction. Since 1994 I have been in receipt of a pension. During this 
period, I had no stable home. I would stay on the couch of various friends. I have attended at 
various detox centres but this didn’t help my drinking problem.406

(d) Personal relationships and social impacts

Most complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
told the Taskforce that this had ongoing impacts on their personal 
relationships and social interactions for years to come. Many 
reported that after experiencing abuse, they felt unable to 
trust people, unable to form close friendships or relationships, 
or uncomfortable socialising with others. Some described 
themselves as being ‘loners’, having very few friends, or living as a 
‘recluse’. One complainant who experienced bullying and physical 
abuse told the Taskforce:

The things that I saw and the things that I was subjected 
to, have affected how I interact with people. Since my 
time at HMAS Leeuwin I have never made friends easily 
nor have I ever had a best friend. I prefer to be alone 
because I feel as though I cannot trust anyone. I particularly dislike crowds or parties or large 
group gatherings. I am no longer a social person. I am prone to violent outbursts and react to 
certain situations. I have been married three times, such that I believe that my time at Leeuwin 
has greatly impacted on my ability to be in a relationship.407

Another complainant who experienced bullying and physical assaults described the ongoing impacts as follows:

I have suffered from depression and God knows what else for all of my adult life. Because of my 
experiences in the Navy I became a loner, keeping to myself and being standoffish. I no longer 
trusted people and it was the only way I knew of to protect myself. I never sought medical help. 
The Navy showed me that there wasn’t any. So I tried to suck it up and manage it myself. But it 
always came back to haunt me and I would lose my job. I was never able to gain a trade. So [I] 
just went from job to job.408

Many complainants reported that the abuse they experienced impacted their ability to form or maintain close 
marital or parental relationships, with a significant number indicating that they had experienced one or more 
failed marriages, had been left by their spouse or had been unable to communicate or connect with their 
children. One complainant who experienced physical and sexual abuse and subsequently turned to excessive 
alcohol use as a coping mechanism told the Taskforce:

“The things that I saw and the 
things that I was subjected to, 
have affected how I interact 
with people. Since my time at 
HMAS Leeuwin I have never 
made friends easily nor have I 
ever had a best friend. I prefer 
to be alone because I feel as 
though I cannot trust anyone.”
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[My] marriage lasted 12 months. I was fired for being drunk during my marriage and about this 
time my wife left me. I had a daughter with my ex-wife who is now grown up. However I have not 
seen her since our relationship ended. I had nothing to do with my daughter as she was growing 
up as my ex-wife would not allow me to be a part of her life. I tried reconnecting with my ex-wife 
but she did not have any interest in this. I have been in another committed relationship that 
lasted about 12 months. I have had no other long term relationships.409

Another complainant who experienced bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse at the hands of  
Junior Recruits said: 

Following the sexual abuse, I have constantly 
struggled with what happened to me at 
HMAS Leeuwin and kept it to myself for many 
years. The only way I am able to supress feelings 
of what happened at Leeuwin is to turn to alcohol 
and this is an ongoing struggle for me. To make 
things worse, the media is always covering stories 
relating to these types of incidents in the Defence 
Force and every time I see or hear about these 
incidents, my memories and feelings from my time 
at HMAS Leeuwin come rushing back. Despite my 
best efforts my memories of Leeuwin will not go 
away. What happened to me in the Navy has had an impact on my ability to have relationships. 
I have had a number of relationships and two marriages both of which have failed. I continue 
to try and put this behind me but to no avail. I have been a very overprotective father and am 
constantly trying to make sure that the types of things that happened to me at Leeuwin do not 
happen to my children.410  

Some complainants indicated that the impacts of their abuse had also been felt by their spouses and children. 
This had occurred in various ways, for example, family members who bore the brunt of complainants’ ongoing 
struggle with anxiety, depression, anger, mood swings or excessive alcohol use; or spouses whose sleep was 
disturbed by complainants having nightmares and thrashing around in their sleep. In a few cases complainants 
indicated that one of the later impacts of their abuse was sexual dysfunction or a limited ability to be intimate 
with their spouse.

In many cases the impacts on family members may have been particularly difficult to cope with, as complainants 
had not told their family members about the abuse they had experienced. Some complainants indicated that, at 
the time and for years after they experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, they told no one – including their parents, 
spouses and children. One complainant who was subjected to bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse told 
the Taskforce:

Unfortunately, I was too ashamed to tell my dad all the graphic details of the sexual attacks, so 
I guess it wasn’t entirely his fault for not helping me in the way I needed. Shame and disgust, 
mingled with self-hatred is a very powerful deterrent to spilling your guts, even when it could 
save you.411

Another complainant who experienced bullying, physical abuse and sexual abuse said:

I find it hard to talk to people about my experiences at Leeuwin, and find it very hard to discuss 
the sexual abuse. I have talked very little about these incidents. I remember I once tried to tell 
my wife, but I failed. One time I got as far as telling her I needed to see a doctor or a priest.412

“Following the sexual abuse, I have 
constantly struggled with what 
happened to me at HMAS Leeuwin 
and kept it to myself for many 
years. The only way I am able to 
supress feelings of what happened 
at Leeuwin is to turn to alcohol and 
this is an ongoing struggle for me.”
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In some cases complainants indicated that they eventually told someone – 
most commonly their spouse, a counsellor or a psychologist – but in other 
cases complainants had never discussed the abuse prior to reporting it to 
the Taskforce. One complainant who was subjected to bullying and sexual 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin stated:

My personal experience had a profound and lasting impact on me. 
I have been married over 30 years and I have never been brave 
enough to talk with my wife or anyone else.413 

For many complainants the process of telling their story of abusive 
experiences to the Taskforce has been a difficult one. As discussed in 
section 7, the Taskforce continues to offer support to complainants 
engaging with that difficult process, and to offer outcomes including 
access to counselling where complaints have been assessed as raising 
plausible allegations of abuse.

“My personal 
experience had a 
profound and lasting 
impact on me. I have 
been married over 
30 years and I have 
never been brave 
enough to talk with my 
wife or anyone else.”
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7. Taskforce outcomes and engagement 
with complainants

7.1 Taskforce engagement with complainants
Coming into contact with the Taskforce has affected the lives of complainants in various ways, as discussed 
below. The Taskforce acknowledges the distress that some complainants have experienced as a result of 
sharing their stories of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, and thanks complainants for being willing to share those 
stories. As discussed in section 6, some of those who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin had never 
previously reported their abuse or spoken of it, even to their partners or family members. For those who had 
shared their stories of abuse previously, recounting them to the Taskforce was still a difficult or distressing 
experience for many.

For this reason, the Taskforce took measures to try to ensure that complainants were provided with appropriate 
support to assist them in reporting their accounts of abuse. The main such measure was the establishment of 
the Complainant Support Group. Staff of the Complainant Support Group are the only members of the Taskforce 
to have direct contact with complainants.

The Complainant Support Group provides one-on-one support to complainants throughout the process of their 
engagement with the Taskforce. Staff members of the Complainant Support Group have wide experience in 
working with people who have been subjected to violence, discrimination, social disadvantage and trauma. 
They provide advice, explanations and updates to complainants. They are able to assist vulnerable complainants 
to receive counselling, including emergency counselling, as required. They can also provide referrals to 
appropriate agencies for individuals whose complaints do not fall within the Taskforce Terms of Reference or 
are not assessed as raising plausible allegations of abuse.

The Taskforce has been pleased to hear from many complainants that they have gained some personal benefit 
as a result of coming forward to the Taskforce. Some have indicated 
that, despite the personal difficulty involved with making a complaint of 
abuse, there was also a cathartic or healing aspect to their experience. 
Such complainants said that having their stories heard provided them 
with validation, with one stating:

Even though it was a stressful process recounting the ordeal 
that had such a negative impact on my life in those formative 
years, this process has also been one of inner healing as well. 
Due to this process, the whole ordeal can now be reflected 
upon as a chapter in my life that occurred however, I can look 
back with acceptance and resolution, rather than inner fear 
and turmoil.414

Some of those who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin have taken the time to write to the Taskforce to 
acknowledge the support they have been provided throughout the complaint process. One complainant, 
for example, thanked the Taskforce for its ‘sensitive and empathetic approach’415, and another said that he 
had received ‘faultless service and advice’ from the Taskforce.416 

“Even though it was 
a stressful process 
recounting the ordeal 
that had such a negative 
impact on my life in those 
formative years, this 
process has also been one 
of inner healing as well.”
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7.2 Taskforce outcomes 

(a) Outcomes the Taskforce can provide

If the Taskforce is satisfied that an allegation is within the scope of its Terms of Reference and meets the 
plausibility test (as discussed in section 2), the Taskforce consults with the complainant about outcomes 
appropriate to their individual circumstances, which might include: 

•	 A referral for free counselling under the Defence Abuse Counselling Program.

•	 A Reparation Payment under the Defence Abuse Reparation Scheme of up to $50 000, with the amount 
of payment determined by the independent Reparation Payments Assessor depending on the nature, 
seriousness and number of instances of abuse suffered. Reparation Payments are divided into four 
categories, which recognise increasingly serious abuse: 

 – Category 1 (Abuse) – a payment of $5000; 

 – Category 2 (Abuse) – a payment of $15 000; 

 – Category 3 (Abuse) – a payment of $30 000; or 

 – Category 4 (Abuse) – a payment of $45 000. 

A separate, additional payment of $5000 is available when the Reparation Payments Assessor 
is satisfied that the abuse involved mismanagement by Defence. This is known as a Category 5 
(Mismanagement) payment.417  

•	 Referral of appropriate matters to civilian police for their assessment and possible investigation 
and prosecution.

•	 Referral to the Chief of the Defence Force for administrative and/or disciplinary sanction or management 
action. Administrative or disciplinary sanction may be imposed when a member of Defence’s conduct 
or performance has been unsatisfactory and that conduct has not been addressed or has been 
mismanaged. Such action is only possible where an alleged abuser, or someone who was involved in the 
mismanagement of abuse, is still serving in Defence. 

•	 Participation in the Defence Abuse Restorative Engagement Program, which gives complainants the 
opportunity to have their personal story of abuse heard, acknowledged and responded to by Defence 
– including, in some cases, an apology. Where a complainant is considered suitable and ready to 
participate in the Restorative Engagement Program, the complainant and a senior representative from 
Defence engage in a Restorative Engagement Conference which is facilitated by a facilitator who is 
specially trained by the Taskforce. The Restorative Engagement Conference usually takes place by way of 
a face to face private meeting. 

Complainants may receive one or any combination of these outcomes.418

(b) Counselling 

As of 6 May 2014, 37 complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin had been referred to the 
Defence Abuse Counselling Program. Counselling sessions were underway for 17 of these complainants, 
and counselling sessions had been undertaken and had concluded for two more.

There are many possible reasons for the relatively low number of requests for counselling made by 
HMAS Leeuwin complainants. For example, some complainants told the Taskforce that the length of time 
since the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin affected their decision as to whether they would seek 
counselling. Others had already received a significant amount of counselling or psychological treatment in 
relation to their abusive experiences and did not feel the need for more, or for assistance from a different source.
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(c) Defence Abuse Reparation Scheme

Most complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin requested a Reparation Payment. 

HMAS Leeuwin complainants who requested a Reparation Payment indicated that they did so for various 
reasons. Some wanted the payment to serve as reparation for the abuse and harm they suffered while serving 
as Junior Recruits, and for the lasting detrimental impact this had on their lives. For example, one former 
Junior Recruit asked for ‘[f]air compensation for my ongoing issues caused by poor treatment as a minor’.419 
Another requested ‘[c]ompensation. Not just for the “pain and suffering” but also for the mental torment that 
has plagued my life ever since these incidents occurred’.420 Yet another complainant asked to ‘be included in the 
Defence Abuse Reparation Scheme for the abuse inflicted on me and for the denial of justice’. 421 

Others wished specifically to be reimbursed for the lost wages that they felt resulted from diminished earning 
capacities or ruined careers that they attributed to their abusive experiences at HMAS Leeuwin (as discussed in 
section 6). One such complainant requested, ‘[t]hat I be compensated for the undermining of my career through 
the attack on my sense of safety and confidence in the navy’.422  

Still others wanted their past negative experiences to serve some broader social benefit, and expressed an 
intention to donate all or a proportion of their Reparation Payment to charitable causes. For example, one 
complainant advised that he had donated half of his Reparation Payment to an organisation providing resources 
for people struggling with anxiety and depression.423

As of 6 May 2014, 117 complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin had received a Reparation 
Payment from the Taskforce. Of these, 83 complainants (71 per cent) received a Category 4 (Abuse) payment of 
$45 000, 28 complainants (24 per cent) received a Category 3 (Abuse) payment of $30 000, four complainants 
(three per cent) received a Category 2 (Abuse) payment of $15 000 and two complainants (two per cent) received 
a Category 1 (Abuse) payment of $5000. 

All HMAS Leeuwin complainants who had received a Reparation Payment as of 6 May 2014 also received a 
Category 5 (Mismanagement) payment of $5000. This type of payment is made where there is an assessment 
that a complaint contains a plausible account of Defence mismanagement of abuse. In the case of 
HMAS Leeuwin complaints, many involved the mismanagement of actual reports of abuse. However, in all cases, 
mismanagement was found on the grounds that Defence knew or ought to have known that there was a pattern 
or practice of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin and did not take adequate steps to prevent, stop or respond to this abuse. 
For further details, see the discussion of Defence management of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin in section 5. 

As of 6 May 2014, a slightly higher proportion of complainants alleging abuse at HMAS Leeuwin than 
complainants to the Taskforce generally had received the maximum Reparation Payment: 71 per cent compared 
with 63 per cent. This reflects the severity and repetitive nature of the abuse many former Junior Recruits 
experienced while serving at HMAS Leeuwin. 

Receiving a Reparation Payment has affected HMAS Leeuwin complainants in various ways. A number indicated 
that they felt affirmed by being placed in a financial position to contribute to good works and charitable causes, 
as noted above. Others stated that they were finally able to undertake personally fulfilling projects that they had 
not previously considered possible. For some complainants, the Reparation Payment translated into therapeutic 
‘time out’ with spouses or holidays with loved ones. For others it provided a means of giving back to their families 
in a tangible sense.424 

In other cases, some HMAS Leeuwin complainants stated explicitly that they were not seeking financial 
reparation. One such complainant told the Taskforce that no sum of money would ever be able to undo the 
abuse to which he was subjected.425 
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(d) Referral for possible criminal investigation or Defence action 

A small number of HMAS Leeuwin complainants requested that their case be referred either for civilian police 
assessment and possible investigation and prosecution, or for possible administrative and/or disciplinary 
sanction or management action by Defence (Defence action). As of 3 June 2014: 

•	 three HMAS Leeuwin cases (involving three alleged abusers still serving in Defence) were under 
consideration by the Taskforce as to whether a recommendation should be made to Defence to 
consider Defence action against an alleged abuser; and

•	 five HMAS Leeuwin cases (from four complainants) had been referred to the Taskforce Crime Group, 
of which two had been referred on to State or Territory Police, two remained under consideration and 
one had been designated for no further action.

Only a small number of HMAS Leeuwin complainants requested referral for civilian police assessment and 
possible investigation, and only a small number are under consideration for referral to Defence for potential 
Defence action, for a number of reasons. 

First, Defence action can only be taken against still-serving members of Defence. In the decades since 
HMAS Leeuwin operated, many who served there have ceased to serve in Defence – the Taskforce identified 
only three alleged abusers still serving. Thus, even where complainants have identified alleged abusers by name, 
they are often out of reach of such action because they are no longer serving. 

Second, referral to policing agencies will only occur where complainants want this and have provided their 
consent to the Taskforce (except in cases where there is a risk to personal or public safety). 

In the case of referrals for Defence action, the Taskforce seeks the complainant’s view on referral and then the 
Taskforce Chair makes a decision as to whether a referral to Defence is made. A complainant is informed that 
if a referral is made to Defence, he or she is likely to be required to provide a statement to Defence (including to 
service police), that he or she may be required to be a witness in a formal administrative or disciplinary process, 
and that Defence may refer the matter to civilian police. 

Complainants may not support their matter being referred to civilian police or to Defence despite the serious 
nature of the abuse they experienced, for a variety of reasons. These include that the passage of time and more 
onerous standard of proof used in the military justice and civilian criminal systems may make prosecution or 
sanction within Defence difficult to secure. The Taskforce also identified four complainants who experienced 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin who themselves continue to serve in Defence – complainants in this situation may have 
privacy concerns about a referral or be reticent to request that criminal investigation be undertaken in respect of 
their current colleagues.

(e) Defence Abuse Restorative Engagement Program 

A number of complainants who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin have requested to take part in the Defence 
Abuse Restorative Engagement Program. Others have reported that what they are seeking is for Defence to 
acknowledge the abuse that they experienced, or in some cases, to apologise. 

For example, one complainant, when asked what outcome he would like from his complaint, said simply,  
‘[a]ccept this happened’.426

Another complainant requested recognition of:

the extent and severity of the bullying that took place at HMAS Leeuwin and [for] responsibility 
[to be] taken for the lack of duty of care of the young recruits sent there.427 

Some complainants explicitly stated that they were seeking an apology from the Navy or Defence more generally. 
One such complainant stated:
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I want an apology from the Navy. I want suitable compensation from the Navy. I want the present 
culture destroyed, starting at the top. No one should ever experience what I had to endure while 
in the Navy.428 

The Restorative Engagement Program provides an opportunity for complainants to tell their personal story of 
abuse and to have the abuse they experienced acknowledged by Defence. Complainants are able to discuss the 
impacts of the abuse they experienced on their careers, relationships and lives. 

As of 6 May 2014, 13 HMAS Leeuwin complainants had been referred to the Restorative Engagement Group 
within the Taskforce for consideration for participation in a Restorative Engagement Conference. Also as of this 
date, five Restorative Engagement Conferences involving HMAS Leeuwin complainants had taken place, out of a 
total of 26 across the Taskforce. One involved the complainant meeting face to face with the Chief of the Navy and 
one was an indirect process conducted by letter. 

The Taskforce anticipates that a significant number of former Junior Recruits will seek to participate in the 
Restorative Engagement Program during the life of the Program.

7.3 Other outcomes requested by complainants 
Many complainants requested outcomes beyond those that the Taskforce is able to provide to individual 
complainants. Complainants commonly requested recognition of the abuse that occurred at HMAS Leeuwin, 
and assurance that there would be systemic change. 

The work of the Taskforce has gone some way to providing recognition of the abuse that occurred 
at HMAS Leeuwin, through finding complaints of abuse plausible, awarding Reparation Payments, 
enabling Restorative Engagement Conferences and producing this report. 

Some complainants stated that they wanted Defence to make a public acknowledgement of the abuse that 
occurred at HMAS Leeuwin, and others said that they wanted lessons to be learned from the publication of the 
story of the abuse at HMAS Leeuwin that would contribute to systemic change across Defence. 

For example, one complainant told the Taskforce that he wished: ‘[t]hat the stories are told and the history is 
recorded. That lessons may be learnt so as institutions can better protect and mentor young people in their 
chosen vocations’. 429 

Another complainant stated:

I just would like understanding and recognition of what 
we young recruits endured and hopefully this may help 
others of my military generation who have suffered 
similar injustices. 430 

Complainants also sought recognition that the abuse they experienced 
was aggravated by the fact that they were children at the time and that 
Defence owed them a duty of care, which it breached. A significant 
number of complainants asked for assurance that there had been 
systemic change in Defence since they served as Junior Recruits, such 
that other children would not be exposed to the same kinds of abuse 
they were subjected to. These complainants told the Taskforce that 
no person, and especially no child, should have to experience the things they did; and that there should never 
be a repeat of what happened at HMAS Leeuwin. They also asked for assurance that if abuse does occur, the 
subjects of that abuse are provided with appropriate, timely and sensitive support. One former Junior Recruit 
stated the following:

“I just would like 
understanding and 
recognition of what we 
young recruits endured 
and hopefully this may 
help others of my military 
generation who have 
suffered similar injustices.”
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I know now that there is no room in today’s society for this type of behaviour. I would hope by 
now that there are systems in place to assist persons within the armed forces who are being 
bullied and abused to be given assistance and guidance in order to prevent any unnecessary 
duress. If this isn’t the case, I would like the Taskforce to make an effort to put measures into 
place to help protect vulnerable recruits.431

Some complainants appear to have reported the abuse they experienced at HMAS Leeuwin in the hope of 
assisting other past subjects of abuse or those still serving in Defence who may be exposed to it. For example, 
one complainant said, ‘acknowledging abuse is wrong is a lesson we can learn from the past, to help everyone 
now and into the future’.432 Another told the Taskforce that he was thankful he could tell his story and hoped that 
others who had suffered were able to reach ‘some sort of resolution and achieve some peace’ in their lives.433 

The Taskforce hopes that this report meets complainants’ desire that the story of the abuse that occurred at 
HMAS Leeuwin is placed on the public record. In writing this report, the Taskforce has considered some of the 
lessons that might be learned from the experiences of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. These issues are discussed 
further in section 8. 
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8. Conclusions regarding abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin

This report provides a disturbing account of widespread and serious abuse experienced by more than 200 Junior 
Recruits who trained at HMAS Leeuwin from the 1960s to the early 1980s. Complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
form the single largest group of complaints relating to any Defence establishment received by the Taskforce. 
These accounts of abuse are particularly serious and troubling because those abused were children at the time.

There are a number of differing accounts of events at HMAS Leeuwin on the public record. While most of these 
accounts acknowledge some level of abusive behaviour at HMAS Leeuwin, the Taskforce recognises that there 
is divergence between accounts provided by complainants to the Taskforce and some other accounts. This might 
suggest that it is difficult to make a definitive judgment of the nature or extent of the abuse that occurred at 
HMAS Leeuwin. However, having considered more than 200 personal accounts of abuse along with a significant 
amount of other material about HMAS Leeuwin, the Taskforce believes that some overarching conclusions 
can be drawn.

This final section of the report:

•	 draws some conclusions regarding the Rapke Report;

•	 discusses the findings of the DLA Piper Review;

•	 notes some overarching conclusions that can be drawn about the nature and extent of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin;

•	 identifies some of the significant factors that contributed to the occurrence of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin;

•	 considers whether there should be a Royal Commission regarding abuse that occurred at HMAS Leeuwin; 
and

•	 considers the implications of these conclusions for ongoing efforts by Defence to address abuse. 

8.1 Conclusions regarding the Rapke Report
As set out in section 2, there are a number of accounts of HMAS Leeuwin on the public record. These accounts 
take divergent approaches and paint a complex picture of life for Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. Most of these 
accounts include at least some clear reference to the types of abuse or abusive behaviours that occurred at the 
establishment. This is particularly the case in accounts by former Junior Recruits provided in the media and on 
some internet sites. There has also been some recognition by the Administrative Appeals Tribunal of a culture of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin along with a culture which discouraged the reporting of abuse.434 Further, the DLA Piper 
Review noted an environment which prevailed at HMAS Leeuwin in the late 1960s and early 1970s ‘where the 
choice was to join in bashing and assaults on other minors or to continue to be the target of such abuse’.435

The only detailed formal inquiry into alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin prior to the work of the Taskforce was 
the 1971 Rapke Inquiry, which recognised that there was some bullying and violence occurring there. 
However the findings of the Rapke Report minimised the extent and severity of this abusive behaviour, 
with Judge Rapke concluding that: 

[o]rganised initiation ceremonies, a formal pattern of bastardisation, or any form of patterned 
violence or misbehaviour have never been a part of the programme, official or otherwise, 
at LEEUWIN.436 

Throughout his report, Judge Rapke’s reflections on the Navy and to a large extent on HMAS Leeuwin were 
predominantly positive. He remarked on the ‘enthusiasm for the Navy disclosed by almost every person 
interviewed’ and cited the high retention rates of Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin as evidence of the integrity 
of the establishment.437 
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However, in the view of the Taskforce the positive tone and findings of the Rapke Report are not supported by 
Judge Rapke’s research as reflected in the inquiry transcripts and other supplementary documents; nor are they 
supported by certain parts of the Rapke Report itself. 

During his inquiry, Judge Rapke heard numerous accounts of bullying, violence and abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. 
For example, witnesses told Judge Rapke of ‘queue jacking’438; Junior Recruits using standover tactics to extract 
stamps, cigarettes or money from other Junior Recruits439; beatings, including with objects such as hoses and 
chains, sometimes with many Junior Recruits attacking a single Junior Recruit or commencing while the subject 
was asleep440; gauntlets441; ‘vicious circles’442; and ‘forcible sexual degradation’.443 One witness told Judge Rapke 
that Junior Recruits suffered: 

sexual assaults by anyone who was senior to them – (which was practically everyone) and this 
took many forms from simply forcing tubes of toothpaste up the back passage, blackballing, 
forcible sexual rape, and forcible unnatural acts.444 

Judge Rapke also heard evidence of injuries including black and split eyes, facial lacerations which on at least one 
occasion required stitches, concussions, broken thumbs and collarbones, fractured jaws and noses, dislocations, 
smashed teeth, abdominal injury and paralysis ‘as a psychiatric sequel to [a Junior Recruit’s] injuries’.445 

Despite Judge Rapke’s conclusion that violence and bullying at HMAS Leeuwin were not widespread or systemic, 
certain comments in the Rapke Report and supplementary documents suggest that Judge Rapke had at least 
some understanding of the actual levels of abuse at the establishment and the semi-organised nature of that 
abuse. For example, in his questioning of witnesses, Judge Rapke frequently referred to a ‘tradition’ of bullying 
and violence at HMAS Leeuwin, and his Report identified a ‘nauseatingly familiar’ pattern emerging from the 
‘descriptions of other J.R.’s and ex-J.R.’s of various years’.446

Further, the Rapke Report and supplementary documents also suggest that some staff members had knowledge 
of abusive practices at HMAS Leeuwin at the time they were occurring and failed to take appropriate action to 
end these practices. At least one former Junior Recruit told Judge Rapke during his inquiry that instructors were 
often told about bullying incidents but declined to take action to put a stop to them.447 In other witness accounts 
provided to the Rapke Inquiry, officers condoned abusive behaviour. For example, Judge Rapke recounted being 
told by one Junior Recruit:

[S]ome lads told Division Chief Petty Officers and Leading Hands that they had run the gauntlet 
the previous night. The reaction of these senior sailors was said to be – “They just laughed and 
said ‘That’s just part of it, boys’.”448

Judge Rapke also recounted conversations in which some staff members themselves expressed similar 
sentiments. At one point in his report, Judge Rapke noted that some officers ‘nurtured a belief that some 
bloodletting was an essential part of getting a youngster into shape for Naval discipline’.449

Many reasons could be suggested for Judge Rapke arriving at the conclusions he did. For example, the 
transcripts of Judge Rapke’s interviews indicate that many witnesses were reserved in speaking to him. 
However,  analysis of the inquiry transcripts and other supplementary documents indicates that it was open to 
Judge Rapke to draw alternative conclusions. It is noteworthy that in most cases, evidence provided to Judge 
Rapke indicating serious or widespread abuse was not rejected by him as lacking in credibility or cogency; 
rather he appears to have trivialised its significance in reaching his conclusions. Even when witnesses did 
speak candidly or documentary evidence revealed abuse that was serious, widespread, conducted with official 
knowledge or carried out by staff members themselves, the Rapke Report tends to gloss over the details or 
attributes these occurrences to the day-to-day operation of a teaching institution for teenage boys.450

Whatever the reasons for Judge Rapke reaching his conclusions, a detailed consideration of the Rapke Inquiry 
documents along with the personal accounts contained in more than 200 complaints of abuse, have led the 
Taskforce to conclude that abuse at HMAS Leeuwin was far more serious and more widespread than is reflected 
in the Rapke Report. 
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8.2 Findings of the DLA Piper Review
The Taskforce Terms of Reference require it to assess the findings of the DLA Piper Review and the material 
gathered by that review.451 This report considers those findings that are directly relevant to the abuse of 
Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. Further consideration of the systemic issues identified by the DLA Piper 
Review will form part of the broader systemic analysis to be conducted by the Taskforce and reported on in 
future interim reports.

The DLA Piper Review recorded allegations of abuse of young men and boys and assessed them in the context of 
previous reports into the treatment of children and young people in Defence, particularly the Rapke Report and 
Adams’ history of HMAS Leeuwin.452 

As outlined in section 2, the DLA Piper Review found ‘all but a handful’ of the allegations it received of physical 
and sexual assault committed against boys in Defence aged 13 to 16 years to be ‘very plausible’.453 It made a 
number of findings in relation to abuse of boys in Defence, including:

•	 from the 1950s to the early 1980s, Defence and the Australian Government failed to put in place adequate 
measures to protect boys from abuse by other boys or adults in Defence, or from being drawn into 
participating in abuse454;

•	 it is certain that many boys were subjected to physical and sexual assault during the 1950s to 1970s and 
possibly also in the early 1980s, inflicted by other boys and/or adults in Defence455; 

•	 many boys who suffered abuse later contributed to inflicting similar abuse on other boys456, a particularly 
high risk in an environment such as HMAS Leeuwin in the late 1960s/early 1970s where the choice was 
either to join in with assaults or to be the target of them457; and

•	 it is likely that boys who suffered and/or participated in abuse may have developed, or are at risk of 
developing, mental health, alcohol and drug problems, and associated physical health problems.458 

As indicated throughout this report, complaints received by the Taskforce regarding abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
support these findings of the DLA Piper Review. The Taskforce also found that many boys were subjected to 
physical or sexual abuse and that the vast majority of complaints regarding HMAS Leeuwin raised plausible 
allegations of abuse. Similarly, the Taskforce also found that some of those abused went on to participate in the 
abuse of other Junior Recruits, and that many complainants have experienced long term detrimental impacts on 
their physical and mental health as a result of their experiences of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.

In addition to the findings listed above, the DLA Piper Review also identified factors that contributed to the risk of 
abuse of boys and young people in Defence. These included:

•	 the fact that boys and young people often lack maturity of judgment, and as a result may inflict abusive 
behaviour on others or fail to keep themselves out of situations where they might be at risk; 

•	 that adults or older boys in Defence often have power over younger boys on the basis of physical strength, 
seniority and/or tradition; 

•	 that over past decades the absence of rigorous character checking during recruitment and willingness 
to recruit former criminals meant boys and young people were exposed to people with anti-social 
propensities; and 

•	 the likelihood that some people who wished to have sexual access to boys and young people sought out 
institutional positions in relevant parts of Defence where they could have power over, and access to, boys 
and young people.459

Many of the complaints received by the Taskforce from former Junior Recruits who experienced abuse 
at HMAS Leeuwin tend to support the first two of the above observations – that boys may inflict abuse on 
one another or find themselves in risky situations as a result of lacking maturity of judgment; and that at 
HMAS Leeuwin adults and older boys had significant power over younger boys due to a range of factors. 



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 201490

Further, complaints to the Taskforce suggest that a number of staff members at HMAS Leeuwin were 
responsible for sexual and other forms of abuse of Junior Recruits. However, despite the suggestion 
by DLA Piper, the Taskforce does not have information indicating that any person sought a position at 
HMAS Leeuwin out of a desire to have access to young people. Nonetheless, there may have been instances 
where this was the case and the Taskforce is seriously concerned about the high number of complaints of 
sexual abuse of Junior Recruits by HMAS Leeuwin staff members. 

Finally, complaints to the Taskforce regarding abuse at HMAS Leeuwin do not provide information about 
character checking or recruitment methods for the establishment. 

8.3  Overarching conclusions about the nature and extent of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin

As of 6 May 2014, of 238 complaints the Taskforce received relating to alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, 211 
had been assessed and the vast majority had been found to raise one or more plausible allegations of abuse. 
A detailed breakdown of the abuse experienced at HMAS Leeuwin by complainants is provided in section 3, 
Appendix D and Appendix F.

The complaints received by the Taskforce indicate that there were some marked patterns of abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin, that some of the abuse was extremely serious in nature, and that the abuse had very significant 
impacts on those subjected to it both at the time and subsequently. As discussed above, complaints to the 
Taskforce suggest that the occurrence of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin was far more serious and more widespread 
than is portrayed in some other accounts on the public record.

The Taskforce recognises that the number of complainants is a small proportion of the overall number of 
Junior Recruits who trained at HMAS Leeuwin between 1960 and 1984, and that many boys who trained as 
Junior  Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin were not abused or mistreated. Public accounts suggest that many former 
Junior Recruits remember their time at HMAS Leeuwin fondly, as a formative and fortifying experience that 
shaped their future careers, relationships and lives.460 However, for a significant number of individuals, the 
experiences of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin they have reported to the Taskforce have been extremely damaging, 
with profound detrimental impacts in the short and long term. It is also very likely that some of those who 
experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin did not come forward to the Taskforce or the DLA Piper Review – and may 
never reveal the experiences to which they were subjected.

The following overarching conclusions can be drawn about the nature and extent of abuse that occurred at 
HMAS Leeuwin from a consideration of the accounts of HMAS Leeuwin that are on the public record and 
contained in the numerous complaints received by the Taskforce.

Widespread abuse of Junior Recruits occurred at HMAS Leeuwin, particularly during the 1960s and 1970s

•	 More than 200 former Junior Recruits made complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin to the Taskforce. 

•	 The apparent widespread underreporting of abuse suggests that the actual number of Junior Recruits 
who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin was in fact higher than this. 

•	 Most complainants experienced more than one type of abuse and also experienced abuse on more than 
one occasion. 

•	 Abuse occurring at HMAS Leeuwin continued well into the 1970s, following the release of the Rapke 
Report, at which time Defence was on notice that abuse was a concern within the establishment.

•	 The abuse experienced by Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin included:

 – widespread bullying of Junior Recruits by more senior Junior Recruits, perpetrated as part of a  
well-established informal hierarchy; 
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 – bullying of Junior Recruits by staff members through training or disciplinary practices that went 
beyond what was reasonable for 15 to 17 year old boys at the time and would not be considered 
acceptable by today’s standards;

 – a disturbing incidence of sexual abuse of Junior Recruits by their peers, including anal rape and other 
serious sexual assaults as well as practices such as nuggetting or blackballing and vacuuming;

 – particularly troubling cases of sexual abuse of Junior Recruits by staff members and Navy-approved 
sponsors, including anal rape, forced oral sex and other serious sexual assaults;

 – some sexual harassment, by both Junior Recruits and staff members;

 – a high incidence of physical assaults of Junior Recruits by other Junior Recruits, including common 
practices such as beatings, gauntlets, scrubbings and blanket bashings; and 

 – some serious physical assaults of Junior Recruits by staff members, as well as other physical abuse in 
the form of unreasonable failure to provide access to medical assistance, unreasonable imprisonment 
or mistreatment while imprisoned, and forced participation in fighting.

There are patterns evident in the complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 

•	 In the early years of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, it appears that abuse was largely effected by staff 
members. In subsequent years abuse began to be effected by Junior Recruits, including through 
retribution against individual Junior Recruits who were perceived to be responsible for group punishments 
imposed by staff; and through Junior Recruits reinforcing discipline among themselves, sometimes 
encouraged by staff members.

•	 Abuse was perpetuated from one intake to the next, as Junior Recruits moved from the lower to the higher 
intakes, as part of the informal hierarchy that existed between Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. 

•	 Some Junior Recruits who were abused were also responsible for abusing others. In some cases they 
were forced to do so under the threat of violence by other Junior Recruits; in other cases they stood up to 
abuse by retaliating with violence; and in yet other cases, they participated in abuse of others when they 
reached the senior intake.

•	 Some Junior Recruits were particular targets of repeated or persistent abuse over time, in some cases 
because they were perceived to have ‘dobbed’ on other Junior Recruits; had stood up to abuse to protect 
themselves or others; or were perceived to be ‘different’.

•	 There were a number of repeat abusers at HMAS Leeuwin, including both Junior Recruits and staff 
members. A number of HMAS Leeuwin staff members appear to have been responsible for repeated 
bullying or physical abuse of Junior Recruits, and the Taskforce heard of at least two staff members who 
appear to have sexually abused more than one Junior Recruit. 

Defence failed to take appropriate action to prevent, stop and respond to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin

•	 Some of those who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin reported the abuse to Defence. A small number 
of these cases appear to have been appropriately managed; however in a larger number of cases, reports 
of abuse appear to have been inadequately or inappropriately managed. Some reports were not acted 
upon at all, while in other cases staff members appear to have dissuaded Junior Recruits from continuing 
with a complaint. In some cases Junior Recruits were not believed or were punished for making a report 
of abuse. In  other cases reports of abuse led to retribution or further abuse.

•	 Many Junior Recruits did not make a formal report to Defence of the abuse they experienced, for a 
number of reasons, including that the culture at HMAS Leeuwin did not support the reporting of abuse; 
the stigma and shame associated with having been abused, particularly where that abuse was of a sexual 
nature; fear of possible discharge from the Navy; threats or a perceived risk of further abuse if a report 
was made; and mistrust of HMAS Leeuwin staff members. 
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•	 It appears that Defence, specifically the Naval Officers who led HMAS Leeuwin and staff members 
at HMAS Leeuwin, knew or ought to have known of the abuse occurring at the establishment. Many 
complainants to the Taskforce reported that staff members witnessed abuse but took no steps to stop it, 
or that staff members encouraged or themselves effected abuse.

•	 Some HMAS Leeuwin staff members failed to take reasonable action to address abuse. Staff members at 
HMAS Leeuwin failed to:

 – prevent abuse by taking reasonable management action to address the culture of abuse within the 
institution, even though it appears that for many years of HMAS Leeuwin’s operation, staff members 
knew or ought to have known that abuse that was occurring;

 – stop abuse from occurring, through either turning a ‘blind eye’ to abuse that was witnessed, or in some 
cases, where abuse was perpetrated by a HMAS Leeuwin staff member to whom the person abused 
could otherwise have reported the abuse; and

 – adequately and appropriately respond to abuse that was occurring, including, in some instances, 
through dissuading Junior Recruits from continuing with a report of abuse.

•	 All complaints of plausible abuse at HMAS Leeuwin have been assessed by the Taskforce as containing a 
plausible case of Defence mismanagement. This is because the combination of the widespread nature of 
the abuse at HMAS Leeuwin, and the indication that staff members at HMAS Leeuwin knew or ought to 
have known that the abuse was occurring leads to the conclusion that Defence failed to take reasonable 
management action to prevent, stop or respond to abuse occurring at HMAS Leeuwin. 

Abuse at HMAS Leeuwin has had serious and long lasting impacts 

•	 Junior Recruits experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin that had serious impacts on their lives and careers 
both at the time and for many years afterwards. Immediate impacts included both significant physical 
injuries and psychological impacts including feelings of constant fear, isolation, betrayal and distrust. 

•	 Many of those who experienced abuse at HMAS Leeuwin as teenage boys are still suffering the impacts 
today. Long term impacts of abuse have included ongoing impacts from physical injuries, severe 
emotional distress, ruined careers, relationship breakdowns, drug addiction, alcoholism, psychological 
disorders, suicidal ideation, social isolation and many others.

8.4 Significant factors contributing to abuse at HMAS Leeuwin
Throughout this report, consideration is given to some of the most significant factors that contributed to the 
occurrence of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. These factors are many and varied, and include aspects of the overall 
culture of the establishment, issues relating to leadership and staffing, and issues relating to the facilities of 
the establishment. In many cases these factors were specifically identified by complainants; others have been 
identified by the Taskforce from the overall body of material it has considered relating to HMAS Leeuwin.

Below is a brief summary of some of the most significant factors identified as contributing to the occurrence of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.

Leadership issues

It is important to recognise that at HMAS Leeuwin, Defence was responsible for the care of large numbers of 
children. As such, Defence had a responsibility to ensure that the establishment operated in a manner that 
facilitated the care and protection of children rather than in a manner that allowed them to be abused. 

Some of this responsibility lay with the leadership of Defence, as an institution can only operate in a protective 
manner if it has adequate facilities and an adequate number of appropriately trained staff. In addition, 
Defence leadership was responsible for the policies and procedures that applied in respect of Junior Recruits at 
HMAS Leeuwin, including for example, the policy that they would be subjected to the same disciplinary regime 
that applied to adult members of the Navy.
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However, some of this responsibility also lay with those leading HMAS Leeuwin at any one time. The Taskforce has 
not attempted to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the abuse that occurred under specific Commanding 
Officers, or of these officers’ responses to abuse. The Taskforce acknowledges that some of the Commanding 
Officers of HMAS Leeuwin may have led the establishment in a manner that attempted to protect Junior 
Recruits against abuse and violence. However, it is important to note that each Commanding Officer had overall 
responsibility for the establishment and the culture that operated within it and should have taken proactive 
steps to prevent, stop and respond to abuse where it occurred. The widespread nature of the abuse occurring at 
HMAS Leeuwin over many years indicates a failure of the leadership of the establishment. 

An institutional culture which enabled abuse

Cultural and social norms have a strong influence on guiding individual behaviour, including supporting and 
encouraging bullying, violence or other abuse. This intensifies within an institutional setting, particularly one 
such as HMAS Leeuwin, in which a large group of boys in various stages of physical and emotional development 
were living, studying and training together within a strict Navy environment. 

The institutional culture of HMAS Leeuwin contributed to abuse of Junior Recruits in many ways. Complainants 
described features of life as a Junior Recruit which shaped this culture, including the informal hierarchy 
between Junior Recruits; an environment which emphasised harsh discipline and training as a normal method 
of ensuring conformity with certain behaviour and standards; and a culture which discouraged the reporting of 
abuse. See sections 3, 4 and 5 for further discussion of these issues. 

Issues related to staffing at HMAS Leeuwin

The operation of a Defence training establishment in a manner that protects against abuse depends upon having 
a sufficient number of committed and qualified staff. The Taskforce acknowledges that many HMAS Leeuwin 
staff members would have been dedicated to their work and would have made significant efforts to foster 
an environment suitable for the young people in their care. The Taskforce has heard a few accounts from 
complainants of highly effective staff members whose efforts were appreciated by Junior Recruits. 

However, complaints of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin along with other material on the public record suggest that 
HMAS Leeuwin had inadequate staffing numbers for most of the years of its operation461, which appears to have 
resulted in inadequate supervision of Junior Recruits and created opportunities for abuse to occur. Inadequate 
staffing may also have contributed to an attitude among some staff members that bullying and violence among 
Junior Recruits were legitimate means of maintaining control. 

Some staff members appear to have not been appropriately qualified for or adequately experienced in the 
supervision and training of young boys.462 In many cases young sailors were responsible for supervising a 
large number of Junior Recruits, a task for which many appear to have been ill equipped.

Inadequate accommodation and recreational facilities 

Accommodation and recreational facilities at HMAS Leeuwin were basic and inadequate, especially in the early 
years. There were frequently large numbers of boys accommodated together in one block, with little stimulation, 
a complete lack of privacy and poor security. This residential setting, combined with issues of inadequate 
supervision, placed Junior Recruits in an environment where they were more susceptible to experiencing, 
and more likely to participate in, abusive and violent behaviour.

The use of alcohol 

Alcohol had a pervasive presence at HMAS Leeuwin and was used to excess by both staff members and 
Junior Recruits. Complaints to the Taskforce suggest that alcohol use by staff members contributed to 
inadequate supervision of Junior Recruits (as noted in section 3.3). In addition, complaints suggest that many 
Junior Recruits were encouraged to drink at HMAS Leeuwin or turned to alcohol as a means of trying to escape 
from or cope with abuse (as discussed in section 6). Alcohol use by Junior Recruits also heightened their 
vulnerability to potential abuse.



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 201494

8.5 HMAS Leeuwin and the question of a Royal Commission 
Under its Terms of Reference, the Taskforce must advise whether a Royal Commission into any categories of 
allegations of abuse within Defence is merited.463 The Taskforce has considered this question in relation to the 
abuse that occurred at HMAS Leeuwin. 

The primary role of the Taskforce is to provide outcomes for individual complainants, rather than to conduct 
a systemic examination of the factors contributing to abuse or of the institutional response to abuse. 
An examination of this nature is the kind that is normally conducted by a Royal Commission. The Taskforce 
recognises that many individual complainants and their representatives may feel that this kind of examination 
is warranted in relation to HMAS Leeuwin. While fully recognising the serious, widespread and systemic nature 
of the abuse that took place at HMAS Leeuwin, in the view of the Taskforce a Royal Commission focusing 
specifically on allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin may not be warranted, for two major reasons. 

First, with the publication of this report, the Taskforce provides a detailed summary for the public record of the 
issues arising from a body of over 200 complaints regarding abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. Many complainants who 
came forward to tell the Taskforce their stories of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin emphasised how important they felt 
it was that the abuse experienced by so many boys there was publicly acknowledged. Although the powers of 
a Royal Commission may lead to a more comprehensive understanding of the institutional response to abuse 
at HMAS Leeuwin, a Royal Commission may not necessarily result in a broader understanding of the nature or 
extent of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin than is provided in this report. 

Second, it is important to note that many of the most serious allegations of abuse occurring at HMAS Leeuwin 
fall within the Terms of Reference of the current Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual 
Abuse.464 The Taskforce understands that some complainants to the Taskforce have also told their stories of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin to this Royal Commission. The Taskforce believes that a stand-alone Royal Commission 
regarding allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin may not be warranted, given that a significant proportion of 
these allegations could be considered by the existing Royal Commission. The Taskforce has a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Royal Commission and stands ready to fully cooperate should the Royal Commission 
decide to examine allegations of abuse at HMAS Leeuwin.465 The Taskforce will also provide a copy of this report 
to the Royal Commission.

Further to these major reasons, the Taskforce has some concerns about the potential impacts on some of those 
who experienced abuse should a stand-alone Royal Commission be established to examine alleged abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin. While some of those subjected to abuse would welcome this development, others may suffer 
significant personal trauma as a result of reliving their abusive experiences once again. 

The question whether a Royal Commission is warranted for other categories of complaints received by the 
Taskforce will be considered in future interim reports. 

8.6 HMAS Leeuwin and ongoing efforts by Defence to address abuse 
HMAS Leeuwin ceased to operate as a training establishment in 1984, seeing the end of the Navy’s Junior 
Recruit training scheme. However, despite the fact that HMAS Leeuwin is now closed and that the most serious 
abuse there occurred approximately 40 years ago, the conclusions of this report remain highly relevant today. 

It is important to acknowledge that most of those who suffered abuse as boys at HMAS Leeuwin are still 
alive today and many are still suffering the impacts of this abuse. Further, as discussed in section 7, many 
complainants specifically told the Taskforce that in reporting the abuse they suffered, they hoped for public 
recognition that the kind of treatment they experienced as children should never happen again within Defence.

Defence recruit and training establishments are among the Defence establishments where there is the greatest 
risk of abuse occurring, partly because they are where Defence’s youngest and most vulnerable members serve. 
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This is demonstrated in part by the fact that complaints of abuse occurring at recruit and training establishments 
make up a very high proportion of all complaints received by the Taskforce.466 

Consequently, this report should be read with contemporary recruit and training establishments in mind. It is 
important to ask the question whether the factors identified in this report as contributing to the occurrence of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin are present in contemporary training environments; and what steps can be taken to 
ensure that abuse no longer occurs within these establishments. These questions will be explored further in 
later Taskforce reports regarding complaints of abuse occurring in other Defence training establishments. 

There is also much to be learned from the inadequate manner in which many reports of abuse were managed by 
staff members at HMAS Leeuwin; and the impact of the inadequate efforts made to prevent, stop and respond to 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin. 

The Taskforce recognises that much has changed within Defence since HMAS Leeuwin was closed, particularly in 
the approaches taken to managing and training recruits, and to managing reports of abuse. However, the fact that 
abuse has continued to occur in some recruit and training establishments, as well as in Defence more broadly, 
means that Defence should continue to take active steps to prevent, stop and respond to abuse. 
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Appendices

Appendix A: Case studies
The following case studies have been extracted from personal accounts submitted to the Taskforce by 
complainants, and are drawn from complaints which have been assessed by the Taskforce as being within the 
scope of its Terms of Reference and as raising plausible allegations of abuse. They contain just a few stories of 
abuse at HMAS Leeuwin out of the more than 200 received by the Taskforce. They have been selected because 
they portray particularly troubling incidents of abuse, or because they are illustrative of common types of 
abuse and issues surrounding Defence management of abuse. The Taskforce has obtained consent from the 
complainants whose accounts appear below and whose quotes appear throughout this report, and wishes to 
acknowledge and thank those complainants for being willing to share their stories.

CASE STUDY 1: Junior Recruit, 1963

[In] 1963 I joined the Royal Australian Navy as a Junior Recruit. [...] Approximately two weeks after joining 
the Navy I attended to the ablutions block some time after the Lights Out period. I do not know exactly 
what time it was as I did not have a watch. Whilst I was standing at the urinal I was attacked from behind 
and then sexually assaulted. The following is an account of the assault.

I was attacked and grabbed from behind by several people, I do not know exactly how many persons took 
[part] in the assault but the number was at least four or five. I know these people were physically stronger 
and bigger in size than I was. I was grabbed from behind as stated with one person on each side of me. 
There was also one person that stood behind me and forced a blindfold over my eyes at the same time that 
I was grabbed. At this time I began to struggle and to try and get away from my attackers but they were too 
strong for me and I was forced to the ground in front of the urinal. I was forced into a position on my knees 
with my head on the ground and my face to one side. My knees were still under me which had the effect of 
raising my buttocks area in the air. At the time I hit the ground or shortly thereafter I was gagged. The gag 
was in fact human faeces that had been wrapped up in toilet paper. I bit into this gag which then had the 
effect of making me vomit. Whilst I was being held in this position l was urinated upon twice and someone 
also ejaculated sperm upon my face. At about the same time this was happening my navy issue pyjamas 
pants were pulled down from my buttocks area and a broom handle or something hard and round and 
about […] that size was inserted in my rectum and worked in and out several times. I continued to struggle 
all the time this was happening but the strength and number of persons taking [part] in the assault was 
too great for me to overcome. Comments were made to me during the assault of words like “The Navy will 
fuck you we are only doing it first.” “The Navy will piss on you.” “You new pricks are all little cunts.” 

After the broom handle (or similar) was removed from my rectum all activity from my attackers stopped 
but I was still being held on the ground. I was then spoken to by some of my attackers who warned me 
that for me to report the assault to the authorities would only lead to having a repeat assault committed 
upon me. They seemed to be very aware that I was unable to identify any of the attackers and referred to it 
several times during the assault.

At this time I was crying and extremely frightened and did not know what to do. My attackers released hold 
of me after the warnings and departed. I do not know how long I remained on the floor after my attackers 
left me but it seemed to me a considerable period of time. Once I was released I was able to remove the 
gag from my mouth and I was at that time very ill and vomited. I also saw what they had placed in my 
mouth as well as what I had tasted and smelt to confirm that it was human faeces that they had gagged 
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me with. After lying on the ground for a period of time I got to my feet and went to one of the shower 
cubicles where I stood under the water of a running shower. Once again I do not know how long [I] stood 
under the shower for. Sometime later, I left the ablutions block and returned to the accommodation block 
where I went and lay on my bed in my wet pyjamas. I did not sleep for the remainder of that night but cried 
several times during the night. 

I was up and dressed in my Physical Training gear before anyone else in my accommodation block 
had aroused. I hung my pyjamas and my wet blankets on the clothes line located just outside the 
accommodation block prior to going to P.T. When questioned by the Petty Officer in charge of our unit I 
explained away the wet pyjamas and [b]lankets as the spilling of a container of water over myself during 
the early part of the morning.

I did not report this assault to anyone in authority at HMAS Leeuwin as I feared the result of any such action 
on my behalf. (Repeat assault by those involved). I also did not tell any of my fellow Junior Recruits as I was 
ashamed and scared that they may well tell someone else and that in turn may get back to my attackers.

For the rest of my time spent at HMAS Leeuwin I never once went to the ablutions block after lights out, 
nor would I enter the ablutions block in the evening unless someone I knew was also going to the block. 
If I needed to urinate during the night I used to do it into a bottle that I used to take to bed with me and 
then I would empty this bottle out the window of a morning before anyone was aware of what I was doing. 
I do not know if anyone was aware of this practice of mine but the subject was never raised with me.

During the remainder of my time at HMAS Leeuwin I made a very conscious effort to become “one of 
the boys”. I began to drink alcohol whenever the opportunity arose and on several occasions “Jumped 
the Fence” with several other JR’S and went and purchased alcohol at the hotels around Fremantle. 
I also drank when I went to my sponsor’s residence on some weekends, mainly without their knowledge 
or blessings. I continued to drink whenever I got the chance as I believe this made me one of the boys 
and in fact protected me from further assault. I also commenced smoking whilst at HMAS Leeuwin due 
to peer pressure and my necessity to become one of the boys. I continued to smoke all during my Navy 
service and well after leaving the Navy. I smoked all types of tobacco including Tailor Made, Roll your own 
cigarettes, Pipes and Cigars and when I gave up smoking was using about 50 cigarettes a day.

After I left HMAS Leeuwin and went to sea, the memories and the fear of the attack seemed to recede in 
my mind. I do not know why this happened but I just assumed time heals all things. I however continued 
[to] drink whenever the occasion arose with my consumption of alcohol and the times of drinking 
becoming more frequent. […] 

I have had reoccurring dreams about my sexual assault and still do to this day. Because of the stress I was 
under and in some vain attempt to blot out the memories my drinking became excessive. This occurred to 
such an extent that it began to seriously affect my performance in the Navy both when on duty and when 
on leave. […] 

In one incident when I was on shore leave I drank to such an extent that I became involved in the Theft of 
a Motor Vehicle. […] This greatly affected me as I am a very law abiding person and the thought that I had 
done something wrong played very heavily on my mind. I believe that this incident would not have happened 
had it not been for my drinking problem. I believe it was all part of my endeavour to be accepted into groups 
combined with my alcohol abuse th[at] forced me into actions that I would not normally have taken.

It was after my trouble with the civil authorities that I began to withdraw from the main stream Naval 
activities and to become somewhat of a loner. I vowed not to get into any further trouble and to keep to 
myself and try and do the best I could for the rest of my time in the Navy. I however continued to drink and to 
experience other problems. […] I was by that time drinking from first thing in the morning until bed time. […]
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I sought help for my drinking problem whilst I was in the Navy, and in fact was seen by both psychologists 
and psychiatrists although at the time of seeing these specialists I was not aware of what specialty in 
medicine they were. On review of my medical records it appears that I had been diagnosed with an anxiety 
disorder. I have no recollection of being informed of these findings whilst I was in the Navy and still 
believed that I was being treated for my Alcoholic problem. [I] was not aware at this time that I had any 
sort of mental disorder. This has since been diagnosed as Post Traumatic Stress Disorder. […] 

Over the years after my Navy discharge I had several jobs. [In the case of some jobs] I have left due to my 
condition of PTSD and my inability to cope with the everyday stress of hiding my secret. I have left my last 
position […] as once again I was experiencing the symptoms of short temper, feeling of claustrophobia, 
lack of understanding towards junior staff and my inability to concentrate.

Due to the effect of my drinking habits my marriage began to suffer very heavily. Not to say that I was 
drinking every day whilst at every job. In fact there were very good periods in my life when I tried not to 
drink and my marriage was okay. However that was always b[r]ought undone by the return to drinking that 
would happen. This was very pronounced around the anniversary time of the Assault when the dreams 
and flashbacks seemed to be more active. I did not however at any of these times think that I had a mental 
disease I just thought that I had a drinking problem that I had developed as a means of trying to block out 
the past experience of my sexual assault. To me a mental disease was one where the brain was impaired. 
I still did not think to report the assault or to ask the Navy for help as I did not believe that anyone would 
believe what I was claiming had happened to me.

I […] have been on medication for the past eighteen years. Medication helps in the management of my 
condition but by no means cures the problem. I still dream and have flash backs and experience a great 
deal of trouble in sleeping however the medication certainly assists and without it I feel that I would not be 
able to continue with any semblance of a normal life.467

CASE STUDY 2: Junior Recruit, 1970

I joined the Royal Australian Navy at the age of 16 at the Junior Recruit training school HMAS Leeuwin. 
It was the first time I had ever been away from my family home.

The first incident of sexual abuse occurred [in] 1970. I had only been on HMAS Leeuwin for number of 
weeks. That morning, I was showering and when I was about to leave the shower room I was approached 
by a senior recruit who was on duty. This senior recruit questioned me as to why I did not shave. I was not 
as physically developed as others and had no facial hair. I said to the senior recruit that there was nothing 
to shave and I had never used a razor. The senior recruit started yelling at me “you will shave every 
morning, everyone has to shave every morning”.

This yelling drew the attention of a senior sailor, not a recruit, who took over the abuse. He said to me 
“seeing that there is nothing to shave on your face, I will have to shave you somewhere else”. He ordered 
me to strip and go to the drying room. He followed me in with either four or five other senior recruits. 
The senior recruits were from a division nine months older than my intake. I am not sure where they had 
come from as I had not seen them before.

He handed them a razor and some boot polish and ordered them to shave my pubic area using the boot 
polish as shaving cream. As he stood there he said with a laugh “there is not much to shave here either is 
there?”. The senior recruits held me down and one of them shaved me. I remember being very scared but 
I did not struggle too much as I kind of knew if I did, I would be worse off. When it was done, he told the 
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others [to] leave and as they did, he pulled my testicles very hard and wiped the back of his hands which 
were covered in boot polish on my face. He then told me to go shower and clean up. I was then told that I 
had to report back to him after lights out that night.

I remember that after this incident, I recalled going over to the toilets and sitting there crying after 
speaking with my mother by phone as it was her birthday. This was the first time I had spoken to or had 
any contact with my parents since leaving home.

That night, I reported to the senior sailor as ordered that morning. He was there again with a number of 
the more senior junior recruits. He again ordered me to strip and go to the drying room. I left my clothes 
on the basin in the shower room.

I was held down by some of the senior recruits and then felt pain like I had never felt before. I was held 
face down on the ground and then either a broom handle or mop handle was inserted into my anus. 
The pain was unbearable and I remember screaming. Someone put their hand over my mouth to stifle my 
screams. I remember there was a fair bit of laughter going on from them.

I am not sure how long this incident lasted but I do not think it was a long time. The senior sailor then 
ordered the recruits out. As I was lying on the tiled floor, I remember him coming up close to me and 
whispering into my ear “you will learn to like it”. He pulled me up by my hair and then he […] put his 
tongue in my ear and licked the side of my mouth and then left the room.

I recall going back to my bed and putting a towel in my mouth to stop the noise of me crying being heard 
by others.

The next day or the day after, I was approached by one of the senior recruits who had been involved in the 
night incident. He said he was sorry for his actions being involved. He said that he had to do what he was 
told to do or he would have copped it as well. He told me to keep my nose clean and keep away from the 
senior sailor. He said “he is trouble and will make your life hell if you don’t watch out”. I think he really 
meant it and was truly sorry. Whilst you could not have a friendship with anyone from a more senior intake 
he did approach me a few times to ask if I was doing okay. It is strange but that meant a lot to me.

Similar incidents like this occurred three or more times over a period that I am not sure of. The same 
senior sailor was again the perpetrator on these occasions. I knew that whenever the senior sailor was on 
night duty, our block was in for it. 

I was so frightened a couple of nights he was on duty that I hid and slept in the top of my wardrobe hiding 
from him until one night he found me in there. That was the worst night of all. Instead of using something 
like Vaseline, they used boot polish on the end of a mop handle as a form of lubricant which burnt and 
caused even more pain than the other times. I think there were only three senior recruits plus the senior 
sailor that night.

When it was over, I recalled the absolute agony I was in trying to clean the boot polish from my back side. 
I remember not sleeping that night so I could get up early to be first in the shower block so I could clean 
myself the best I could so that none of the other recruits would see the boot polish all over me. I was in a 
real bad way that morning.

There was also a lot of bleeding and I had to stuff toilet paper in my underpants to try and stop the bleeding. 
I had to do this for a number of days. The sores in my anus became infected and the pain would not go away. 
The bloodied sores continued to weep. I recall them being so bad that one day the pain got so unbearable 
that I had to dry them with a form of disinfectant I obtained from the cleaning room. I think that may have 
done more harm than good but I did not know what else to do as I was not confident to talk to anyone about 
it. The pain when I put the disinfectant on them was mind blowing and I recall I almost passed out.



REPORT ON ABUSE AT HMAS LEEUWIN  |   JUNE 2014100

There was nothing else I could do without anyone finding out. I was fearful that if anyone found out what 
I had been subjected to, things would get worse for me including getting bashed. There was no way you 
could “dob” someone in without being punished for it.

A few days later we were on the parade ground in our white shorts and white singlets for physical or 
sport instruction. It was a serious offence to have any marks on our white clothes, and would result in 
punishment. On this morning, I was unaware some of the blood from the sores and scabs on the inside 
and around my anus had seeped through my white shorts even though I still had toilet paper stuffed 
inside […] my underpants. It was noticed by the instructor, he yelled abuse and called me to the side of 
the parade ground. He asked me what the blood stain was. I said that I had an infection and was bleeding. 
He told me to immediately report to the sick bay which I did.

When I went there, I was sent to a room and a nurse saw me. She told me to drop my pants and after 
examination, she said “I am not going to ask you what caused this”. She said I had two options, I could fill 
out a sick bay form and see the doctor or I could leave the sick bay which she said for my own sake would 
be the better thing to do. She said to me I should take care in the future. I also remember her saying “you 
have beautiful teeth and you would not want to have anything happen to them by speaking out”. She said to 
me it was a dischargeable offence if I was involved in any homosexual act and I would be sent home with a 
dishonourable discharge that would affect me for the rest of my life. She said that those types of things did 
not happen at Leeuwin or in the Navy. She gave me a tube of cream, I returned to my group and carried on 
the rest of the day as normal.

For long a period of time, I was not only scared of what was happening to me but also that I could be 
discharged dishonourably and have to tell my parents as to the reasons why. Things got so bad for me that 
I worked up the courage to go to confession with the Navy Chaplain and told him what had been happening 
to me. He told me I had done nothing wrong and I was not to blame myself. He was caring and in fact 
some time later he found a sponsor family for me. If you had a sponsor family you could spend a Saturday 
night when you had shore leave with them rather than returning to the base. To have sponsors was one of 
the best things you could have during your time at Leeuwin.

I am not sure if it was the next weekend or weekend later, I had a day of shore leave. I do not remember 
how I came up with the idea but when I went ashore, I found a public hospital in Fremantle and went there 
as I was still in pain with sores and infection. I do not remember much but I remember being question[ed] 
as to why I had gone to that hospital and not to the Navy Hospital. I was still in uniform because as a 
recruit at Leeuwin, you did not have civilian clothes to wear. I think I gave a false name at the hospital and 
they prescribed me some form of antibiotic. I could have given my correct name but am not sure. The 
antibiotics I received from the hospital in Fremantle worked and after a time, the sores healed.

After the day of being sent to the sick bay from the parade ground, that form of abuse by the senior sailor 
never happened again. I look back and think that somehow [this was because] he found out that I was sent 
to the sick bay and because I did not “dob” him in. It was the standard unwritten rule that you do not “dob” 
on anyone for any reason at Leeuwin, he somehow saw me in a different light.

Some months later, for some reason I had a meeting with a welfare/social worker. It must have been part 
of [the] routine where every junior recruit had a meeting with her. During the meeting she said something 
like, “there is something disturbing you, do you want to tell me what it is?”. I told her what happened to me 
without fully going into the details of the mop handle during those early weeks at Leeuwin. She said to me 
not to take it personally it was just part of the toughening up training that will serve you well later in your 
Navy life.468
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CASE STUDY 3: Junior Recruit, 1976

At 15 years of age I decided that I wanted to join the Royal Australian Navy. I was excited by my future in 
the Navy and I was proud to be joining a professional military service. 

After a long day of flights, we disembarked the buses at HMAS Leeuwin around 11 pm. As soon as we did 
we were being yelled at and having to endure “wolf whistles” and comments such as “come suck my cock 
little girls” (as most of us had long hair at the time).

Anyone who was brave enough to answer back to these remarks was given punishment after the induction 
speech. The speech was given by the Officer of the Day (OOD) on behalf of the Commanding Officer.  
On our way up Crew Rise Road, a road up the hill between the Accommodation Blocks, we were set upon. 
We were jeered at, spat on, grabbed in head locks from behind, had our long hair pulled until it came out 
in clumps, punched, kicked and had our mothers called sluts and whores. The attack was instigated by 
recruits in the intakes senior to us.

Shortly after our arrival we were given our kits and were assigned accommodation. Our intake was placed 
in [a block] which consisted of four different levels. During our first showers we discovered that there were 
no curtains on the cubicles for privacy. I found this extremely disturbing as it gave as several older sailors 
the opportunity to walk slowly up and down the cubicles and survey our private parts for size and “type”. 
They would say words to the effect of “show me your cock boy” or “we’ve got a dirty little boy over here”. 
As it turned out, anyone who had an uncircumcised penis was to endure constant abuse, both verbal and 
physical; such as being hit in the crotch or penis with a rubber washing machine hose.

This was mostly carried out by other bigger and more senior recruits who were circumcised and who 
had been whipped into an irrational frenzy by senior sailors because of their vicious and totally ridiculous 
stories concerning uncircumcised people being filthy, unclean, ugly and not as beautiful as those 
possessing a circumcised penis. 

We were labelled and culled into two groups: “dirty uncircumcised ant eaters” and “beautiful proud helmet 
heads”. I am uncircumcised and I have never had a dirty penis in my life but the constant abuse as a child 
made me feel different, dirty and ashamed of my penis and angry at the fact that my parents had not had 
me circumcised. My father would have killed those bastards if he heard how they were speaking.

I was told repeatedly, in front of our division (along with others that were not circumcised) that we would 
never attract women as they wouldn’t “fuck” someone with a filthy unclean cock. Many kids were deeply 
scarred by this, I know I certainly was. 

Grown men at the base would ask you how often you wanked and how big your cock was. I was still a little 
boy and these men were between 30 and 50 years old. It was disgusting. 

I was asked by 40 and 50 year olds if I took it up the arse and was told that I would look pretty in a dress 
with make up on. I was also told that I should be careful I didn’t get my arse split open on a dark night. 
I was 15 years old and slow going into puberty. I didn’t have many pubic hairs so I copped it even more. 

I was terrified of being arse raped. I constantly feared for my safety. I was an outgoing lad when I arrived at 
HMAS Leeuwin, not at all violent in nature and usually made friends quickly; but not at Leeuwin.

Grown men staring at your penis in the showers was sinister and paedophilic in nature but being a kid I 
didn’t think that way at the time. We had some substitute Blocks Able Seam[e]n and Leading Seam[e]n 
who would trawl through the accommodation blocks and showers perving. That was every other day and 
common place. I had one of these people grab a handful of my private parts while I was in the shower. 
He squeezed them so hard that I screamed. I felt like I was going to pass out and I fell to the shower floor 
in agony. The reason he did it was apparently that I didn’t turn to face him when [he] asked me to and the 
excuse for this brutal invasive behaviour was that he had to make sure I was “clean”. 
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I know that sexual assaults/rapes took place at Leeuwin and it frightened me as I didn’t want to be next. 
I felt extremely scared and powerless.

On very frequent occasions I would witness the aftermath of these assaults. I would often walk into the 
bathroom to find boys doubled over, sobbing on the ground. They would usually be naked or in bits of 
torn clothing with their genitals exposed. They would be covered in scratches. There would be scrubbing 
brushes, brooms, mops and other objects lying around the bathroom. These items were clear indications 
that scrubbings, blackballing or rock baths had taken place.

I came to understand that boys would often be randomly attacked, stripped naked, be scrubbed with 
brushes, have boot polish smeared on their genitals and have objects forcibly inserted into their anuses. 

Another common sight would be to see boys hanging up by broomsticks across the showers. They would 
have the broom handle put between their shoulders and their arms tied down. These boys were usually 
naked as well or at least had their genitals exposed. They were subjected to similar types of abuse.

During my year at Leeuwin I witnessed sights like this about 20–30 times. There were a few times that I 
lifted boys off after finding them hanging in the shower. I wasn’t very big so I often had to find someone to 
help me get them off.

We knew not to tell the Petty Officers or the Able Seam[e]n as we would just get into more shit. There was 
an unwritten code at Leeuwin – you kept your mouth shut. Anyone caught dobbing would usually get the 
shit beaten out of them. You had to sort matters out on your own.

Witnessing these events scared the shit out of me. I was living in fear that I would be the next one 
attacked. I was an innocent 15 year old boy and Leeuwin was like hell on earth. There was nothing that I 
could do to escape.

Physical violence was an everyday happening with wild fights left to go on by senior sailors (anyone 
intervening to break it up was generally punished along with the combatants). I recall a number of 
times that I was belted for trying to help someone in a fight. This ensured the fight reached an outcome, 
generally a knockout. Sometimes all in brawls in the cafe would get a violent and quick response with 
some going to the cells.

Bashings by night after lights out were frequent occurrences. Blankets were thrown over the unsuspecting 
victim while they slept. They would then be bashed, unable to retaliate or identify their attackers. I thought 
this was such a gutless thing to do. It was when we were most vulnerable.

I remember the sounds of anger and chaos after lights out. If anyone looked in on it, all went quiet rapidly 
and the victim knew to keep his mouth shut. The sound of boys crying themselves to sleep in their beds 
will haunt me forever. Sometimes a blood spot trail to the bathrooms was visible where the person who 
was blanket bashed tried to clean up. If you helped them, you copped it next.

In the end you just hoped you didn’t fall foul of the system or the bullies. I was never blanket bashed but 
did have to fight to protect myself. You just couldn’t avoid it; you would eventually fuck up somewhere, 
sometime during the day, bringing a group punishment down on all involved. It was an inevitable outcome; 
the system was rigged that way.

I received several bashings at Leeuwin for just being in the wrong place at the wrong time. I recall another 
recruit from a few intakes above and I were set upon by two cooks in the sullage hut, a stinking walled 
compound where slop and liquid waste was dealt with from the kitchens.

The cooks came to bash the older boy for being a “mouthy jack”; navy slang for being a right smart arse. 
I remember being very scared as they were large men, urged on by a third cook who was a short guy with 
red hair and an extremely foul temper. Earlier in the night he had been shoved into a slop pit during an 
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argument with the older boy. This was due to the cook referring to the boy’s mother as a “slut”. Being a 
typical teenager of 15, I laughed out loud when the cook ended up in the smelling slops pit. That was to 
prove a big mistake. We tried to talk our way out as we were cornered (only one way in and out) but they 
wanted to teach him a lesson he would not soon forget. I was just in the wrong place at the wrong time.

My obvious fear seemed to fire them up even more. They grabbed me and held me with my hands firmly 
behind my back. They proceeded to punch me hard in the face three times, breaking my nose. I was 
also punched in the mouth, stomach and chest and then thrown, winded and in agony into a tub of foul 
smelling galley waste. I fell out of the tub onto the wet concrete floor where I was kicked in the back by the 
red headed cook. 

I never reported it as they warned us against it on their way out. The older boy had both eyes blackened 
and his nose was also broken. We were both covered in blood and slop. I knew not to go to sick bay. 

When you worked in the kitchens/main cafe some of the cooks were brutal. The chief cook turned a blind 
eye to their behaviour. Some of the cooks would taunt anyone including myself, especially if they found out 
that you were smart and going into a technical trade such as aviation electronics or engineering. 

It was a shit place to do your required duty. They would do things like dump hot potato on the back of your 
hands from behind, kick your feet out from underneath you so you would fall onto hard slippery wet floors 
and as one cook used to do for the amusement of his colleagues, sling heavy steel roller mop buckets across 
the wet galley floor at some speed, aiming for your shins during clean up time. They called it Junior Recruit 
bowling. I can remember having nasty bruises on my legs the whole time at Leeuwin as a result of it.

If you got out of the way in time the mop bucket usually turned over spilling all of its water and mess onto 
the floor. They would then make you clean this up. If you were seen to be slacking off the cooks would put 
hot spoons and ladles on the back of your neck and arms. It would hurt like hell.

I thought that the cooks were filthy. They would often spit in the food just because they hated Junior Recruits. 
One cook urinated in the mashed potato to punish Junior Recruits. I loved mashed spuds but never touched 
them again while at Leeuwin. I still think of that filthy bastard even now when I eat mashed potato. Why was 
this pig a cook? Why didn’t his fellow cooks have the decency to stop him? I will never understand.

The worst punishment the cooks gave you was denial of food (unofficially of course). The Officers In 
Charge would deny this went on I’m sure; but it went on alright. It was unofficially enforced by other 
recruits. They would have certain bullies drive you away when you tried to slip through for a meal, it was 
common practice, often leading to a bashing outside the cafe. One kid got punched until he threw up. 
Bottom line-take the denial of food and don’t try to eat anything.

During one of our live firing exercises with assault rifles, one of the lads got a jammed round in his 
weapon (we had been shown how to cope with a misfire). He then stood up (as we were all in the prone 
firing position) and attempted to unjam it. Unfortunately he passed the loaded weapon’s barrel across all 
of us, who were unaware as we were still firing our weapons down the range and lying down.

The Leading Hand Quarter Master Gunner in charge at the time ordered an immediate cease fire. We were 
ordered to pay attention. He then took the loaded weapon carefully from the boy, showed all assembled 
again how to unjam it. He proceeded to re-cock the rifle, yelled at the boy, pointing it in the direction of the 
boy’s head pulling the trigger. That round passed inches from his right ear.

The kid pissed his pants and some cruel kids laughed. Most of us jumped out of our skins in sheer fright. 
He then punched the boy hard in the face. The LH QMG yelled at us to “shut the fuck up” (as we all starting 
protesting, gasping or in the case of some, laughing). He added that if the boy concerned or any of us 
fuckwits did that again he would move his aim an inch closer to the centre of our “empty fucking heads”. 
It was totally insane and I’ll never forget it.
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I was a good swimmer […] so pool activities came naturally and to me were seen as fun. At Leeuwin the 
swimming test was very gruelling. We were made to swim dozens of laps of the pool in full thick boiler 
overalls and boots. I understood the rationale behind this as the consequences for not be[ing] able to 
swim at sea during a sinking was drowning. At the end of these laps you had to tread water more than 
12 feet in depth and remove your laced up boots and overalls without putting your head under water. If you 
did, you would be automatically failed. This was not an easy thing to do even for a strong adult swimmer. 
If you attempted to put your hands on the side of the pool your fingers and hands were stomped on by 
the Physical Training Instructors (PTIs). Your head was forcibly pushed under by their feet also. All this 
happened while you were at complete exhaustion from multiple fully clothed swimming laps. The PTIs by 
twos would violently hoist those caught cheating up out of the pool by the hair on their heads for a good 
slap in the face. If you tried to swim away from the edge of the pool they would jump in and pull you under 
pushing you down to the bottom of the diving pool with their feet. It nearly killed me and I could swim well.

Those poor bastards who couldn’t swim were given a crash course in how to drown. They were thrown 
by PTIs into the 12 feet diving pool without a lifejacket to flounder and scream until they went under and 
had to be rescued, all done to the jeers and laughter of onlookers. Those “little girls” who cried out were 
kicked and slapped as they were paraded down to the shallow end of the pool to be humiliated some 
more, just because they couldn’t swim. 

On several evenings our drunken divisional Petty Officer, an older seaman branch guy covered in tattoos 
would come back on base around 1am and turn out all of us from our bunks. He stank of alcohol, 
cigarettes and generally had a surly demeanour. He would make all of us stand on the parade ground in 
PJ’s or whatever you were sleeping in, jocks, undies, and no shoes. Winter in Perth can be cold at night. 
He would make us stand to attention for up to three hours. He’d walk up and down our ranks raving and 
rambling, occasionally abusing kids for farting, burping, coughing or sneezing or worse, laughing or 
laughing at him.

The Leeuwin establishment operated like a reformatory/prison for lack of a better word, except 
violence was rewarded not punished. Certain types of individuals thrived while others did not. 
It destroyed some lads.

I could not understand why adults would purposely plant such rotten seeds of violence and hatred in all of 
us to grow into violent and twisted individuals. Some couldn’t cope, taking their own lives. Even when you 
did get off the base to escape, the people of Fremantle seemed to not care or didn’t know what was going 
on at Leeuwin. 

I was constantly living in fear that I would be bashed, raped or assaulted. I was constantly in a state of 
anxiety and this was not a nice way to be. There was nothing I could do about it. I had signed up for nine 
years of service and couldn’t escape. I thought I just had to bite my tongue and put up with it.  

Eventually it all got too much and I walked out of the Navy in order to save myself. I returned out of guilt 
after 12 or so weeks so as not to upset my mother. On return I was punished by authority and was also 
punished by other recruits. I was spat on, had my car burnt and my personal property destroyed. 

I never reported any of the incidents that happened to me or ones that I witnessed happening to others. 
There was an unwritten rule at Leeuwin that you did not dob on people or complain and that you kept 
you mouth shut. We were told to obey our superiors and not question any of their actions. I knew that if I 
reported these incidents I would make matters worse for myself. 

The Navy has taken the best years of my life. It made me feel less than human, dirty and worthless, 
to be used up like toilet paper. I was a nervous, bad tempered alcoholic trying to make sense of my 
wasted youth.
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The Navy introduced me to strong alcohol, cigarettes and cannabis by the age of 16. I tried to escape the 
pain through smoking it but the relief it provided was temporary and fleeting. I never sought treatment out 
of shame and guilt, not wanting to endure further vilification.

Throughout my time at Leeuwin I was subjected to and witnessed a lot of abuse. I have never felt guilty for 
not helping people that were in bad situations as I did whatever I could (e.g. pulling them off the hanging 
broom handles) but I will always feel guilty for not reporting it. I often feel down for not having had the 
strength to do this.

Some of those at Leeuwin deny that these things happened; they are just kidding themselves or were 
involved. I have seen people vilified online for speaking out. I have kept this a private hurt until now and 
can only say that to attack someone for speaking out is just the lowest. I have had trouble believing in the 
sincerity of humans. My Leeuwin nightmare has never really gone.469

CASE STUDY 4: Junior Recruit, 1981

I was 16 years of age when I joined the Navy. During my time at HMAS Leeuwin, I was subjected to abuse 
that included sexual and physical assault, bastardisation, sexual harassment and bullying amongst many 
other forms of abuse. The main perpetrator was a Leading Seaman in change of my intake. 

On the first day of entering HMAS Leeuwin I was introduced to the Leading Seaman who abused me […]. 
The first few days was just as expected with getting haircuts, issuing of uniform and general inductions 
etc. I was then provided general cleaning tasks and was ordered to clean the night supervisor’s room by 
[the Leading Seaman]. When I was there he approached me. He seemed pretty cool and friendly. He asked 
me did I wish to look at some pornographic magazines. I said “why not” and looked at a couple of them 
and [the Leading Seaman] said it would “be our secret”.

The next day he approached me asking me if I liked them and if I wanted to do it again. I thought it was 
pretty cool so I said “yes” and he offered me the chance again to look at the magazines. Just after lunch, 
as I went past his office he saw me and brought me upstairs and we started to look at the magazines. 
He then asked me did the magazines give me an erection when I looked at them. This embarrassed me so 
I denied this. He replied “don’t be shy, I have one” at which point he undid his shorts and showed me his 
erection. He then requested that I show him mine but I refused which angered him. He then reached over 
and grabbed my penis through my shorts in an aggressive manner and I instantly jumped up and ran out 
of the room and back downstairs. 

I didn’t see him until we had to double back to our barracks. When we arrived back at the base of the 
steep incline outside our barracks [the Leading Seaman] stated I was out of step on the way back and 
my whole squad was to double up and down the incline while I sat out to watch them. That night I was 
dragged out of my bed by the legs and kicked and punched for what seemed like an eternity. 

Some days later [the Leading Seaman] spoke to me and told me he knew of the assault and that because I 
didn’t report it I could be charged for this but said he would “let me off this once”. I knew things could only 
get worse from here.

A few nights later the same thing happened again but I was relatively well prepared and fought back and 
pretty much held my own. This occurred on numerous occasions at Leeuwin where I would be ganged 
up on and beaten and this resulted in sleepless nights as I awaited the next beating. This affects me to 
this day as my sleep pattern has never readjusted and nightmares are very vivid. It got so bad that I often 
sneaked into the TV room or laundry to sleep at night.
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Shortly after this there was another incident with [the Leading Seaman] where he told me to come 
upstairs to an unused dormitory and once I got there he told me to drop my pants as he dropped his. 
He rubbed himself on me and became erect and then made me masturbate him until he ejaculated. 
I remember after this being late for class as I spent so much time washing myself and my hand.

I had great ambition to become a cook and [the Leading Seaman] would often tell me that if I wanted to 
get my career choice then playing along was the wisest course of action.

The next incident occurred one evening where the Duty Supervisor told me and another Junior Recruit 
to clean his room. When this was completed the other Junior Recruit was told to go. I was told to stay to 
mop the shower.

As I went into the bathroom to mop the shower I saw [the Leading Seaman] standing there dressed only in 
a towel. As I turned to leave the other sailor blocked me from leaving. [The Leading Seaman] dropped the 
towel and instructed me to perform oral sex on him which I refused. He slapped me in the face and forced 
his penis into my mouth and told me if I wanted to walk out of there I would do as he instructed.

I gagged constantly as he then rammed his penis into my mouth. I gagged so much that I ended up 
vomiting. I was then slapped again and told to masturbate him. He ejaculated all over my shirt and all 
while the other sailor was watching this unfold. They told me to clean up the mess I had made before I left.

The next day we were due for Kit Muster and the shirt from the night before had obviously been soiled 
which meant I scored poorly and my dorm room was punished by having our weekend leave delayed. 
That night as soon as the lights went out I was grabbed and had a pillow case put over my head. I was 
taken to another barracks and there were a number of Junior Recruits there who were due to leave as 
they were completing their nine months.

The ringleader made me run down the corridor naked as I was whipped, punched and hit with broom 
handles before being kicked in the testicles so hard I collapsed on the floor. From then on I made sure I 
kept to myself and kept a low profile to avoid further unwanted attention.

There was another incident with the sailor who had watched [the Leading Seaman] with me in the shower. 
I was cleaning one of the rooms and he walked up to me and rubbed my penis and genitals and said it was 
his turn but I pushed past him and made my way up to where the others were. […]

[W]e went on a trip to Rottnest Island for a couple of nights and one evening [the Leading Seaman] 
cornered me in the shower and told me he wanted to watch me masturbate myself. I tried but I was 
scared and couldn’t become erect and the longer it took the angrier he got and he slapped me several 
times then punched me in the stomach and said “you’ll never learn”.

When I next saw [the Leading Seaman] he was on duty as a supervisor and told me that once the lights 
were out to go to his room and [if] I didn’t there would be “a world of trouble for me”. I did as directed and 
went to his room. He was there again with just a towel and told me to take off my shorts and underwear. 
He rubbed my penis and made me rub his and after a short while he forced me onto his bed on my 
stomach. He then pushed a finger into my anus which was extremely painful and then withdrew the finger 
and tried to force his penis inside me. I cried in pain but he just pushed harder. I was wriggling around in 
pain as he tried to rape me and he hit me several times. He actually entered my anus but because I was 
writhing around so much he couldn’t do what he intended. When he realised it wasn’t going to work he 
forced me to perform oral sex on him again and said if I gagged or vomited he was going to beat me badly. 
I did what he told me and he ejaculated in my mouth.

In my haste to leave his room after this I left my shorts in his room with my keys in the pocket. I spent the 
rest of the night trying to stop my anus from bleeding and cleaning myself. I also stuck my fingers down 
my throat to make myself vomit.
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The next morning I worked up the courage to tell a Lieutenant what had been going on and he listened to 
what I had to say as I cried uncontrollably. He dismissed me saying he was going to speak to [the Leading 
Seaman] and that I was to wait in my dorm room.

When I returned he looked extremely angry and told me the Navy does not need people like me and that 
I had serious lessons to learn. He said that making such false accusations could not only destroy [the 
Leading Seaman’s] career but could result in myself being charged for this.

The line from him was that he didn’t understand why I would make up a false accusation such as this but 
he was willing to forget my “lies” if I was prepared to drop it which I was most certainly not. I explained I 
wasn’t lying and reinforced my complaint to which he replied that I was a trouble maker and that the Navy 
wouldn’t want me. Then he told me my keys had been “found” which could lead to someone stealing and 
as such I would be put on charge. For punishment I was made to perform cleaning duties in the cells and 
had to double around the parade ground with a rifle above my head. I also lost my weekend leave.

For reporting the ongoing sexual abuse I ended being charged with a spurious and trumped up offence. 
This shows how corrupt and sadistic things were at HMAS Leeuwin.

A few nights later I was in the shower and a number of Junior Recruits began to say they heard I was a 
“faggot” and that I was not welcome in the Navy. I was then beaten and kicked almost unconscious and 
then I was held down and sodomised by a broom handle which was forced into my anus. I recall many 
people laughing and taunting saying “look, he loves it”.

After this attack I was huddled in a shower cubicle and they all took turns in spitting and urinating on me 
before walking away laughing. As a consequence of this assault I had blood in my urine for days.

By this time I’d had enough and wanted out. I contacted my father saying I wanted to get out immediately. 
He caught the bus […] to see me. The Lieutenant counselled me as he drove me to see my father and said 
not to tell my father what I had reported and that the Navy didn’t need people like me. He instructed me to 
not dare speak of these “false accusations” as he was handling it and it was a Navy matter, not a civilian 
matter. As instructed I did not tell my father the real reason for ringing him and he was angry that I did not 
give him a good enough reason to leave considering how far he had travelled.

The last time I saw [the Leading Seaman] he walked up to me in the TV room and put his forearm on my 
throat and lifted me off the ground. He looked into my eyes and said my complaint had been lost and that 
if I ever spoke of any of this again he would make me pay as he “had contacts everywhere and could easily 
make people disappear”. I recall being so scared I urinated on myself.

Following discharge I was never the same person. I still have nightmares where I lash out and my wife 
often finds me sleep walking or curled up under rugs or behind furniture sleeping. I am a recluse and 
always keep to myself as I don’t like the company of others. I have angry outbursts for no apparent 
reason. My inability to cope with intimacy resulted in the breakdown of my first two marriages. My current 
marriage has been affected as prior to telling my wife about the abuse I suffered at Leeuwin we had been 
undergoing counselling for marital problems caused by the impact the abuse has had on me.

I have Post Traumatic Stress Disorder and have been affected by this ever since the abuse started. I had 
always dreamed of being in the Navy as my uncle had told me stories from an early age of his times in 
the Navy and all I ever wanted was to be a cook in the Navy. I only told my wife recently about the abuse I 
suffered which made things add up for her about my behaviour and how I act generally. 

I had never told anyone else about the abuse I suffered.470
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Appendix B: Taskforce Terms of Reference 
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Appendix C: Plausibility Factsheet
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Appendix D: Statistical summary of HMAS Leeuwin complaints as at  
6 May 2014

Indicator Number Percentage

Assessments

Complaints received 238 N/A

Completed assessments 211 89%

Assessments in progress (percentage of complaints received) 5 2%

Withdrawn complaints (percentage of complaints received) 11 5%

Complaints in which complainants did not provide information within the 
available time period (percentage of complaints received)

6 3%

Complainants not contactable (percentage of complaints received) 5 2%

Scope and plausibility

Complaints containing allegations of abuse within the scope of the Taskforce 
Terms of Reference (percentage of complaints assessed)

209 99%

Complaints raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse (percentage of 
in-scope complaints assessed)

209 100%

Type of abuse in assessed complaints from former Junior Recruits471

Bullying/harassment 160 77%

Physical abuse 184 89%

Sexual abuse 102 49%

Sexual harassment 17 8%

Defence mismanagement in assessed complaints from former Junior Recruits

Complaints assessed as including one or more plausible cases of 
Defence mismanagement

207 100%

Outcomes (in progress or finalised) in assessed complaints from former Junior Recruits472

Referred to Defence Abuse Counselling Program 37

Defence Abuse Reparation Payments Scheme (payments made) 117

Category 1 Abuse ($5000) 2 (2%)

Category 2 Abuse ($15 000) 4 (3%)

Category 3 Abuse ($30 000) 28 (24%)

Category 4 Abuse ($45 000) 83 (71%)

Category 5 Mismanagement ($5000) 117 (100%)

Referred to Defence Abuse Restorative Engagement Program 13

Referred to or under consideration for referral to civilian police 4

Under consideration for referral to Defence for potential Defence action473 3
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Appendix E: Limitations of statistics 
The Taskforce relied on complainants self-reporting their experiences of abuse. The cohort of complainants 
to the Taskforce is therefore a non-random sample, and is unlikely to be representative of all Junior Recruits 
at HMAS Leeuwin. As the Taskforce was established to assess and respond to individual cases of abuse within 
Defence, it is expected that the proportion of abuse experienced by complainants to the Taskforce is higher than 
the proportion of abuse experienced by the wider HMAS Leeuwin Junior Recruit population. In addition, many 
other factors can either encourage or discourage self-reporting. For example, the presence of severe mental or 
physical health issues may inhibit reporting, while belonging to an active and close-knit intake group which is 
supportive of the work of the Taskforce may encourage reporting to the Taskforce.  

While the sample size of complainants is significant, when drilling down into the statistical information and 
analysing subgroups (such as a particular type of abuse over a particular time), the sample size of these 
subgroups can become relatively small, and may therefore not produce accurate or representative results. 

In addition, it should be noted that in many cases complaints to the Taskforce about harsh training and 
disciplinary practices by staff members at HMAS Leeuwin (as discussed in section 3.3(b)) could be categorised 
either as bullying or as physical abuse. This is particularly the case where the conduct included unwelcome 
physical contact or threats of violence, or where physical injury resulted. In most cases the Taskforce has 
categorised harsh training and disciplinary practices as bullying, due to the overarching atmosphere of 
bullying and intimidation that complainants describe these practices as being carried out in at HMAS Leeuwin. 
The Taskforce has only categorised complaints of harsh training and disciplinary practices as physical abuse in 
cases where the conduct clearly involved an act of physical abuse, for example being hit with a rifle.

Furthermore, despite the relatively low incidence of sexual harassment complaints to the Taskforce, this type of 
abuse is likely to have been much more prevalent at HMAS Leeuwin than is indicated by the statistics. In many 
cases, complaints of sexual abuse (as discussed in section 3.5) may have included elements that could have 
been categorised as sexual harassment – for example, where Junior Recruits made derogatory comments of a 
sexual nature relating to a complainant’s body during the course of an incident such as vacuuming or nuggetting. 
In many cases these complaints could potentially have been categorised as involving both sexual harassment 
and sexual abuse, but were categorised only as sexual abuse because this was the primary form of abuse 
described by the complainant.
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Appendix F: Statistical analysis of HMAS Leeuwin complaints
This statistical analysis is based on the 207 complaints assessed as at 6 May 2014 as falling within the scope of 
the Taskforce Terms of Reference and as raising one or more plausible allegations of abuse of Junior Recruits.474 

Types of abuse

Graph 1: Number of complainants experiencing each type of abuse

Graph 2: Number of complainants who experienced multiple types of abuse
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Bullying/harassment

Graph 3: Number of complaints that raise allegations of bullying perpetrated by staff members and Junior Recruits475 

Physical abuse

Graph 4: Number of complaints that raise allegations of physical abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits476 
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Graph 5: Number of complaints that raise allegations of physical abuse perpetrated by staff members477

Sexual abuse

Graph 6: Number of complaints that raise allegations of sexual abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits478
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Graph 7: Number of complaints that raise allegations of sexual abuse perpetrated by staff members479 

Sexual harassment

Graph 8: Number of complaints raising allegations of sexual harassment, perpetrated by sponsors, staff members 
and Junior Recruits480 
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Patterns of abuse over time 

Graph 9: Number of complaints, by time period

Graph 10: Number of complainants, by time period and type of abuse
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Graph 11: Number of complainants, by year of entry to HMAS Leeuwin

Graph 12: Total number of Junior Recruits, by year of entry to HMAS Leeuwin481
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Graph 13: Number of allegations of abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits, by year

Graph 14: Number of allegations of abuse perpetrated by staff members, by year 
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Perpetrators of abuse

Graph 15: Number of plausible allegations of abuse perpetrated by Junior Recruits, staff members or sponsors, 
by year

Defence mismanagement

Graph 16: Number of complaints raising types of reports to Defence482

19
60

19
61

19
62

19
63

19
64

19
65

19
66

19
67

19
68

19
69

19
70

19
71

19
72

19
73

19
74

19
75

19
76

19
77

19
78

19
79

19
80

19
81

19
82

N
um

be
r o

f p
la

us
ib

le
 a

lle
ga

ti
on

s

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

Staff members           Junior Recruits            Sponsors

N
um

be
r o

f c
om

pl
ai

nt
s

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

Actual report
of abuse

Constructive
report of abuse –

pattern or practice
of abuse

Constructive
report of abuse –
abuse effected

by staff members

Constructive
report of abuse –
subject presented
to staff members

with signs of injury

Constructive
report of abuse –
abuse witnessed
by staff members

54

176

147

18 14



121 ENDNOTES

Endnotes
1 G Rumble, M McKean and D Pearce, Report of the Review of Allegations of Sexual and Other Abuse in Defence: 

Volume 1, 11 October 2011.

2 The site of HMAS Leeuwin was used for other purposes both before and after its use as a Junior Recruit Training 
Establishment. This report focuses on allegations of abuse while HMAS Leeuwin was operating as a Junior 
Recruit Training Establishment between 1960 and 1984.

3 Many people who have experienced abuse do not see themselves as ‘victims’ and object to that term being 
used. For this reason the Taskforce uses the term ‘complainants’ to refer to individuals who have brought their 
complaints of abuse to the attention of the Taskforce.

4 Two complainants who alleged abuse as Junior Recruits also alleged abuse when they later went back to 
HMAS Leeuwin to serve as staff members. Two other complainants also alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin but 
were not Junior Recruits. Because this report focuses on abuse alleged by Junior Recruits, the allegations 
where the complainants were not Junior Recruits at the time of the abuse have not been counted in the statistics 
of abuse.

5 G Rumble and M McKean, Report of the Review of Allegations of Sexual and Other Abuse in Defence: Supplement to 
Volume 1, 17 April 2012, p 6. Note that of these communications, the DLA Piper Review recorded 1095 discrete 
allegations of abuse (raised by 775 sources) (at p 3).

6 Australian Government, Defence Abuse Response Taskforce, About Us, Canberra, 2013, viewed 29 April 2014,  
http://www.defenceabusetaskforce.gov.au/Aboutus/Pages/default.aspx; Australian Government, Defence Abuse 
Response Taskforce, Reports, Canberra, 2013, viewed 29 April 2014, http://www.defenceabusetaskforce.gov.au/
reports/Pages/default.aspx.  

7 Australian Government, Defence Abuse Response Taskforce, Appointment of Taskforce Chair and Taskforce Terms 
of Reference, clause (ii), viewed 11 March 2014, http://www.defenceabusetaskforce.gov.au/Aboutus/Documents/
DefenceAbuseResponseTaskforceTermsofReference.pdf (‘Defence Abuse Response Taskforce, Terms of Reference’).

8 Rumble and McKean, note 5, p 37. Note that other sections of the DLA Piper Report record a different number of 
HMAS Leeuwin allegations, ranging from 25-30.

9 Above.

10 Above, p 39. 

11 Rumble, McKean and Pearce, note 1, p 69.

12 Above.

13 Above.

14 Above.

15 Above.

16 Above, p 70.

17 Above, p 69. 

18 Above, p 70.

19 As noted above, the site of HMAS Leeuwin was used for other purposes both before and after its use as a 
Junior Recruit Training Establishment. However, this report focuses on allegations of abuse while HMAS Leeuwin 
was operating as a Junior Recruit Training Establishment between 1960 and 1984.

20 B Adams, HMAS Leeuwin: The Story of the RAN’s Junior Recruits, 2009, Appendix, pp 109-113. Note that the figures 
in the Appendix are based on information gathered from HMAS Leeuwin Reports of Proceedings and photographs 
included in annual Passing Out Parade books. 

21 Above, pp 11-12. 

22 Above, p xi, Appendix, pp 109-113.

23 Above, Appendix, pp 109-113.

24 Above.

25 Above, p 27, Appendix pp 109-113.
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26 Above, Appendix pp 109-113.

27 Above, pp 41, 97, Appendix pp 109-113.

28 Above, pp 43-47.

29 Above, p 46.

30 Above, p 77.

31 Above, pp 41, 43. See especially section 3.3(a) of this report for a description of the informal hierarchy between 
Junior Recruits at HMAS Leeuwin. 

32 Adams, above, p 42.

33 Above, pp 23, 47-48.

34 Above, pp 23, 50.

35 Above, p 52.

36 Above, p 60; see also ‘HMAS Leeuwin Sponsorship Scheme unique to the RAN’, Navy News (11 November 1974), 
p 2, viewed 5 May 2014, http://www.navy.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/Navy_News-November-11-1974.pdf.  

37 Adams, above, p 97. 

38 Above, p 103.

39 Above.

40 Some records from this early period of HMAS Leeuwin’s history have since become available through the National 
Archives of Australia, some of which may be viewed online. See, for example, National Archives of Australia: 
Department of Finance and Deregulation, Central Office; K279, Correspondence files, annual single number 
series, 1922-1997; 1959/366, Navy – HMAS Leeuwin – erection of training school, 1959-1960. See also National 
Archives of Australia: Department of Finance and Deregulation, Central Office; K124, Original plans/drawings, 
annual single number with alphabetical prefixes and suffixes series, 1959-1997; HA64/1299/A1/5, Defence Navy – 
HMAS Leeuwin – location map, 1963 and National Archives of Australia: HMAS STIRLING, Western Australia; K591, 
Correspondence files, multiple number series, 1891-1986; 51/6/30, Presentation of pictures etc. to HMAS Leeuwin, 
1954-1962. 

41 See, for example, editorial in The Daily Mirror, Sydney (27 April 1971); ‘Shades of Captain Bligh’, The Advertiser, 
Adelaide (28 April 1971); ‘Bullied, Beaten at RAN School – S.A. boy tells of initiation’, The News, Adelaide (28 
April 1971); ‘Former Leeuwin Cadet Tells – Savagery – Punctured lung, 10 operations after beatings’, The Daily 
Mirror, Sydney (29 April 1971); commentary by columnist Patricia Giffney, The Sun, Sydney (29 April 1971); talkback 
commentary by Ormsby Wilkins and John Worthy on 3AW Radio, Melbourne (30 April 1971, 7.15am-7.30am).

42 Adams, note 20, p 90.

43 T Rapke, Records of an Inquiry into Events that Allegedly Occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and Onboard HMAS Sydney,  
Part 1 (6 May 1971), [1] (‘Report Part 1’).

44 See above; T Rapke, Records of an Inquiry into Events that Allegedly Occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and Onboard 
HMAS Sydney, Part 2 (3 July 1971) (‘Report Part 2’).

45 See National Archives of Australia: Department of Defence, Central Office; A12433, Records of an inquiry into 
events that allegedly occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and on board HMAS Sydney (the Rapke inquiry), single number 
series, 1971; 1, Report Number 1, 1971 and National Archives of Australia: Department of Defence, Central Office; 
A12433, Records of an inquiry into events that allegedly occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and on board HMAS Sydney 
(the Rapke inquiry), single number series, 1971; 2, Report Number 2, 1971.

46 Rapke, Report Part 2, note 44, [74].

47 Above, [30], [68], [76].

48 See Judge Rapke’s major findings in Part 1 of his Report that ‘the charges against Connolly originated 
solely in a raw 15-year old lad trying alone to rag his peers and indiscreetly going too far […] I do not see any 
general initiation process’ and Part 2 of his Report that ‘[o]rganised initiation ceremonies, a formal pattern of 
bastardisation, or any form of patterned violence or misbehaviour have never been a part of the programme, 
official or otherwise, at LEEUWIN’: see above, [73] and Rapke, Report Part 1, note 43, [58]. See also Judge Rapke’s 
conclusions relating to numbers of reported assaults calculated as a proportion of the Junior Recruit population: 
above, [78]. 
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49 See Judge Rapke’s assertion that the system of hierarchy at HMAS Leeuwin and associated abuses were ‘[c]
ompletely unknown to anyone in authority over the [J]unior [R]ecruit community’; his finding of ‘no evidence of 
dereliction of duty in any of the naval authorities’ dealing with Junior Recruit Connolly’s case, ‘but on the contrary 
impressive and humane concern for the welfare of every youngster in the establishment’; and his assertion that 
officers at Leeuwin were ‘skilled[,] competent and humane men of whom any service, any institution could well be 
proud’: see Rapke, Report Part 1, above, [18], [60], [10(d)] respectively. 

50 Note one outlying case from the late 1980s, Laycock and Commonwealth of Australia [1989] AATA 341 (22 March 
1989). This case refers to the applicant ‘suffer[ing] some horseplay’ at Leeuwin and the significance of his training 
at Leeuwin as a causal factor in his schizophrenia. 

51 For example, in Russell v Commonwealth of Australia [1999] VSC 437 (12 November 1999), the applicant described 
his year at Leeuwin as ‘routine and uneventful’, stating that he enjoyed the establishment and ‘enthused about it’ 
when he was home on leave (at [3]). In Mitchell and Repatriation Commission [2004] AATA 1150 (4 November 2004), 
the applicant described training at Leeuwin as having its ‘ups and downs, but [being] acceptable for the era’ (at 
[24]). 

52 Frazer and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2004] AATA 1403 (24 December 2004), [10], [17]; 
Farnaby and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2008] AATA 603 (11 July 2008), [37], [38], [69]. 
The same conclusion was reached implicitly by the Federal Court of Australia in the appeal decision of Farnaby 
and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2008] FCA 1911 (7 December 2008), where evidence of a 
culture of abuse at Leeuwin was not an issue on appeal and therefore was accepted by the Court. 

53 Frazer and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2004] AATA 731 (9 July 2004); Frazer and Military 
Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2004] AATA 1403 (24 December 2004).

54 Frazer and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2004] AATA 1403 (24 December 2004), [17].

55 Above.

56 Farnaby and Military Rehabilitation and Compensation Commission [2008] AATA 603 (11 July 2008), [35]-[44].

57 Above, [37].

58 Above, [27] and [38] respectively. Note also Delahunty and Comcare [2003] AATA 1148 (14 November 2003), in which 
fear of retribution is cited as the reason for not reporting sexual assault. 

59 See for example Madden and Repatriation Commission [2005] AATA 1218 (9 December 2005), [7]. 

60 Debono and Repatriation Commission [2004] AAT 580 (7 June 2004), [11].

61 Button and Repatriation Commission [2010] AATA 860 (3 November 2010), [9]. See also Trigge and Repatriation 
Commission [2012] AATA 176 (23 March 2012) in which the applicant claimed he had been given alcohol by a sports 
coach at HMAS Leeuwin at age 16; Bawden and Repatriation Commission [2011] AATA 283 (2 May 2011); Ralph and 
Repatriation Commission [1999] AATA 475 (2 July 1999).

62 Goodfellow and Repatriation Commission [2004] AATA 1312 (9 December 2004), [8]. Note that the AAT accepted 
the applicant’s smoking habits arose from his Navy service, but did not accept that his related health issues 
were attributable to his operational service. See also Dodsworth and Repatriation Commission [2003] AATA 473 (26 
May 2003) in which the AAT accepted evidence that the applicant was offered cigarettes by trainers and friends 
while at HMAS Leeuwin; Trueman and Repatriation Commission [2008] AATA 1038 (19 November 2008); Whyte and 
Repatriation Commission [2010] AATA 869 (5 November 2010).

63 See, for example, I Dunn, Junior Recruits Photographic Museum, 2010, viewed 2 May 2014, http://www.jrphotomuseum.
com/; J Curbishley, Welcome to the 8th intake of JRTE ‘The Class of ’64’: HMAS Leeuwin 1964’, viewed 2 May 
2014, http://www.leeuwinclassof64.org/; R Graystone, Gun Plot – Royal Australian Navy – Junior Recruit Training 
Establishment – JRTE: HMAS Leeuwin – Freemantle Western Australia, 2012, viewed 2 May 2014, http://www.gunplot.
net/main/content/hmas-leeuwin-jrte-1960-1986 (‘Junior Recruit Training Establishment’).  

64 See, for example, HMAS Leeuwin 44th Intake – July 1973, 2013, viewed 30 April 2014, http://www.users.on.net/~dale.
roberts/index.htm.

65 See, for example, D Hogarth, 42nd Junior Recruit Intake 1973, 2012, viewed 5 May 2014, http://42ndintake.homestead.
com/; Graystone, Junior Recruit Training Establishment, note 63.
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66 R Graystone, Settling in: Gun Plot – Royal Australian Navy – Junior Recruit Training Establishment – JRTE: 
HMAS Leeuwin – Freemantle Western Australia, 2012, viewed 5 May 2014, http://www.gunplot.net/jrte/jrte2.html. 
Scrubbing was a practice in which (usually more senior) Junior Recruits would forcibly scrub the bodies of 
other Junior Recruits using equipment such as hard-bristled brooms, scrubbing brushes and steel wool, and/
or cleaning products which were often harsh and abrasive. The practice of running the gauntlet involved Junior 
Recruits arranging themselves into two lines facing each other, usually along a corridor or staircase, while 
holding heavy items. Other Junior Recruits, usually from a more recent intake, would be forced to run through the 
centre of the lines while being beaten with the heavy items by the Junior Recruits standing on either side of them. 
For further detail, see section 3.4(a).

67 R Graystone, Bastardisation at JRTE?: Gun Plot – Royal Australian Navy – Junior Recruit Training Establishment 
– JRTE: HMAS Leeuwin – Freemantle Western Australia, 2012, viewed 5 May 2014, http://www.gunplot.net/main/
content/hmas-leeuwin-bastardisation-jrte. See also accounts contained in D Heath, The Destitute Institute, 2011, 
viewed 2 May 2014, http://destituteinstitute.blogspot.com.au/. 

68 R Graystone, The End of the Beginning: Gun Plot – Royal Australian Navy – Junior Recruit Training Establishment 
– JRTE: HMAS Leeuwin – Freemantle Western Australia, 2012, viewed 5 May 2014, http://www.gunplot.net/main/
content/hmas-leeuwin-jrte-end-beginning (‘The End of the Beginning’). 

69 Heath, note 67.

70 Adams, note 20. Taskforce staff met with Rear Admiral Adams on 10 April 2014 to discuss HMAS Leeuwin, and 
the Taskforce is grateful for his insights into the nature of the institution. 

71 Above, p 73.

72 Above, p 94.

73 Above, p 42.

74 Above, p 82.

75 Above, p 93.

76 Above, p 94.

77 Such as calling one Junior Recruit ‘a little bucket of snot’: above, p 44.

78 Examples include being made to hang from gym wall bars for long periods; double marching or bunny-hopping 
around the parade ground holding up rifles or other heavy items; and being made to run around the parade 
ground in pyjamas at night time. See above, pp 83, 86.

79 Above, p 69.

80 N Butterly, ‘Leeuwin base “worst” for sex abuse’, The West Australian, Perth (15 June 2012), viewed 20 May 2014, 
https://au.news.yahoo.com/thewest/latest/a/13953125/leeuwin-base-worst-for-sex-abuse/. 

81 M Blenkin, ‘Afghanistan mission approaches an end’, Australian Associated Press (12 December 2012), viewed 
20 May 2014, http://www.news.com.au/national/breaking-news/afghanistan-mission-approaches-an-end/story-
e6frfku9-1226535502501.

82 B Nicholson, ‘Abuse report takes aim at officers – Brutality widespread in military – Boys, 13, among the 
victims – Serving staff may face sex claims’, The Australian, Sydney (15 June 2012), p 1, viewed 20 May 2014, 
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/policy/abuse-report-takes-aim-at-defence-force-officers/story-
e6frg8yo-1226396091072#; D Flitton, ‘Defence may have been infiltrated’, The Age, Melbourne (15 June 2012), p 3, 
viewed 20 May 2014, http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/defence-may-have-been-infiltrated-
20120614-20d7j.html.

83 Two complainants who alleged abuse as Junior Recruits also alleged abuse when they later went back to 
HMAS Leeuwin to serve as staff members. Two other complainants also alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin but 
were not Junior Recruits. Because this report focuses on abuse alleged by Junior Recruits, the allegations where 
the complainants were not Junior Recruits at the time of the abuse have not been counted in the statistics of 
abuse. 

84 Junior Recruit, 1968. [Name redacted], D13#314107DOC, p 32. 

85 Junior Recruit, 1971. [Name redacted], D13#303587DOC, pp 32-33. 

86 Junior Recruit, 1970. [Name redacted], D13#286569DOC, p 17.
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87 In some cases this report quotes single words or short phrases from complaints relating to alleged abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin. Consent was not sought from complainants in such cases as the portions quoted are very short 
and complainants are not able to be identified.

88 The Taskforce has retained a record of all documents relied upon in this report. However, names have been 
removed from the public report in order to protect the privacy of those quoted.

89 Junior Recruit, 1968. [Name redacted], D13#313096DOC, pp 4-8. 

90 As noted above, two complainants who alleged abuse as Junior Recruits also alleged abuse when they later went 
back to HMAS Leeuwin to serve as staff members. Two other complainants also alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin 
but were not Junior Recruits. Because this report focuses on abuse alleged by Junior Recruits, the allegations 
where the complainants were not Junior Recruits at the time of the abuse have not been counted in the statistics 
of abuse.

91 Of the 160 complainants, some experienced bullying perpetrated by both Junior Recruits and by staff members. 
For this reason, the breakdown of bullying by perpetrator amounts to a higher figure than the total number of 
complainants who reported bullying. 

92 Junior Recruit, 1979. [Name redacted], D13#312781DOC, pp 32-37. 

93 For further discussion of the Rapke Report, see sections 2.4 and 8.1.

94 Junior Recruit, 1980. [Name redacted], D13#260748DOC, p 17.

95 Junior Recruit, 1968. [Name redacted], D13#317387DOC, pp 1, 5. 

96 Junior Recruit, 1965. [Name redacted], D13#294432DOC, p 18. 

97 Junior Recruit, 1975. [Name redacted], D13#272834DOC, pp 1-2. 

98 Junior Recruit, 1967. [Name redacted], D13#292753DOC, pp 8, 11.

99 Junior Recruit, 1971. [Name redacted], D13#265373DOC, pp 32-33.

100 Junior Recruit, 1965. [Name redacted], D13#290532DOC, p 1.

101 Junior Recruit, 1965. [Name redacted], D13#314143DOC, p 17.

102 Junior Recruit, 1975. [Name redacted], D13#312153DOC, p 34.

103 Junior Recruit, 1967. [Name redacted], D13#312900DOC, p 15. 

104 Junior Recruit, 1980. [Name redacted], D13#260748DOC, p 17.

105 Junior Recruit, 1967. [Name redacted], D13#298987DOC, pp 31-32.

106 Junior Recruit, 1970. [Name redacted], D13#301431DOC, pp 27-28. 

107 Junior Recruit, 1965. [Name redacted], D13#312697DOC, p 33. 

108 See, for example, Junior Recruit, 1961. [Name redacted], D13#313540DOC, p 19. 

109 Adams, note 20, p 84. The disciplinary law which applied to all Navy personnel including Junior Recruits was 
contained in the Naval Discipline Act 1957 (UK) 5 and 6 Eliz 2 Ch 3 which applied until 1982 and subsequently the 
Defence Force Discipline Act 1982 (Cth) which superseded the UK Act in Australia and applied until the closure of 
HMAS Leeuwin in 1984. 

110 Directorate of Recruiting, Department of Defence, HMAS Leeuwin Junior Recruits’ Handbook, introduced 1961 
reprinted 1975, viewed 8 May 2014, http://nla.gov.au/nla.aus-vn4984018 (‘Junior Recruits’ Handbook’).

111 Junior Recruits were subject to the same disciplinary regime as adult sailors under the Naval Discipline Act 1957 
(UK) 5 and 6 Eliz 2 Ch 3 and subsequently the Defence Force Discipline Act 1982 (Cth). As such, they were subject 
to formal punishments authorised by these Acts as well as the Manual of Instructions for the Junior Recruits 
Training Establishment: ABR 697 (promulgated April 1960 incorporating Amendment No 4 May 1962) (‘Junior 
Recruits’ Manual of Instructions (1960)’), the Manual of Instructions for the Junior Recruits Training Establishment: 
ABR 697/1967 (December 1967 superseding the 1960 version) (‘Junior Recruits’ Manual of Instructions (1967)’) 
(copies provided to the Taskforce by Defence on 12 April 2013) and and other applicable Naval regulations at the 
time. These included, for example, regulations dealing with stoppage of leave or pay, extra hours of work or drill, 
or dismissal. 
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112 For example, the HMAS Leeuwin Ship’s Standing Orders (promulgated 23 June 1969 incorporating Change No 1 
February 1970) states: ‘Unofficial punishments such as doubling with the articles in the hand are on no account 
to be awarded by Duty Staff’ (at s 3202). National Archives of Australia: Department of Defence, Central Office; 
A12433, Records of an inquiry into events that allegedly occurred at HMAS Leeuwin and on board HMAS Sydney 
(the Rapke inquiry), single number series, 1971; 50, HMAS Leeuwin Ship’s Standing Orders copy no 50, 1969 
(‘Leeuwin Ship’s Standing Orders’).

113 Junior Recruit, 1969. [Name redacted], D13#310413DOC, p 35.

114 Junior Recruit, 1968. [Name redacted], D13#277144DOC, p 3. 

115 Junior Recruit, 1964. [Name redacted], D13#285254DOC, p 13.

116 Junior Recruit, 1968. [Name redacted], D13#299577DOC, pp 46-47. 

117 Junior Recruit, 1967. [Name redacted], D13#275051DOC, p 20.

118 Junior Recruit, 1969. [Name redacted], D13#310413DOC, pp 33-34. 

119 This is particularly the case where the conduct included unwelcome physical contact, threats of violence or 
where physical injury resulted. The Taskforce considers physical abuse to include circumstances where a person 
engages in harsh or excessive disciplinary practices (even if these were lawful Defence practices at the time) that 
do not have a nexus to a training or educational exercise and which cause physical injury.

120 The Taskforce has only categorised complaints of harsh training and disciplinary practices as physical abuse in 
cases where the conduct clearly involved an act of physical abuse, for example being hit with a rifle.

121 Note that of these 184 complainants, some experienced physical abuse perpetrated by both Junior Recruits and 
by staff members. For this reason, the breakdown of physical abuse by perpetrator amounts to a higher figure 
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435 Rumble, McKean and Pearce, note 1, pp xxix, 25, 70. 
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437 Rapke, Report Part 1, note 43, [12(12)].
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time. Normally queue jacking was carried out by more senior Junior Recruits and consequences for newer Junior 
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and subsequently being late for lessons or appointments, which could lead to punishment. For further detail, 
see especially section 3.3(a).

439 See Rapke, Report Part 1, note 43, [21]; Rapke, Report Part 2, note 44, [25].
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Transcript of evidence Day 3, 1971, p 296 (‘Rapke Inquiry Transcript Day 3’).  

441 See Rapke, Report Part 2, note 44, [26], [30], [55], [77]. 

442 See above, [26]. Vicious circles involved Junior Recruits arranging themselves into a circle and forcing other 
Junior Recruits into the centre where they would be beaten and kicked by those standing around them.

443 See Rapke Inquiry Transcript Day 3, note 440, pp 285-286.  

444 Rapke, Report Part 2, note 44, [67].

445 Above, [38], [77]. 

446 Above, [55].

447 See, for example, above, [68].

448 Above, [30].

449 Above, [76].

450 See, for example, comments such as: ‘[t]his case presents as a domestic fight such as might arise in any group of 
teenage peers with dire and unintended results to the victim. There is no real bullying in the sense I understand 
it in [this] case’; ‘no one has suggested that the remedies can ever include the total eradication of the appetite for 
self-assertion that many lads possess’; ‘Leeuwin has to cope in this first year of entry with youths culled from all 
types in the civilian population’ (see above, [29], [77(h)] and [106] respectively).

451 See Appendix B.

452 See above; Rapke, Report Part 1, note 43; Adams, note 20.

453 Rumble, McKean and Pearce, note 1, p 69.

454 Above.

455 Above.

456 Above.

457 Above, p 70.

458 Above, p 69. 

459 Above, p 70.

460 See, for example, comment that some former Junior Recruits regard their time at HMAS Leeuwin ‘as a character 
building experience and sound preparation for both the [Navy] and manhood’ (Adams, note 20, p 73); comment 
by one former Junior Recruit that ‘[a]ll of us proved that it is possible to have strict discipline and still have fun 
too’ (Graystone, The End of the Beginning, note 68; description by a former Junior Recruit of HMAS Leeuwin as an 
enjoyable place that he ‘enthused about’ when he was home on leave (Russell v Commonwealth of Australia [1999] 
VSC 437 (12 November 1999), [3]). A few former Junior Recruits also told the Taskforce that they personally did not 
have a negative experience at HMAS Leeuwin (as discussed in section 3.1). 
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461 Adams, above, p 79.

462 Above.

463 Under its Terms of Reference (see Appendix B), the Taskforce is required to advise whether a Royal Commission 
would be merited into any categories of allegation raised with the DLA Piper Review or the Taskforce, in particular 
the 24 ADFA cases. See Australian Government, Defence Abuse Response Taskforce, Terms of Reference, note 7, 
clause (ix).

464 Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, Terms of Reference, viewed 20 May 2014, 
http://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/about-us/terms-of-reference. 

465 If the Royal Commission requested information from the Taskforce about HMAS Leeuwin, in line with the 
Memorandum of Understanding, the Taskforce would only release personal information with a complainant’s 
consent, unless otherwise required by law.

466 Consideration of these complaints will be provided in future Taskforce reports. 

467 Junior Recruit, 1963. [Name redacted], D13#265292DOC, pp 11–15.

468 Junior Recruit, 1970. [Name redacted], D13#287084DOC, pp 33–39.

469 Junior Recruit, 1976. [Name redacted], D13#319759DOC, pp 1–23.

470 Junior Recruit, 1981. [Name redacted], D13#297528DOC, pp 18–23.

471 This breakdown is based on the 207 complaints that were found to fall within the scope of the Taskforce Terms of 
Reference and to raise one or more plausible allegations of abuse of Junior Recruits. Note that two complainants 
who alleged abuse as Junior Recruits also alleged abuse when they later went back to HMAS Leeuwin to serve 
as staff members. Two other complainants also alleged abuse at HMAS Leeuwin but were not Junior Recruits. 
Because this report focuses on abuse alleged by Junior Recruits, the allegations where the complainants were 
not Junior Recruits at the time of the abuse have not been counted in the statistics of abuse.

472 As of May 2014 the Taskforce is in the process of delivering outcomes for complainants. Therefore the figures 
within the ‘outcomes’ section are expected to rise as the Taskforce progressively finalises complaints.

473 Defence action includes administrative and/or disciplinary sanction or management action by Defence. 
See section 7.2(d) for a more detailed explanation.

474 As already noted, two complainants who alleged abuse as Junior Recruits also alleged abuse when they 
later went back to HMAS Leeuwin to serve as staff members. Two other complainants also alleged abuse at 
HMAS Leeuwin but were not Junior Recruits. Because this report focuses on abuse alleged by Junior Recruits, 
the allegations where the complainants were not Junior Recruits at the time of the abuse have not been counted 
in the statistics of abuse.

475 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of bullying, for example, bullying by staff members and 
bullying by Junior Recruits.  

476 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of physical abuse by Junior Recruits, for example, running 
the gauntlet and general physical abuse.

477 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of physical abuse by staff members, for example, general 
physical abuse and unreasonable failure to provide access to medical assistance.

478 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of sexual abuse by Junior Recruits, for example, anal rape, 
vacuuming and other sexual abuse (such as being made to drink semen or having genitals groped).

479 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of sexual abuse by staff members, for example, forced oral 
sex and forced masturbation. 

480 A complaint may include allegations of multiple forms of sexual harassment, for example, sexual harassment by 
staff members and sexual harassment by Junior Recruits. 

481 B Adams, note 20, Appendix, pp 109-113.

482 A complaint may include multiple types of reports, for example an actual report of abuse and a constructive 
report of abuse (such as a constructive report based on a pattern or practice of abuse about which Defence knew 
or ought to have known). For a discussion on Defence management of actual reports and constructive reports of 
abuse see section 5.






