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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Ms. Sandra Harris    Ref. No. 201/06
	Station: 
 
	Programme:
  
	Date:

	98FM
	Late Night Talk
	30 Aug 2006


Complaint Summary:

Ms. Harris’s complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(b)(taste & decency) of the Broadcasting Act 2001, refers to an item featured in the psychic part of the show.  A man rang the show to speak with the psychic in the studio. He told of having a one night stand with a woman who subsequently had a child and who was now inquiring about his finances.  He suspected she had a hidden agenda.  Ms. Harris claims the psychic and the host, although knowing nothing about the woman, launched into an attack not only on her character, but also on the character of other single fulltime mothers who seek financial assistance from their children’s fathers.  The implication was that such women are “lazy and greedy” and sit around in the “lap of luxury” watching “daytime soaps” while poor, hard-done-by men are forced to subsidise their lavish lifestyles.  The host strongly implied that such women are “gold-diggers” and also that he would fight “tooth and nail” to stop a similar attempt on his own wallet.  He advised this caller to change solicitors and pay the very minimum he could get away with for his child.  There was even some suggestion that the woman may have “targeted” the caller specifically because of his wealth.  The host even questioned the child’s paternity although the caller admitted the child was definitely his.  As a single parent, Ms. Harris found what he described as “the host’s rant” an unjustified and offensive attack on fulltime single mothers who seek maintenance from their children’s fathers which they are perfectly entitled to do.  She was disappointed too to find the presenter, Tom Brannigan, reinforcing negative images of a mother, who is perfectly entitled to stay at home with their children if she so wishes.  His remarks about single mothers were offensive and uncalled for.

Station’s Response:

In their response 98FM outline the segments of the show and state that the caller said the woman in question had a “hidden agenda”.  The presenter, Tom Brannigan, inquired as to what the “hidden agenda” could be and went on to state during the discussion “without being unfair to a lot of women that are in that situation… but some have a hidden agenda” to which the caller stated he believed he may have been set up.  While rounding up the piece and editorialising the presenter said “…..watch out for hungry hound gold diggers, there are too many men in this situation”.  He went on to provide an opinion that these fathers have a responsibility to look after their children but stated that, should he find himself in such a situation, he would fight hard to ensure he was not being taken advantage of.  He urged the caller not to get into a situation where he was working hard while others sit back and enjoy the benefits.  98FM state that the presenter concluded the piece by balancing the issue saying both men and women are doing it and that they (men and women) are manipulating each other.  Furthermore, Tom Brannigan was professional, diligent, probing, curious and editorialising during the piece and dealt with the topic in an informative manner.

Decision of the Commission:

The Commission considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant and the broadcaster.  The item in question relates to a call to the psychic guest on the Late Night Talk show and the presenter's (Mr. Tom Brannigan) and the psychic's subsequent discussion with the male caller.  In the course of the discussion, the male caller intimated that he believed he was targeted by the mother of his child and that he felt she had a hidden agenda with regard to his finances.  The presenter and the psychic picked up on these issues and advised the caller that he should be wary and if needs be, get a good solicitor.  The Commission would acknowledge that the presenter did say that some women did seek to take advantage of men.  However, in the context of the phone-in and the issues raised by the caller, the Commission was of the view that the presenter did not attack single mothers per se.  His statements related to the situation of the male caller and it was evident they were not aimed at all single mothers.  The discussion was based on the experiences and situation of the male caller to the programme.  The Commission was of the opinion that the content was inoffensive and unlikely to cause widespread offence.  Therefore, the complaint was rejected with reference to Section 24(2)(b)(taste & decency).
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