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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. Colm O’Sullivan                                   Ref. No. 340/07 

	Station: 
 
	Advertisement:
  
	Date:

	Today FM
	The Last Word
	6 December 2007


Complaint Summary:

Mr. O’Sullivan’s complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs) refers to a piece which he claims purported to be a film review.  A representative of an American religious group was permitted on air to attack the subject matter of this film and the books on which it was based. Mr. O’Sullivan believes this person made misleading comments about the future goals of the film producers.  Not only did this person not have accurate facts about the film (which he admitted not to have seen) or the book, neither the host nor the other panellist offered any sort of contradiction to this person, allowing him to go so far as to compare the film to pornography.  The complainant states that as someone who has read the books and seen the film, he found the entire piece quite disgraceful especially in the context of the usual editorial standards of this show.  Mr. O’Sullivan believes this was one-sided, divisive and inaccurate and pieces like this should not be allowed on the airwaves.

Station’s Response: 

Today FM in their response state that there had been some controversy about the Golden Compass movie and its alleged anti-Christian stance which is why the programme team invited somebody with that view onto the programme.  Matt Cooper challenged the American contributor on his views forcing him to admit he was putting those views across without having seen the movie.  The programme’s movie reviewer, who had seen the film, argued that there was no substance in the claims being made.  While the American contributor was entitled to express his opinions on the subject, he was appropriately challenged by Matt Cooper.  Today FM believes that the item was balanced and rejects the complainant’s view.
Decision of the Commission:  
The Commission has considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant and the broadcaster.  The discussion in question was about the controversy that had arisen in relation to a film entitled the Golden Compass.  The discussion was just over five minutes and included two guests; a freelance writer and author who watched the film and the Director of the Culture & Media Institute in the U.S. who had not.  The presenter posed questions in the course of the item to illicit information and to generate debate.  The listener was informed that the film was based on the book Northern Lights, which was the first part of a trilogy.  The presenter stated that ‘there have been suggestions that this movie is anti-Catholic and should be boycotted by Catholics’.  

The Institute Director from the U.S. advised people not to go and see the film as the clear intent of both the film and the books, was to undermine Christianity and parental authority.  He stated he did not need to watch the film and he had no intention of going to see it.  Why would he?  It is about the overthrowing of parental and Church authority.  Also, the sequels that would be based on the other two books continue to undermine such authority and promote sex as the real liberating theme.  With regard to the complainant’s assertion that the film was compared to pornography, the Commission noted that this was not an accurate criticism.  The presenter asked the Institute Director ‘have you seen this movie?’  He responded that he didn’t have to watch it to have an opinion just as he doesn’t have to watch pornography to have an opinion on it.  He was not comparing the film to pornography, but defending his right to have an opinion and the validity of such opinion even though he hadn’t seen the film.    

The freelance writer and author stated he thought the film in itself was good and was more about a petulant adolescent rebellion against authority rather than any kind of religious authority be it Church or otherwise.  He stated that children would probably enjoy it much more than he did.  He didn’t ‘think that any Catholic or any Christian should be afraid of this [film] simply because it is an article of faith and if you are confirmed in your faith and you go along and have it tested in the lines of something you don’t particularly agree with, you will walk away with your faith strengthened’.

On hearing this discussion, the Commission was of the opinion that the presenter facilitated an informative and impartial discussion on the controversy arising from the film.  He asked questions to illicit information in an impartial manner and challenged the views and opinions put forward by both guests.  Also, both guests ensured that both sides of the debate were given a fair hearing.  This discussion was fair and objective with no evidence of editorial bias.  The complaint was rejected with regard to Section 24(2)(a)(fairness, objectivity and impartiality in current affairs).
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