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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. Seán Ó Longaigh                                  Ref. No. 348/07 

	Station: 
 
	Programme:
  
	Date:

	RTÉ One
	RTÉ News: Six One & Nine O’Clock 
	 9 December 2007


Complaint Summary:

Mr. Ó Longaigh’s complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(d)(taste and decency: Code of Programme Standards, section 3.5 factual programming, religious offensive reference) relates to an item on the RTÉ News.  Mr. Ó Longaigh states the newsreader referred to a bishop’s Roman collar as a ‘dog collar’.  This, he states, is rather offensive to Christians.  He thinks the newsreader would have been far more careful about seeming to disparage any aspect of Islam.  
Station’s Response: 

RTÉ state that they do not accept Mr. Ó Longaigh’s complaint.  The term dog collar is a colloquial term to describe a clerical collar.  It is widely used by priests in a completely neutral sense.  Its usage does not breach any section of the Code of Programme Standards.  RTÉ would also wish to take issue with the complainant’s use of the term Roman collar.  

This particular part of clerical garb is worn by many Christian ministers who are not Roman Catholic and many would certainly object to their collars being described as Roman.  The neutral term clerical collar is more appropriate  
Decision of the Commission:

The Commission has considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant and the broadcaster.  The news item related to the reporting of the decision by the Archbishop of York to cut up his clerical collar and his statement that he would not replace it until Zimbabwe’s President, Robert Mugabe, was out of office.  

The term ‘dog collar’ is a colloquial term to describe a clerical collar.  The Commission would acknowledge that it is a term not frequently used in news reporting and may sound a bit unfamiliar.  However, it is an accepted colloquial term and in assessing the complaint, its use must be considered in the context of the broadcast.  The Commission noted that the report was factual and the presentation professional and matter-of-fact.  The use of the term was an accurate reference to the actions of the Archbishop of York.  There was no evidence that the term was used in a manner that could reasonably be expected to cause offence.  It was factual and integral to the report and presented as such.  Given this context, the report was within acceptable standards.  The complaint was rejected with reference to section 24(2)(d)(taste & decency: Code of Programme Standards, 3.5 factual programming, religious offensive reference).
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