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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Ms. Patricia Gardiner 


Ref. No. 144/06
	Station: 
 
	Advertisement:
  
	Date:

	RTÉ Radio 1
	Treoir
	June 2006


Complaint Summary:

Mrs. Gardiner's complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(e)(advertising codes) of the Broadcasting Act 2001, relates to an advertisement for Treoir.  She submits that it portrays two young teenage boys, one complaining about his father and the other, the child of a single mother.  She believes this advertisement to be offensive to families headed by single mothers, and more especially to create a demeaning image of children of single mothers where the father is absent.  She believes the advertisement offends any common standard of decency as the child with the absent father in the advertisement is portrayed as being somehow 'less' than the child with two parents.  The advertisement portrays a negative and shameful image of single-parent families that is likely to cause stress to the children of those families.  Young teenagers are being shamefully used in this advertisement to 'get at' absent fathers.

Station’s Response:
The broadcaster states that it regrets Ms. Gardiner has interpreted the advertisement as offensive to children and families headed by a single mother.  They are sure that both Treoir and the copywriter did not intend this interpretation to be taken.  They were sure that the listener would understand the purpose of the advertisement was to the public existence of the organisation and not to be judgemental in any way about any aspects of families.  The broadcaster would like to apologise to Ms. Gardiner for any distress the broadcast of the advertisement may have caused her.  With the greatest respect for Ms. Gardiner and her views, it is RTÉ's view that the interpretation taken by its Copy Clearance Committee was correct and that the decision to broadcast the advertisement was in order and that there was no breach of the advertising codes.

Advertiser’s Response:
Chemistry, the advertising agency, submit that the purpose of the campaign was to increase public awareness of Treoir and also to make parents aware that their children have a right to know who both parents are and where possible to have a relationship with them.  This was based on a number of articles in the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, which was ratified by the Irish Government and indeed the government has an obligation to promote the convention,

In the development of the communication for the treatment of such a sensitive topic we estimated that the most appropriate way we could address this was not by informing parents that their children have a 'right' to know who both their parents are.  Instead, we believed that fundamentally every parent wants what is best for their child and knowing who their parents are helps define their very identity.  We therefore positioned the advertisement from the viewpoint of the child and a situation they could easily experience.  The child is not portrayed as being lesser than his peer.  The scenario instead shows how one child may take such a relationship for granted, and on the other hand how this relationship could easily be what another child is missing out on.  We recognized that in some cases having a relationship with both parents is not possible due to violence etc., however, we qualified this by including 'where possible' in the advertisement.

The advertisement is targeting parents who do not allow their children to have contact with the other parent and parents who are reluctant to acknowledge the existence of their child, let alone have a relationship with them.  To that end the advertisement was effective in encouraging people to contact Treoir to find out how they could go about doing this.  

The advertisement was in no way meant to criticise lone parents or target children.  It is merely aimed at encouraging parents to make their child aware of their other parent and on the flip side encouraging absent parents to make an effort to be in the lives of their children.

Decision of the Commission:  

The Commission considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant, the broadcaster and the advertiser.  The advertisement was a promotion for the services of Treoir.  The Commission acknowledges that the topic is sensitive and that it should be handled with due care.  On hearing the item, the Commission is of the opinion that the tone and content was such that it could not be considered to be critical or demeaning to single parent families or the children of single parent families.  The scripted dialogue between the two young boys seemed typical of the kind of conversation between two young boys.  There are no comparisons made between the two boys.  The piece seemed natural and matter-of-fact, with no criticisms or analysis being implied or suggested of either boy: -

Boy 1: I wish my Da would bring me somewhere different.

Boy 2: What do you mean?

Boy 1: Last Sunday he dragged me to another match.

Boy 2: What was it like?

Boy 1: Rubbish, it lashed rain.  Where do you go with your Da?

Boy 2: I don’t go anywhere, I've never met him.

The Commission acknowledges the concerns of the complainant and in particular, the reference that it is good for children to know who their parents are.  However, having considered the matter and listened to the broadcast, the Commission is of the opinion that the tenor and message is non-critical.  There was no evidence of content that belittled single parent families or children of single parent families.  The complaint was rejected with reference to Section 24(2)(e)(advertising codes) of the Broadcasting Act, 2001.

BCC Complaint Decisions, Sept 2006

1/2

[image: image1.jpg]