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BAI Complaints Handling Process 

 

Viewers and listeners to Irish television and radio can complain about broadcasting content which they 

believe is not in keeping with the standards provided for in relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 2009 

and/or the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland’s Codes.  Complaints are required to identify the relevant 

programme or commercial communication and the related date and time of broadcast.  The complainant 

is asked to explain what it is about the broadcast that has led them to make a complaint and why the 

programme material or commercial content does not comply with the relevant legislation or BAI Codes. 

The Codes may be found on the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie, by emailing info@bai.ie or by phoning the 

BAI on 01 644 1200. 

 

In general, the viewer or listener should direct their complaint to the broadcaster in the first instance 

and in the manner set out in the broadcaster’s Code of Practice for Handling Complaints, a document 

which each broadcaster is required to have available on its website. If a complainant is not satisfied with 

the response from the broadcaster or if the broadcaster does not respond within the timeframe provided 

for in their Code of Practice (usually 21 days), the complaint may be referred to the BAI for consideration. 

 

In assessing complaint referrals, the BAI has regard to the relevant legislation and Codes, the written 

material submitted by the relevant parties, together with the broadcast material. Complaints are assessed 

by the Executive Complaints Forum or by the Compliance Committee of the BAI. Further information 

may be found on the complaints handling section of the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie. 

 

This document contains copies of the most recent complaints decisions made by the Compliance 

Committee and the Executive Complaints Forum. The decisions concern whether a programme or a 

commercial communication did or did not comply with the relevant legal requirements and/or Codes. 

The decisions do not constitute endorsement or support for the views of any party to a complaint nor do 

they address every aspect of a complaint submission. The BAI does not carry out a separate or 

independent assessment outside of the matters raised in the complaint. 
 

During the period from October 2021 to January 2022, twenty-three (23) complaints were considered 

by the Compliance Committee of the BAI, with one (1) complaint upheld in part and twenty-two (22) 

rejected. Seventeen (17) complaints were considered and rejected by the Executive Complaints Forum. 

 

The decisions of the Compliance Committee were reached at meetings held on 27th October 2021 and 

19th January 2022, while the decisions of the Executive Complaints Forum were reached at meetings 

held on 3rd November, 24th November, 15th December 2021 and 25th January 2022.  
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the Committee formed the view the broadcast had not engaged seriously with the OCO report and 

its contents and the Committee was severely critical of the quality of journalism demonstrated in the 

broadcast, which did not meet the requirements of fairness, objectivity and impartiality in the Code. 

 

The Committee then went on to consider whether the broadcast had infringed Principles 2, 3 and 5 

of the BAI Code of Programme Standards.  The Code recognises that offence may be caused solely 

by the programme itself or by virtue of the context in which the programme is viewed or because it is 

not in line with the audience’s expectations.  The Code requires broadcasters to take due care to 

ensure audiences are not exposed to harmful content and to provide adequate information to 

audiences to allow them to make informed choices about what they listen to and watch.  The Code 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee noted the contributor made serious allegations concerning the residents of Spring 

Lane halting site, which were not adequately challenged by the presenter.  The Committee formed 

the view that these allegations and the manner in which they were treated in the broadcast presented 

stereotypical views about Travellers and showed no respect for the people who live in the Spring 

Lane halting site.  The Committee did not believe that the context in which the programme was 

broadcast was a factor in this infringement of the Code.  The Committee also found there was 

insufficient evidence to say that the broadcast contained harmful material as it is defined in the Code, 

that is, material that causes, mental, psychological or physical harm.  However, the Committee was 

of the view the broadcast contained an inappropriate and unjustifiable representation of the residents 

of Spring Lane halting site and of Travellers generally and that the content amounted to a 

stigmatisation of Travellers.   

 

The Committee concluded the broadcast had infringed rules 4.1, 4.2 and 4.22 of the BAI Code of 

Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs and Principle 5 of BAI Code of 

Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Committee upheld the complaint, in part.  
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The Committee noted the questions posed by the presenter were clearly designed to stimulate 

audience engagement and participation in the programme with their views on a recent sporting event.  

The Committee was of the view that this type of introduction to a broadcast is typical of programmes 

of this nature and topics of this nature.  The Committee noted the complainant was offended by the 

presenter asking if listeners were delighted that England lost but the Committee did not believe this 

question about a football match amounted to stigmatising English people or supporting or condoning 

discrimination against English people or that it incited hatred against English people.  However, the 

Committee expressed dissatisfaction with the broadcaster’s response to this complaint, which did not 

demonstrate the broadcaster had engaged meaningfully with the complainant or substantively 

addressed the complaint. 

 

The Committee concluded the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the 

Broadcasting Act 2009 or BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected 

the complaint.  
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The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of the presenter stating or implying that 

vaccinated people do not contract or transmit Covid-19.  The Committee also found no evidence in 

the content of the presenter expressing his own views such that a partisan position was advocated. 

 

The Committee was of the opinion this was a robust political interview which did not infringe on the 

requirements of fairness, objectivity or impartiality. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On 

this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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for people who are not vaccinated in this context.  The presenter also asked if the activities of people 

who are not vaccinated should continue to be restricted. 

 

The Committee observed that it is entirely appropriate for a current affairs presenter to question a 

member of Government about Government policy and decisions and to account for those policies 

and decisions.  The Committee was of the opinion the presenter was carrying out this role in this 

interview and noted that he allowed the interviewee ample time to respond to his questions.  The 

Committee believed the line of questioning was appropriate to the subject matter discussed and 

found no evidence of discriminatory or derogatory content or incitement to hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the language used by the presenter was sometimes strong, for example, when 

he suggested people who are not vaccinated must be thinking the people who got a Covid-19 vaccine 

were “eejits”.  The Committee, however, was satisfied that this manner of questioning was in keeping 

with the presenter’s robust style and approach and that of the programme.   

 

The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of the presenter stating or implying that 

vaccinated people do not contract or transmit Covid-19.  The Committee also found no evidence in 

the content of the presenter expressing his own views such that a partisan position was advocated. 

 

The Committee found no case made in the complaint of any significant mistakes in the broadcast or 

of views and facts that were misrepresented or presented in such a way as to render them 

misleading. 

 

The Committee was of the opinion this was a robust political interview which did not infringe on the 

requirements of fairness, objectivity or impartiality. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On 

this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 

 
  





 

  

 18 

shortages, the Northern Ireland Protocol, blended and remote working, and a new public holiday.  

Approximately 5 minutes mid-way through the interview and 1 minute at the end of the interview was 

given to discussing the planned lifting of Covid-19 public health restrictions on 22nd October 2021.  

The complaint is concerned mainly with these parts of the broadcast. 

 

The complaint was submitted under section 48(1)(a) of the Broadcasting Act 2009.  The relevant 

legislative provision requires current affairs to be fair to all interests concerned and to be presented 

in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s own views.  The 

complaint was also submitted under rule 4.22 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality 

in News and Current Affairs, which provides that news and current affairs must be presented with 

due accuracy, having regard to the circumstances and facts known at the time. 

 

The Committee considered the presentation of the subject matter in the broadcast and the role of the 

presenter.  The Committee noted the subject of Covid-19 public health restrictions was introduced 

by the presenter asking the interviewee why the Government planned to lift the restrictions 

considering the rising case numbers and numbers of people in hospital and in Intensive Care Units 

(ICU) with Covid-19.  The presenter termed the current situation as a “pandemic of the unvaccinated” 

and asked why people who are not vaccinated will have the “bonus” of being able to socialise in 

public spaces after the restrictions are lifted.  The interviewee responded, 

 

“Well, first of all, like what you say is correct, it is now a pandemic of the unvaccinated.  That 

wasn’t the case obviously before the vaccines.  The vaccines are safe and enormously 

effective.  There are about 75 people in ICU today; 50 of those are not fully vaccinated.  So, 

if everyone was fully vaccinated, there would only be 25 in ICU.  That’s the difference the 

vaccines are making”. 

 

The Committee understood the interviewee’s comment to mean that there was a disproportionate 

number of unvaccinated people in ICUs with Covid-19 which means vaccines have been effective in 

reducing the incidence of severe illness across the population.  The Committee noted the figures 

used by the interviewee to illustrate his point were not accurate, but the Committee was satisfied the 

underlying point was not misleading or misrepresentative of the situation.  The Committee also noted 

this was one point in a longer discussion about Covid-19 vaccines and public health restrictions, 

which was not focused primarily on hospital numbers, and which was itself only one part of a much 

broader political interview with the Tánaiste.  The Committee was satisfied the audience would not 

have been misled by the content and that it did not infringe the requirements of due accuracy in the 

Code. 

 

In considering the manner in which the subject was presented, the Committee observed that it is 

entirely appropriate for a current affairs presenter to question a member of Government about 

Government policy and decisions and to account for those policies and decisions.  The Committee 

was of the opinion the presenter was carrying out this role in this interview and noted that he allowed 

the interviewee ample time to respond to his questions.  The Committee believed the line of 

questioning was appropriate to the subject matter discussed.  The Committee was of the opinion this 

was a robust political interview which did not infringe on the requirements of fairness, objectivity or 

impartiality. 
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The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On 

this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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do not believe matters of established fact or scientific consensus.  The Committee was satisfied the 

subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 3 of the Code of Programme Standards, which requires 

broadcasters to take due care to ensure audiences are not exposed to harmful content and to provide 

adequate information to audiences to allow them to make informed choices about what they listen to 

and watch.  The complaint was also submitted under a section of the Broadcasting Act 2009 which 

provides that broadcaster shall not broadcast anything which may reasonably regarded as causing 

harm or offence, of as being likely to promote, or incite to, crime or as tending to undermine the 

authority of the State. 

 

The Committee noted the complaint referred to the broadcast as “targeting a section of our 

community” but provided no supporting case for this claim or how the broadcast infringed the 

requirements of the legislation and the Code of Programme Standards.  The Committee observed 

that people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 or those who choose not to be vaccinated are 

not a group offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  

The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or 

condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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underlying point was not misleading or misrepresentative of the situation.  The Committee also noted 

this was one point in a longer discussion about Covid-19 vaccines and public health restrictions, 

which was not focused primarily on hospital numbers, and which was itself only one part of a much 

broader political interview with the Tánaiste.  The Committee was satisfied the audience would not 

have been misled by the content and that it did not infringe the requirements of due accuracy in the 

Code. 

 

Considering the interview more broadly, the Committee observed that it is entirely appropriate for a 

current affairs presenter to question a member of Government about Government policy and 

decisions and to account for those policies and decisions.  The Committee was of the opinion the 

presenter was carrying out this role in this interview and noted that he allowed the interviewee ample 

time to respond to his questions.  The Committee believed the line of questioning was appropriate to 

the subject matter discussed.   

 

The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of the presenter stating or implying that 

vaccinated people do not contract or transmit Covid-19.   

 

The Committee noted the language used by the presenter was sometimes strong, for example, when 

he suggested people who are not vaccinated must be thinking the people who got a Covid-19 vaccine 

were “eejits”.  The Committee, however, was satisfied that this manner of questioning was in keeping 

with the presenter’s style and approach and that of the programme.   

 

The Committee was of the opinion this was a robust political interview which did not infringe on the 

requirements of fairness, objectivity or impartiality. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the BAI Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite 

hatred against persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s questions as to why the Government planned to 

remove restrictions for people who are not vaccinated and whether such restrictions ought to continue 

amounted to an infringement of the above Principle.  The Committee noted that it had been public 

policy in Ireland to have different public health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-

19 vaccination status.  The Committee is of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a 

member of Government on its decisions and plans in relation to such public policies and such content 

has an important role in informing the public on matters of national policy.  The Committee 

acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a policy of public health restrictions for people 

who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be offended by questions as to whether such 

restrictions should continue, however, the Code of Programme Standards is not intended to be used 

to stifle expression of views and discussion matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 
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stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The broadcast was a wide-ranging interview with Tánaiste, Leo Varadkar, the day after Budget 2022 

was announced.  The interview covered topics such as the Budget, Gardaí numbers, housing, labour 

shortages, the Northern Ireland Protocol, blended and remote working, and a new public holiday.  

Approximately 5 minutes mid-way through the interview and 1 minute at the end of the interview was 

given to discussing the planned lifting of Covid-19 public health restrictions on 22nd October 2021.  

The complaint is concerned mainly with these parts of the broadcast. 

 

The complaint was submitted under section 48(1)(a) of the Broadcasting Act 2009 and rule 4.1 of the 

BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs, which requires current 

affairs to be fair to all interests concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, 

without any expression of the broadcaster’s own views. 

 

The Committee considered the presentation of the subject matter in the broadcast and the role of the 

presenter.  The Committee noted the subject of Covid-19 public health restrictions was introduced 

by the presenter asking the interviewee why the Government planned to lift the restrictions 

considering the rising case numbers and numbers of people in hospital and in Intensive Care Units 

(ICU) with Covid-19.  The presenter termed the current situation as a “pandemic of the unvaccinated” 

which the Committee understood as a reference to the disproportionate number of unvaccinated 

people compared to vaccinated people in hospital and ICU.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why the Government planned to remove restrictions on access to restaurants and other public spaces 

for people who are not vaccinated in this context.  The presenter also asked if the activities of people 

who are not vaccinated should continue to be restricted. 

 

The Committee observed that it is entirely appropriate for a current affairs presenter to question a 

member of Government about Government policy and decisions and to account for those policies 

and decisions.  The Committee was of the opinion the presenter was carrying out this role in this 

interview and noted that he allowed the interviewee ample time to respond to his questions.  The 

Committee believed the line of questioning was appropriate to the subject matter discussed and 

found no evidence of discriminatory or derogatory content or incitement to hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the language used by the presenter was sometimes strong, for example, when 

he suggested people who are not vaccinated must be thinking the people who got a Covid-19 vaccine 

were “eejits”.  The Committee, however, was satisfied that this manner of questioning was in keeping 

with the presenter’s style and approach and that of the programme.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the content of the presenter expressing his own views such that a partisan position was 

advocated. 

 

The Committee was of the opinion this was a robust political interview which did not infringe on the 

requirements of fairness, objectivity or impartiality. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On 

this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a Covid-

19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On 

this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 



 

  

 43 

just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 and 4.2 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests 

concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the 

broadcaster’s own views.  In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to 

comply with the Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and 

responsiveness; and transparency and accountability.   

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

demonstrated bias.  The Committee noted the interview was introduced by the presenter following 

the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of increased restrictions on people who 

are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why he, like those respondents, favoured 

more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The interviewee set out his view that there are 

no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 
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to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 

consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 and 4.2 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests 

concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the 

broadcaster’s own views.  In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to 

comply with the Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and 

responsiveness; and transparency and accountability.   

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

demonstrated bias.  The Committee noted the interview was introduced by the presenter following 

the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of increased restrictions on people who 

are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why he, like those respondents, favoured 

more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The interviewee set out his view that there are 

no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 
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to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 

consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 and 4.2 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests 

concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the 

broadcaster’s own views.  In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to 

comply with the Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and 

responsiveness; and transparency and accountability.   

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

demonstrated bias.  The Committee noted the interview was introduced by the presenter following 

the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of increased restrictions on people who 

are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why he, like those respondents, favoured 

more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The interviewee set out his view that there are 

no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 
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to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 

consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 and 4.2 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests 

concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the 

broadcaster’s own views.  In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to 

comply with the Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and 

responsiveness; and transparency and accountability.   

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

demonstrated bias.  The Committee noted the interview was introduced by the presenter following 

the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of increased restrictions on people who 

are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why he, like those respondents, favoured 

more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The interviewee set out his view that there are 

no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 
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to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 

consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated 

people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter 

put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke 

about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns 

and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee observed that the Code does not require programmes to feature all viewpoints 

on an issue to be fair, objective and impartial in its treatment of a subject or for there to be an “artificial 

balance” of viewpoints.  An example of artificial balance may be including the views of people who 

do not believe matters of established fact or scientific consensus.  The Committee was satisfied the 

subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 and 4.2 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests 

concerned and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the 

broadcaster’s own views.  In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to 

comply with the Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and 

responsiveness; and transparency and accountability.   

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

demonstrated bias.  The Committee noted the interview was introduced by the presenter following 

the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of increased restrictions on people who 

are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why he, like those respondents, favoured 

more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The interviewee set out his view that there are 

no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated and people should be compelled to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the 

interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have 

a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to 

have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be 

exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our 

people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to 

another contributor, a Professor of Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the 

reasons why people chosen not to have a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to 

encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled on the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 
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to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 

consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee first considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading and 

required correction for the audience, as claimed in the complaint.  The Committee noted the interview 

was introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour 

of increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee 

why he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding 

unvaccinated people from public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was 

advocated forcing people to have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a 

vaccine.  The interviewee said he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people 

decided not to have a vaccine, the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces 

because of the risk unvaccinated people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later 

in the programme, the presenter put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a Professor of 

Immunology, to respond.  She spoke about addressing the reasons why people chosen not to have 

a vaccine, listening to their concerns and finding ways to encourage people to come forward to be 

vaccinated.   

 

The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee were clearly presented as such and the 

presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought the opinions of another contributor on 

them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have been misled on the issues under 

discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an objective and impartial manner, which 

was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether references to young people or people of religious beliefs in the 

broadcast had infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme Standards, as claimed in 

the complaint.  The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to young people was in the context 

of explaining why some people may be choosing not to be vaccinated.  The interview said,  

 

“We have to start compelling people, because a lot of them seem to think that because it’s 

not affecting me directly, because maybe I’m young or maybe I’m healthy or maybe I believe 

some post that I’ve seen on Facebook saying Bill Gates wants me to get vaccinated so he 

can turn me into a robot…that we have to start making their lives complicated as well”. 

 

The Committee noted the interviewee’s reference to religious beliefs related to people refusing to 

believe the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation to Covid-19 vaccines.  

The interviewee said, 

 

“…there are no scientific arguments to be made for not getting vaccinated. I’m not a virologist 

but the ‘anti-vaxxers’ aren’t virologists either.  There’s no debate because you can’t debate 

somebody who believes in a religious belief almost, a cult-like thing of, you know, well, ‘I’m 
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just not going to get vaccinated and I’m not going to listen to my doctor, I’m not going to listen 

to the overwhelming evidence and opinion of the world’s leading scientists’.  You can’t debate 

with them.  At this stage, we’re talking about almost hard-core cranks.” 

 

The Committee found no grounds to believe the above references to young people and religious 

beliefs amounted to stigmatising, supporting or condoning discrimination or inciting hatred against 

these groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the language used by the interviewee infringed the requirements 

of the Code of Programme Standards, in particular the reference to “hardcore cranks”.  The 

Committee noted the interviewee did not use this term to describe all unvaccinated people, as 

suggested in the complaint, but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific 

and medical experts in relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute 

a group in society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did 

not believe it caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was 

conducted and taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted incitement to hatred against unvaccinated 

people.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that having different public health restrictions in place for unvaccinated people 

had been a matter of Government policy and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest 

to broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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editorially legitimate for the broadcast to cover the perspectives of those impacted by Government 

and local authority decisions in relation to live entertainment and events.  The Forum also believed 

the manner in which the presenter interviewed the contributors was appropriate and responsible in 

the context of the story and there was no evidence of a lack of objectivity or impartiality in the 

broadcast. 

 

The Forum decided the programme had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity & Impartiality in news and current affairs.  On this basis, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum also considered whether the use of the term “anti-vaxxers” in the broadcast caused harm 

or incited hatred toward people who have not had a Covid-19 vaccine for medical reasons.  The 

Forum noted the presenter read a text from a listener that included the term “anti-vaxxer” and 

afterward the presenter then used this term to refer to people who are against having Covid-19 

vaccines.   

 

The Forum considered the nature of the programme and found the content of this segment is driven 

by texts and questions from callers to which the regular contributor responds with reference to the 

latest scientific knowledge in relation to Covid-19.  The Forum was of the view the discussion in this 

broadcast was held in a calm and moderate manner and noted there were some views expressed 

that were sympathetic toward people who are not able to get a Covid-19 vaccination.  Considering 

the broadcast in whole and in context, the Forum did not believe the use of the term “anti-vaxxers” in 

the broadcast would have caused mental, psychological or physical harm to the audience. 

 

In considering whether the use of the term “anti-vaxxers” constituted incitement to hatred against 

people who cannot get a Covid-19 vaccine for medical reasons, the Forum noted that people who 

are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, are not a particular group in society given specific protection 

under equality legislation. The Forum found no evidence in the broadcast of incitement to hatred and 

noted no reference in the complaint to the aspects of the content that would constitute such 

incitement. 
 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the BAI 

Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The broadcast was a news report about protests in relation to the ‘Heartbeat Law’ passed in Texas, 

USA, and it included an excerpt from a speech by a campaigner at a protest in Dublin 

 

In considering the complainant’s view that the broadcast was not objective or impartial because it did 

not include the views of people in favour of the ‘Heartbeat Law’, the Forum noted the broadcast was 

a short news bulletin and that it focused on protests against the legislation and it was not a discussion 

or debate about the merits or otherwise of the legislation.  The Forum was of the view that it is 

editorially legitimate to cover the news story of the protest in Ireland.  The Forum noted the Code 

does not necessarily require a broadcast to include all views on an issue to meet the requirements 

of objectivity and impartiality and, in this case, the Forum found no evidence in the broadcast of a 

lack of objectivity or impartiality in how the story was covered.   

 

The Forum decided the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity or Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On this basis, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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Covid-19 vaccine.  The Forum believed the discussion was typical of the type of exchanges 

audiences expect of caller-driven programmes such as Liveline.  The Forum noted the presenter’s 

style and approach is well-known and established and the Forum was of the view that his 

presentation of this broadcast was in line with audience expectations of the programme.  The Forum 

also noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is given 

specific protection under equality legislation.  The Forum did not believe the broadcast stigmatised, 

supported or condoned discrimination against a group in society or that it incited hatred against a 

group in society. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the BAI 

Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum then considered whether the broadcast was impartial or not fair to all interests concerned 

because of the presenter’s comments on the topic and his treatment of contributors.  The Forum 

noted that, within the context and style of the programme and the audience expectations of the 

programme, the presenter provided personal opinions and comments to engage listeners and 

provoke debate and involvement in the programme. The Forum was of the view the broadcaster 

played devil’s advocate in questioning the opinions of callers and drew on authoritative sources of 

information on the topic to challenge false information in the broadcast.  The Forum noted the Code 

does not require broadcasters to cover alternative viewpoints to the consensus opinion of public 

health experts on Covid-19 vaccines to meet the requirements of fairness, objectivity and impartiality 

and, in fact, there may be times when such coverage is contrary to those requirements.  Considering 

the programme in whole and in context, the Forum was satisfied the presenters comments and 

treatment of contributors did not infringe on the requirements of fairness, objectivity and impartiality. 

 

The Forum noted the complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code Programme 

Standards, which requires that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented 

shall be appropriate and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code also 

provides that programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite 

hatred against persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum considered whether the broadcast contained content contrary to the above-mentioned 

Principle.  The Forum was of the view that the discussion included a range of views, including the 

views of some who have chosen not to get a Covid-19 vaccine.  The Forum believed the discussion 

was typical of the type of exchanges audiences expect of caller-driven programmes such as Liveline.  

The Forum noted the presenter’s style and approach is well-known and established and the Forum 

was of the view that his presentation of this broadcast was in line with audience expectations of the 

programme.  The Forum also noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in 

society that is given specific protection under equality legislation.  The Forum did not believe the 

broadcast stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination against a group in society or that it 

incited hatred against a group in society. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the BAI 

Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum considered the presenter’s remark that people who are not vaccinated are a “greater risk” 

to everyone as giving expression to the views of couples issuing wedding invitations, who were 

featured in news story covered in the broadcast.  The Forum was of the opinion the audience would 

have understood the presenter’s remark in this context.  The Forum was satisfied the remark made 

by the presenter did not constitute an expression of a personal opinion such that a partisan position 

was advocated on the news story covered.  The Forum also found no evidence in the broadcast of 

inaccuracy in how the broadcast covered the news story in question. 

 

The Forum decided the programme had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint.   
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with people who are not vaccinated after the intended lifting of public health restrictions on 22nd 

October 2021.  The letter was a device to introduce the topic and was followed by a report containing 

the views of a selection of members of the public, which was then followed by the presenter reading 

out comments from listeners’ texts and responding to them. 

 

The Forum noted the complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code Programme Standards.  

The Code requires that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be 

appropriate and justifiable and not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum noted the focus of the item was on the views of the public in relation to the upcoming 

changes to public health restrictions and the broadcast featured a variety of perspectives, from those 

who were fearful about mixing with people and did not intend to do any socializing to those who 

expressed excitement about being able to go to indoor entertainment and events.  The broadcast 

also included a range of people’s views on their level of comfort about mixing with people who are 

not vaccinated and whether the restrictions for those people ought to be lifted or changed.   

 

The Forum noted that it has been public policy in this country to have different public health 

restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Forum is of the view 

that it is a legitimate editorial approach for a broadcast to cover the publics’ views on matters of public 

policy, including views in support of and in opposition to public policy.  The Forum believed 

broadcasting the views of people who support a public policy of restrictions for those who are not 

vaccinated is not, in and of itself, evidence of the broadcast supporting or condoning discrimination 

or inciting hatred against unvaccinated people.  The Forum noted that broadcasting differing views 

on public policy is a critical part of public debate on issues of importance in a democratic society.  

 

The Forum then considered whether the language used in the broadcast infringed the Code in the 

manner specified in the complaint.  The Forum noted the letter read by the presenter referred to 

“lunatics taking over the asylum”.  The Forum understood this as referring to people who choose not 

to have a Covid-19 vaccine because they do not believe the views of the scientific and public health 

experts on the safety and effectiveness of the vaccines, and as also referring to those in political 

power who decided to lift restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The Forum also noted the 

letter included an opinion that people who are not vaccinated do not deserve our respect or deserve 

equality.  The Forum understood this to be about the letter writer’s opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should not be allowed into certain public spaces. 

 

The Forum noted the opinions of the letter-writer were strongly expressed, however, the broadcast 

followed this with a range of other opinions on the matter.  The Forum found no evidence in the 

broadcast that the letter-writer’s opinions were those of the presenter or the broadcaster.  The Forum 

considered the context of the broadcast and was of the view that the content was in keeping with the 

nature of the programme and the style of the presenter and the audience would expect content of 

this type, which was designed to provoke participation from listeners.  Considering the broadcast in 

whole and in context, the Forum did not believe the language used in the broadcast stigmatised, 

supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against persons or groups in society.  The 
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Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, are not a particular group in 

society that is given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the 

Code. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the BAI Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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of views on a subject and shall not express their own views such that a partisan position is advocated.  

The News and Current Affairs Code also provides that ‘personal view’ or ‘authored’ current affairs 

segments or programmes are permitted but must comply with the statutory obligations to be impartial, 

objective and fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Forum considered the manner in which views and facts were presented in the broadcast.  The 

Forum noted the interviewee, as a representative of the HSE, was asked to provide his view on the 

impact of Covid-19 on the health service.  The interviewee provided factual information in relation to 

the situation and the perspective of the HSE on the implications for public policy, which included 

some discussion about the public policy in this country to have different public health restrictions in 

place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Forum believes it is a legitimate 

editorial approach to discuss this public policy with scientific, medical and public health experts and 

for the public to hear their views.  The Forum believes the audience would have understood they 

were hearing the views of a representative of the health service on this topic.  The Forum found no 

evidence in the broadcast of views or facts that were presented or misrepresented in such a way that 

would mislead the audience on the issues discussed. 

 

The Forum then considered the role of the presenter in the broadcast.  The Forum noted that the 

complaint appears to suggest that certain questions asked by the presenter, in relation to hospital 

beds and mandatory vaccinations for care workers, for example, amounted to the presenter 

expressing his own views on the subject.  The Forum was of the view that the presenter’s questions 

were appropriate for providing a range of views on the subject matter and found no evidence in the 

broadcast to suggest the presenter had expressed his own views such that a partisan position was 

advocated. 

 

The Forum went on to consider the range of views in the broadcast.  The Forum noted that the News 

and Current Affairs Code does not require programmes to feature all viewpoints on an issue to be 

fair in its treatment of a subject or for there to be an “artificial balance” of viewpoints.  An example of 

artificial balance may be including the views of people who do not believe matters of established fact 

or scientific consensus.  The Forum was satisfied that the presenter’s approach and questions 

provided an appropriate range of views on the topic, which included factual information and the views 

of a medical professional on the potential harms for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-

19.   

 

The complaint is also submitted under Principles 2, 3 and 5 of the Code Programme Standards.  The 

Code of Programme Standards recognises that offence may be caused solely by the programme 

itself or by virtue of the context in which the programme is viewed or because it is not in line with the 

audience’s expectations.  Broadcasters are required to take due care to ensure audiences are not 

exposed to harmful content and to provide adequate information to audiences to allow them to make 

informed choices about what they listen to and watch.  The Code of Programme Standards provides 

that programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred 

against persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum considered whether the comments and views expressed in relation to public health 

restrictions for people who are not vaccinated could have infringed on any of the above-mentioned 
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provisions of the Code of Programme Standards.  The Forum noted that it has been public policy in 

this country to have different public health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 

vaccination status.  The Forum is of the view that it is editorially legitimate to broadcast the views of 

a representative of the country’s health service on such public health policy matters and to question 

and analyse the benefits and risks of any such policies.  The Forum considers broadcast content of 

this nature to play a vital role in public debates on matters of national policy in a democratic society.  

The Forum acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a policy of public health restrictions 

for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be offended by people expressing 

support for that policy, however, the Code of Programme Standards is not intended to be used to 

stifle expression of views when discussing matters of public importance.   

 

The Forum then considered whether the language used in the broadcast infringed the Code of 

Programme Standards in the manner specified in the complaint, in particular, terms such as “crazies”, 

“selfish” and “un-vaxxed”.  In the context of the interview, the Forum understood the term “un-vaxxed” 

as referring to people who have not had a Covid-19 vaccine and the term “crazies” as a reference to 

people who are choosing not to have a Covid-19 vaccine because they do not believe the scientific 

consensus on their safety and efficacy.  In the broadcast, the latter group were described as “selfish” 

on the basis that a decision not to be vaccinated has an impact on the rest of society.   

 

The Code of Programme Standards recognises that matters which cause offence can differ from 

person to person and are largely subjective in nature and, consequently, there can be no guarantee 

that programme material will be free from offence and there is no right not to be offended.  

Broadcasters are required, however, to guide the audience in making informed choices by providing 

warnings and/or by scheduling programming appropriately, taking into account the nature of the 

programme, the broadcast channel, the time of broadcast and audience expectations.  Broadcasters 

must not broadcast content that would cause undue offence, that is, programme material that could 

still be regarded as having crossed a line, having taken into account the relevant contextual factors.  

The Code of Programme Standards regards harm as being less subjective than offence and harmful 

content is that which causes, mental, psychological or physical harm. 

 

The Forum did not believe the language used in the broadcast caused harm, as it is defined in the 

Code of Programme Standards. 

 

The Forum was of the opinion that some of the language used to describe people who choose not to 

have a Covid-19 vaccine could cause offence to some, in particular, the term “crazies”.  The Forum 

was of the view the discussion in this broadcast was generally held in a calm and moderate manner.  

The Forum noted the broadcast included views that were sympathetic towards people who are unable 

to receive a Covid-19 vaccination due to medical reasons.  Taking into account the nature of the 

programme, the established style and approach of the presenter and the audience expectations of 

the programme, the Forum was of the view the language used would not have caused undue offence. 

 

The Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, are not a particular group 

in society that is given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of 

the Code of Programme Standards.  Considering the broadcast in whole and in context, the Forum 

did not believe the language used in the broadcast stigmatised, supported or condoned 
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discrimination against any person or group in society.  The Forum found no evidence in the broadcast 

of incitement to hatred and noted no reference in the complaint to the aspects of the content that 

would constitute such incitement. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the BAI 

Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
 
  







 

  

 118 

 

The Forum is of the opinion that it is editorially legitimate to broadcast the views of an academic 

expert on public health policy matters and broadcasting such views is not evidence, in and of itself, 

of content that supports or condones discrimination or incites hatred against unvaccinated people.  

The Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, are not a particular group 

in society that is given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of 

the Code.  The Forum noted that the Code of Programme Standards is not intended to be used to 

stifle expression of views when discussing matters of public importance.   

 

The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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seeking advice on her relationship, which had been affected by her partner choosing not to have a 

Covid-19 vaccine.  

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code Programme Standards.  The Code 

provides that programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum noted the psychotherapist’s advice was directed to a particular individual who had asked 

for that advice, and it was not intended as general advice in relation to people who are not vaccinated.  

The Forum did not interpret the gesture made by the psychotherapist as suggesting the couple in 

question should separate.  The Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever 

reason, are not a particular group in society that is given specific protection under equality legislation 

or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards.  The Forum found no evidence 

in the language or the advice or any other aspect of the broadcast content that could be considered 

stigmatizing, or supporting or condoning discrimination against persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the BAI Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The broadcast was an interview with Dr. Colm Henry, Chief Clinical Officer of the HSE, on matters 

related to the Covid-19 pandemic, including the rise in the number of people in Intensive Care Units 

(ICU) with Covid-19, two-thirds of people in ICU being unvaccinated, and HSE talks with private 

hospitals to address a record waiting list.  The interview was conducted in the context of the 

Government plan to lift Covid-19 public health restrictions on 22nd October 2021. 

 

The Forum noted the complaint was submitted under Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality 

in News and Current Affairs, rules 4.1, 4.2, 4.19, 4.21 and 4.29.  The Code requires current affairs to 

be presented in an objective and impartial manner and without any expression of the broadcaster’s 

own views.  In the treatment of current affairs, broadcasters shall comply with the Code’s principles 

of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and responsiveness; and transparency and 

accountability.  Views and facts must not be misrepresented or presented in such a way as to render 

them misleading.  News presenters and reporters may not express their own views on matters of 

public controversy or the subject of current public debate.  The Code also provides that broadcasters 

shall have due regard to guidance in respect of legal requirements under this Code. 

 

The Forum noted the interviewee, as a representative of the HSE, was asked to provide his view on 

the impact of Covid-19 on the health service.  The interviewee provided factual information in relation 

to the situation and the perspective of the HSE on the implications for public policy, which included 

some discussion about the public policy in this country to have different public health restrictions in 

place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Forum believes it is a legitimate 

editorial approach to discuss this public policy with scientific, medical and public health experts and 

for the public to hear their views.  The Forum believes the audience would have understood they 

were hearing the views of a representative of the health service on this topic.  The Forum found no 

evidence in the broadcast of views or facts that were presented or misrepresented in such a way that 

would mislead the audience on the issues discussed. 

 

The Forum also considered the presenter’s use of the word “crazies” in the broadcast.  The Forum 

understood the term, in the context of the broadcast, as referring to people who choose not to have 

a Covid-19 vaccine because they do not believe the scientific consensus on the vaccine’s safety and 

efficacy.  The Forum accepted that this term could cause offence to some listeners, however, the 

Forum also acknowledged there may be occasions where the language, tone and approach by the 

presenter is used to challenge an interviewee and provoke animated discussion on a topic.  

Considering the nature of the programme, the established style and approach of the presenter and 

the audience expectations of the programme, and noting the interview overall was held in a calm and 

moderate manner, the Forum found the use of this term did not infringe the requirements of fairness, 

objectivity and impartiality in the Code. 

 

The Forum noted the broadcast was a current affairs programme and not a news item and therefore, 

rule 4.21, in relation to news presenters or reporters not expressing their own views, was not 

applicable. 

 

The Forum found the complainant made no case that the broadcaster did not have due regard to 

guidance in respect of legal requirements under this Code, as provided for at rule 4.29. 
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The Forum decided the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity or Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On this basis, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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which may reasonably be regarded as causing harm or offence, or as being likely to promote, or 

incite to, crime or as tending to undermine the authority of the State. 

 

The Forum considered the complainant’s view that the public health expert advice reported by one 

of the contributors constituted an attack on people who are not vaccinated and could be construed 

as incitement to hatred.  The Forum found no basis to believe that reporting the advice of a public 

health expert that the public consider whether they want to socialise indoors with people who are not 

vaccinated could be construed as an attack on those people or incitement to hatred against those 

people.  The Forum accepted the complainant may disagree with that advice and even find it 

offensive, however, the standards of harm and offence in the Code of Programme Standards are not 

intended to be used to prohibit the broadcast of advice of public health authorities on a matter of 

public health even if some people find that advice offensive.  Rather than adversely affecting the 

public interest, the Forum was of the opinion that reporting on such public health advice is part of a 

broadcaster’s role in informing the public on matters of importance to society, which serves the public 

interest. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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BAI Complaints Handling Process 
 

Viewers and listeners to Irish television and radio can complain about broadcasting content which they 

believe is not in keeping with the standards provided for in relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 2009 

and/or the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland’s Codes.  Complaints are required to identify the relevant 

programme or commercial communication and the related date and time of broadcast.  The complainant 

is asked to explain what it is about the broadcast that has led them to make a complaint and why the 

programme material or commercial content does not comply with the relevant legislation or BAI Codes. 

The Codes may be found on the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie, by emailing info@bai.ie or by phoning the 

BAI on 01 644 1200. 

 

In general, the viewer or listener should direct their complaint to the broadcaster in the first instance 

and in the manner set out in the broadcaster’s Code of Practice for Handling Complaints, a document 

which each broadcaster is required to have available on its website. If a complainant is not satisfied with 

the response from the broadcaster or if the broadcaster does not respond within the timeframe provided 

for in their Code of Practice (usually 21 days), the complaint may be referred to the BAI for consideration. 

 

In assessing complaint referrals, the BAI has regard to the relevant legislation and Codes, the written 

material submitted by the relevant parties, together with the broadcast material. Complaints are assessed 

by the Executive Complaints Forum or by the Compliance Committee of the BAI. Further information 

may be found on the complaints handling section of the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie. 

 

This document contains copies of the most recent complaints decisions made by the Compliance 

Committee and the Executive Complaints Forum. The decisions concern whether a programme or a 

commercial communication did or did not comply with the relevant legal requirements and/or Codes. 

The decisions do not constitute endorsement or support for the views of any party to a complaint nor do 

they address every aspect of a complaint submission. The BAI does not carry out a separate or 

independent assessment outside of the matters raised in the complaint. 

 

During the period February to May 2022, the Compliance Committee considered and rejected thirteen 

(13) complaints. The Executive Complaints Forum considered and rejected sixteen (16) complaints. 

 

The decisions of the Compliance Committee were reached at meetings held on 2nd March and 20th April 

2022. The decisions of the Executive Complaints Forum were reached at meetings held on 15th 

February, 15th March, 29th March, 19th April and 10th May 2022.  

 

One of the Compliance Committee’s complaint decisions in not included in this document because the 

complaint was of a sensitive and personal nature and the Committee considered it inappropriate to 

publish the complaint decision, further to the provisions of section 48(10) of the Broadcasting Act 2009. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1 of the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality 

in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs to be fair to all interests concerned 

and to be presented in an objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s 

own views.  

 

The Committee considered whether any of the interview with the journalist was misleading, 

demonstrated bias or lacked objectivity or impartiality.  The Committee noted the interview was 

introduced by the presenter following the results of a poll showing 69% of respondents in favour of 

increased restrictions on people who are not vaccinated.  The presenter asked the interviewee why 

he, like those respondents, favoured more restrictions for people who are not vaccinated.  The 

interviewee set out his view that there are no scientific arguments for people not to be vaccinated 

and people should be compelled to have a Covid-19 vaccine by excluding unvaccinated people from 

public spaces.  The presenter asked the interviewee whether he was advocated forcing people to 

have a vaccine and noted that people have a right to decide to take a vaccine.  The interviewee said 

he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but if people decided not to have a vaccine, 

the consequence for them ought to be exclusion from public spaces because of the risk unvaccinated 

people pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  Later in the programme, the presenter 

put the interviewee’s views to another contributor, a professor of immunology, to respond.  She 

suggested addressing the reasons why people choose not to have a vaccine, listen to their concerns 

and find ways to encourage people to come forward to be vaccinated.   

 

The Committee noted the Code is not intended to preclude the expression of opinion by contributors 

to current affairs programmes and the rules limiting the expression of opinion are confined to just the 

presenters of news and current affairs.  The Committee was satisfied the opinions of the interviewee 

were clearly presented as such and the presenter appropriately challenged these views and sought 

the opinions of another contributor on them.  The Committee did not believe the audience would have 

been misled about the issues under discussion and was satisfied the subject was presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which provides 

that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the views and language used by the interviewee about people 

who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine infringed the above provisions of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted the interviewee offered his views on the reasons why some people 

are choosing not to have a vaccine and he alluded to some people believing a conspiracy theory 

about the vaccines and Bill Gates circulating on social media.  The interviewee also suggested that 

some people could not be persuaded to have the vaccine because of a “religious belief almost, a 

cult-like thing” in not accepting the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in relation 

to Covid-19 vaccines.  The interviewee referred to these people as “hardcore cranks”.  The 

interviewee commented that he was not in favour of forcing people to have a vaccine, but rather the 
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consequence of that decision, in his view, must be the exclusion those people from public spaces 

because of the risk they pose “to our society, to our people, to our loved ones”.  

 

The Committee found no basis to deem an opinion that some people choose not to have a Covid-19 

vaccine because they believe in conspiracy theories as discriminatory or inciting hatred.   

 

The Committee noted the “hardcore cranks” terms was not used to describe all unvaccinated people, 

but just those who do not believe in the evidence and advice of scientific and medical experts in 

relation to the vaccines.  The Committee noted these people do not constitute a group in society 

offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee accepted the term may have caused offence to the complainant but did not believe it 

caused undue offence, considering the moderate manner in which the interview was conducted and 

taking into account the nature of the programme and audience expectations. 

 

The Committee considered whether the interviewee’s expressed opinion that people who are not 

vaccinated should face increased restrictions constituted an infringement of the Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated do not constitute a group in 

society offered specific protection by equality legislation or the Code of Programme Standards.  The 

Committee also noted that it had been Government policy to have different public health restrictions 

in place for unvaccinated people and it is editorially legitimate and serves the public interest to 

broadcast discussion and debate about such matters of public policy.  The Committee found no 

evidence in the broadcast of content that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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The Committee was of the view that the type of issues raised by the presenter in these comments 

and questions, and in the interview as a whole, were relevant and appropriate in the context of 

interviewing a Government minister about his area of responsibility.  The Committee was satisfied it 

was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Committee found the complaint did not make a sufficient case that the broadcast contained any 

inaccuracy that would infringe rule 4.17 or that there were views or facts presented or misrepresented 

in such a way as to infringe rule 4.19. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 
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The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister of Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Committee found the complaint did not make a sufficient case that the broadcaster or programme 

makers had not adhered to legislative requirements as provided for at rule 4.28. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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 Commented that “we’re being too easy” on people who choose not to get a vaccine, because 

they don’t believe in the science behind the vaccines or because they believe in conspiracy 

theories about the vaccine.  The presenter asked, “why give them any quarter at all?”. 

 

The Committee was of the view that the type of issues raised by the presenter in these comments 

and questions, and in the interview as a whole, were relevant and appropriate in the context of 

interviewing a Government minister about his area of responsibility.  The Committee was satisfied it 

was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Committee found the complaint did not make a sufficient case that the broadcast contained any 

inaccuracy that would infringe rule 4.17 or that there were views or facts presented or misrepresented 

in such a way as to infringe rule 4.19 or that there was a significant mistake in the broadcast that 

would infringe rule 4.20. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   
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The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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was editorially legitimate to draw comparisons with other countries and to question whether 

measures introduced in other countries would work in Ireland.  The Committee also believed that 

questioning whether there ought to be restrictions specifically for people who are not vaccinated is 

editorially legitimate in the context of interviewing the Minister for Health about the public health 

response to a pandemic.   

 

The Committee noted that the Code allows for current affairs presenters to robustly challenge and 

question interviewees in order to provide a range of opinion on a subject.  The Committee was 

satisfied that this is the role the presenter played in this broadcast.  The Committee was of the opinion 

that the presenter’s comments and questions were in keeping with the established style of the 

programme and the presenter and with audience expectations of the programme.  The Committee 

did not believe the presenter’s comments and questions demonstrated any bias or prejudice.  The 

Committee was satisfied the subject was presented in the broadcast in an objective and impartial 

manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s views, and was fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

provides that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and shall not prejudice respect for human dignity.  This Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society. 

 

The Committee considered whether the presenter’s comments and questions in relation to people 

who are not vaccinated infringed the Code of Programme Standards or the relevant statutory 

provisions.  The Committee noted that it had been public policy in Ireland to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The Committee is 

of the view that it is editorially legitimate to question a Government minister on its decisions and plans 

in relation to such public policies and such content has an important role in informing the public on 

matters of national policy.  The Committee acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a 

policy of public health restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be 

offended by questions as to whether such restrictions should be reintroduced, however, the Code of 

Programme Standards is not intended to be used to stifle expression of views and discussion on 

such matters of public importance.   

 

The Committee noted that people who are not vaccinated are not a particular group in society that is 

given specific protection under equality legislation or in provisions of Principle 5 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  The Committee found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society. 

 

The Committee concluded the content had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting 

Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the 

BAI Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Committee rejected the complaint. 
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questioned and challenged the interviewee appropriately.  The Forum found no evidence in the 

broadcast of content that would mislead the audience or of there being a lack of objectivity or 

impartiality in how the content was presented.  The Forum found no evidence of any expression of 

the broadcaster’s own views in relation to this topic. 

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principle 5 of the Code of Programme Standards, which 

requires that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate 

and justifiable and not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code of Programme Standards also 

provides that programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite 

hatred against persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum considered whether the views expressed in relation to public health restrictions for people 

who are not vaccinated could have infringed on the provision of the Code of Programme Standards.  

The Forum noted that, at the time of broadcast, it had been public policy in this country to have 

different public health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status.  The 

interviewee expressed support for Covid-19 vaccine certificates being required to access what he 

described as “high risk” places of social interaction, such as pubs and nightclubs. 

 

The Forum is of the opinion that broadcasting the views of the CMO in support of a public health 

policy which restricts some social interactions for people who are not vaccinated is not evidence, in 

and of itself, of content that supports or condones discrimination or incites hatred against 

unvaccinated people.  The Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, 

are not a particular group in society that is given specific protection under equality legislation or in 

provisions of Principle 5 of the Code.  The Forum found no evidence in the broadcast of content that 

stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in 

society.  

  

The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint.  
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availing of vaccination was editorially legitimate in the context of scientific and public health expert 

consensus that Covid-19 vaccines can reduce the severity of illness and potential mortality from 

Covid-19 infection. 
 

The Forum noted the comments and questions from the presenter in relation to people who are not 

vaccinated were strongly expressed and some of the language was injudicious, at times, for example 

when referring to some unvaccinated people as “stupid”.  The Forum understood this style and 

approach to be a means of adding colour and shade to the interview and to elicit the views of the 

interviewee.  In this regard, the Forum noted, that the interviewee had ample time to respond to these 

questions and provided sympathetic counterpoints in the discussion.  The Forum noted the Code 

does not preclude current affairs presenters from playing “devil’s advocate” or taking a robust line of 

questioning where it serves to provide the audience with a range of views on a topic.  In considering 

this broadcast, the Forum was satisfied the audience was provided with an appropriate range of 

views on the chosen topic and, taking the programme in whole and in context, the presenter had not 

advocated a partisan position.  The Forum was also satisfied the broadcast had been presented in 

an objective and impartial manner. 

 

The Forum found the complaint had made no case that the broadcaster had dealt unfairly with 

contributors.   

 

The Forum found insufficient grounds in the complaint of the broadcast containing any views or facts 

that were misrepresented or presented in such a way as to be misleading.  

 

The complaint was also submitted under Principles 1, 3, 5 and 6 of the BAI’s Code of Programme 

Standards.  The Code requires that programme material respect community standards, including 

attitudes to specific language terms and violent and sexual content.  Principle 3 requires broadcasters 

to take due care to ensure audiences are not exposed to harmful content.  Principle 5 requires that 

the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be appropriate and 

justifiable and not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code also provides that programme 

material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against persons or 

groups in society.  Principle 6 provides that the public interest can be adversely affected by the 

omission of material and/or the inadequate representation of information or viewpoints. 

 

The Forum considered whether there was any infringement of the Code in the comments and views 

expressed on the risks posed by social interaction with people who are not vaccinated, the reasons 

why people are choosing not to be vaccinated and the public health restrictions for people who are 

not vaccinated.  The Forum noted that it has been public policy in this country to have different public 

health restrictions in place for people based on their Covid-19 vaccination status because people 

who are not vaccinated are at greater risk of severe illness, hospitalisation, and death from Covid-

19.  The Forum is of the view that it is editorially legitimate to discuss and debate these matters, 

giving due weight to the consensus of scientific and public health information in relation to the 

vaccines.  The Forum acknowledges the complainant may not agree with a policy of public health 

restrictions for people who are not vaccinated against Covid-19 and may be offended by it, but the 

Code of Programme Standards is not intended to limit discussion on matters of public importance 

because of the potential offence caused, where such discussions are editorially justified and in the 
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public interest.  The Forum found no basis to believe any of the views and comments expressed in 

the broadcast were contrary to community standards or stigmatized, supported or condoned 

discrimination or incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Forum then considered whether the language used in the broadcast infringed the Code of 

Programme Standards in the manner specified in the complaint, in particular, the reference to certain 

people as “stupid”.  The Code of Programme Standards recognises that matters which cause offence 

can differ from person to person and are largely subjective in nature and, consequently, there can be 

no guarantee that programme material will be free from offence and there is no right not to be 

offended.  Broadcasters must not broadcast content that would cause undue offence, that is, 

programme material that could still be regarded as having crossed a line, having taken into account 

the relevant contextual factors.  The Forum noted the term “stupid” was not used to describe all 

people who are not vaccinated, but just those who choose not to have a Covid-19 vaccine because 

they believe conspiracy theories about the vaccines, which are circulating on social media.  The 

Forum acknowledged that this may have offended the complainant, but the Forum did not believe 

the term itself, or the manner and context in which it was used, would have caused undue offence or 

contravened any community standards on the use of language.  

 

The Forum noted that people who are not vaccinated, for whatever reason, are not a group in society 

offered specific protection in equality legislation or in the provisions of the Code.  The Forum found 

no evidence in the broadcast of language that stigmatised, supported or condoned discrimination or 

incited hatred against any person or group in society. 

 

The Code of Programme Standards regards harm as being less subjective than offence and harmful 

content is that which causes, mental, psychological or physical harm.  The Forum found no evidence 

of harmful content in the broadcast. 

 

The Forum found there was an insufficient case made in the complaint that the broadcast had 

adversely affected the public interest, contrary to the provisions of Principle 6 of the Code.  

 

The Forum decided the programme had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs or the Code of 

Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint.    
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account the relevant contextual factors.  The Forum noted that lyrics referring to non-Christians as 

“pining in sin and error” and to a Christian God as having brought “a new and glorious morn” may be 

offensive to some non-Christians.  The Forum also considered that expressions of religious views or 

beliefs such as these may be more offensive to some individuals because of personal circumstances 

or experiences.  However, the Forum also noted that ‘O Holy Night’ is a well-known Christian hymn, 

broadcast during the Christian celebration period of Christmas to an audience that includes many 

Christians.  The Forum was of the opinion that the broadcast of this hymn was in keeping with a 

programme of this nature and with audience expectations of the programme, particularly during the 

Christmas period.  Considering the broadcast as a whole and in context, the Forum concluded the 

broadcast did not cause undue offence.  

 

The Forum then considered whether the broadcast of certain lyrics in this hymn were contrary to 

Principle 5 of the Code.  The Forum did not agree with the complainant’s view that the lyric “fall on 

your knees” prejudiced respect for human dignity.  The Forum noted that many different religions 

feature followers adopting supplicating poses, such as kneeling or bowing.  As noted earlier, the 

Forum acknowledged that some non-Christians may be offended by the meaning of some of the 

hymn’s lyrics, but the Forum did not believe that any of the broadcast content could reasonably be 

regarded as stigmatising non-Christians or supporting or condoning discrimination against non-

Christians. 

 

The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 

 
  





 

  

 71 

Tullamore while she was out jogging. 

 

The complaint was submitted under Principles 5 and 6 of the BAI’s Code of Programme Standards.  

Principle 5 requires that the manner in which persons and groups in society are represented shall be 

appropriate and justifiable and not prejudice respect for human dignity.  The Code also provides that 

programme material shall not stigmatise, support or condone discrimination or incite hatred against 

persons or groups in society.  Principle 6 provides that the public interest can be adversely affected 

by the omission of material and/or the inadequate representation of information or viewpoints. 

 

The Forum considered whether the broadcast stigmatised men.  The Forum noted the news story of 

the woman who was killed in Tullamore was the prompt for much wider discussion about women’s 

safety in public.  The Forum noted the item did not focus on identifying the individual perpetrator of 

this particular crime but looked more broadly at violence in society perpetrated generally against 

women and girls.  The Forum was of the opinion it was editorially legitimate to use a current news 

story to examine the broader issues and themes of the story that affect society.  The Forum was 

satisfied the contributors offered relevant knowledge and expertise on the topic and one contributor 

also spoke of her personal experience of being and feeling unsafe in public.  The Forum found no 

evidence in the content of misandry or of men being stigmatised. 

 

The Forum found the complaint had not made a sufficient case as to how the broadcast had adversely 

affected the public interest.  The Forum was of the opinion that it is in the public interest for broadcasts 

to discuss public health issues affecting all of society and for people to be able to speak about their 

personal experience of such issues. 

 

The Forum decided the programme had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Programme Standards.  On this basis, the Forum rejected the complaint.   
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interview speakers at it.  The Forum noted the story would likely be of relevance to the audience but 

that it was important the interview was not presented in such a way as to mislead listeners.  In this 

regard, the Forum noted the broadcast clearly provided relevant facts in relation to the interviewee’s 

suspended medical licence and the presenter robustly challenged the views expressed by the 

interviewee.  The Forum was satisfied the broadcast did not support or endorse the opinions and 

claims made by the interviewee that could cause harm if acted upon.  The Forum noted the broadcast 

included a recording of the presenter refusing to remove his mask when requested to by the 

interviewee and also included comments and texts from listeners to the programme.  The Forum 

believed the manner in which the interview was conducted was appropriately challenging and would 

not have caused harm to the audience or adversely affected the public interest. 

 

The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1, 4.2 and 4.22 of the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and 

Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires current affairs items be presented in an 

objective and impartial manner and without any expression of the broadcaster’s own views.  In the 

treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters shall comply with the Code’s principles of 

fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and responsiveness; and transparency and 

accountability.  The Code also provides that current affairs presenters shall ensure the audience has 

access to a wide variety of views on a subject and shall not express their own views such that a 

partisan position is advocated. 

 

The Forum first considered whether the broadcast did not meet the requirements of fairness, 

objectivity and impartiality in the range of contributors and perspectives included on the subject 

matter.  The Forum noted that the Code does not require programmes to feature all viewpoints on 

an issue to be fair, objective and impartial in its treatment of a subject.  However, there is an 

expectation the presenter will ensure that discussions of news and current affairs issues are not one-

sided and that alternative perspectives are presented.  In this case, the Forum had regard to the 

complainant’s concern about the number of “professional” contributors but noted the Code does not 

place a requirement on broadcasts to have an equal number of particular types of speakers or to 

give them equal airtime.  The make-up of panels and speakers is an editorial decision that lies with 

the broadcaster and the Forum did not consider that the panel, or those who debated on either side, 

led to any lack of fairness, objectivity or impartiality in the broadcast.   

 

The Forum noted the presenter dealt with the topic and the contributors sensitively and facilitated the 

expression of a range of views and found no evidence of the presenter expressing her own views 

such that a partisan position was advocated. 

 

The Forum decided the programme had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009, the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  On this basis, 

the Forum rejected the complaint.   
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opinion that the range of views and perspectives provided on the subject was appropriate in this 

context.  The Forum noted that broadcasters have editorial independence and freedom to select how 

they wish to approach the treatment of a subject.  The Code requires that such treatment is objective 

and impartial and fair to all interests concerned and the Forum did not believe the broadcast infringed 

these requirements.  

 

The Forum decided the broadcast had not infringed the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum noted the complaint was submitted under rule 4.1 of the Code of Fairness, Objectivity 

and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  The Code requires all news broadcast to be reported 

and presented in an objective and impartial manner and without any expression of the broadcaster’s 

own views. 

 

The Forum considered whether the use of the phrase “the historical fantasies of one man in Moscow” 

in the broadcast had infringed the above requirements of objectivity and impartiality.  The Forum 

understood this phrase as referring to Vladimir Putin, the President of Russia, in the context of Russia 

having invaded and begun a war in Ukraine.  The Forum noted the subject of the report was the 

impact of war on ordinary people in Ukraine and the difficulties they faced in trying to flee the war.  

The Forum understood the phrase as placing responsibility for the war on Putin, as leader of Russia, 

and suggesting that Putin believes Ukraine belongs within Russia’s sphere of power, as a former part 

of the Soviet Union.  The Forum was of the opinion that the phrase used by the reporter was a fair 

comment in this context.  Taking the report in whole and in context, the Forum was satisfied the 

content was presented in a manner that was objective and impartial. 

 

The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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and having had regard to the relevant legislation and Code, the Forum decided to reject the 

complaint.  The Forum's reasons for the decision are set out below. 

 

The broadcast contained a news report from Lviv, in Ukraine.  The report showed scenes from a 

Greek Catholic Church in the city, whose clergy and parishioners were sending ground sheets to the 

Ukrainian troops.  The report showed a couple getting married and then clips of volunteers collecting 

clothing for refugees and of a brewery that had converted into a factory for making Molotov cocktails.  

The report contained clips of people making Molotov cocktails and noted such places were “springing 

up all over Ukraine as part of a burgeoning grassroots resistance”.  The report concluded with scenes 

of the bride and groom, with the reporter saying that “this is what living in Ukraine in 2022 feels like 

– fear, resistance and normal life”. 

 

The complaint was submitted under a legislative provision requiring broadcasters ensure they do not 

broadcast anything which may reasonably be regarded as causing harm or offence or as being likely 

to promote, or incite to, crime.  The Forum noted the complaint was submitted under Principle 3 of 

the Code of Programme Standards, which requires broadcasters take due care to ensure audiences 

are not exposed to harmful content. 

 

The Forum first considered whether the broadcast contained content likely to promote, or incite to, 

crime.  The Forum considered it editorially legitimate and in the public interest for the broadcaster to 

report on what is happening in a war zone.   The Forum noted the report contrasted how ordinary life 

was proceeding during an exceptional time of war, in which civilians were volunteering to help 

refugees from other parts of the country and preparing arms for themselves to resist a possible attack.  

The Forum noted there was no scene of people collecting guns after a wedding and that these were 

separate events in the report.  The Forum found no evidence in the report of a celebratory tone or of 

any encouragement to use arms or to undertake any particular criminal action.  The Forum was of 

the opinion the report was factual and focused on explaining what was happening on the ground in 

this city in Ukraine.  The Forum was satisfied the broadcast did not include any content that was likely 

to promote or incite to crime. 

 

The Forum then considered whether the broadcast contained harmful material.  The Code recognises 

harmful material as material that has an “effect”, that is, content that causes, mental, psychological 

or physical harm.  The Forum considered that reports about people making arms and preparing to 

fight an invading army could potentially be distressing for some, however, there is strong editorial 

justification from a public interest perspective in covering this story and informing the public about 

what is happening in a war zone.  The Forum also noted that the audience would expect such content 

from news reports.  The Forum was satisfied the content of the broadcast was in line with audience 

expectations and had not caused harm, as it is described in the Code. 

 

The Forum considered whether the broadcast could reasonably be regarded as causing offence.  

The Forum noted the Code recognises that matters which cause offence are largely subjective and 

can differ from person to person.  Consequently, there can be no guarantee that programme material 

will be free from offence and there is no right not to be offended.  However, broadcasters must not 

broadcast content that would cause undue offence, that is, programme material that could still be 

regarded as having crossed a line, having taken into account contextual factors such as editorial 
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justification and public interest.  As noted earlier, the Forum was satisfied there was strong editorial 

justification and public interest in broadcasting this news report.  The Forum acknowledged aspects 

of the report may have caused offence to some but did not believe the broadcast cause undue 

offence. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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time. 

 

The Forum noted the broadcast was an interview with the leader of Fine Gael and is one of a series 

of interviews with party political leaders.  The Forum noted the approach to these interviews is a 

broad-ranging questioning about the big issues and challenges faced by the political party and its 

leader and the interviews do not tend to focus in-depth on any particular story or issue.   

 

The topic of the Garda investigation into the release of a Government document was covered in less 

than 3 minutes during the course of a 25-minute interview.  The Forum noted the interviewee’s claims 

about people who had made this issue public and/or publicly discussed it did not reference any 

specific individuals, aside from one member of the opposition.  The interviewer then moved the 

discussion on to how the investigation would impact on the interviewee’s prospects of becoming 

Taoiseach and if was impacting on his work as Tánaiste.  The Forum considered that not all aspects 

of this topic could be covered in the length of time given to it in the interview and the broadcaster is 

entitled to choose a particular editorial angle on a topic.  The Forum was of the opinion that the 

interviewer’s line of questioning was in keeping with the focus of the interview and the type of 

interview provided to all the political party leaders and it was in keeping with audience expectations 

of the programme.   

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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that was unduly offensive, or of content that infringed community standards or prejudiced respect for 

human dignity.  The Forum found no case made in the complaint of content that stigmatised, 

supported or condoned discrimination or incited hatred against any persons or groups in society. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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programme.  The Forum found the presenter dealt with the topic and the contributors impartially and 

facilitated the expression of a range of views. 

 

The Forum also considered whether the presenter’s line of questioning infringed on relevant statutory 

or regulatory provisions. The Forum considered that questions in relation to people with previous 

convictions working for political parties and questions in relation to one contributor’s former 

membership of Sinn Féin were legitimate in the context of the subject matter discussed.  The Forum 

noted that Sinn Féin representatives had time and opportunities in the broadcast to respond on these 

matters.  The Forum did not believe that asking questions in relation to people with convictions 

working for political parties infringed on the requirement for contributors to have given informed 

consent.  In this regard, the Forum noted such questions have been asked of Sinn Féin 

representatives before and the requirement for contributors to be made generally aware of the subject 

and format of a programme should not be taken to mean that the detail of the questions to be asked 

as part of the interview should be provided in advance. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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BAI Complaints Handling Process 

 

Viewers and listeners to Irish television and radio can complain about broadcasting content which they 

believe is not in keeping with the standards provided for in relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 2009 

and/or the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland’s Codes.  Complaints are required to identify the relevant 

programme or commercial communication and the related date and time of broadcast.  The complainant 

is asked to explain what it is about the broadcast that has led them to make a complaint and why the 

programme material or commercial content does not comply with the relevant legislation or BAI Codes. 

The Codes may be found on the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie, by emailing info@bai.ie or by phoning the 

BAI on 01 644 1200. 

 

In general, the viewer or listener should direct their complaint to the broadcaster in the first instance 

and in the manner set out in the broadcaster’s Code of Practice for Handling Complaints, a document 

which each broadcaster is required to have available on its website. If a complainant is not satisfied with 

the response from the broadcaster or if the broadcaster does not respond within the timeframe provided 

for in their Code of Practice (usually 21 days), the complaint may be referred to the BAI for consideration. 

 

In assessing complaint referrals, the BAI has regard to the relevant legislation and Codes, the written 

material submitted by the relevant parties, together with the broadcast material. Complaints are assessed 

by the Executive Complaints Forum or by the Compliance Committee of the BAI. Further information 

may be found on the complaints handling section of the BAI’s website: www.bai.ie. 

 

This document contains copies of the most recent complaints decisions made by the Compliance 

Committee and the Executive Complaints Forum. The decisions concern whether a programme or a 

commercial communication did or did not comply with the relevant legal requirements and/or Codes. 

The decisions do not constitute endorsement or support for the views of any party to a complaint nor do 

they address every aspect of a complaint submission. The BAI does not carry out a separate or 

independent assessment outside of the matters raised in the complaint. 

 

During the period from May to August 2022, the Compliance Committee considered and rejected one 

(1) complaint.  The Executive Complaints Forum considered and rejected seven (7) complaints. 

 

The decision of the Compliance Committee was reached at a meeting held on 27th June 2022.  The 

decisions of the Executive Complaints Forum were reached at meetings held on 20th June, 13th July 

and 16th August 2022. 
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Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality 

The complaint was submitted under rules 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.8, 4.17, 4.18 and 4.22 of the BAI Code of 

Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs, which may be summarised as 

follows: 

 

• Current affairs broadcasts must be fair to all interests concerned and presented in an 

objective and impartial manner, without any expression of the broadcaster’s own views.   

• In the treatment of news and current affairs, broadcasters are required to comply with the 

Code’s principles of fairness; objectivity and impartiality; accuracy and responsiveness; and 

transparency and accountability.   

• Broadcasts are required to clearly report where a person or organisation refuses to contribute 

to the programme and to reasonably report their explanation for that if it could be deemed 

unfair not to. 

• Broadcasts are required, in so far as is practicable, to reflect the views of a person or 

organisation who is not participating in the programme, and to do so fairly.   

• News and current affairs must be presented with due accuracy, having regard to the 

circumstances and facts known at the time. 

• Current affairs presenters shall not express their own views such that a partisan position is 

advocated.  Presenters are required to ensure there are a wide variety of views on a subject, 

facilitate the expression of contributor’s opinions and reflect the views of those who cannot 

or choose not to participate in the programme. 

• The Code allows for two or more related broadcasts to be considered as a whole if the 

broadcasts are transmitted within a reasonable time period and such links are made clear to 

the audience. 

 

The Committee is satisfied the broadcasts were related broadcasts by the manner in which the topic 

was presented to the audience across the broadcasts. 

 

The Committee is not certain whether the change in editorial line had been planned but is satisfied 

that there is a clear public interest in discussing the business model of these award schemes and in 

airing the views of people who have engaged in or been approached to participate in such schemes. 

 

The Committee noted the range of contributions, and the tone of the broadcasts was largely critical 

of this award scheme and such schemes, generally.  This is not unusual in broadcasts where the 

discussion of a topic is driven by callers, however, the broadcaster is obliged by statutory and 

regulatory standards to be fair to all interests concerned.  Meeting the obligations of fairness does 

not necessarily mean that all viewpoints on an issue must be broadcast, but it does require that the 

views of absent parties are fairly reflected.  In this regard, the Committee noted the repeated and 

concerted efforts of the broadcaster to contact the magazine at the centre of this story to respond to 

questions in writing, to participate in the broadcasts and to make a statement on the issues raised in 

the story.  Representatives of the magazine declined to participate in the broadcasts, as they are 

entitled to, and the Committee acknowledged that contributing to a programme of this nature can be 

challenging.  However, the magazine did provide a written statement, which was read out in the 

broadcast.  Considering the broadcasts as a whole and the treatment of the topic and of the 



 

  

 8 

contributors overall, the Committee is satisfied the statutory and regulatory requirements of fairness 

were met in the broadcasts. 

 

The Committee considered the manner and style in which the topic was presented was, at times, 

very robust and challenging.  The Committee noted some of the presenter’s comments, for example, 

in relation to the business premises of the magazine appearing vacant, the suggestion that the 

magazine preyed on vulnerable charities, and that it did not have a printed copy of the magazine, 

were bordering on unfair.  However, the Committee did not believe the audience would have been 

misled on the topic under discussion and the Committee also acknowledged that this was in keeping 

with the presenter’s and the programme’s usual style, which is well-established and in keeping with 

audience expectations.  The Committee did not find that the presenter expressed a view such that a 

partisan position was advocated. 

 

Programme Standards 

The complaint was submitted under a provision of the Broadcasting Act 2009 which requires 

broadcasters to ensure they do not broadcast anything which may reasonably be regarded as 

causing harm or offence.  The complaint was also submitted under Principle 7 of the Code of 

Programme Standards.  This Principle provides that broadcaster shall respect the privacy of the 

individual and ensure that it is not unreasonably encroached upon either in the means employed to 

make the programme or in the programme material broadcast. 

 

The Committee noted that the complaint under privacy and harm and offence chiefly relates to the 

manner in which the broadcaster contacted various representatives of the magazine and the impact 

of broadcasting this story on people connected to the business.  As noted above, the Committee is 

satisfied that the broadcasts met the requirements of fairness, objectivity and impartiality in how the 

topic was treated and is of the opinion the audience would not have been misled on the topic.  While 

the Committee acknowledges the possible negative impact coverage of this story may have had on 

the magazine and those connected to it, the Committee also recognises a clear public interest in this 

story being covered.  The Committee also noted that it is an essential element of journalism to contact 

people relevant to a story to offer them the opportunity to give their views and respond to any 

questions in relation to the story.  The Committee is satisfied that the measures taken by the 

broadcaster, in this instance, were appropriate in the context of it carrying out this journalistic role 

and did not unreasonably encroach on the privacy of the individuals concerned. 

 

The Committee concluded the broadcasts had not infringed the relevant provisions of the 

Broadcasting Act 2009, the BAI Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current 

Affairs or the BAI Code of Programme Standards.  Accordingly, the Committee rejected the 

complaint. 
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The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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regarding ‘statements of fact’ and opinions by one of the panellists and the concerns expressed 

regarding the selection and composition of the panel.   

 

The Forum found that this was a wide-ranging discussion which consisted of two journalists, one of 

whom was a university lecturer and the other a director of the ESRI.  The discussion centred on 

articles from newspapers regarding the war in Ukraine and its impact in Europe and Ireland.  The 

Forum found that the presenter ensured the panel members were given time to put forward their 

views on the various aspects of the war. The DCU lecturer referenced recent history when describing 

how the conflict had been building up, going back to 2008.  The presenter followed the format of the 

show by reading out text messages comprising listeners’ comments on the conflict. The Forum was 

of the view that the discussion in general was managed appropriately by the presenter who put 

forward suggestions and counter arguments to elicit responses from the panel and that the audience 

was not misled on the subject under discussion. 

 

The Forum noted that the make-up of panels and contributors is an editorial decision for the 

broadcaster.  The Forum did not consider that the composition or contributions from the panel 

resulted in any lack of fairness, objectivity or impartiality in the broadcast.  The Forum also noted the 

relevance of contextual factors related to the broadcast, including the type of programme and 

audience expectations in reaching this decision.    

 

The Forum decided the programme, when taken in whole and in context, did not infringe the relevant 

provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News 

and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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transparency and accountability. The Code requires the broadcaster to deal fairly with contributors 

to current affairs content or with persons or organisations referred to in that content.  The Code 

requires that views and facts shall not be misrepresented or presented in such a way as to render 

them to be misleading.  The Code requires that a significant mistake should be acknowledged and 

rectified speedily.  The Code provides that current affairs presenters shall ensure the audience has 

access to a wide variety of views on a subject and shall not express their own views such that a 

partisan position is advocated.  The Code further provides that ‘personal view’ or ‘authored’ current 

affairs segments or programmes can be appropriate, subject to normal editorial controls. 

 

In considering the complainant’s view that he was continually interrupted by the presenter and 

accused of untruths, the Forum found that the complainant was given ample time to express his 

views before the presenter put various questions to him, along with providing statistics to challenge 

some of the statements made by the complainant.  The Forum noted it is part of the presenter’s job 

to challenge the views and assertions of contributors. The Forum considered contextual factors 

related to the broadcast, including the type of programme and audience expectations of same.  The 

Forum noted that this is a caller-driven programme that explores the issues of the day through 

individual stories, experiences and opinion.  The programme format is well-established and 

audiences expect to hear robust and, sometimes, controversial opinions from callers to the 

programme.  In relation to the complainant’s full name being mentioned on air, the Forum was of the 

view that it was not unusual for Liveline to provide a contributor’s full name during a broadcast and 

the complainant did not challenge this during the broadcast.  

 

In respect of rule 4.23, the Members agreed that no case had been made that this rule was breached 

during the programme. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum also noted that the complaint is made under rule 4.28 and believe no case was made by 

the complainant that the legal requirements under this rule were breached. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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The Forum noted the requirement to be fair to all interests concerned applies to current affairs but 

not to news.  As this broadcast was a news report, the Forum did not consider whether the broadcast 

had been fair to all interests concerned. 

 

The Forum considered whether the broadcast had failed to meet the above-mentioned requirements 

by including contributions from two people who had relatives killed by the IRA and no contribution 

from a person who had had a relative killed by the British army.  The Forum noted that the broadcast 

identified one contributor as being a relative of someone who had been killed by the IRA; another 

contributor may have been a relative of a person killed by the IRA, but that was not made explicit in 

the broadcast.  The Forum was of the opinion that the relatively short report was clear that the 

proposed amnesty would apply to members of the British army accused of unlawful killings, as well 

as IRA members.  In this regard, the Forum noted the visuals and voiceover at the end of the report 

featured imagery of the British army and referenced the opinion of some that the proposed legislation 

was delivering on a promise by the UK Government to army veterans to ward off prosecutions being 

brought against them.  Taken in whole and in context, the Forum found no evidence of a lack of 

objectivity or impartiality in the broadcast. 

 

The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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was challenged in a robust manner to elicit her response to questions posed, which were in line with 

audience expectations for the programme. 

 

The Forum concluded the broadcast did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs.  Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 
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advocated, when she elicited answers to questions posed by her which would be of interest to 

listeners. 

 

The Forum decided the programme did not infringe the relevant provisions of the Broadcasting Act, 

2009 or the Code of Fairness, Objectivity and Impartiality in News and Current Affairs. Accordingly, 

the Forum rejected the complaint. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


