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CHAIRMAN'S FOREWORD 

As well as giving figures which cover the whole of the BBC's reporting year, this Bulletin 
reports on the work of the BBC's Programme Complaints Unit over the period January to 
March 2000. It describes the cases where the Head of Programme Complaints found that 
there was a breach of the BBC's high editorial standards in tenns of taste, decency, accuracy, 
impartiality or fairness, and sets out the remedial action agreed with the programme-makers 
and schedulers. 

The Bulletin also includes the decisions of a sub-committee of the Board of Governors on 
cases brought to it on appeal by dissatisfied complainants. This committee's function is not 
confined to reviewing whether or not particular complaints should be upheld. It also 
considers the adequacy of actions taken as a result of upheld complaints, and this quarter has 
seen a significant example (see page 19). This case prompted the Governors to ask the 
Director-General whether the BBC was more reluctant than it should be to broadcast 
corrections. The Director-General's Report, overleaf, sets out his response. It is an important 
strength of the relationship between Governors and management within the BBC that the 
Governors are able to identify general issues which individual complaints occasionally raise, 
and to ensure that they are addressed. 

Sir Christopher Bland 
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REPORT BY THE DIRECTOR-GENERAL 

The BBC's policy on correcting mistakes is set out in the Producers' Guidelines: "When a 
serious factual error does occur it is important to admit it clearly and frankly If. There's 
nothing wrong with the policy, but I agree with the Governors that we haven't always applied 
it. Obviously, there has to be a sense of proportion - not every factual error is significant 
enough to warrant a broadcast correction. But I want programme-makers to feel that 
acknowledging important errors and putting them right is a sign of strength, not weakness. In 
future, whenever the Programme Complaints Unit finds that there has been such an error, the 
Head of Programme Complaints will recommend whether or not there should be a broadcast 
correction - and if the programme-makers or schedulers disagree with him, I will decide, 
along with the relevant Director. What I expect, though, is that most cases won't get that far. 
It's up to the good sense of programme-makers to be properly responsive to the concerns of 
viewers and listeners. 

Errors of taste pose a different problem, because there's no way of correcting them. What we 
have to do is learn from them and try not to make the same mistake twice. One programme in 
particular offended a significant section of the audience during the last quarter - an episode of 
the comedy series, Goodness Gracious Me (see finding 16). The large number of letters 
about it to the Unit accouIits for the rise in the proportion of complaints upheld to 34.5% . 
I'm sure the programme-makers willieam from the mistake, but it's important to emphasis 
what an exception it was; they may have got it wrong this time, but they have a track record 
of good judgement which is remarkable, considering some of the new and sensitive areas they 
have opened up for comedy. This illustrates the point that the main story is one the Bulletin 
doesn't tell - thanks to the way programme-makers combine creativity with responsibility, the 
vast majority of programmes get it right. 

Greg Dyke 
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COMPLAINTS AND FINDINGS 


Analysis of complaints 

From 1 January to 31 March 2000 the Unit dealt with 239 complaints concerning 145 items 
(normally individual programmes, trailers or CEEFAX entries, but in some instances a series 
as a whole). Topics of complaint were as follows: 

Table 1 
Topics of Complaint 

No orComplaints No ofItems 

Matters offairness and accuracy 

Unfair treatment of the complainant 7 (3%) 7 (5%) 
Infringement of the complainant's privacy 2 «1 %) 2 (1.5%) 
Harm to individuals/organisations 

featured in programmes 9 (4%) 8 (5.5%) 
Party political bias 9 (4%) 9 (6%) 
Other bias 37 (15.5%) 28 (19.5%) 
Factual inaccuracy 9 (4%) 9 (6%) 

Matters oftaste and standards 

Poor taste 20 (8.5%) 19 (13%) 
Bad language 6 (2.5%) 5 (3.5%) 
Sexual conduct 7 (3%) 4 (3%) 
Violence 12 (5%) 10 (7%) 
Racism 12 (5%) 9 (6%) 
Sexism 1 «1%) 1 «1 %) 
Sensitivity and portrayal 2 «1%) 2 (1.5%) 
Intrusiveness 3 (1.5%) 3 (2%) 
Offence to religious feeling 89 (37%) 16 (11%) 
Bad example 6 (2.5%) 5 (3.5%) 
Standards of interviewing/presentation 2 «1%) 2 (1.5%) 
Commercial concerns 4 (1.5%) 4 (3%) 

Other matters 2 «1%) 2 (1.5%) 

Total 239 145 
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The number of complaints arising from different types of programme (classified by broad 
categories) was as follows: 

Table 2 
Complaint by proeramme type 

Entertainment programmes 122 (51%) 
News and current affairs 46 (19%) 
Fiction and drama 31 (13%) 
Factual programmes 26 (11%) 
Religious programmes 2 «1%) 
Sport 1 «1%) 
Other 11 (4.5%) 

In the period 1 January - 31 March, 83 complaints were upheld (5 of them partly) - 34.5% of 
the total. They concerned 17 different items (11.5% of the total number of items complained 
of). This report contains summaries of these findings. 
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COMPLAINTS UPHELD AND PARTLY UPHELD 
BY TOPIC 

• Total Complaints 
o Upheld 
E1Partly Upheld 

Religion 

Other Bias 

Poor Taste 

Violence 

Racism 

Factual Inaccuracy 

Political Bias 

Harm 

SexuaJ Conduct 

Unfair 

Bad Language 

Bad Example 

Commercial Concerns 

lnn'usiveness 

Sensitivity and Portrayal 

Standards 

Infringment of Privacy 

Sexism 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
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Annual data 

From 1 April 1999 to 31 March 2000 the Unit dealt with 785 complaints about 579 items 
(1998-9: 788 complaints about 590 items). Topics of complaint were as follows. 

Table 1 

Topics of Complaint 


No ofComplaints 

Matters offairness and accuracy 

Unfair treatment of the complainant 
Infringement of the complainant's privacy 
Harm to individuals/organisations 

featured in programmes 
Party political bias 
Other bias 
F actual inaccuracy 

Matters oftaste and standards 

Poor taste 
Bad language 
Sexual conduct 
Violence 
Racism 
Sexism 
Sensitivity and portrayal 
Intrusi veness 
Offence to religious feeling 
Bad example 
Standards of interviewing/presentation 
Commercial concerns 

Other matters 

Total 

16 (2%) 
3 «1%) 

53 (7%) 
20 (2.5%) 
92 (11.5%) 
40 (5%) 

183 (23.5%) 
34 (4.5%) 
29 (3.5%) 
28 (3.5%) 
30 (4%) 

4 «1%) 
7 «1%) 

13 (1.5%) 
129 (16.5%) 

51 (6.5%) 
25 (3%) 
23 (3%) 

5 «1%) 

785 

No ofItems 

26 (4.5%) 
3 «1%) 

40 (7%) 
21 (3.5%) 

101 (17.5%) 
43 (7.5%) 

104 (18%) 
24 (4%) 
23 (4%) 
24 (4%) 
27 (4.5%) 

4 «1%) 
16 (3%) 
12 (2%) 
42 (7.5%) 
27 (4.5%) 
25 (4.5%) 
11 (2%) 

6 (1%) 

579 
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The number of complaints arising from different types of programme (classified by broad 
categories) was as follows: 

Table 2 
Complaint by proeramme type 

Entertainment programmes 315 (40%) 
News and current affairs 195 (25%) 
Factual programmes 166 (21%) 
Fiction and drama 64 (8%) 
Religious programmes 10 (1.5%) 
Sport 8 (1%) 
Arts 2 «1%) 
Schools 2 «1%) 
Continuing education 1 «1%) 
Other 22 (3%) 

In the period 1 April 1999- - 31 March 200, 169 complaints were upheld (36 of them partly) 
21.5% of the total. They concerned 58 different items (10% of the total number of items 
complained of). 
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SUMMARY OF COMPLAINTS UPHELD 


This is a record ofall cases where investigations were completed between 1 January and 31 
March 2000, and where any aspect ofthe complaint was upheld. The extent to which the 
complaint was upheld is indicated in each summary. In all instances the complainant 
received a letter ofappropriate acknowledgement or apology on behalfofthe BBe. 

Matters of fairness and accuracy 

Unfair treatment ofthe complainant 

1. Breakfast Show, GLR 25 November 1999 

The complaint: 

Procter & Gamble complained of derogatory comments by a guest and the presenters of the 
pro gramme about their soft drink, Sunny Delight. 

Finding: 

The comments were made in the context ofjocular exchanges whose manifest exaggeration 
would have prevented listeners from taking them literally. Nevertheless, they went further 
than was justifiable. 

Further action 

The Editor ofGMR discussed the issues arisingfrom the finding will all the station's 
producers. and presenters were instructed to avoid any repetition. 

2. Breakfast News, BBCl, 5 January 2000 

The complaint: 

The owner of a brand of poteen ("Knockeen Hills") complained that a news item reporting the 
launch of another brand had wrongly suggested that the distilling and sale of this traditional 
Irish spirit was only now about to become legal in the Republic of Ireland. 

Finding' 

In fact the manufacture of poteen for sale in the Republic ofIreland had been permitted since 
1997, and production for export had been legal for over ten years. The item's inaccuracy in 
this respect reflected unfairly on "Knockeen Hills". 

Further action 

The programme agreed to broadcast a correction. 
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3. The Allan Beswick Show, GMR, 14 February 2000 

The complaint: 

Jane Chapman, PR Manager of the National House-Building Council, complained that Allan 
Beswick had made inaccurate and biased remarks about the organisation. 

Finding: 

Allan Beswick is a presenter who champions his listeners' consumer rights, and his comments 
arose from the experiences of callers to the programme who reported difficulties in obtaining 
redress for defects in newly-built homes. In this instance, however, his sympathy for these 
callers led him to express his personal opinions too forcefully (although the situation was 
mitigated by Ms Chapman's participation in a later edition of the programme, in which she 
was able to explain the NHBC's position). 

Further action 

The members ofthe programme team have been given further training in consumer law, and 
Allan Beswick has been alerted to the need to discuss potentially contentious comments with 
his producer in future. 

Infringement ofthe complainant's privacy 

4. BBC News C6.0Opm) & BBC News C9.00pm), BBCl, 8 November 1999 

The complaint: 

A viewer, who was a prosecution witness in the Harold Shipman murder trial, complained 
that her privacy had been infringed by a picture showing her name and address, in a report on 
the trial broadcast in both bulletins. 

Finding: 

The picture was of the death certificate of one of Dr Shipman's patients, a friend of the 
complainant. The fact that the complainant'S name and address appeared on the certificate, 
and was briefly visible on screen, was overlooked by the programme-makers. The BBC's 
general policy is that the homes of private individuals are not identified unless there is some 
editorial reason for doing so, which in this case there was not. 

Further action 

To dvoid a recurrence, the Social Affairs Editor drew this incident to the attention ofnews 
teams and instructed that a note about it should be displayed on all noticeboards. 
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5. Evenine Extra, Radio Ulster & BBC Online, Northern Ireland, 1 March 2000 

The complaint: 

A witness in a sex offences trial, who gave an interview to the programme under strict 
conditions of anonymity, complained that he had been identified by name on transmission 
and in a live feed accessible on BBC Online. 

Finding: 

The complainant had been guaranteed anonymity, but this information was not passed on as it 
should have been. The result was a very serious breach of his privacy. 

Further action 

Independently ofthe Unit's inquiries, the Head ofNews and Current Affairs, Northern 
Ireland, wrote a letter ofapology to the complainant. The producer was disCiplined, and new 
procedures were introduced to guard against such errors in the future. 

Harm to individuals/organisations featured in programmes 

6. Panorama, BBCl, 14 June 1999 

The complaint: 

The solicitors Wilkinson, Woodward and Ludlam complained on behalf of their client, Shaw 
Recoveries Ltd, one of the employers featured in this programme about the implementation of 
the National Minimum Wage. They said that Mrs Mary Shaw, the Managing Director of the 
firm, who was interviewed for the programme, was not given notice of an important line of 
questioning, and that the programme-makers had broken an undertaking not to use certain 
pictures. They also said that the firm was wrongly portrayed as the kind of employer 
criticised in the programme by a Goverrunent Minister for wasting money on lawyers instead 
of meeting Minimum Wage obligations. 

Finding: 

The programme-makers gave due notice of the intended areas of questioning. Their 
undertaking not to use certain pictures did not apply to the pictures specified in the complaint, 
and was kept. However the programme's treatment of a legal argument in which the firm was 
involved did give the impression that it was open to the Minister's criticism of firms which 
sought to evade their Minimum Wage obligations. As the legal point at issue was whether 
Shaw Recoveries had any such obligations in the circumstances concerned, this was a 
mistake. 
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Further action 

The Editor has discussed the finding with both his Head ofDepartment and the Chief 
Executive ofNews. 

7. BBC News CS.2Spm), BBCl, 20 November 1999 

The complaint: 

A Green Party press officer complained about a reporter's statement that Lord Archer's 
withdrawal from the London mayoral contest had left the Liberal Democrats as the only party 
with a candidate in place. This had ignored the Green candidate. 

Finding: 

The Liberal Democrats and the Green party both had candidates in place at that point. 
Although the inaccuracy resulted from oversight, it was a significant one in the context of an 
election. 

Further action 

News Editors have been asked to discuss the matter at their team meetings, and to ensure that 
all staffare properly alert to the BBC's guidelines on political representation. 

Political bias 

8. The Archers, Radio 4,6 February 2000 

The complaint: 

A listener complained that Pat and Tony Archer's conversation about the Prime Minister's 
speech to the National Farmers Union Conference had given an unrealistically favourable 
impression of rural reaction to the Government's agricultural policies. 

Finding: 

The tenor of the conversation was inappropriate. 

Further action 

Independently ofthe Unit's investigations, the Director-General acknowledged publicly that a 
mistake had been made. New guidance has been issued to programme-makers, to guard 
against bias in the reflection ofpolitical events by serial dramas ofthis kind. 

BBC Programme Complaints Unit April 2000 Page 12 



Other bias 

9. Top Gear, BBC2, 11 November 1999 

The complaint: 

Three viewers complained that a report on the Oxford Traffic Strategy - an intensification of 
the policy of cutting down on cars in the city centre in favour ofpark-and-ride schemes - was 
over-simplified, inaccurate and biased against the changes. 

Finding: 

As the appeal of Top Gear is to viewers interested in cars and motoring, it is legitimate for it 
to report issues from the motorist's standpoint. In this instance, however, the effort to do so 
resulted in an item which did not meet the BBC's standards of impartiality, accuracy and 
fairness . 

Fttrther action 

The programme undertook to re-visit the topic in a properly balanced manner. 

10. Out of Westminster, BBC West, 23 January 2000 

The complaint: 

The Bristol. Youth Co-ordinator of the National Drug Prevention Alliance complained that 
material he had recorded, for an item on the argument about legalising drugs, had not been 
used, and that the item had been biased in favour of legalisation. 

Finding: 

The intention was that a filmed report largely reflecting the case for decriminalisation would 
be balanced by a discussion in which support for the present law would be prominent, but one 
ofthe participants withdrew from the discussion at short notice. The discussion went ahead, 
but, when they reviewed the recording, the programme-makers judged that it did not provide 
sufficient balance for the filmed report, and opted instead for a live discussion between Lord 
Mancroft, a supporter of decriminalisation, and an MP who opposed it. The MP also 
withdrew, too close to transmission for a replacement to be arranged, so the intended 
counterbalance to the filmed report was absent. 

Further action 

The producer and the Series Editor have been reminded to consider fully the impact ofany 
guest Withdrawing at the last moment. The programme plans to return to the issue in a 
properly balanced way. 
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1l. Todav, Radio 4, 31 January 2000 

The complaint: 

An officer of the Labour Euro-Safeguards Campaign complained that a clip of Winston 
Churchill's Zurich speech had been used in a context which wrongly implied he favoured 
British membership of what is now called the European Union. 

•
Finding: 

The context tended to suggest that Churchill envisaged British membership of a European 
Union, whereas he made clear in the speech that he saw Britain as one of "the friends and 
sponsors ofthe new Europe", not as one of its members. 

Further action 

The Editor of Today has instructed that extractsfrom recordings ofthis kind must be used in 
context, and the context checked with an expert source. 

Factual inaccuracy 

12. The Cops, BBC2, 13 December 1999 

The complaint: 

A viewer complained about a sequence in this police drama in which one of the main 
characters learned from a nurse that his wife, whom he believed to be in hospital for a check
up, had just undergone major cancer surgery. The nurse's comments suggested that breast 
cancer was inevitably fatal if it spread to the lymph glands, which was untrue and likely to 
cause alarm. The same applied to a subsequent remark by the policeman, to the effect that 
chemotherapy would cause his wife to lose all her hair. 

Finding: 

The policeman's remark about the results of chemotherapy reflected the reaction, under stress, 
of a character whom viewers would have been unlikely to regard as medically well-informed. 
However, the comments on the spread of cancer, coming as they did from a character who 
might be presumed to have professional knowledge, could have led to unnecessary anxiety 
among viewers in similar circumstances. 

Further action 

Theprogramme will be edited before any repeat. 
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13. BBC News (9.0Opmt BBCl, 1 February 2000 

The complaint: 

A viewer complained of an allusion to Peter Sutcliffe, the "Yorkshire Ripper" (in a report on 
the trial of Dr Harold Shipman), which implied that all his victims had been prostitutes. This 
was not true of her god-daughter, whom he had murdered. 

Finding: 

The implication that all Peter Sutcliffe's victims were prostitutes was incorrect. 

Further action 

The Editor discussed the matter with the reporter concerned, who acknowledged the need to 
guard against errors ofthis kind in future. 

Matters of taste and standards 

Bad/anguage 

14. Bread, BBCl, 6 January 2000 

The complaint: 

Two listeners complained that the programme contained language unsuitable for transmission 
in the afternoon, just before Children's BBC. 

Finding: 

This series of Bread, originally shown in the evening before the watershed, was previously 
repeated during the afternoon on BBC 1 at a slightly earlier time, when audiences did not 
appear to find the language unacceptable. However, it was clear from the response on this 
occasion that the transmission of the series so close to the beginning of Children's BBC was 
giving concern to some parents of young children. 

Further action 

Independently ofthe Unit's investigation, the department responsible for the scheduling ofthe 
series noted the concerns ofparents and responded by dipping the soundtrack in subsequent 
episodes at points when strong language was used. 
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Intrusiveness 

15. Wales Todav, BBC Wales, & BBe News Cl.OOpm), BBCl, 27 January 2000 

The complaint: 

A viewer complained of a report (originated by BBC Wales, and also shown in an edited 
version on BBCl)about an elderly man currently in hospital after having the wrong kidney 
removed. The report showed pictures which would have enabled viewers to identify his 
home, as well as giving the information that he lived alone. This would have put criminals in 
a position to target the property with relative impunity. 

Finding: 

There was no editorial need to show pictures of the house in question, and their inclusion was 
a mistake. 

Further action 

Independently ofthe Uni1's investigation, and immediately on receiving representations from 
the patient's family, BBC Wales apologised and made arrangements to ensure that the 
pictures would not be re-used without the express authorisation ofthe Head ofNews, Wales. 

Offence to religious feeling 

16. Goodness Gracious Me, BBC2, 25 February 2000 

The complaint: 

62 viewers, in addition to representatives of the Church of England Archbishops' Council and 
the Catholic Bishops' Conference of England and Wales, complained that a sketch involving 
the Eucharist was offensive. 

Finding: 

This comedy series is made by members of the Asian community, and has broken new 
ground in reflecting the Asian experience in Britain through humour. The sketch in question 
featured familiar characters whose distinguishing feature is the absurdity of their 
misconceived efforts to be more British than the British. It was their behaviour, not the 
Eucharist, which was the intended butt of the humour. However, the reaction of viewers 
(including many who understood the intention of the sketch) indicated that the programme 
had unwittingly crossed the boundaries of acceptability, and had given offence to a significant 
section of the audience. 
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Further action 

In the light ofthe reaction to the first transmission ofthe programme, and independently of 
the Unit's investigation, the sketch was removed from the scheduled repeat the following 
Sunday. BBC Broadcast drew the finding to the attention ofall editorial executives, 
emphasising the need for alertness to religious sensibilities. 

Bad example 

17. We Gotta Get out of This Business: Fatboy Slim's 99, BBC2, 31 December 1999 

The complaint: 

A viewer complained about a sequence in this late-night documentary (about a year in the life 
of a pop star with a strong teenage following) in which a young woman appeared to take 
cocaine and to enjoy the effect it had on her. This amounted to a positive portrayal of drug 
taking. 

Finding: 

The sequence did not in fact portray drug-taking. The woman's behaviour was intended as a 
joke, and much of the likely audience for a programme of this kind would have recognised it 
as such. Other viewers, however, noting the pre-transmission announcement that the 
programme contained scenes of drug use, might have understood it to be a case in point. 
Viewed in !hat light, the sequence could have given the impression that illegal drug use was 
being condoned. 

Further action 

Before any repeat, editorial executives will review the material in the light ofits proposed 
context, in order to guard against any such misunderstanding. 
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THE SCOPE AND WORK OF THE UNIT 

The Unit deals with letters of complaint which give reason to believe that something 
broadcast by the BBC's licence fee-funded services may have fallen seriously short of the 
standards set out in the BBC Producers' Guidelines. Complaints about other matters, such as 
policy, changes to the published schedule, technical standards or questions of personal 
preference, are forwarded to the appropriate areas of the BBC for attention. 

The Unit is conunissioned to investigate complaints impartially and to recommend 
appropriate redress. Generally this involves viewing or listening to a recording of the 
material and pursuing the complainants' points with the programme-makers and editorial 
executives directly responsible. 

STANDARDS OF SERVICE 

The Unit's target is to deal with most complaints within 20 working days of receiving them. 
A target of"35 days applies to a minority of cases (4.5% in this quarter) which require longer 
or more complex investigation. During the period 1 January - 31 March 2000,81 % of replies 
were sent within their target time. During the year as a whole, 73% were sent within their 
target time. 
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GOVERNORS' PROGRAMME COMPLAINTS 

APPEALS COMMITTEE 


The Governors' Programme Complaints Appeals Committee considers requests for appeal, 
usually against decisions by the Head ofProgramme Complaints. It considers fully those · 
cases where, in its view, significant issues ofpublic interest are involved. 

During the last quarter, the Committee fully considered three appeals. 

The Vicar of Diblev, BBCl, 1 January 2000 

The complaint: 

This was a complaint about a reference to the late Mother Teresa, which the complainant felt 
was in poor taste. His complaint was not upheld by the Head of Programme Complaints and 
he appealed to the Governors' Programme Complaints Appeals Committee. 

The decision: 

Having viewed the programme, the Committee felt that the remark "as ugly as Mother 
Teresa" was appropriate to the character who made it and was ajoke at the expense of the 
character rather than of Mother Teresa herself. The Committee did not agree that the line was 
disrespectful to the memory of Mother Teresa or that it breached good taste. Committee 
members regretted that the complainant had found the remark unacceptable, but believed that 
it would not have been regarded as offensive by the majority of viewers. 

The Committee did not uphold this complaint. 

You and Yours, Radio 4, 21 & 23 September 1999 

The complaint.' 

This complaint arose out of reports on pesticide and food safety in two editions of Radio 4's 
consumer programme, You and Yours. The complainant had complained that the first 
programme was inaccurate and unbalanced in stating that the Government's Working Party on 
Pesticides had discovered that pesticide levels in some fruit and vegetables were over the 
health limit. He had pointed this out to the radio help line but had heard a similar statement 
repeated in the programme two days later in a further item on pesticide safety. He had then 
complained to the Head of Programme Complaints and had requested an on-air correction . 

. His complaint had been upheld by the Head of Programme Complaints and his request for a 
correction passed on to the editor of Your and Yours, who subsequently declined to 
broadcast an apology. The complainant appealed to the Governors' Programme Complaints 
Appeals Committee about the BBC's failure to correct an acknowledged inaccuracy. 
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The decision: 

The Committee took the view that the matter had not been well-handled by the BBC, and that 
the mistake should have been corrected on-air at the earliest opportunity. They regretted that 
this had not been done. Even though several months had elapsed since the original broadcast, 
Committee members believed that the programme should still carry a corre~tion. The 
Committee asked senior management to ensure that this happened. 

The Committee believed that the matter also raised wider issues, and asked the Director
General to review the BBC's practice in broadcasting. on-air apologies and corrections. 

The Committee upheld the complaint. 

A correction was broadcast on You and Yours on 6 April 2000. 

The Mayfair Set, BBC2, July and August 1999 

The complaint: 

This was a complaint about a documentary series on the changing relationship between 
business and politics since the 1960s, concentrating on the careers of Jim Slater, James 
Goldsmith, Tiny Rowland and Mohammed AI-Fayed. 

Sir Edward du Cann, a former chairman of Lonrho, complained that the programmes 
contained r~ferences to Lonrho and Tiny Rowland which were seriously inaccurate and 
prejudiced. He gave a number of specific instances, and complained that the overall 
representation of both was unfair and wrong. His complaint had been investigated by the 
Head of Programme Complaints, and not upheld. He appealed to the Governors' Programme 
Complaints Appeals Committee. 

The decision: 

The Committee recognised that this was a serious complaint about accuracy and bias and one 
which required careful consideration. Having viewed the programmes which were the subject 
of the complaint, the Committee noted that this was a series which charted the rise of a new 
approach to business and a new type of entrepreneur and, alongside that, the decline of, 
political influence in finance and business. It presented its thesis by telling the stories of four 
significant figures, all very different as individuals but each representative of the new 
capitalism. In the view of the Committee, the programme-makers' approach was legitimate 
and the four figures were linked in the programmes simply as representatives of the new type 
of entrepreneur. 

,• 
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Although not the sole or main subject of the programmes, the picture presented of the late 
Tiny Rowland was, in the view of the Committee, on the whole a balanced one. He had 
elicited strong responses from many of those interviewed, and it was possible that a different 
set of interviewees might have presented different views. However, the Committee was 
satisfied that the selection of interviewees had been reasonable and that background 
information had been gained from interviews with people who had worked with Tiny 
Rowland and who might be regarded as sympathetic but who had not wished to appear in the 
progranunes. Moreover, the overall picture that emerged was one of a man who, although 
ruthless, was nonetheless almost heroic in his determination to expose corruption and 
hypocrisy in others. In the view of the Committee, there had been no attempt at unfair 
vilification of Mr Rowland. 

Having considered the detailed points raised by the complainant and all available written 
documentation fully, the Committee was satisfied that the programme research had been 
carried out thoroughly, that the programme-makers had substantial sources for the issues 
raised about Tiny Rowland and Lomho (including both published and unpublished official 
documents prepared for Government departments), and that the references to Mr Rowland 
and his company were fair and justifiable. In particular, the Committee was satisfied that the 
programme-makers were ~ble to substantiate the criticisms about Lomho's accounting 
practices. (These criticisms related to the period before the complainant had joined the 
company in the early 1970s.) 

The Conunittee also noted in particular the complainant's objection to the interpretation of 
Edward Heath's remark in the House of Commons in 1973 about the "unacceptable face of 
capitalism". Having studied the relevant extract from Hansard, Committee members agreed 
that it was perfectly reasonable to interpret the remark as a clear criticism ofLomho. They 
did not accept the complainant's view that Edward Heath's remark had been misunderstood; 
on the contrary, they believed that the programmes had been justified in interpreting the 
remark in they way they did. 

Overall, the Committee noted that the programmes had examined the activities of Tiny 
Rowland and Lomho at a particular period in the company's history nearly 30 years ago, and 
had done so only as part of a broader thesis on the changing climate in business and politics. 
In the view of the Committee, the programmes' terms of reference were fair and there was no 
obligation on the programme-makers to present a comprehensive history of Lomho or to 
comment on its more recent activities. 

The Committee did not uphold this complaint. 
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