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Dear BSA Members 

 

 TV3 CAMPBELL LIVE EUTHANASIA STORY – APRIL 27TH 2012 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a final comment on the Mediaworks response to my 

referred complaint re the “Campbell Live” item on euthanasia screened on April 27th 2012. I note the 

following in relation to their email to the BSA dated 24th July 2012. 

   

1. Mediaworks assert in their response that I have argued that Standard 4 requires them “to 

provide a full range of views within the programme”. This is not what Standard 4 requires 

and it is not what I have argued. My complaint is simply that the Campbell Live item, in 

dealing with a controversial matter of public importance did not make reasonable efforts to 

present significant viewpoints, either in this programme or in other items they have 

broadcast in the current period of interest. This is not the same thing as providing “a full 

range of views within the programme”. 

 

2. Mediaworks say they interpret the Code’s requirements to mean Campbell Live items have a 

requirement for balance that is only slightly above a news report as opposed to a feature 

length documentary. However, daily “magazine style shows” are now the predominant form 

of current affairs broadcasting in New Zealand. The genre of “feature length documentaries” 

has been in decline for some years. If Standard 4 of the Code is to be effectual it needs to 

respected where it is most needed – daily current affairs programmes. Diluting the 

requirement of the Code in this sphere of broadcasting to merely being (as Mediaworks puts 

it) “an indication that there are alternative viewpoints” is to substantially undermine the 

efficacy of the Code. As noted in my original referral – a mere acknowledgement that other 

viewpoints exist is not a presentation of those viewpoints. Standard 4 requires reasonable 

efforts to present other viewpoints. 

 

3. Mediaworks assert that because the debate over euthanasia is ongoing the “current period 

of interest” is extensive and not close or proximal to the particular Campbell Live item. 

However many (if not most) controversial matters of public importance are the subject of 

ongoing public debate over extended periods of time. Sometimes that period can be many 

mailto:ewen.mcqueen@xtra.co.nz


years, even decades. If broadcasters are permitted to use this fact to effectively redefine the 

“current period of interest” as perpetuity then the clear intent of Standard 4 of the Code will 

be subverted. Broadcasters will be able to avoid their responsibilities on the basis that at 

some undefined future point, other significant viewpoints will probably be presented by 

someone. 

 

If this was considered a satisfactory approach for broadcasters to take then Standard 4 of 

the Code would not need to exist. It does exist and for it to mean anything it requires 

broadcasters to take a sensible and reasonable view in interpreting the meaning of “the 

current period of interest”. In this particular instance where the issue of euthanasia came 

into public profile again for a short period of a week or two, then it would be reasonable to 

take this as the current period of interest. Given the topical nature of the issue during that 

period Campbell Live could have taken the opportunity during that time to make a 

reasonable effort at presenting significant other viewpoints. They did not. 

 

4. I now note that after three months of little media attention on the issue, Mediaworks has 

just screened another item on euthanasia on their “60 Minutes” programme last weekend 

(7.30pm 5th August 2012). The tenor of this item was again predominantly sympathetic to 

those seeking to legalise euthanasia. However enough effort was made to present significant 

other viewpoints to mean that this item as a stand-alone broadcast probably just met the 

requirements of Standard 4 of the Code.  

 

Given their comments in their email of 24th July it might be that Mediaworks consider that 

screening this item retrospectively fulfils their Code obligations re the Campbell Live item. 

This would seem an unreasonable position to take. The “60 Minutes” item barely carried the 

weight of its own Code obligations let alone fulfilled the requirements for a separate item 

broadcast over three months earlier. 

 

5. Mediaworks correctly assumes I did not agree with the views expressed in the programme. 

However such disagreement does not necessarily mean that one is unable to thoughtfully 

consider and assess whether a programme meets the requirements of Standard 4 of the 

Code. I am well aware that the Code does not require equal time for alternative viewpoints 

or even that broadcasters be neutral. They are free to take an angle on various issues, but 

they must still make reasonable efforts to present other viewpoints. For all the reasons 

noted in my original referral, plus those added in this letter, I consider that the Campbell 

Live item in this instance fell short of what is required under Standard 4 of the Code. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Ewen McQueen 

8th August 2012 


