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Letter from the complainant accompanying his request for a CBSC ruling: 

I am writing to request that a CBSC regional council make a ruling about my complaint. Having 
received a reply from [the broadcaster], I am not satisfied with his response. Based on [his] 
comments, I have elaborated on and clarified some of the concerns expressed in my original 
letter in order to demonstrate a pervasive bias and an attempt to mislead viewers. 
 
1)   [Broadcaster]:   " I have reviewed (your) sound bytes and...the reporter attributes them to a 
reputable source on...every occasion" 
 
I disagree. One example I cited was a comment by the reporter who said: "According to haute 
couture, the anti-fur movement is as dead as the pelt on this supermodel's back." [The 
broadcaster] writes in his reply that the reporter was "simply stating fashion's interpretation of 
where the anti-fur movement stands today." 
 
Second, three of the four interviews conducted were with participants in the fur industry. Their 
bias and self-interest in suggesting that the anti-fur movement would be "dead" cannot be 
overlooked and they should not be used as a reputable source for opinion on the issue. 
 
More importantly, I question why haute couture and the fashion industry would have a vested 
interest in the outcome of a social movement in the form of the anti-fur campaign. Fur is not the 
foundation of fashion and I doubt any designer would have gone out of business because of a 
lack of consumer interest. Therefore, what would the reason be for the industry to make a 
statement that the anti-fur movement is "dead". I believe the reporter was drawing her own 
conclusions based on comments made by the various interviewees in order to influence viewer 
opinion. 
 
This is characteristic of the editorializing which pervades the piece. Would it have not been 
sufficient for the reporter to say that "the anti-fur movement is over"? Instead, the reporter used 
language that is out of place in the context of a news program. Later, the reporter states that 
"there will always be people who, for ethical reasons, simply won't wear fur, even if it is at the 
forefront of fashion." This comment can be interpreted two ways; as a claim by the reporter that 
fur is at the forefront of fashion, or that there are those who wouldn't wear it regardless of fur's 
place in fashion. The possible perception in this comment that the reporter is endorsing fur is 
reinforced by another comment she made earlier that fur is "fun and funky" and footage of her 
wearing fur coats at two times during the piece. I feel this gives the impression of an 



endorsement on the part of the reporter. 
 
2)  One of my two greatest criticisms of the piece has to do with the footage of five models 
participating in a photo shoot for an anti-fur ad campaign. 
 
Reporter: "Remember this ad, models who swore they wouldn't be caught dead wearing a dead 
animal. Well it's 1997, and all homage to their furry friends is now forgotten." 
 
This comment is not attributed to anyone. In order to validate the claim that "all homage to their 
furry friends is now forgotten", this statement is immediately followed by footage of apparently 
one of the models in the above mentioned photo shoot on a fashion show runway wearing a fur 
coat. 
 
It must be pointed out that the banner the models are holding in the anti-fur photo shoot is 
written in French. Since Global television serves an English-speaking market, their viewers 
could not possibly "remember this ad" because it was not intended to be seen by them. What they 
would probably have seen are similar anti-fur campaigns. 
 
[The broadcaster]: "But it's not the reporters words that make the point here, it's the...fashion 
models who are in fact wearing fur down the runways". 
 
If the reporter had wanted to use footage of models wearing fur to demonstrate that it was 
increasingly being used, it would not have been necessary to use the footage of the anti-fur photo 
shoot. What then was the point? 
 
I contend that the reporter is deliberately trying to mislead the public, implying that all models 
who participated in anti-fur photo shoots had done so merely out of political correctness and not 
out of a genuine concern, and that they were all once again modelling fur. 
 
To reinforce this suggestion, the piece draws a specific visual connection. The model in question 
is standing at the far right of the screen. When the footage of her apparently modelling fur is 
introduced, it strobes out of her torso, temporarily obstructing the other models so that the only 
two images on the screen are of the model participating in the anti-fur campaign and modelling 
fur again. It is an extremely manipulative technique, designed to impact in the viewers that the 
models are hypocrites, although only footage of one of the models is offered as evidence. 
 
If, indeed, it is the same model and she has reneged on a pledge not to wear fur, this decision 
cannot be extrapolated to all models who participated in every anti-fur campaign. Does the 
reporter have evidence that the other four models featured have reneged on a pledge not to wear 
fur, as is being implied? 
 
The reporter counted on the audience being familiar with similar anti-fur campaigns in order to 
take advantage of footage of a model who had pledged not to wear fur who is now modelling it 
again. But in order to exploit this footage, the reporter had to include footage of an anti-fur 
campaign that was not destined for Global's viewing audience. This, too, is extremely 
manipulative. 



 
3)  [The broadcaster]:   "The story was not about the cruelty of the hunt". 
 
I am somewhat confused by this comment. Although I made reference to the seal hunt in my 
original letter to demonstrate that the anti fur movement was not "dead", as the reporter had 
stated, my remarks about cruelty dealt with claims made by the trapper, Mark Downey, that 
animals are taken humanely. 
 
And this is my second greatest criticism of the piece. Although I believe it is possible to do a 
report on the fur industry and not address concerns about animals suffering in the process, the 
report featured unsubstantiated and self-serving claims by the trapper. Any independent wildlife 
biologist or veterinarian, with a background in these issues, should be able to verify the 
following: 

• The steel-jaw leghold trap, as its name implies, is designed to hold, not kill the animal. It 
causes serious injury and extreme pain. Some animals will attempt to bite through their leg in 
order to free themselves. Requirements vary across the country as to how often traps need to 
be checked, from 24 hours to five days. Regardless, the animals are left exposed to the 
elements without food or water for that period. 

• The underwater leghold trap is identical. However, when the animal, such as a beaver, gets 
caught it will drown. In the case of the beaver, drowning can take as long as twenty-four 
minutes. In addition to the pain of the leghold trap, the drowning causes prolonged suffering. 

• If the animal that is caught in the trap has dependent young, they are orphaned when the adult 
is taken or dies and the young will also die, either of starvation or from predators. 

• "Trash" animals refer to those that are caught in traps but cannot be used for fur or were not 
intended to be caught. Dogs and cats are some of the thousands that are caught each year. 
The trap renders the body part which has been caught, usually the leg, useless. If it is a 
family pet, the whole leg will have to be amputated. If it is a wild animal and manages to 
escape or is released, it will likely starve or be killed because it is unable to defend itself. 

• The "padded" leghold trap, which the federal government has said it is going to require at 
some time in the future, has been demonstrated in a 1996 study to cause nerve damage. 
Therefore, the animal's leg will still be rendered useless if caught. Even though it does not 
cause as much injury as the steel-jawed trap, a dog would still have to have its leg removed 
and a wild animal would likely die. 

 
These examples deal only with animals caught in the wild and not the suffering which takes 
place on fur farms. While the methods used by trappers to "take" animals from the wild are legal, 
this does not mean that they are humane. 
 
Of all the statements made in the piece, the reporter could most easily have verified this claim or 
at least provided an opportunity to opponents to dispute it. By not doing so, bias was evident in 
the piece by allowing unsubstantiated, self-serving claims to pass as fact. 



 
4)  [The broadcaster]:   " I would ask that you watch our broadcast on a continual basis and not 
base your perceptions of bias on any one report". 
 
I am a regular viewer, which is how I became aware of the report in the first place, and resent his 
accusatory tone. His contention seems to be that because First National has covered various 
animal rights issues in the past, that they are justified in presenting this one-sided report about 
the fur industry. I disagree and believe that they have a responsibility to present balanced and 
objective reporting at all times. First National cannot expect its viewers to sort through 
information based on previous reports, which they may or may not have seen, and it is precisely 
for this reason that each piece must be dealt with thoroughly regardless of coverage of similar 
topics in the past. 
 
I believe I have shown there to be bias in the piece. Although the reporter acknowledges 
concerns about cruelty, and mentions anti-fur campaigns, no opportunity was given to opponents 
of fur to contest the claims that animals are taken humanely or that the anti-fur movement is 
"dead". As well, I believe several choices made by the reporter in wording her remarks were ill-
advised and that she should have used less emotional language and been more independent. 
 
I greatly appreciate your time and would be happy to discuss my concerns further if the regional 
council feels it would benefit the process. 
 
 
 

 


