
Appendix 
to CBSC Decision 98/99-1120 

CTV re a News Report on Charles Ng's Sentencing 

 

I.                   The Complaint 

The following e-mail complaint was sent to the CBSC on July 2, 1999: 

I am writing to complain about CTV National's 11 o'clock news broadcast Wednesday June 30th, 
in which they aired segments of Charles Ng's video(s). This seems to be a clear violation of the 
news broadcasting codes, i.e. to "include only the relevant details" and to "respect the dignity and 
privacy of the people involved". I can not abide by this behaviour on part of this television 
network and want to know exactly what I can do to prevent it from ever happening again. Please 
find below a copy of the letter I have sent to Robert Hurst, the Director of CTV's National News. 

To this e-mail was attached the following e-mail addressed to CTV. 

I am a 30 year-old, Oxford-trained scientist who freely exercises my right to turn off the 
television if I do not like what I see. I am writing to express my overwhelming anger at the 
complete decrepitude demonstrated by all involved in broadcasting Wednesday, June 30th's 11 
o'clock news program. How dare you air segments of the videotapes made by Charles Ng and his 
partner. How dare you. 

How would you feel if your murdered daughter, mother, or sister's torture was videotaped and 
images of her terrifying ordeal were broadcast across the continent? Doesn't the airing of those 
segments encroach on the rights of that woman's family? How can you justify contributing to the 
pain of that horrible nightmare. What about the Mahaffey's and French's. I am sure those images 
would have filled them with unimaginable grief, and anxiety of the thought it might be shots of 
their own daughters next time. 

Of course, you are not responsible for the pain of these people. You are just reporting the actions 
of some aberrant killers. And of course, your viewing audience is quite interested in seeing this, 
at least you must have thought so. If that is your excuse for your amoral actions. I ask you: is that 
not the same argument expected from the purveyors of snuff movies? i.e. I have the right to sell 
this movie because there is an interested audience? The analogy with a dealer of snuff movies is 
a fitting one. Perhaps you refrained from airing any of the graphic violence. But the image of that 
terrified woman having the clothes hacked off her body will remain with me forever; there is no 
doubt in my mind that this is the substance of snuff movies. And you people, lacking any 
character whatsoever, have contributed to feeding the evil human desire in those who find 
watching human suffering pleasurable. I hope you are proud of yourselves. 

Not only have your actions caused harm to the families of murder victims everywhere, but you 
have violated my rights as a television viewer. I should not have to expect, or be prepared, to be 
subjected to those kinds of images. You may find the torture of murder victims interesting, 



informative, or pleasurable, but I don't. Yes, human atrocities are committed daily. Yes, this is 
part of what consists news. I might accept images of torture victims in the context of war, within 
the bounds of graphic content that our society deems acceptable. This might have a purpose in 
informing me of political issues. But I should not have to turn on the news and watch segments 
of what essentially is a snuff movie. There is a huge difference between war and the Ng video. 
The latter was videotaped for the sole purpose of bringing pleasure to the viewer(s). You have 
participated in those actions; how dare you drag me into it with you. 

Each and everyone of you who is responsible for letting that segment air has demonstrated a 
complete lack of character. There is no excuse. I am ashamed to belong to a society that allows 
you to abuse your powers in this way without consequence. How you can be so callous is beyond 
me. 

If these words have reached any shred of decency you may still possess (if you ever did), I hope 
you will attempt to make amends for the harm you have done. Contacting the Mahaffey's and 
French's and assuring them that you will not make the same mistake again, if given the 
opportunity, is a good place to start. Apologizing to the family of the victim whose suffering you 
so thoughtlessly shared with your audience would demonstrate some semblance of decency. A 
financial gift to them or to a victim's rights organization seems to me to be a fitting form of 
restitution. I for one, will not accept your behaviour, and will not be watching CTV for many 
years to come. Furthermore, I shall be contacting to both CBSC and my MP to express my utter 
disgust of CTV's judgment. 

  
II.                   The Broadcaster's Response 

CTV's Vice President, News responded to the complaint on July 8 with the following: 

This e-mail is in response to your note about our CTV News report on the Charles Ng death 
sentence. 

On June 30th, a California court decided Charles Ng would be executed by lethal injection. Our 
coverage was one minute and 47 seconds. Within the story there were 7 seconds of videotape of 
Ng cutting clothing off a woman. That image itself was troubling. But it was limited, and our 
editors ensured there was only the cutting of clothing that aired, no torture, no nudity or anything 
else that occurred during those horrible murders. 

The videotape was part of the evidence presented at the murder trial. Other images from the 
videotape have appeared elsewhere on news and public affairs programs across North America. 
We apologize if you were offended, but we believe the single image we used was appropriate in 
the context of this horrible story. 

You suggest in your letter we "have contributed to feeding the evil human desire in those who 
find watching human suffering pleasurable." On the contrary, our story was about the opposite. 
The story was about punishment for those who murder. 



You suggest in your letter we were insensitive to the families of the victims. But the story 
reported on the families of the victims. The story showed a public demonstration by victims of 
violence. The story also interviewed a victim's sister who said she had been waiting for 11 years 
to see Ng sentenced. 

The reporter concluded the story with: 

"The families of his victims can take some comfort knowing Charles Ng is one step closer to the 
death chamber." 

I can assure you that our senior editors carefully prepared this report to ensure the images and 
words used were appropriate, balanced and within context of the horrible murders Ng had 
committed. 

  
III.               Additional Correspondence 

The complainant was unsatisfied with the broadcaster's response and requested, on July 24, 1999 
that her complaint be referred to the Ontario Regional Council for adjudication. With her Ruling 
Request, the complainant attached the following e-mail, dated July 19, to CTV: 

Thank you for your response to my message expressing my anger and concern over the Charles 
Ng segment aired on Wednesday June 31st. 

The explanations you give for airing portions of Ng's videotape of one of his victims do not 
justify your blatant disregard for the CBSC broadcasting codes, not to mention basic ethics. 

To summarize your response, CTV showed images of Charles Ng's victim tied to a chair while 
her assailant hacked her clothes off because: 

- the portion of the videotape shown was only 7 seconds long (WHAT DOES LENGTH HAVE 
TO DO WITH WHETHER IT WAS RIGHT OR WRONG, or WHETHER IT SHOWED 
DISRESPECT TO THE VICTIM AND HER FAMILY?) 

- only this act of violence was shown, not any further torture (IS HAVING YOUR CLOTHES 
HACKED OFF BEFORE BEING KILLED NOT VIOLENT ENOUGH? THIS VIOLENT ACT 
WAS VIDEOTAPED FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE OF GIVING SICK PEOPLE PLEASURE. 
YOU PARTICIPATED BY GIVING THE TAPE AN AUDIENCE.) 

- other networks and newspapers aired or printed similar images. (WHAT DOES THIS HAVE 
TO DO WITH WHETHER IT IS RIGHT OR WRONG? IT SHOULD NEVER HAVE 
HAPPENED ON ANY NETWORK. YOUR NETWORK MARKETS ITSELF AS BEING A 
NATIONAL NEWS PROGRAM OF GREAT INTEGRITY; WHAT A GOOD EXAMPLE 
YOU ARE SETTING!) 



- your story was about punishment for those who murder (IF SO, THEN YOU HAVE 
DISREGARDED THE BROADCASTING CODE THAT STATES THAT YOU SHOULD 
ONLY PRESENT THE RELEVANT DETAILS. IN A STORY ABOUT NG's SENTENCING, 
WHY DOES THE PUBLIC NEED TO VIEW HIS SNUFF TAPE?) 

- you ended your story with a public demonstration by victims of violence, and an interview with 
the sister of the victim shown, hence demonstrating sensitivity to the victim's family (SO WHAT 
YOU DO DURING ONE SEGMENT OF A BROADCAST IS IRRELEVANT IF YOU MAKE 
UP FOR IT ELSEWHERE?) 

- and finally, you assure me your editors carefully prepared this report (SO I AM TO TAKE IT 
THAT YOUR EDITORS ARE JUDGE AND JURY AS TO WHAT IS RIGHT AND WRONG, 
UNLIKE ME, WHO IS JUST A VIEWER, AND THEREFORE NOT CAPABLE OF HAVING 
A SAY IN WHAT IS ETHICALLY APPROPRIATE FOR THE TV SCREEN?) 

Your broadcast demonstrated inappropriate editorial judgment in the reporting of violence, 
showed irrelevant details, portrayed the victim without respect or dignity, and perpetuated the 
link between women in a sexual context and women as victims of violence. I am pursuing the 
matter to its fullest extent with CBSC, and beyond. 

 


