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________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Language – use of the word “bonking” not, in the circumstances, regarded as a 
contravention of the Broadcasting Code. Serg vs 567 Cape Talk Case No :03/2005  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The Registrar of the Commission received a complaint against Cape Talk, a radio 
station which falls under this Commission’s jurisdiction. A presenter had called a 
person and inquired whether it was true that Prince Harry was “bonking” his sister, 
a Cape Town student. The Tribunal has considered the word “bonking” and has 
come to the conclusion that it is not a word which younger children would 
understand. Furthermore, it is slang for having sex and has come to be regarded as 
an euphemism in contrast to much cruder words. Obviously it is a word which 
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would offend some people but the test is no longer whether a word will offend a 
listener. For many listeners the word would amount to a word which is in 
questionable taste. However, the Broadcasting Code does not prohibit words which 
are in questionable taste. The test is whether a large number of children were 
present in the audience. That was not the case in the present instance. 
 
Since the matter of privacy was not raised in the complaint, the Tribunal leaves the 
question open whether privacy of the person called was not invaded by the call. 
Broadcasters are cautioned to bear privacy in mind when calling private homes. It 
might, depending on the circumstances, amount to a contravention of the Code to do 
that. 
 
The complaint was not upheld. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

JUDGMENT 
 
JCW van Rooyen, Chairperson 

 

[1]  The Registrar of the Commission received a complaint against Cape Talk, a radio 

station which falls under this Commission’s jurisdiction.  

 

[2] The complaint reads as follows: 

“Kieno Kammies started his show tonight inviting listeners thoughts about Prince 

Harry having an affair and being in love with a CT student.  Kieno actually 

tracked down the phone number of the person, phoned the house and accused her 

brother who answered the phone of being very rude!  Are people rude when their 

phone numbers are tracked down by radio hosts, and when they put down the 

receiver when asked “is your sister ‘bonking’, yes bonking Prince Harry”, the 

most appropriate word used by Kieno on air?  Are people ‘supposed’ to declare 

who they are or are not ‘bonking’ because Kieno phones them after hunting down 

their phone numbers?  Is this the right of a 702 host to hunt down and declare 

them rude when asked if they are bonking a prince?” 

  
 [3] Cape Talk’s response reads as follows: 

“ Cape Talk is in receipt of a complaint from one Sharon Serg relating to the 
broadcast of the 30th of November 2004 during the Kieno Kammies Show, where 
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the presenter, Mr. Kammies said that Chelsy Davy’s brother was an “impertinent 
little bastard” and that Chelsy Davy and Prince Harry were “bonking”. Sharon 
Serg complaints about the use of these words. Mr. Kammies was referring to the 
young woman who is alleged to be involved in a love relationship with Prince 
Harry, who is in line for the British throne. This news has attracted a lot of media 
attention not only from Cape Talk but from other media establishments as well 
about a number of things including the suitability of Ms. Davy as a future queen 
of England.  

 

Should it be Ms. Serg’s contention that the use of these words on air was in bad 
taste, or offensive, then Cape Talk’s response is that it is not the responsibility of 
the Commission to adjudicate on “taste”. What constitutes “bad taste” is relative 
and is tied to people’s sensibilities and particular religious and cultural paradigms 
to the exclusion of others. Further the BCCSA has stated that material should be 
judged on a “contemporary South African standard of tolerance”, and that it is 
“the standard of tolerance, not taste that is relevant”1. 

 

Should Ms. Serg’s complaint be that she found the words offensive, then our  
submission is that the BCCSA should apply the legal test of what is offensive. 
The Courts have stated that to be offensive, the words must not merely be 
displeasing but they must be repugnant, mortifying and paining2. We submit that 
the words used are not repugnant, mortifying or paining, but words that have 
come to be used and accepted in contemporary South African language. In 
addition, the Broadcasting Code of Conduct (“the Code”) provides in clause 26 
thereof that offensive language shall not be used in programmes specially 
designed (our emphasis) for children and in clause 27 that no excessively and 
grossly (our emphasis) offensive language should be used at a time when a greater 
number of children are likely to be part of the audience. It is our submission that 
the language used was not excessively or grossly offensive and that none of Radio 
702’s programmes are designed for children, nor are a large number of children 
likely to be in the audience…. 

 
[4]  The Tribunal has considered the word “bonking” and has come to the conclusion 

that it is not a word which younger children would understand. Furthermore, it is 
slang for having sex and has come to be regarded as an euphemism in contrast to 
much cruder words for sex. Obviously it is a word which would offend some 
people, but the test is no longer whether a word will offend a listener. For many 
listeners the word would amount to a word which is in questionable taste. 
However, the Broadcasting Code does not prohibit words which are in 
questionable taste. The test is whether a large number of children was present in 
the audience. That was not the case in the  present instance. 

 

                                                 
1 Rev Howell and others vs e-tv, 2002, regarding the “Emmanuelle 2000 series” 
2 Publications Control Board vs Gallo (Africa) Ltd 1975 (3) SA 665, quoted in the BCCSA judgement of S 
van Loggerenberg vs 94.7 Highveld Stereo, 2003 
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Since the matter of privacy was not raised in the complaint, the Tribunal leaves 
the question open whether privacy of the person called was not invaded by the 
call. Broadcasters are cautioned to bear privacy in mind when calling private 
homes. It might, depending on the circumstances, amount to a contravention of 
the Code to do that. 

 
The Complaint is not upheld 

JCW VAN ROOYEN 
CHAIRPERSON 
 
Commissioners Du Toit and Gilfillan concurred. 

 

   
 
 

 


