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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling

21 June 2011

Complaint 11/318




Complainant: M. Naylor




Advertisement: Pfizer Prescription Healthcare

Complaint: The television advertisement for Avigra appeared during the Family Health Diaries segment. The male presenter stated, in part:

“Viagra has helped over 37 million men worldwide. If you’re one of them here’s important news. A more affordable option’s been developed called Avigra. Avigra has that same quality you expect. It’s even in that familiar looking blue diamond pill. The difference is that Avigra works out at around only $8 a table. …”

Complainant, M. Naylor, said: “At 7.52 during this programme which I enjoy watching with my children, TV1 broadcast and advertisement for Avigra which is for those with erectile dysfunction.

I find that this ad placing extremely distasteful and do feel that the broadcaster could wait until after 8pm to place it.”

The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics, and Principle 3 of the Therapeutic Products Advertising Code.

The Chairman noted the concerns of the Complainant that the timing of the advertisement for erectile dysfunction was inappropriate as it played before 8.30pm when parents and children were still watching television. She then referred to a precedent Complaints Board’s Decision 01/301 where the Complaints Board’s deliberation said, in part

“…, the majority of the Board felt strongly that men had a right to be informed about a product which could assist them with a very distressing condition and that this advertisement achieved this objective in a socially responsible manner. Also, that at some stage children would learn about what was essentially a common and universal male physiological occurrence, and with regard to the advertisement parents had the choice of answering any queries at a more convenient time and in such detail as they felt appropriate for their child. In conclusion, the majority agreed that both the content of the advertisement and the time at which it was shown, had been given thorough and responsible consideration by all parties concerned. Both the Advertiser and the media had employed a high standard of social responsibility in the construction and placement of the advertisement, and just as women had a right to information about sanitary protection products, men had a similar right to know about products which could enhance their health and well-being …”

Turning to the advertisement as a whole, the Chairman noted that the tone of the advertisement was extremely mild and, as there was no mention of what Avigra was for, other than it had helped “37 million men worldwide” which the Chairman said was a reference so oblique that its meaning would not be readily understandable by most children.

Therefore, the Chairman was of the view that the advertisement did not meet the threshold to be likely to cause serious or widespread offence in the light of generally prevailing community standards, and met the due sense of social responsibility required. She also ruled that the advertisement did not reach the threshold to breach the high standard of social responsibility required under Principle 3 of the Therapeutic Products Advertising Code As such, she ruled that there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes.
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.

Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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