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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling

30 June 2011
Complaint 11/354



Complainant: M. Johnston



Advertisement: NZ Transport Agency
Complaint: The television advertisement began with the male narrator entering a giant metaphorical house. As he entered the front door, the man said: 
“Hello and welcome to Mandom.”

He then began walking through different rooms. In each room men were shown engaging in different activities such as playing computer games, shaving, skateboarding, playing cricket etc. As he walked though the various rooms, the man stated:

“Most of man’s greatest achievements can be found within these walls

We control everything that goes on in here.”

As the man slid down the pole though the various floors of the house, he said:

“However, the fate of Mandom is uncertain

There is something we haven’t mastered control of yet.

It’s our driving. We’re good, but not great.”

And if we are not in full control of such a manly thing, then what does all of this mean?” 

The camera pulled back to show the house and all of its rooms with the activities going on in unison. The man slides down a pole until he gets to the basement where he walked over to a crashed car with three bloodied men inside it. He then said:

“Men, we are not man-driving. 

Man-driving is realising what we don’t control.

The road and the bends the hills the corners the rain. It’s knowing when to pull back and slow down. 

It’s us staying in control, what we like to call Mantrol.”

At the end of the advertisement the words “Slow down. Stay in Mantrol” appeared.

Complainant, M. Johnston, said that the advertisement “strongly stereotypes traditional "male" activities, implying that they are central to "manhood". We have a strong culture here in NZ of masculine activities, and for those of us without interest in those areas (especially others in the LGBT community) it often means (further) segregation/discrimination. This sort of message reinforces that culture and therefore contributes to the ongoing discrimination against "non-traditional" (including gay) men. Per the above, I believe that this advertisement (and the general campaign) violate the following sections of code: Code for People in Advertising, basic principles 3 & 4 Advertising Code of Ethics, basic principle 4.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 11 of the Code of Ethics and Basic Principles 3 and 4 of the Code for People in Advertising.
The Chairman noted the concerns of the Complainant with regard to the advertisement. In making her ruling she referred to previous Chairman’s Ruling 10/758 which concerned the same advertisement.

She noted where part of the Ruling said:
“The Chairman noted the concerns of the Complainant that the advertisement was sexist and implied that men were incompetent drivers. 
The Chairman noted that Rule 11 made provision for “robust” expression in advocacy advertisements such as the one before her. Addressing the Complainant’s assertions that the advertisement was sexist because it singled out men’s driving habits only, the Chairman was of the view that the Advertiser had used the established cultural stereotype of macho male drivers to educate men in particular about the dangers involved with speeding. Rather than diminishing the male gender, or implying that men were incompetent and dangerous drivers, she was of the view that the Advertiser had extended the concept of the “Mantrol” – e.g. skill, precision and patience – to driving in order to help reduce the road toll and accident rate. 

In response to the Complainant’s concerns that the advertisement suggested that control is a “manly need, when the social consequences of controlling men is often seen in violence and degradation of women,” the Chairman found that the advertisement promoted the concept of “Mantrol” as a positive and desirable attribute, as a man who was in “Mantrol” of his vehicle was a safe driver who knew precisely what was within his control and where he needed to exercise caution. She also said that it was likely that most viewers acknowledge the vast difference that exists between a man who is in control of his vehicle, as opposed to controlling men who intimidate women through violence and degradation. 

While she acknowledged that the “Mantrol” campaign only referenced the male gender as a whole, the Chairman found that the advertisement promoted a highly socially responsible advocacy message, and did not portray men in a manner which, taking into account generally prevailing community standards, was reasonably likely to cause serious or widespread offence on the grounds of their gender.

Having made the above observations, the Chairman ruled that there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 3 of the Code for People in Advertising. She was also of the view that the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility and accordingly said there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 4 or Rule 11 of the Code of Ethics.

Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there were no grounds for the Complaint to proceed.”

The Chairman said that the above ruling applied to the matter before her and while noting the sincere concerns of the Complainant that the portrayal of the strong stereotypical traditional male activities in the advertisement could lead to further discrimination of “non-traditional men”, she said that the advertisement promoted a highly socially responsible advocacy message, and did not portray men in a manner which, taking into account generally prevailing community standards, was reasonably likely to cause serious or widespread offence on the grounds of the stereotypical activities featured in the advertisement.
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there was no apparent breach of the Code of Ethics and the Code for People in Advertising, and there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.

Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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