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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling

12 October  2011
Complaint 11/570



Complainant: M. Young 




Advertisement: World Vision
Complaint:  The television advertisement for World Vision featured a young African girl walking to school, in the classroom and playing with her school friends, while a voiceover tells the story of the young girl’s life and the daily two hour walk to and from school.  The advertisement then switched to feature a current child sponsor speaking.  The words stated that the young girl “desperately wants to be part of a school, to get an education and be with her friends.  The best way to make a difference is through child sponsorship… When we help World Vision works!”
Complainant, M. Young, said:  “If true [the advertisement] – how would a child know of the advantages and opportunities a good education would give her in a faraway and unknown city when she has been brought up in a village without a school and has had an exhausting and lonely childhood.  Why not endeavor to find a teacher to do the daily trip – he/she could then teach a classful of children – if he/she had the commitment and enthusiasm after doing a daily 4 hour walk rain or shine, five days a week”.  The Complainant continued that “Sir Edmond Hillary faced with similar problems made a Trust with built school in remote villages in Nepal and thus benefited many children.  I feel the advertisement is incorrect – if correct it shows poor administration”.
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 2 and 11 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s view, the advertisement was misleading as it portrayed the idea that sponsoring one child to attend school was better than creating an opportunity for all children of a given village to benefit from schooling.
She then took into account Rule 11 which said:

“Advocacy Advertising - Expression of opinion in advocacy advertising is an essential and desirable part of the functioning of a democratic society. Therefore such opinions may be robust. However, opinion should be clearly distinguishable from factual information. The identity of an advertiser in matters of public interest or political issue should be clear.”

In her view, the advertisement before her, which was an “advocacy” advertisement to illustrate the challenges in third world countries regarding education and seeking aid to help, met the provisions in Rule 11. Accordingly, she said that in that context, the advertisement had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society, and was unlikely to mislead. Thus, the advertisement did not meet the threshold to be in breach of the Advertising Codes. 
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes.
Chairman’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed
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