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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling 
5 July 2012
Complaint 12/328



Complainant: J. Morice



Advertisement: Telecom New Zealand Ltd (Skinny Mobile)
Complaint: A television advertisement with a voice over that described the product, while footage taken from an old war movie played. The footage showed a series of soldiers of Asian decent with war horses, and one of the soldiers is shown to put a gas mask on one of the horses.
Complainant, J. Morice, said: that they found the advertisement offensive in its trivialisation of the Hiroshima bomb in the advertisement of cell phone text packages.
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics. 
The Chairman noted the Complainant was of the view that the advertisement was offensive.
The Chairman was of the view that the images in the advertisement were clearly historical. While the Complainant’s view was there was a direct connection with Hiroshima, in the Chairman’s view other consumers were unlikely to make the same assumption.

In making her ruling, the Chairman referred to Decision 03/093 where the Complainants Board made the following comment in its deliberation about the same Advertiser Employment Disputes Services advertisement: 

“The Complaints Board noted the extensive submission received from the advertiser, Employment Dispute Services, which also included a translation of the script of the advertisement which was spoken in Russian. It noted from that, that the first two words in the advertisement, pronounced in Russian, written in English script, were “bomba sbroshema” which meant in English “A bomb has been dropped”. Accordingly, the Complaints Board was unanimously of the view that contrary to the Complainant’s assertion, the advertisement did not contain any reference to “Hiroshima”. Futhermore, the Board was of the view that the Advertiser had fully justified the use of the image of a nuclear test being carried out over Russia, to advertise legal assistance to those who may feel they have been unfairly treated at work. The message was that one should not “explode”, “go postal” or do anything violent, but seek legal advice from the Advertiser.”
The Chairman said that this Decision applied. She was of the view that the advertisement was not likely to cause serious or widespread offence taking into account generally prevailing community standards and 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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