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DECISION

Chairman’s Ruling

10 August 2012
Complaint 12/388



Complainant: M. Forman



Advertisement: WSPA New Zealand
Complaint: The television advertisement for WSPA New Zealand advertised the red collar campaign to help stop the slaughter and abuse of dogs because of their potential to carry and infect humans with rabies. The advertisement showed dogs in distress after being trapped by men using long pinchers while another scene showed a truckful of dead dogs.

The voiceover to these scenes stated, in part:  

“What if one day your dog didn’t come home because someone thought he might, just might have rabies and killed him. Every day, thousands of healthy dogs are rounded up, poisoned, shot, beaten to death in a futile attempt to control rabies. 

Homeless dogs or family pets, they die in agony and are dumped like rubbish. WSAP has proved that to stop the spread and fear of rabies we need mass vaccination not mass killing. In Bali we vaccinated 210, 000 dogs, each one gets a new red collar to show it’s safe, free from rabies…”

The end of the advertisement said: “Collarsnotcruelty.org.nz 

WSPA” 

Complainant, M. Forman, raised concerns that people watching the advertisement may think that the cruelty to the dogs was happening in New Zealand, as it wasn’t clear from the advertisement as to where this was happening.
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 2, 6 and 11 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted the Complainant’s concerns about viewers thinking the cruelty to dogs was happening in New Zealand.
Turning to the advertisement, the Chairman noted the voiceover, which said: “In Bali we vaccinated 210, 000 dogs, each one gets a new red collar to show it’s safe, free from rabies…”. The Chairman was also of the view that the footage shown in the advertisement did not show scenes of New Zealand. The Chairman noted the advertisement for WSPA was an advocacy advertisement to raise awareness and funding about the treatment of dogs. 

Taking the above into account, the Chairman was of the view that it was clear the cruelty was not happening in New Zealand and was focused on the care and protection of dogs in other countries. Accordingly the Chairman said there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes.
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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