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13/385

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	13/385

	COMPLAINANT
	M. Nicholson

	ADVERTISER
	NZ Transport Agency

	ADVERTISEMENT
	NZTA Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	30 August 2013

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The television advertisement for the NZ Transport Agency showed the owners of a convenience store, a bakery and a takeaway store talking about serving people who were on drugs. The advertisement showed people supposedly under the influence of marijuana, on security camera footage interacting with the owners. The owner of the takeaway shop said:

“People come in and buy food, I know they are smoking the naughty cigarette and take long time to order […] I think, how can she drive, lady be careful.”

The owner’s of the bakery said:


“Finally he brought 12 frosty piggies. What’s a grown man want 12 frosty pigs for? You see him leave here and you think good, I hope he’s a bit more on to it behind the wheel.”

The advertisement concludes with the on screen message:

‘Drug Driving. Is it really that Safe?’
Complainant, M. Nicholson, said:  that they were offended by the advertisement because it inferred that all drug users were European as “there were only white people used in the advertisement” to depict drug users. The Complainant was of the opinion that the advertisement was racist and biased and that “drug users cut across all cultures not just European.” 

The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 11 of the Code of Ethics and Basic Principles 3 and 6 of the Code for People in Advertising.
The Chairman noted that in the Complainant’s view the advertisement was offensive because it showed on Europeans as drug users which in their opinion was racist and biased. 
When considering the content of the advertisement, the Chairman disagreed with the Complainant’s interpretation that it inferred that “all drug users are European.” 

The Chairman said that advertisement was in the category of advocacy advertising and it contained an important safety message educating the public about the dangers of driving while under the influence of drugs. In this instance, the Advertiser sought to convey the message that people should consider the safety of taking drugs and driving. 
The Chairman noted that the advertisement was in the matter of public interest and the Advertiser was clearly identified through their logo which appeared in the advertisement, in line with the requirements of Rule 11 of the Code of Ethics.

The Chairman was of the opinion that the advertisement was a humorous way of delivering a serious advocacy safety message from the New Zealand Government. She said that the while she acknowledged the Complainant’s offence that only European’s featured in the advertisement, when taking into account generally prevailing community standards, it was unlikely to cause serious or widespread offence on the basis of race.
The Chairman further noted that the likely interpretation of the advertisement would focus on the message regarding the issues of drug driving and the impact that could have on those around you, rather than the ethnicity of the actors used to illustrate it. 
Therefore, the Chairman ruled that the advertisement was prepared with a due sense of social responsibility and did not breach Rule 3 or 6 of the Code for People in Advertising, and did not breach Rule 11 or Basic Principle 4 of the Code of Ethics. 
Accordingly, the Chairman ruled that there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes and there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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