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14/413

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/413

	COMPLAINANT
	M. Henry

	ADVERTISER
	Appliance Connexion

	ADVERTISEMENT
	100 % Appliance Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	12 August 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The television advertisement for Appliance Connexion featured the various appliances sold by the Advertiser. During the advertisement, a man’s face was shown tumbling around in a dryer as he promoted the Advertiser’s after sales service.
Complainant, M. Henry, said: “A man was in a clothes dryer beginning spun around, I found this Ad very distasteful as we had one of the worst child abuse cases …in this country were a young child was put in a clothes dryer and the same thing was done to her, this ad is giving out the wrong message.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 5 and 12 of the Code of Ethics.
The Chairman noted the Complainant’s concerns about showing the man in a dryer given a child abuse case where a young child was put in a clothes dryer. 
The Chairman referred to a previous Chairman’s Rulings that dealt with similar complaints about advertisements that offended Complainants’ sensitivities about accidents or incidents that were similar to situation depicted in advertisements. 

 For example, in Chairman’s Ruling (13/456), the ruling stated, in part:   

“The Chairman noted the Complainant’s concern that it was inappropriate to show a car dealing with a rock slide after a real incident that had recently occurred where a Canadian couple had died because of a rock fall.

She then referred to a number of previous Chairman’s Rulings (10/544; 11/722) from people in Christchurch who had made similar complaints about advertisements after the Christchurch earthquakes. Those Rulings acknowledged the trauma that many people in Christchurch experienced and the distress certain scenes in the advertisements had caused them. However, they had been ruled No Grounds to Proceed as any unintended similarity in an advertisement to a real life event while unfortunate, did not reach the threshold to cause widespread offence.”
While noting the sincere concerns of the Complainant and the offence the advertisement had caused them, the Chairman said the above precedent, and its references to complaints of a similar nature, were directly applicable to the complaint before her insofar as the man promoting the Advertiser’s after sales service while in the dryer did not reach the threshold to cause widespread offence. Therefore, the Chairman said there was no apparent breach of the Code of Ethics.

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