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14/445

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/445

	COMPLAINANT
	A. Cranston

	ADVERTISER
	Studio 31

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Studio 31 Newspaper

	DATE OF MEETING
	12 August 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The newspaper advertisement for Studio 31 stated, in part:
“Do you know that facial hair is illegal for women & back hair is illegal for men? 905  of women over the age of 40 will have unsightly facial hair. We can absolutely eliminate it or control it through threading, laser or waxing.”

Complainant, A. Cranston, said:  “My complaint is that it is factually wrong. "Do you know it is illegal for woman to have facial hair and illegal for men to have back hair"
1) I found it unacceptable because I showed this to Year 9 students without discussion and they thought it to be true.
2) I feel it was taking "tongue in cheek" to far, as many woman are not only sensitive about unwanted hair, but the social construction of woman that they are only ok/sexually desirable if they are hairless, offends me.
3) Men are being brought into this social construction also, and I believe this to be for commercial reasons only. To lump self esteem to "unwanted hair" is against the social justice principles of fairness, inclusiveness and non-discrimination.
Personally its against my feminist principals.”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 2 and 5 of The Code of Ethics.

The Chairman noted the offence the advertisement had caused the Complainant and acknowledged the Complainant’s concern that current social norms dictated that hair on women is unacceptable. However, the Chairman said despite the Complainant’s political viewpoint of the situation, Advertisers were entitled to sell their services in this area.

Looking at the advertisement, the Chairman said the statement that facial hair in women was “illegal” would be recognised by most people as clearly hyperbolic and the Advertiser had used a level of humour to promote its depilatory services. 

When considering the Complainant’s concerns that to Year 9 students took the advertisement literally, the Chairman said Year 9 students were not the Advertiser’s target market and it had advertised in a newspaper which was a medium predominantly aimed at adults.
While acknowledging the concerns the advertisement had caused the Complainant, the Chairman said the advertisement did not reach the threshold to cause serious or widespread offence or contain anything which was likely to deceive or mislead consumers and, as such, had been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and to society. Therefore, the Chairman ruled 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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