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14/586

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	14/586

	COMPLAINANT
	J. Fisher

	ADVERTISER
	New Zealand Herald

	ADVERTISEMENT
	New Zealand Herald Subscription Newspaper

	DATE OF MEETING
	3 November 2014

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The newspaper advertisement appeared in the New Zealand Herald and promoted its subscription service. It stated, in part: 
“Subscribe to the Herald and receive a FREE magazine subscription.”
The terms and conditions of the deal at the bottom of the advertisement stated: 
“Offer end 12 October 2014, and is only available for new 6 or 7 day subscribers. Price and discount is for Monday-Saturday subscription.”

Complainant, J. Fisher, said after recently taking a subscription out for their father they rang the newspaper to enquire about the free subscription deal offered. However, the Complainant said they were told by the Advertiser their father was not a new subscriber and as such, was not eligible for the deal. The Complainant added that they were offered a 3-month free subscription which they said was acknowledgement by the Advertiser that the advertisement was misleading.
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.

The Chairman noted that, in the Complainant’s opinion, the advertisement for the 6-month free subscription was misleading.

She disagreed. Looking at the advertisement, the Chairman noted it was clearly stated that the deal was “only available for new 6 or 7 day subscribers” and said given the clarity of the terms, the advertisement was unlikely to deceive or mislead most consumers.
The Chairman also disagreed with the Complainant’s view that the offer by the Advertiser of a 3-month free subscription was an acknowledgement the advertisement was misleading. She was of the view the offer by the Advertiser was merely a gesture of goodwill.

Returning to the promotion, The Chairman said the advertisement did not 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 Basic Principle 4 or Rule 2 of the Code of Ethics.

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