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15/365

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/365

	COMPLAINANT
	P. Stevenson

	ADVERTISER
	Instant Finance New Zealand

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Instant Finance Television

	DATE OF MEETING
	17 August 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint: The television advertisement for Instant Finance showed an Indian man, his fiancé and his mother talking about wedding plans. The man said: “I’m quite a kiwi boy so I always thought the big traditional wedding wasn’t for me, you know? A cast of thousands, dressed as the Maharajah, that sort of thing? But then my fiancé and my mother pointed out that I was wrong and that was, in fact, exactly what I wanted.”

The man’s fiancé said was shown talking to a person at Instant Finance who said they could help. The man was then shown wearing a turban and stated: “Thanks Instant Finance.”

Complainant, P. Stevenson, said they objected to this type of advertisement being shown as it encouraged people to take out a loan for a special occasion and then “immediately puts them in debt.” The Complainant also said the advertisement “also seemed to be an attack on a certain culture who are known to spend a considerable amount on their weddings.” 
The relevant provision was Basic Principle 1 of the Code for Financial Advertising and Basis Principle 3 of the Code for People in Advertising.
Chairman noted the Complainant’s philosophical opposition to advertisements of this type. 

She then referred to a previous Chairman’s Ruling (08/215) that dealt with similar concerns raised by another Complainant about advertisements of this type. That Ruling stated, in part:  

“The Chairman noted B. Bruinsma’s genuinely held concern about the offer in the advertisement. However, he was of the view that the advertisement offered a legal product in a socially responsible manner and thereby it could not be said to be in breach of the Code for Financial Advertising.”
The Chairman said the above precedent was directly applicable to the complaint before her. 

The Chairman noted the Advertiser had a responsible lending policy on its website that informed potential customers of the lending rate, had capped interest rates and ensured that customers did not borrow more than they could pay back. The Chairman said the consumer would be made aware of lending criteria etc. when they applied for a loan. As such, she said the Advertiser promoted the loan service in a socially responsible manner.
The Chairman also disagreed with the Complainant’s interpretation the advertisement “also seemed to be an attack on a certain culture who are known to spend a considerable amount on their weddings.”
The Chairman said she did not consider an Indian family appearing in an advertisement for loans as “an attack” on their culture. She said featuring an Indian couple applying for a loan for their wedding did not reach the threshold to be said to have portrayed Indian people in a way that would cause serious or widespread offence to Indian people on account of their nationality.

Therefore, while noting the Complainant’s opposition to this type of advertising, and taking into account the findings in (08/215) the Chairman said the advertisement was not in breach of the Code for Financial Advertising or the Code for People in Advertising.
As such, the chairman said there was no apparent breach of the Advertising Codes.
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