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15/400

	COMPLAINT NUMBER
	15/400

	COMPLAINANT
	A. Haddon

	ADVERTISER
	Gun City

	ADVERTISEMENT
	Gun City Newspaper

	DATE OF MEETING
	11 September 2015

	OUTCOME
	No Grounds to Proceed


Complaint:  The newspaper advertisement for Gun City appeared in the Dominion Post and advertised a Father’s Day Celebration sale.  It contained pictures of numerous types of guns that included real weaponry along with imitation guns, and assorted sports accessories such as fishing waders and binoculars at discounted prices. 

Complainant, A. Haddon, said advertising guns in a city newspaper was socially irresponsible and stated in part:  “… We are a city not a farming community … Guns kill! Kids will see this and may feel they want to go buy a gun just because they can …  I find it really sad that we allow them to be advertised and show people how easy they are to get and how accessible they have become! ...”
The relevant provisions were Basic Principle 4 and Rules 5 and 12 of the Code of Ethics.

The Acting Chair noted the Complainant’s objections to gun advertisements.
She then referred to an earlier Complaints Board Decision (07/633) about another advertisement promoting a gun sale. That Decision stated, in part: 
“… The Complaints Board also took into account that the firearms advertised were a legal product, and said that it was not a breach of the Advertising Codes to advertise such products in a socially responsible manner.

…

The Complaints Board noted that there were strict restrictions around the purchase of most of the products, in some cases a gun licence was required and in others proof of identity and confirmation that the purchaser was aged 18 or over …Furthermore, one could not assume that legal purchasers would be likely to misuse the products advertised.

Having made the above observations, the majority of the Complaints Board was of the view that the advertisement offered the products in a socially responsible manner...”

The Acting Chair said the above precedent Decision was directly applicable to the complaint before her. She noted the Complainant’s philosophical objection to the advertising of firearms. However, the Acting Chair said the Advertiser was entitled to promote its products to legal purchasers – people over 18 and in possession of a firearms licence – as long as it was in a socially responsible manner, which she said the Advertiser had done.
Therefore, while she acknowledged the Complainant’s opposition to the product, the Acting Chair said she did not consider advertising guns reached the threshold to be said to encourage a disregard for safety. 
In light of these findings and, taking into account the above precedent Decision (07/633), the Acting Chair ruled there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 4 or Rules 5 or 12 of the Code of Ethics.
Accordingly, the Acting Chair ruled that there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.
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