
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 17/214 

COMPLAINANT T. McManus 

ADVERTISER Instant Finance NZ Ltd  

ADVERTISEMENT Digital Marketing 

DATE OF MEETING 14 August 2017 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
 
Advertisement: The website advertisement for Instant Finance ‘Fast 500’ loans 
(www.instantfinance.co.nz/fast500) showed five $100 notes and a small image of a woman 
of possible Polynesian descent. The website stated, in part: 
 

“How does a $500 cash loan that you pay 0% interest on over a short term of 3 
months sound? Plus we aim to have all loans processed within 60 minutes. All you 
pay is a $99 loan establishment fee.” 

 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed 
 
Complainant, T. McManus, said: “I consider this ad offensive, misleading and going 
against the principles of fair advertising. It exploits Pasifika and poor people stereotypes. It 
stresses how easy it is to get $500 and brags about no interest, yet the $99 establishment 
fee is clearly excessive and likely to be hiding a true interest charge. 
The ad has cash registers ringing and talks about the ease of getting it online and in your 
bank in 60 mins. This goes against the concept of thinking before you borrow money and/or 
take on liability. It is aimed at people with little or no financial literacy and aimed at the most 
impulsive in society. Namely the poor and brown minorities. It would be very easy to take the 
$500 and blow it on Pokies, groceries or a church donation in a few minutes and then you 
are straddled with finding ways to pay it back. $500 is a lot of money in poor communities. 
The term is 3 months at $99 fee perloan, so you actually pay back $599 not $500 as the 
advertisement shows, that is 19.8% of $500 making it 19.8% interest for 3 months. Say if 
you flip it 3 times you have paid $396 interest in a year of 79.2% of $500. That rate is 
extortionate by Instant finance standards. 
The advertisement attached is a website advert. I consider this advertising deceptive as it 
shows a happy Polynesian woman at bottom… Shows the cash in $100 notes (Big money 
bling bling appeals to Polynesians). I apologise I have added writing to it showing how 
misleading it is. Notice how big the 0 is, yet how tiny "$99 establishment fee" is in 
comparison. 
This product should not be advertised under the rules of the new Credit Controla ct, it does 
not let lenders make informed decisions about their lending and does not seem to show 
realistic financials, it is offered like a McDonalds Combo. This is a payday loan, the worst 
type aimed at the most ghettoised in society. Most American states have banned these as 
they are exploitative and extractive. Instant finance are amongst the worst of all fringe 
lenders and spend big bucks on trying to be respectable, but really are just vermin wrapped 
up in the poverty industry. 
This ad should be taken down and the product banned. 
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Just the fact its called Fast $500 and shows pictures of what the Polynesians and hip hop 
crowd would call "Ca$h Monae and Bling Bling" is clear evidence they are attracting these 
vibed in types. 
 
Surely this is enough evidence. This probably why these loan sharks get away with it. I 
object to this ad being shown in prime time along with moolah and Harmoney. All are ghetto 
loan shark lenders aimed at the vulnerable (And getting away from the pcness) completely 
stupid.” 
 
The relevant provisions were Principle 1 and 2 of the Code for Financial Advertising 
Principle 1 and Principle 2 and Guideline 1(a) and Basic Principle 3 of the Code for 
People in Advertising. 
 
The Chair noted the concerns of the Complainant that the advertisement was offensive 
because it targeted, and would appeal to, minority groups. The Complainant was also 
concerned the advertisement was misleading because the loan establishment fee  was 
excessive and not sufficiently clear..  
 
The Chair noted the Complainant also raised concerns about a television advertisement 
which the Secretariat were not able to identify as the Complainant could not provide a time, 
date or channel on which the advertisement played. She noted the advice from the 
Advertiser and the Commercial Approvals Bureau there was no Instant Finance television 
advertisement which matched the description provided by the Complainant.   
 
The Chair considered whether the website advertisement was likely to cause offence to 
people based on ethnicity. The Chair said it was unclear whether the image of the woman 
on the website depicted a consumer or an Instant Finance employee, regardless, the Chair 
said the image in itself did not reach the threshold to be considered offensive. The inclusion 
of the image did not mean the advertisement would appeal to a people of a specific 
ethnicity  and encourage those people to apply for the loan. The Chair noted the concerns 
of the Complainant about the offer appealing to a potentially vulnerable audience, however, 
she noted the Advertiser was entitled to advertise their product so long as the 
advertisement was prepared with a high standard of social responsibility. 
 
The Chair was of the view the terms and conditions of the ‘Fast $500’ loan, including the 
$99 establishment fee, were clear in the advertisement and noted people also needed to 
visit an Instant Finance branch to take up the offer. As the conditions of the loan were clear, 
the Chair said the website was unlikely to mislead consumers. 
 
As such, the Chair said the advertisement was not in breach of the Code for Financial 
Advertising or the Code for People in Advertising and ruled the complaint had no grounds to 
proceed. 
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed 
 
 
 
 


