
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 17/280 

COMPLAINANT M Kuka 

ADVERTISER The University of Waikato  

ADVERTISEMENT The University of Waikato, Radio 

DATE OF MEETING 21 August 2017 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
 
Advertisement: The radio advertisement for the University of Waikato promoting the 
university, repeats the word Waikato four times during the advertisement.  
 
The Chair ruled there was no ground for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Complainant, M Kuka, said:  In an advertisement for prospective enrolments for The 
University of Waikato, the announcer mispronounced the word Waikato - instead saying 
Why-cat-owe, it should be Why-cut-oar. This is not a dialectical or accent difference and 
there are many resources to support correct pronunciation- this error should not be 
happening. As an official language of Aotearoa, correct pronunciation should be a basic 
expectation, particularly in the advertising of higher learning - accordingly I will also be 
contacting the University directly about this matter. I thank you for your time in reading my 
concerns and I hope that there is an outcome that honours the Maori Language Act 2016 as 
well as the indigenous people of this country.  
 
The relevant provisions were Code of Ethics - Basic Principle 4, Rule 5.  
 
The Chair noted the Complainant’s concern that by mispronouncing the word Waikato the 
advertisement fails to honour an official language of Aotearoa. 
  
In considering the issue raised by the Complainant concerning language pronunciation, the 
Chair referred to a previous Decision 17/224, where the pronunciation of Waikato had been 
raised and had been ruled No Grounds to Proceed.  That decision, referred to a precedent 
Decision 16/233, which was also ruled No Grounds to Proceed. 
 
That decision said in part: 
 

“The Chair said the advertisement was illustrating that the Advertiser can create a 
canvas of any size and the one mentioned stretched from Warkworth to Cape 
Reinga. The Chair considered it was not the Advertiser’s intention to cause offence 
by saying the place name in a way that the Complainant objected to.  The Chair 
noted that a variety of accents and different levels of knowledge about language 
could mean that words or place names were mispronounced.“ 

 
The Chair confirmed this decision again applied to the complaint before her.  While she 
reiterated that she was sympathetic to the aspiration of correct pronunciation on all 
advertising platforms and acknowledged the offence caused to the Complainant, she said 
the advertisement was unlikely to cause serious or widespread offence to most listeners and 
was not in breach of Rule 5 of the Code of Ethics.  She confirmed the advertisement had 
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been prepared with a due sense of social responsibility to consumers and society and was 
not in breach of Basic Principle 4. 
 
Accordingly, the Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed 
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed. 
 
 


