
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 17/424 

COMPLAINANT A. Hunt 

ADVERTISER NZME: The New Zealand Herald 
and Newstalk ZB 

ADVERTISEMENT Print 

DATE OF MEETING 4 December 2017 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
 
Advertisement:  The newspaper advertisements for ‘VOTE2017’ promoted the New 
Zealand Herald and Newstalk ZB coverage of the 2017 General Election and proposed 
many confronting questions alongside close-up images of children. The advertisements 
said, in part:  
 

“How would you answer the tough questions? Stay ahead of the big election issues 
and make an informed choice.” 

 
Some of the questions posed included: 
 “Dad, why can’t we swim in the river? 
 “Hey Mum, why doesn’t Niko have his own lunch?” 
 “Mum, why’s that man sleeping on the footpath?” 
 “Hey Dad, am I a Kiwi?” accompanied by an image of girl of Asian descent. 
 “Dad, why can’t we afford a house?” 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed.  
 
Complainant, A. Hunt, said, in part: the advertisements which were placed in the New 
Zealand Herald prior to the 2017 General Election was a “saturation campaign” and 
“breached the Code of Ethics on Several counts: 

1. Advertorial style advertisements must be clearly labelled ‘Advertisement or 
Advertorial’ – this was not done 

2. The identity of the Advertiser and a contact address must be clear – no address 
in advertisements 

3. It must be clear in the advertisement what view the Advertiser advocates, and 
really this should be clear in their identity – it was not clear, but suggestive.” 

 
The relevant provisions were Code of Ethics - Basic Principle 4, Rule 1, Rule 2, Rule 
5;  
 
The Chair noted the concerns of the Complainant the advertisements were not clearly 
identifiable as such and the identity of the Advertiser and their position was not clear to 
readers. 
 
The Chair confirmed the advertisements before her were not advocacy advertisements but 
were commercial in nature, promoting the New Zealand Herald and Newstalk ZB’s 
coverage of the 2017 General Election. 
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The Chair noted advertisements should be distinguishable as such, particularly when an 
advertisement appears in a medium which contains news or editorial matter. The Chair said 
the layout and content of the advertisements signaled to readers that the items were 
advertisements for ‘VOTE2017’ the New Zealand Herald and Newstalk ZB’s coverage of 
the General Election. The Chair noted there was a clear demarcation between the 
advertisements and the editorial articles on the page and it included the call to action 
“READ. WATCH. LISTEN”.  
 
The Chair confirmed that the identity of the Advertiser was NZME, the company that owned 
the New Zealand Herald and Newstalk ZB. The Chair took into account the logos of both 
organisations were clearly visible in the advertisement. As the advertisements did not 
constitute advocacy advertising, it was not a requirement the contact details of the Advertiser 
be clearly displayed, although the Chair noted this information could be easily located by 
readers.  
 
The Chair said the position of the Advertiser was clear through the messaging of the 
advertisements, including the controversial questions posed and the statement: “How would 
you answer the tough questions? Stay ahead of the big election issues and make an 
informed choice… VOTE2017.” 
 
The Chair said that in the context of a General Election and the role of major New Zealand 
media organisations, New Zealand Herald and Newstalk ZB, in providing election coverage, 
the advertisements did not contain anything which was likely to mislead readers. Therefore, 
the Chair ruled the advertisements had been prepared with a due sense of social 
responsibility to consumers and there was no apparent breach of Basic Principle 4 and Rule 
2 of the Code of Ethics.  
 
Accordingly, the Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
  
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed 
 
 
 
 


