
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 19/057 

COMPLAINANT B Johnson and R Scovell 

ADVERTISER Spark NZ Ltd and OUTLine 

ADVERTISEMENT Spark NZ Ltd and OUTLine, 
Digital Marketing 

DATE OF MEETING 18 February 2019 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
 
Advertisement:  The Spark sponsored digital marketing advertisement for the OUTLine 
charity, shows a woman talking about the journey of her son, Hunter, transitioning from 
female to male.  The text graphic says: “Let’s talk.  Even if you don’t know what to say.  
OUTLine offers confidential support to LGBTQI+ people, their friends and whānau.”  The 
advertisement ends with the Spark and OUTLine logos. 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Complainant, B Johnson, said:  Spark has recently launched a campaign that features a 
young female named Hunter who has medically and socially transitioned to live as a man. 
This is an emotional story designed to appeal to the hearts of New Zealanders. The part that 
deeply concerns me is that by producing and publicising this message, Spark is promoting 
cross sex hormones for young people. 
Taking testosterone at these levels will likely render a female infertile, and lead to atrophying 
of the vagina and uterus. This is a huge decision for a young person to make, and should be 
between them, their family and medical professionals. It is unethical to use this as a 
marketing campaign. To white-wash it, as Spark is doing, as simply a young man being his 
authentic self is dangerous to young people. Spark is promoting and normalising the lifelong 
medicalisation of young people, without addressing any of the realities. 
I support transgender people to live however they feel best, and we must work as a society to 
make their lives free from all forms of discrimination. However, there is a line between 
supporting an inclusive society and promoting a dangerous medical pathway to vulnerable 
young people. Spark has crossed that line. 
 
Complainant R Scovell said:  My concern is that Spark is using its position as a market 
leader in the telecommunications space to push what is essentially an activist message 
unrelated to its core activity.   
 
Medical transitioning is still a controversial process that is aggressively promoted by trans 
activists, although there are alternative therapeutic approaches that do not require 
aggressive, poorly understood hormone treatment.  
 
My contention is that Spark is not a competent body to understand gender issues and 
therefore should not promote what is essentially trans activist propaganda.  
 
I feel that Spark's advertising decision has been driven by emotion without thought as to the 
consequences of that decision.   
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The video might encourage extremely vulnerable young people to go down a medical path 
that could do permanent damage to their lives. It is extremely dangerous.  
 
Spark's expertise is in telecommunications, not in the nuances of gender ideology and 
activism.  
 
The relevant provisions were Advertising Standards Code - Principle 1, Rule 1(c), 
Rule 1(d);  
 
The Chair noted the Complainants’ concerns about the advertisement normalising or 
encouraging the life-long medicalisation of young people when there may be other 
alternatives. 
 
The Chair said the Spark sponsored advertisement used a personal experience in order to 
raise awareness about the OUTLine counselling charity.  She said the only call to action 
made in the advertisement was encouraging people to talk and the Advertiser had clearly 
identified the charity with details about the organisation and with logos featured at the end of 
the advertisement. 
 
The Chair acknowledged the genuine concerns the Complainants’ had regarding the long- 
term effects of hormone treatment. In her view, the advertisement was promoting a charity 
that had been established to help LGBTQI+ people, their friends and whanau.  
 
The Chair said the advertisement did not portray anything likely to cause serious or 
widespread offence and had been prepared and placed with a due sense of social 
responsibility.  The Chair ruled the advertisement had not breached Principle 1 or Rule 1(c) 
or 1(d) of the Advertising Standards Code. 
 
Therefore, the Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Grounds to Proceed 
 
 
 
 

APPEAL INFORMATION 

According to the procedures of the Advertising Standards Complaints Board, all 
decisions are able to be appealed by any party to the complaint. Information on 
our Appeal process is on our website www.asa.co.nz. Appeals must be made in 
writing via email or letter within 14 days of receipt of this decision. 

 


