
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 20/542 

ADVERTISER Supercheap Auto  

ADVERTISEMENT Supercheap Auto Television 

DATE OF MEETING 27 October 2020 

OUTCOME No Grounds to Proceed 

 
Advertisement: The television advertisement for Supercheap Auto is in the style of a press 
conference featuring a spokesperson for Supercheap Auto addressing the media. He says, 
in a voice almost breaking with emotion: “… we were heart broken when you told us that 
after sixteen years of partnership, next year, you want us to see other sponsors.” He is 
referring to the end of the Bathhurst and Supercheap Autos sponsorship deal. He also 
mentions some Supercheap Autos special offers available on export tyres and batteries. 
 
The Chair ruled there were no grounds for the complaint to proceed. 
 
Complaint: Around 6.35 pm on October 12, TV One ran an advertisement for Supercheap 
Auto halfway through 1 News at 6pm. This one-minute advert ran immediately off a weather 
lookahead from the 1 News studio and was sandwiched between this weather update and a 
program promotion (Criminal Minds). 
The advert began with the script: "And we now go live to Nathan Murray ..." It then had a 
person talking to camera in front of a cluster of microphones and immediately behind a 
billboard with the words Supercheap Auto. On occasions there was a sign language 
interpreter standing next to the person speaking into the microphones. There was a caption 
which said "Breaking News" on a red banner sitting above the name Nathan Murray - 
Supercheap Auto Spokesman alongside the word "Live". 
I do not believe that this was either Breaking News or indeed live. It was therefore deceptive 
and inaccurate. 
The fact that it ran directly off the back of the 1 News weather promotion implied that the 
news bulletin was being interrupted by breaking news. This was further enhanced by the 
placement at the top of the advertising break, which usually begins with a program 
promotion - a long-standing device to signpost to viewers that an advertising break was about 
to begin. So the placement itself was manipulative, therefore deceiving. 
It soon became clear that this indeed was an advertising spoof disguised as breaking news. 
Clearly inaccurate! I believe this was demeaning and could, in the mind of some viewers, 
undermine efforts by the 1 News at 6pm team to in fact cross to genuine breaking news when 
necessary. 
The Advertising Standards Code Rule 2 (a) requires that all advertisements are readily 
recognised as such.  
 
It further states that "Content controlled, directly or indirectly, by the advertiser must not be 
disguised as something other than an advertisement." 
I believe the deliberate attempt by Supercheap Auto to disguise this advertisement as 
"breaking news" was a clear breach of Rule 2 (a). it was further aggravated by the placement 
coming directly off a news broadcast, with no programme promotion in between. 
I believe because of this, both the advertiser and the broadcaster (TVNZ) should be held 
responsible for such a breach.  
 
The relevant provisions were Advertising Standards Code - Principle 2, Rule 2(a);  
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Principle 2: Truthful Presentation: Advertisements must be truthful, balanced and 
not misleading.   
 

Rule 2(a) Identification: Advertisements must be identified as such.  

 
Rule 2(b) Truthful Presentation: Advertisements must not mislead or be likely to 
mislead, deceive or confuse consumers, abuse their trust or exploit their lack of 
knowledge. This includes by implication, inaccuracy, ambiguity, exaggeration, 
unrealistic claim, omission, false representation or otherwise. Obvious hyperbole 
identifiable as such is not considered to be misleading. 

 
 Guidelines 

Obvious untruths, exaggeration, puffery or deliberate hyperbole that are unlikely 
to mislead may be acceptable… 

 
The Chair noted the Complainant’s concerns the advertisement was not clearly identified as 
an advertisement.  
 
The Chair noted the Complainant’s acknowledgement that “… it soon became clear that this 
indeed was an advertising spoof disguised as breaking news…” The Chair agreed with the 
Complainant that although at first the advertisement appeared to be a genuine news story, it 
became clear that it was a spoof using satire and hyperbolic language. For example, when 
the presenter said: “… we were heart broken when you told us that after sixteen years of 
partnership, next year, you want us to see other sponsors.”  
 
The Chair said the advertisement refers to an actual event, the removal of the sponsorship 
arrangement. It also incorporates promotions for certain Supercheap Auto products. The 
Chair said the content of the advertisement did not fit what the viewer would regard as 
“Breaking news”. 
 
The Chair said the presenter was identified as the “Supercheap Auto Spokesperson” and 
the background for the press conference was a wall covered with the Supercheap Auto logo. 
 
The Chair noted the placement of the content also confirmed that it was an advertisement 
for Supercheap Auto, as it appeared in a television advertising break alongside programme 
promotions and other advertisements.    
 
The Chair said the content was identifiable as advertising and was not in breach of Principle 
2 or Rule 2(a) of the Advertising Standards Code.  
 
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 calendar days of receipt of this decision. 

 


