
 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 22/165 

ADVERTISER Smiths City 

ADVERTISEMENT Smiths City, Digital Marketing 

DATE OF MEETING 28 June 2022 

OUTCOME 
Not Upheld 
No Further Action Required 

 

 
Summary of the Complaints Board Decision  
The Complaints Board did not uphold a complaint about a digital advertisement for a 60 
months interest free offer from Smiths City.  The Complaints Board said the byline “Savings 
are so overrated” would not be the main consumer takeout of the advertisement.  The majority 
of the Board said the advertisement had not reached the threshold to breach the social 
responsibility criteria of the Financial Advertising code. 

 
Advertisement 
The advertisement for Smiths City appeared on the Stuff NZ mobile app and promotes 60 
months interest free on purchases $999 & over. The graphic shows "60 months" in large yellow 
lettering, with text above stating, "Saving is so overrated. Get what you eventually pay for, 
now". The lower part of the advertisement shows the logos of Smiths City and Airpoints, small 
print states terms apply, and there is a button to learn more. 
 
Summary of the Complaint  
The Complainant was concerned the advertisement offered misleading information and 
advice by saying that saving is overrated.   
 
Issues Raised: 

• Social Responsibility 
 
Summary of the Advertiser’s Response  
The Advertiser said the advertisement would be easily understood by consumers to be Smiths 
City promoting a 60 months interest free offer where they can obtain a product now without 
having to wait to pay the full purchase price.  The advertisement includes terms and conditions 
and a ‘learn more’ button.  The Advertiser said the statement “savings is so overrated” is 
clearly puffery and deliberate hyperbole.  The Advertiser said there was no specific audience 
targeting. 
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Relevant ASA Codes of Practice 
 
The Chair directed the Complaints Board to consider the complaint with reference to the 
following codes: 
 
FINANCIAL ADVERTISING CODE 
 

Principle 1: Social Responsibility:  Financial Advertising must be prepared and 
placed with a high standard of social responsibility to consumers and society. 
 
Rule 1(a) Social Responsibility: Financial Advertising must be easily understood 
by consumers. 

 
Relevant precedent decisions 
In considering this complaint the Complaints Board referred to two precedent decisions, 
Decision 20/107 which was Upheld in Part and 19/143 which was Not Upheld.  
 
The full versions of these decisions can be found on the ASA website: 
https://www.asa.co.nz/decisions/ 
 
Decision 20/107 concerned addressed email advertisements from the TAB which included 
the wording “Two meetings today to get your chasing fix.” …The one of the Complainant’s 
concerns was that the advertisement used language which could entice people to gamble to 
excess. 
 
The Complaints Board upheld this part of the complaint and said the use of the word “fix” in 
the context of a gambling advertisement was a breach of the high standard of social 
responsibility. 
 
Decision 19/143 concerned a radio advertisement from Moola which said, “Whenever I want 
extra cash, I just Moola it, easy.”  The Complainant was concerned the advertisement was 
irresponsible to entice young people to take out loans at high interest rates. 
 
The Complaints Board did not uphold the complaint and said the Advertiser had a clear lending 
policy which informed potential customers of the fees and interest rates associated with their 
loan.  The Board noted the Advertiser had a business model which ensures it does not exploit 
the vulnerable with due diligence undertaken before loans are approved. 
 
Complaints Board Discussion 
The Chair noted that the Complaints Board’s role was to consider whether there had been a 
breach of the Financial Advertising Code. In deciding whether the Code has been breached 
the Complaints Board has regard to all relevant matters including:  
 

• Generally prevailing community standards 

• Previous decisions 

• The consumer takeout of the advertisement, and  

• The context, medium, audience and the product or service being advertised, which in 
this case is: 

o Context: Challenging financial times with interest rates increasing 
o Medium: Stuff NZ mobile app 
o Audience: Predominantly adults reading Stuff news 
o Product: Finance offer from large retail outlet 

 
  

https://www.asa.co.nz/decisions/
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Consumer Takeout   
The Complaints Board agreed the likely consumer takeout of the advertisement would be it 
promoted a 60 months interest free credit offer for items priced over $999 at Smiths City.  The 
Board agreed the tagline that “savings are so overrated” was unlikely to be the main focus of 
the advertisement for most consumers. 
 
Was the advertisement likely to be easily understood by consumers? 
The Complaints Board unanimously agreed the advertisement was likely to be understood by 
most consumers.  The advertisement provided a link to the necessary details about terms and 
conditions associated with the offer and directed the audience to more information via the 
‘learn more’ button.   The Board said consumers would need to verify they have read and 
understood the terms of the interest free offer before they would be eligible to enter into the 
finance agreement. 
 
Has the advertisement been prepared and placed with a high standard of social responsibility? 
The Complaints Board discussed the tagline that “savings are so overrated” and considered 
whether it was socially responsible to use this in the context of an extended finance offer with 
potentially significant penalties for non-payment. 
 
The majority of the Complaints Board said the advertisement had met a high standard of social 
responsibility.  The majority said the advertisement was promoting a legal financial product 
which enabled consumers to purchase an item using interest-free finance, rather than saving 
up to purchase the item.  
 
The majority of the Board said the “savings are so overrated” comment in the advertisement 
was a small part of the overall message of the advertisement that provided interest-free terms 
to purchase items above a cost threshold. 
 
The majority of the Complaints Board said the advertisement had not reached the threshold 
to breach Principle 1 or Rule 1(a) of the Financial Advertising Code. 
 
A minority of the Complaints Board disagreed and said the statement in the advertisement 
undermined the value of savings and created an impression that a better choice is to purchase 
items using consumer credit regardless of financial circumstances.  A minority said this did 
not meet the high standard of social responsibility required of financial advertising.  A minority 
of the Board said the advertisement’s message was not socially responsible particularly for 
vulnerable consumers as it went against the financial literacy principle of saving before 
spending. 
 
A minority of the Complaints Board said the advertisement was in breach of Principle 1 of the 
Financial Advertising Code. 
 
However, in accordance with the majority, the Complaints Board said taking into account 
context, medium audience and product, the advertisement did not reach the threshold to 
breach Principle 1 or Rule 1(a) of the Financial Advertising Code. 
 
Outcome 
The Complaints Board ruled the complaint was Not Upheld. 
 
No further action required  
 
 
 
 
 

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 with notification of the intent to appeal lodged within 14 calendar days of 
receipt of the written decision.  The substantive appeal application must be lodged 
with the ASA within 21 calendar days of receipt of the written decision. 

http://www.asa.co.nz/
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APPENDICES 
 

1. Complaint 
2. Response from Advertiser 

  
 
Appendix 1 
 
COMPLAINT  
Misleading information and advise that saving is overrated and people should get finance 
instead. I believe saying saving is overrated is misleading. They are advertising that people 
should use interest free finance instead, but interest free finance cannot substitute saving and 
buying things outright. Especially when you get charged fees and all sorted of charges is you 
miss payments or cannot repay in time. This advertisement would be detrimental people with 
low financial acumen 
 
Appendix 2 
 
RESPONSE FROM ADVERTISER, SMITH CITY 

Smiths City Digital Marketing – Complaint 22/165 

I am an authorised officer of Smiths City Limited.  I refer to your letter to Smiths City dated 7 June 

2022 regarding a complaint concerning Smiths City digital advertisement featuring a 60 months 

interest free offer (‘the Advertisement’). 

Smiths City is defending the complaint and we consider that the Advertisement complies with the 

relevant section of the Financial Advertising Code identified in your letter, being Principle 1, Rule 

1(a). 

From our reading of the complaint we understand the complainant is alleging that the statement in 

the Advertisement – ‘saving is overrated’ is misleading. 

Smiths City does not see how this statement in the Advertisement could be misleading in any way 

or how it could contravene Principle 1, Rule 1(a) of the Financial Advertising Code. 

Smiths City is committed to complying with the Financial Advertising Code and ensuring all our 

advertisements are responsible, legal, decent, honest and truthful and respect the principles of fair 

competition, so that the public can have confidence in our advertising. 

Principle 1, Rule 1(a) of the Financial Advertising Code concerns social responsibility and says 

that Financial Advertising must be easily understood by consumers.  We do not see how the 

statement in the Advertising could not be easily understood by consumers.  The relevant 

statements are simply telling consumers that Smiths City has an interest free offer where they can 

obtain a product now without having to wait to pay the full purchase price.  The Advertisement is a 

straightforward interest free offer that is common throughout the market and would be easily 

understood by consumers.  All written text in the Advertisement is large enough, clear enough and 

present long enough to be easily read. 

Further, there is a large and prominent ‘learn more’ button where consumers can click to learn 

more about the offer.  The further information clearly explains to consumers the important terms 
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and conditions of the offer in a way that easy to understand.  This can be seen at 

https://www.smithscity.co.nz/interest-free.  Accordingly, it is not possible for the Advertisement to 

in any way abuse a consumer’s trust or exploit their lack of knowledge. 

Smiths City believes that the Advertisement and interest free offer provides benefits to consumers 

by providing them with the option to pay off their purchase over time instead of having to pay the 

purchase in full before they can obtain the goods.  

Moreover, the statement ‘savings is so overrated’ is clearly puffery and deliberate hyperbole.  As 

the guideline for rule 2(b) of the Advertising Standards Code states ‘puffery or deliberate hyperbole 

that are unlikely to mislead may be acceptable’. 

The relevant information requested at Appendix 1 to your letter is as follows. 

Item 1 – a word version of this letter is provided. 

Item 3 – a digital media file of the Advertisement is provided. 

Item 4 – We confirm the Advertisement is no longer accessible. 

Item 5 – The Advertisement was placed in the following locations only: 

- in a specific ad format visible to online visitors of www.stuff.co.nz using mobile devices 

on Saturday 28 May 2022. 

- in a Smiths City promotional email sent on Saturday 28 May 2022. 

 

Item 7 – The target audience for the offering was broad and no specific targeting was applied. 

- The Advertisement on Stuff.co.nz was visible to all visitors to the website who accessed 

the website via a mobile device on Saturday 28 May 2022. The audience of this 

advertisement was predetermined by the ad format; no specific audience segmentation 

or targeting was instructed by Smiths City. 

- The placement in the Smiths City promotional email was sent to all current promotional 

email subscribers at the time of deployment. No audience segmentation or targeting 

was applied. 

 

Please let me know if you would like any further information to assist the ASA with its consideration 

of the complaint. 

 

https://www.smithscity.co.nz/interest-free
http://www.stuff.co.nz/

