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Broadcasting Complaints Commission

Coimisidn um Ghearain Chraolachain





Complaint made by: Mr. Sean Lynam                                   Ref. No. 68/07
	Station: 
 
	Advertisement:
  
	Date:

	RTÉ 1
	Advert- Eircom PhoneWatch
	8 March 2007


Complaint Summary:

Mr. Lynam’s complaint, submitted under Section 24(2)(e)(general advertising codes), of the Broadcasting Act 2001, relates to an advert for an Eircom PhoneWatch alarm monitoring system.  Mr. Lynam submits that the advert is based on instilling fear into the general public who happened to be listening.  In its various versions, the advert always implies that the burglar is watching you and will break into your house whether you are there or not.  The complainant claims that the advertisement states inaccurately, that by simply having an Eircom alarm system your home will be safer as the company will respond to every alarm.   Mr. Lynam states that there are no independent facts quoted in the advert to support the assertion that having a monitored alarm does actually reduce the likelihood of a burglary.  The complainant believes this advert can scare vulnerable people into making a purchase based on inaccurate assumptions.  The tone and imagery of the advert is about instilling fear into the audience.  However, there are no facts to back up this fear.  Mr. Lynam believes the advert is not simply about making the audience aware of a product offered but about scaring them into buying.  The advert whips up an irrational fear.

Station’s Response:

RTÉ submit that the Eircom alarm adverts were submitted to their copy Clearance Committee prior to broadcast and were determined suitable.  However, at various stages the Committee asked for modification to be made to scripts where it was felt that there was excessive emphasis on fear.  Agreement was reached in these instances and scripts were amended.  The four criteria considered are legality, honesty, decency and truthfulness.  RTÉ believes all of these have been met.  RTÉ understands that there is research available which substantiates the claim that houses with alarms are less likely to be burgled than those without alarms.  

Advertiser’s Response:   

Eircom PhoneWatch apologises to the complainant if he found their advert offensive.  However burglaries and crimes against properties are commonplace in Ireland as has been highlighted recently in the media.  Figures for burglary have been outlined in a recently published report commissioned by Eircom PhoneWatch and conducted by OSG (loss adjuster), which highlighted the security threat to Irish households.

The Eircom PhoneWatch advert aims to highlight the threat of burglary and to inform the public of measures which can be taken to help protect people and their property from burglary.  Any fear felt by the public is real and present regardless of any advertising campaign they may have been exposed to.  The role of Eircom PhoneWatch advertising is not to increase fear in people but to offer a public service, tangible and practical advice for people to help them protect their home and family year round.

Eircom PhoneWatch states that they have recently revised their advertising copy.  For the month of April they have highlighted the benefits of having a monitored home alarm system together with factual information in relation to burglaries.

Decision of the Commission:

The Commission has considered the broadcast, the submissions made by the complainant, the broadcaster and the advertiser.   The product that the advertisement was promoting was an anti-burglary device.  In this context, a reference to burglary would not be unexpected.  On hearing the advertisement, the Commission was of the opinion that the text, the background music and the tone of the advertisement were moderate and responsible.  The text was factual in nature and the tone of the voice-overs was matter-of-fact and composed.  The Commission also noted that the background music was gentle and subdued.   The product being promoted was such that a listener could expect to hear a reference to the threat of burglary.  Such a reference to burglary could not determine the suitability or otherwise of the advertisement for broadcast.  What is important to the Commission is that the product was promoted in a decent and truthful manner.     

In the opinion of the Commission, the advertisement promoted an anti-burglary product in a reasonable and moderate fashion.  There was no evidence of an attempt to instil fear into the audience as submitted by the complainant.  The complaint was rejected with reference to Section 24(2)(e)(Ministerial Advertising Codes 1995).
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