ING1
ADVERTISING STANDARDS
Watch the commercial at this link: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=quAMUXNeY6Y 

What is being advertised?

What is the message of the commercial?

Do you think the commercial is effective? Why (not)?

Do you think this commercial is acceptable? Why (not)?

What are the arguments in favour and against advertising for e-cigarettes? Discuss with a partner.
Now read this extract from an article in The Guardian. Identify the main arguments against advertising for e-cigarettes.

The advent of e-cigarette ads in the airwaves is harmful for a number of reasons. To begin with, it risks renormalising smoking; negating the millions of pounds of taxpayer money that have gone into health campaigns designed to make puffing on a cigarette seem more gormless than glamorous.

"Experience the breakthrough," breathes a throaty voice at the end of the Vype ad. It's not quite clear what this breakthrough is, but you're evidently meant to want a bit of whatever's sweeping the good-looking pair in the advert off their feet.

Then there's the health implications of e-cigarettes which are still ambiguous. Proponents argue that they are effective stop-smoking tools that can save thousands of lives and, thus, should be actively advertised. However, nobody really knows what long-term risks e-cigarettes pose. And it's worth bearing in mind the degree to which arguments about the health benefits of e-cigarettes echo the claims with which regular cigarettes were first promoted. Viceroys were "dentist-recommended", hospital patients puffed on Chesterfields, and "more doctors smoke[d] Camels than any other cigarette".

While Vype may not be making any explicit claims to be GP-approved, everything about its marketing, from the lithe protagonists in the ad, to the vamped-up yet vapid vocabulary, is designed to make it seem like part of a healthy, aspirational lifestyle. "Our secret is ECOpure, a premium quality e-liquid that contains pharmaceutical-grade nicotine," reads the web copy: it is jargon formulated to present the image of all-natural ingredients sanctioned by science. The numerous e- prefixes further obfuscate the potential health risks, making them appear less physical, more digital. However there is nothing electronic about the effects of nicotine and no such thing as e-cancer, e-addiction or e-death.

"Our desire to redefine smoking satisfaction knows no limits," proclaims Vype's corporate website. But it should. The regulation of cigarette advertising, coupled with policy changes and price hikes over the years has led to a significant reduction in the rate of smoking.

Fewer than one in five adults in England are smokers, the lowest figure in around 80 years. If regulations aren't brought into curb e-cigarette advertising, we could see decades of progress go up in smoke. Or, perhaps, vapour.
(Arwa Mahdawi, theguardian.com, Tuesday 18 February 2014)

Match the words in bold in the text to the definitions below:

a) the abbreviation for ‘general practitioner’ (a doctor who is trained in general medicine and who works in the local community, not in a hospital)
b) large or sudden increases
c) designed to appear more attractive

d) a person who supports an idea or course of action
e) to control or limit something, especially something bad
f) stupid

g) smoking

h) moving or bending easily, in a way that is elegant
i) the coming of an important event, person, invention
j) officially authorized or approved

The next TV commercial you are going to watch advertises the same type of product, but was banned in the UK in 2013 by the Advertising Standards Authority (ASA), following 65 complaints from members of the public. Why do you think this commercial was banned?
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6tcu1ZLGwi8 

Now read the article extract below and check your answers:
TV and radio ads for E-Lites electronic cigarettes have been banned for not making it clear that the product contains nicotine.

The ban, the first time the Advertising Standards Authority has ruled against a TV ad for e-cigarettes, applies to the television and radio ads of the campaign for E-Lites and follows 65 complaints that they were irresponsible and normalised smoking.

One complainant objected to the suggestion that one of the characters could have used the product in a maternity ward, while Smokefree South West and 41 others said the ad promoted a nicotine-based product and encouraged and normalised smoking or the use of E-Lites.

Another five challenged whether the TV ad was offensive because it used a baby to promote a smoking-related product and three believed it would be of particular interest to children but breached the advertising code by referring to smoking.

The regulator noted that e-cigarettes were a relatively new product, adding that it was "important that such ads made the nature of the product being advertised clear".

It said whether or not the product contained nicotine was "material information that needed to be included in the ads in order to avoid the likelihood of misleading consumers".

It added: "We considered that a dancing baby was likely to be very attractive to a broad range of children for whom the baby and the dance moves would both be engaging.

"We recognised that for younger children the reference to smoking was unlikely to be noticed or understood, but for older children, in particular teenagers, the inference would be clear.

"Because we considered that the content of the ad would be of particular interest to children and also referred to smoking, we concluded that the ad breached the code."

The ASA ruled that the radio and television ads must not be broadcast again in their current form, adding: "We told Zandera [the makers of E-Lites] to ensure that their broadcast ads make clear whether or not E-Lites contain nicotine."

(extracted from “Electronic cigarette ads banned by Advertising Standards Authority” theguardian.com, Wednesday 25 September 2013) 
Do you agree with the ASA’s arguments? Why (not)?
