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WISCONSIN PARENTAL EVALUATIONS OF
LEGISLATIVE AND NON-LEGISLATIVE SOLUTIONS
TO VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION

Judy R. Sims
Joseph Giordano
University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire

ABSTRACT
Results of a questionnaire administered to west-central Wisconsin parents or legal
guardians of children ages 3-12 are reviewed. Reactions to both legislative and
non-legislative solutions to television violence are examined. Parents rariked
parental control as thelr first choice, safe harbor as their second choice, and

- warnings/advisories as thelr third choice.

The first congressional hearings on television violence and its impact on
children occurred in June 1952. It was not untl 1990, however, that
any legislation was enacted to address the problem (TV Violence Act of
1989, P.L. 101-650, 1990). This provision required broadcast networks
to devise, within three years, voluntary steps to reduce television
violence (Mills, 1993). In June 1993, the four major networks -- NBC,
ABC, CBS and Fox announced their agreement to air parental advisories
before shows they deemed as violent. The 15 major cable networks
agreed with the advisories policy within the next month (Mills, 1993). It
was not until February 1996 that a second piece of legislation, the
“violence-chip” bill was enacted (Parental Choice and TV Amendment to
H.R. 1555, 1996; Hontz, J., February 12, 1996). The “violence-chip,”
which will be installed in every new television set sold in the United
States by 1998, is not the final panacea for television violence.

The debate concerning television violence has not ended. Parents and
media literacy groups continue to voice concern regarding the amount
and effects of television violence (Thoman, 1996; for examples of past
concern see: Berry and Asamen, 1993; Brand, 1994; Comstock and
Strasburger, 1990; Gerbner, 1993; Huston, Donnerstein, Fairchild,
Fishbach, Katz, Murray, Rubinstein, Wilcox and Zuckerman, 1992;
Kohut, 1993; Violence on TV Hearings, 1993; Violence on TV Hearings,
1992).

Such parental concern influenced White House officials, as was
evidenced by President Clinton’s decision to address the topic of media
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violence and the “v-chip” in his 1995 and 1996 State of the Union
speeches, respectively (New York Times, January 24, 1996, p. A9; New

York Times, January 26, 1995, p. All).
The purpose of this research is to examine Wisconsin parental

evaluations of potential solutions, legislative and non-legislative, to the
problem of television violence. Numerous pieces of congressional
legislation related to television violence have been proposed recently, yet
little information has been gathered concerning parental evaluations of
such legislation.

This topic is explored by reviewing the legislatlon, resolutions, and
endorsements pertaining to violent content on television proposed by
Congress between 1989 and 1993, and then, positing three research

questions.

VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION:
LEGISLATION, RESOLUTIONS, AND ENDORSEMENTS

The following television violence legislation, resolutions, and
endorsements were introduced in Congress between 1989 and 1993:1

1. The Simon-Glickman Television Violence Act, proposed in 1989,
called for broadcast networks and cable industries to self-imit the
amount of violence that they broadcast/cablecast. President Bush
signed this provision into law in 1990 (Mills, 1993; The TV
Violence Act of 1989, P.L. 101-650, 1990).

1 The following additional pieces of legislation and one resolution also were
introduced between 1989 and 1993: a.) The Presidential Commission on
TV Violence and Children Act, proposed in 1993, requested the formation
of a panel] of advertising and broadcast executives to explore ways to
reduce violence in programming (Flint, 1993; LEGI-SLATE Gopher
Service, Inc., 1995; Mills, 1993). b.) The TV Violence Report Card Act,
proposed in 1993 would have required the FCC to file quarterly “violence
report cards” to provide the public with information about the frequency
.of violence by each television program and its sponsor (Etzioni, 1993;
Flint, 1993; LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995; Mills, 1993). c.)
The Children's Television Violence Protection Act, proposed in 1993,
would have required networks and cable to broadcast video and audio
warnings about programs with violence. The bill also included the threat
that the FCC could review compliance when it reviewed the licensee's
broadcast license (Flint, 1993; LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995).

d.) The Resolution Concerning the Broadcasting of Video Programming

Containing Violence, introduced in 1993, would have required explicit
viewer advisories before and during violent programs, and would have
limited advertisements containing violence (LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service,

Inc., 1995; Mundy, 1993.)
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2. The Television Violence Reduction Through Parental Empowerment
Act (“v-chip” bill) was proposed in 1993. This version of the “v-
chip” bill would have required every new television set sold in the
United States to be equipped with a computer chip that would
allow parents to “block out” any show with a violent rating (Flint,
1993; LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995; Mills, 1993).
Although the 1993 version of the bill did not pass, the
House of Representatives passed a similar v-chip bill in August
1995 titled the Parental Choice and TV Amendment to H.R. 1555
(LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995; Moulton, 1995). This bill
was enacted in February 1996 (Hontz, J., February 12, 1996).

3. The Children'’s Protection From Violent Programming Act, (“safe

harbor”) proposed in 1993, would have directed the FCC to limit
violent programs to time slots when children would least likely be
viewing (LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995; Mills, 1993).

4. The Television and Radio Program Violence Reduction Act,
proposed in 1993, would have required the FCC to establish
standards of acceptable levels of television violence (Flint, 1993;
LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995; Mills, 1993).

5. The Parents TV Empowerment Act, proposed in 1993, would have
required the FCC to establish a toll-free number for complaints
concerning television violence. The FCC would have been required
to publish quarterly summaries of complaints and forward them to
the cable or broadcast stations airing the violent program (Flint,
1993; LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service, Inc., 1995).

In addition to the above proposed legislation, one senator suggested that
sponsors of violent TV programs lose advertising tax deductibility on
offending shows (Colford, June, 1993). Additionally, Attorney General
Janet Reno endorsed advertiser boycotts as a legitimate consumer
response to TV violence (Colford, 1993, p. 59). '

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
A review of the history of public concern about television violence, as well
as a discussion of congressional legislation emerging from it, led to the

following three research questions:

1. What attitude, if any, is expressed by parents of children ages 3-12
years regarding each of the following pieces of proposed
congressional legislation and endorsements concerning violent
content on television? (see Appendix A for a list featuring the

legislation).
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2. Which, if any, of the following pieces of proposed congressional

legislation and/or non-legislative proposals concerning violent
es 3-12 years rank

content on television, do parents of children ag
as the most effective solution to violent content on television? (see

Appendix B for a list featuring the legislation and/or non-
legislative proposals).

3. How much, if at all, do warnings/advisories provided at the
beginning of a television show--informing viewers of violent content

-- influence parents’ decision to allow their children to watch the
program?

METHOD
Subjects
The survey questionnaire was completed by 351 parents or legal
guardians (females and males) of children ages 3-12 years in the Eau
Claire, Wisconsin area.2 Only one parent or guardian per family was
asked to complete the survey. The questionnaire was distributed in
October and November 1994 to the principals of nine elementary schools
(six parochial and three public). The principals arranged that the
questionnaires be sent home with the students via a “folder system.”3
The sample thus can be described as non-random, purposive, and
convenient. Researchers distributed 877 surveys; 351 were returned,

approximating a 40% response rate.

Procedure

The questionnaire featured both closed and open-ended questions in
order to generate both quantitative and qualitative data. The survey
questions explored parental evaluations of warnings/advisories and
proposed congressional legislation, as well as other non-legislative
solutions to violence on television. Descriptions of each piece of
legislation were provided in the questionnaire. The final questionnaire
was the result of a review by ten experts in survey design, television
programming, and/or communication research, in order to enhance

2 The survey was administered to parents in the following two cities in Eau Claire,
Wisconsin metropolitan area: Eau Claire (population of approximately 55,000)

and Altoona (population of approximately 6,400).
3 The “folder system” requires the students to keep a folder in which one side is used
to keep homework and the other side is used to deliver information and

materials to the parents.
41



measurement (content) validity (Frey, L.; Botan, C.; Friedman, P.; and
Kreps, G., 1991).
A pilot test was conducted to reduce measurement error and ensure
measurement reliability (Frey, et al., 1991). Pilot questionnaires were
administered to parents at a local Parent Teachers Association meeting.
After the pilot study was completed and the questionnaire was modified
to reduce measurement error, the actual research commenced. The
questionnaires were distributed to the principals of the sample schools
by students in a communication research methods course at the
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire. Pre-addressed and postage-paid
envelopes were attached to each questionnaire. A cover letter, stapled to
each questionnaire, informed the parents of the nature of the research,
provided guidelines and instructions, guaranteed anonymity, and
specified a return date (activities in the course were approved by the
university’s Instructional Review Board). The principals arranged for the
questionnaires to be delivered to the parents via a “folder system.” This
system was routine for the children and parents of all of the schools;
thus, it was considered an established means.

Data Analysis
The quantitative data were computed with the software assistance of the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Frequency counts
were generated for the quantitative data. Data generated from the open-
ended questions were coded by means of content analysis into categories

by the two primary researchers.

RESULTS ,
"Television Violence Act. When presented with the 1989 TV Violence Act,
which called for broadcast network and cable industries to self-limit the
amount of violence they broadcast or cablecast, a majority (66.7%) of the
parents said that “the broadcast networks and cable industries should
self-regulate the amount of violence they broadcast/cablecast.” Parents
who indicated they “did not know” totaled 13.1%, while 19.9% of the
parents stated they did not believe the broadcast networks and cable
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industries should self-regulate the amount of violence they
broadcast/cablecast (see Figure 1.).

19.9%
Should not self-regulate

13.1%
Did not know

66.7%

Figure 1. Parental evaluations of the Television Violence Act.

Five categories emerged from the open-ended responses of parents who
did not believe in the “self-regulation” legislative plan: (1) Expression
that individuals should be responsible for regulating the content of their
own viewing, (2) Expression that broadcast networks and cable
industries are not capable of self-regulation, as they are motivated by
profit, (3) Expression that broadcast networks and cable industries
would not do a good job of regulating themselves, (4) Questions
concerning who would determine how much, if any, violence is
acceptable/unacceptable, and (5) Miscellaneous responses.

The Parents TV Emmwerment Act. This bill would have directed the
FCC to establish a toll-free number to record complaints concerning
televised violence. When parents were asked if they would “use such a
number to express their opinion about television violence,” a majority
(70.1%) of parents indicated they would use the number; 14.8% of the
parents said they “did not know,” and 15.1% of the parents indicated
they would not use the number (see Figure 2.).
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14.8%

15.1% Did not know
- Would not use

' 70.1%

Figure 2. Parental Evaluations of the Parents TV Empowerment Act.

Three categories emerged from the qualitative responses of parents who
indicated they would not use the number: (1) Expression that the effort
would be a waste of time, (2) Expression that individuals should be
responsible for regulating the content of their own viewing, and (3)
Miscellaneous comments.

The Television Violence Reduction through Parental Empowerment Act.
Also known as the “v-chip” bill, this legislation required that every new
television set in the United States be eqﬁipped with a computer chip.
Parents were provided with a description of the “v-chip” and asked if they
“would purchase and use one of these television sets.” A plurality of
parents (43.3%) indicated they would purchase and use a v-chip
television set. Fewer than one third (29.1%) of the parents said they “did
not know,” and 27.4% of the parents stated they would not purchase and
use the v-chip set (see Figure 3.).

Four categories emerged from the qualitative responses of parents who
responded negatively to the “v-chip” bill: (1) Expression that individuals
should be responsible for regulating the content of their own viewing, (2)
Desire for parental control, (3) Concern for cost, and (4) Miscellaneous
comments.
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27.4% . ,
Would not purchase 43.3%
: Would purchase

Did not know

- Figure 3. Parental Evaluations of the Violence-Chip Bill.

Children's Protection From Violent Pro Act (“safe harbor”).
This bill would have directed the FCC to prohibit the broadcast of violent
television programs during hours of high child viewership. A majority
(83.8%) of the parents indicated they “wanted to see this bill passed into
law.” Fewer than one-tenth (7.4%) of the parents indicated they “did not
know,” and 8.5% of the parents stated they would not like to see the bill

passed into law (see Figure 4.).

y

Wanted bill
passed

7.4%
. Didnotknow g5%
Did not want
bill passed

Figure 4. Parental Evaluations of “Safe Harbor.”




Three categories emerged from the qualitative responses of parents who
did not want to see the bill passed into law: (1) Feelings of anti-
government intervention and/or feelings that parents are capable of
regulating their own children’s viewing, (2) Attitudes against censorship,

and (3) Miscellaneous comments.

Television and Radio Program Violence Reduction Act. This bill would

have required the FCC to create standards of acceptable violence for
television programs. A majority (68.1%) of the parents indicated they
“would like to see this bill passed into law,” while 15.4% of the parents
said they “did not know,” and approximately 15.4% of the parents
indicated they “would not like to see the bill passed” (see See Figure 5.).

15.4%
Did not want
bill passed

15.4%
Did not know

Wanted bill
passed

Figure 5. Parental Evaluations of the TV and Radio Program
Violence Reduction Act.

Six categories emerged from the qualitative responses of the parents who
stated they did not want to see the bill enacted: (1) Expression that
individuals should be responsible for regulating the content of their own
viewing, (2) Attitudes against government intervention and control, (3)
Questions concerning who would determine the definition of violence and
how much, if any, violence is acceptable and/or unacceptable, (4)
Expression that the industry and networks should regulate themselves,
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(5) Violence should not be featured on television, and (6) Miscellaneous

comments. v
Advertiser Boycotts. Parents were provided with the following description
of a proposal concerning advertiser boycotts: “It has been proposed that
the Federal Communications Commission compile a list of violent
television programs and the advertisers which buy ad time during such
programming; these lists then could be distributed to consumers as a
boycott mechanism.” A plurality (47%) of parents indicated they would,
“as a consumer, be willing to boycott a specific company’s products if it
advertised during violent television programming.” Fewer than one
fourth (24.5%) of the parents indicated they “did not know,"

and 26.8% of the parents said they would not boycott products (see

Figure 6.).

26.8%
Would not boyeott

N

Would boycott

Figure 6. Parental Evaluations of Advertiser Boycotts.

Seven categories emerged from the qualitative data of the parents who
stated they would not boycott products: (1) Expression of empathy with
the advertisers, (2) Expression that individuals should be responsible for
regulating the content of their own viewing, (3) Indication that
respondent does not pay attention to commercials, (4) Indication that
respondent does not like boycotts, (5) Expression that too much
government control already exists, (6) Expression that boycotts would not
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be effective, and (7) Miscellaneous comments.
Parents also were asked, “Do you believe advertisers should be
responsible for knowing the content of the programs in which their
commercials air?” According to the results, a majority (83.5%) of the
parents believed that advertisers should be responsible, and 5.1% of the
parents indicated they “did not know.” Approximately ten percent of the
parents stated they did not believe that advertisers should assume such
a responsibility. '
Legislation Effectiveness Rank. This question provided parents with a
list of possible solutions (legislative and non-legislative) concerning
television violence. Parents were asked to rank, in terms of effectiveness,
their first, second, and third choices from the list provided. A plurality
(46.4%) of parents ranked “parental control” as their first choice for the
most effective solution. A plurality of respondents (21.4%) ranked the
“safe harbor” bill as their second choice. And, a plurality (16.5%) ranked

warnings/advisories as their third choice.

19.9%
Moderate influence

2.8%
Did not.influence

0.3%
Do not monitor
viewing

Greatly Influence

Figu_rg 7. Parental Evaluations of Warnings/Advisories.

Warnings/Advisories. When parents were questioned on how much
warnings/advisories influence their decision to allow their child to watch

a particular television program, a majority (76.4%) of the parents
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indicated the warnings “greatly influence” their decision, 19.9% of the
parents said that the warnings/advisories “moderately influence” their
decision, 2.8% of the parents indicated that the warnings/advisories “do
not” influence their decision, and less than one percent of the parents
stated they “do not monitor their children’s television viewing” (see Figure

7.).

DISCUSSION
Although it was the “v-chip” legislation which ultimately was enacted, the
results of this survey of Wisconsin parents indicate a majority of the
respondents did not rank the “v-chip” bill as their first choice or the
most effective solution to television violence. Rather, parents ranked
parental control as their first choice. Parental involvement in television
viewing, in fact, has been shown to produce positive behaviors in
children. Cantor and Harrison (1995) found that “children whose
parents set limits and (are) more involved in their television viewing (are)
less likely than other children to choose programs with parental
advisories and movies with restrictive ratings” (p. III-46). As Cantor and
Harrison argue, this finding suggests that “parental involvement may
become internalized and have beneficial effects even when the child
selects programming without adult supervision” (1995, p. 111-47).
Obviously, parents already possess the power to control and regulate
television viewing in their households. Many parents who are working,
however, are unable to monitor their children’s television viewing.
A potential solution for those working parent households is a “safe
harbor” viewing period. A majority of parents in this study ranked the
1993 “safe harbor” bill, as their number two choice. And, when
attitudes toward each piece of legislation were measured individually, the
parents rated the “safe harbor” bill highest (84%). Although this bill was
not enacted, the idea behind the bill remains an attractive solution to
many who continue to express concern regarding television violence. In
February 1996, White House officials, in fact, advocated a “safe harbor”
(Halonen, February 12, 1996). Thus it is likely that another version of
the “safe harbor” bill will be introduced this year, since the 1995 version
of the bill was not enacted (Andrews, 1995; LEGI-SLATE Gopher Service,
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Inc., 1995; Moulton, 1995). Plans also have been made to re-introduce
the “toll-free number” legislation (Electronic Media, January 29, 1996, p.
19). |
Warnings/advisories, ranked as the third choice by parents in this . “
study, also were perceived as necessary in a 1994 study conducted by
Cantor and Harrison (1995). According to the researchers, “91% of a
random sample of parents of elementary school children in Madison,
Wisconsin agreed that broadcasters and cable operators should be
required to issue advisories regérdlng violent content” (Cantor and
Harrison, 1995, p. IlI-2). A strong majority (76.4%) of the parents in the
Eau Claire study also stated the warnings/advisories “greatly influence”
their viewing decisions. '

As Canto and Harrison (1995) make clear, one must question if

advisories “serve their function to ‘protect’ people from exposure to
objectionable content or serve as a ‘magnet’ for more viewers” (p. III-3).
According to the results of their recent study financed by the National
Cable Television Association, “the presence of ‘parental discretion

advised’ and the ‘PG-13’ and ‘R’ ratings increased boys’ interest in
programs and movies...on the other hand...'viewer discretion advised’

was used in a sensible fashion by girls and children who frequently
experienced fright reactions to television™ (Cantor and Harrison, 1995, p.
II1-48). .

Although in 1993 the four major TV networks (NBC, ABC, CBS, and Fox)
and fifteen major cable networks announced their agreement to air
parental advisories, they are not required to identify all programming
containing violent content. According to the results of Donnerstein’s
(1996) television violence study, when one looks for violence warnings
across the television spectrum, few are found, except on premium
channels. For example, advisories are not featured on Saturday morning
children’s shows, which have been identified as a source of violent
programming. “Seven Saturday morning network shows for children
were singled out for ‘sinister combat violence,’” according to the results of
a study conducted by researchers at the University of California at Los
Angeles (Jensen, 1995, pp. B1,B5). And, while such programs are not
new, the study found that “the dark overtones and unrelenting combat in
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these shows constitute a fairly recent trend which appears to be on the
rise” (Jensen 1995, pp. B1, BS)

None of the anti-violence legislation proposed in 1993 was enacted.
Rather, it was a revised 1995 version of the violence-chip bill which
ultimately succeeded. A group led by Jack Valenti, chair of the Motion
Picture Association of America, has been formed to devise a v-chip
ratings system (Mifflin, April 4, 1996; Halonen, March 4, 1996).
According to Valenti, television series in the U.S. will be rated
categorically for an entire season, with individual episodes singled out for
a different rating only if they exceed certain bounds. In addition, the
U.S. group has decided not to rate news or sports programs (Mifflin, April

4, 1996).

LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
This research has gathered data which provide scholars, politicians and
industry leaders the opinions concerning solutions to television violence
of a sample of west central Wisconsin parents whose children attended
either public or parochial schools. As a purposive sample served as the -
basis for this study, it is necessary to consider measures other than the
type of sample (non-random) to provide evidence of the sample's
representativeness. First, results from this Wisconsin study support the
findings of a recent survey administered to a nationwide random sample
of 1,100 adults by Electronic Media and research company Bullet Poll.
Respondents with children under 16 living at home were asked whether
they would use a v-chip. Accordmg to the results, 44% of the
respondents “would use the v-chip,” a percentage quite close to the
43.3% finding in this Wisconsin study that parents “would purchase and
use one of these television sets”™ (Schneider, 1996). Second, it is
important to note that a number of the questions on the questionnaire
were replicated from a Times Mirror (Kohut, 1993) nationwide television
violence survey. These questions, when used in the Wisconsin study,
generated data similar to the data gathered in the Times Mirror survey.
Third, as indicated previously, results from this Wisconsin study support
the findings related to parental advisories from the Cantor and Harrison
1994 study (Cantor and Harrison, 1995).
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It should be noted that, as six parochial schools and three public schools
were sampled, the religious orientation of these schools might influence
the results. However, it also is possible that because of the religious
orientation of some of the respondents, the results of this survey may
reflect the view of more “involved” parents. And, it may be that the
“involved” parent is precisely the type of parent who could provide
concrete feedback regarding the topics addressed in this survey. Parents
who choose to provide their children with a religious orientation to
education may also choose to express concern about television violence
and, ultimately, take action to solve the problem.

In order to guide policy makers and others concerned with television
violence, it is imperative that scholars continue to research public
opinions of proposed congressional legislation and other possible non-
legislative solutions such as media literacy programs, innovative
blocking technologies and Harvard's Center for Health Communication’s
“Squash It,” campaign (Connolley, 1995; Rubin, 1995). |

CONCLUSION
Although parents in this study maintain a strong belief in parental
control, they also make clear their desire for additional measures such
as a “safe harbor” time period for children’s viewing, a toll-free telephone
' number for call-in complaints to the FCC, and continued use of parental
advisories. Parents now have some basic tools -- parental advisories and
the violence-chip -- with which to guide their children’s television
viewing. As Representative Markey (D-MA) stated in the Violence on
Television Hearings in 1993, “the more parents know in advance about
which shows are violent, the better equipped they will be to perform the
parental role of choosing suitable television programming for their
children” (p. 2.).
Parental involvement and control may, in fact, be the most effective
solution for regulating children’s viewing of television violence. Parents
can influence what information children gather from television. A child’s
social, cultural, and family environment also can influence what
messages they take from television, how they use television, and how
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“literate” they are as viewers. Concerned parents can use tools like the
v-chip, as well as strategies of media literacy education, to guide their
children’s viewing. Equipped with such tools, parents can find
alternatives to television violence to better navigate and challenge the

American media culture.
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Appendix A:

Legislation and endorsements concerning violence on television

The Television Violence Act of 1989: P.L. 101-650 (Industry Self-

Regulation)
Parents TV Empowerment Act of 1993: H.R. 2756, 103rd

Congress, 1st Session. (FCC's toll-free telephone number).

Television Violence Reduction Through Parental Empowerment Act

of 1993: H.R. 2888, 103rd Congress, 1st Session. (Violence-chip).
Hollings’ Children's Protection From Violent Programming Act of
1993: S. 1383, 103rd Congress, 1st Session. (FCC to prohibit
broadcast of violent programs during time periods with a high
number of child viewers)

Television and Radio Program Violence Reduction Act of 1993:
H.R. 2837, 103rd Congress, 1st Session. (FCC would create
standards of acceptable violence for television programs including
cartoons) .

Attorney General Janet Reno’s endorsement to boycott a
company’s products if it advertised during violent television

programming.

Appendix B:

Legislative and non-legislative solutions concerning violence on

television

The Television Violence Act of 1989: P.L. 101-650 (Industry Self-
Regulation). »

Parents TV Empowerment Act of 1993: H.R. 2756, 103rd
Congress, 1st Session. (FCC'’s toll-free telephone number).

Television Violence Reduction Through Parental Empowerment Act

of 1993: H.R. 2888, 103rd Congress, 1st Session. (Violence-chip).
Children’s Protection From Violent Programming Act of 1993: H.R.
2837, 103rd Congress, 1st Session. (FCC to prohibit broadcast of
violent programs during time periods with a high number of child

viewers).

Television and Radio Program Violence Reduction Act of 1993:
H.R. 2837, 103rd Congress, 1st Sessfon. (FCC would create
standards of acceptable violence for television programs including
cartoons). ‘

Resolution Concerning the Broadcasting of Video Programming
Containing Violence in 1993, S. Res. 122. (Feature
warnings/advisories).

Attorney General Janet Reno’s endorsement to boycott a
company’s products {f it advertised during violent television
programming.

Provide public service announcements about violent content on
television.

Parental control (oversee, family mediation, etc.).

“Other” solutions.

55



