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Children    - violence in promo of 3rd Degree – not acceptable for a time when a large 
number of children is in audience 
 
 
     SUMMARY 
 
Promo of documentary programme on vigilante action including whipping of a 
supposed criminal. Not acceptable for time when a large number of children is 
likely to be part of the audience. 
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     JUDGMENT 
 
JCW van Rooyen 
 
3RD Degree is a current affairs programme which is broadcast at 20:00. The programme 
is advertised by way of promotion material on the broadcaster’s service. The Registrar 
received a complaint about the content of the promo which related to vigilante action by 
the so-called Mapogo a Mathamaga Vigilante group. The promo included a shot of 
whipping of a supposed offender. 
 
The Registrar received a complaint from a father of a 5 year old boy who had watched 
the promo in the presence of his son during the late afternoon. We referred the matter for 
adjudication by one of the Commissioners. He found the following explanation by the 
Broadcaster to be acceptable:  
 
“The promo is broadcast with a warning that “this programme contains material which 
viewers may find disturbing”.  The promo is devised in a way that gives viewers an apt 
reflection of vigilante violence they can expect to see during the programme.  The visuals 
show a supposed criminal being whipped by a member of the Mapogo a Mathamaga 
vigilante group.  The mere showing of an act of whipping cannot be offensive.  One can 
hardly see the effect of the whipping on the body of the victim.  There is no blood or 
gaping wounds in the visuals as to have the effect of offending sensitive viewers.  The 3rd 
Degree programme itself contained some graphic results of vigilante violence which e-tv 
chose not to make part of the promo.  We submit that the visuals contained in the promo 
are packaged sensitively and cannot be said to be offensive to a reasonable viewer.” 
 
The Complainant appealed to a full Tribunal of this Commission. He gave the following 
reasons for the appeal: 
 
“I wish to express that I am not satisfied with the result of the adjudication as listed above due to the fact 
that my original complaint was not correctly interpreted. 
 
The actual complaint I made was not supposed to be about the violent scenes of the advert promoting a 
forthcoming episode exactly.  Let me explain further the advert was flighted in the late afternoon and my 
kid and I were watching TV together when this advert was shown…that was the problem.  My son Daniel, 
is 5 years old and cannot read the warning displayed in tiny print on the top of the screen (which I saw) but 
this was displayed at the same time as the advert so there was no time to stop or change channels.  The 
complaint is not directly against the advert but more on the timing and placing of the advert during 
children’s television time that is and was the complaint I made.” 
 
In the light of the time when the Complainant saw the promo, we have come to the 
conclusion that the promo is too explicit for children of under 10 and that there was likely 
to have been a large number of children within this group watching the broadcast. A child 
would not understand the context. 
 
The appeal accordingly succeeds. The Respondent is requested to ensure that it does not 
broadcast material of this nature at a time of the day when there is likely to be a large 
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number of children of this age group in the audience. The Broadcaster would know best 
when such groups are in the audience. The slot from 15:00 – 18:00 would seem to be 
such a slot.  
 
The Appeal succeeds in this respect. Insofar as other children and adults are concerned, 
we agree with the adjudicator. 
 
 
JCW VAN ROOYEN SC 
CHAIRPERSON 
 
 
   
 
 


