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"FAMILY REUNION IV: THE FAMILY AND THE MEDIA" 
JULY 10, 1995 

For the past three years, Vice President Gore has moderated a series of 
conferences on family policy. The objective of these meetings is to provide an 
opportunity for families, those who serve families, and those who make policy 
reLding families to come together and focus on issues of importance to them. The 
theme of this year's meeting grew out of discussions last year regarding the 
efaTonship of children and'families to the media. Many of the participants raised the 

issue the "third parent" - modem television and increasingly modem technology - and 
the difficulty of raising children. Themes in previous years include: Reinventing 
Family Policy (July 1993) and Fatherhood (July 1994). 

The conferences are sponsored by independent organizations, and are privately 
funded This year's sponsors will be: The Children, Youth and Family Consortium of 
the University of Minnesota and the Select Committee for Children and Youth of the 
General Assembly of Tennessee. 

Family Reunion IV brings together 800-900 leaders in the media industry, the 
creative arts, advertising, production, new media technologies, "^.^^^^etlt anS m̂^̂^̂^̂^̂  
media literacy and advocacy, education, psychology, family service, health and mental 
health and research. Major themes include: 

Impact ofthe media on children and families 

The role of the media industry 

The use and abuse of media technologies 

The responsibility of government. 

How to protect and prepare children in a free society 

After opcninu remarks by conference hosts and Vice-President Gore the day 
will be comprised of short video presentations and discussions focused on the lamil) 
•uKl the media Attached is a detailed description the conlerence tormat. 



r O N F E R E N C E FORMAT 

" F A M I L Y REUNION IV: T H E FAMILY AND T H E MEDIA" 
Tennessee Center for the Performing Arts 

Nashville, TN July 10, 1995 

W E L C O M E 
8:30-8:45 

Dr. Erickson will open the conference and introduce 
Representative Bill Purcell (Slate of Tennessee) 
Representative Purcell will introduce Mayor Bredesen 
A4ayor Bredesen will welcome the crowd to Nashville 
Representative Purcell will introduce the Vice President 
The Vice-President will welcome The President. 

OPENING REMARKS: Vice President Gore ^-"^ 
The Vice President will make opening remarks and then introduce 
the video. 

VIDEO C O L L A G E , "MIXED MESSAGES" 9:05-9:15 
Assembled by Jeffrey Cole, Director, 
UCLA Center for Communieation Policy 

This collage is designed to show the confusing images, both positive and 
negative that media offers to children about family, life, sex, and marital 
relationships and resolution of conflict through violence. 

TOWN H A L L M E E T I N G : T H E IMPACT OF T H E MEDIA 9:20-10:20 
C U L T U R E ON C H I L D R E N AND FAMILIES 

YOU and the Vice-President move on stage together, and YOU will make 

brief remarks. 
Discussion: WHAT ARE THE GOOD AND BAD INFLUENCE AND 

USES OF THE MEDIA? 
Moderator: The Vice President 

This session will explore the impact of media on children and 
families from the perspective ofthe experts who have researched this field 
and from the perspective of community members who serve children and 
families in various capacities. 

Communitv members in the panel will be a juvenile court judge, rabbi, 
and metro policeman from the domestic violence unit. Expert members will be 
delegates from various medical as.sociations, academics with extensive 
backgrounds in research and representatives of organizations designed lo 
promnic. an aclive agenda. 



'GONE TOO FAR?" (30 MINUTES) c \ ^ r ^ 
Tipper Gore will introduce a film by Sam Kauffmami, Chairman, School ol 
Broadcasting & Film, College of Communication, Boston Umyersily 

The film will present the views of a wide variety of childi en 
an.swenng similar questions .such a.s: "Do the families you .see porirayed ^ 

remind you of oursT "What advice would you give lo the idea industry^ ,elc 

FORUM: T H E MEDIA INDUSTRY P E R S P E C T I V E 1 
Representative from many facets of media. 
Discussion- "WHERE DOES MEDIA COME FROM'^ WHO DLCl 

WHAT WE SEE AND HEAR?" 
Moderator: The Vice President 

The panel is comprised of representative of networks, sojtwar 

television, production, .syndication, children's television, acting and 

advertising. 

LUNCH 

1:05-12:10 

DES 

e. public 

12:10-2:00 

Speaker Pro Tern Louis DeBerry 

MEDIA T E C H N O L O G I E S OF T H E FUTURE: HOW W I L L 
T H E Y CHANGE T H E EQUATION? 
Moderator: The Vice President 

Alan Kay and Esther Dyson, CEO of Edvenlure will observe and disciLs: 

three demonstrations of technology. 

2:30-3:30 

WHAT IS T H E RESPONSIBILITY OF GOVERNMENT? 
A P O L I C Y DISCUSSION 
Panel Discussion: WliAT IS THE CURRENT REGULATORS 
1 ANDSCAPE'^ WHAT IS THE ROLE AND EFFICACS OF 

REGULATIONS AND RATINGS? 
Richard Heffner, Newlon Minow, Floyd Abrams, Reed Hundl 
Moderator: Kathleen Hall Jamieson 

3:35-4:35 

4:35-5:35 
HOW CAN W E P R O T E C T AND PREPARE CHILDREN 
HOW C A ^ ^ SOCIETY? WHO IS RESPONSIBLE? 

' s ' i ' ! o n W ? S T HAVE WH LEARNED ' WE CAN ADAP^^rO 
OUR USE'̂  WHAT RESPONSIBILITY DO EACH OF US f hFLJ HOW 
IMPORTANT IS THIS ISSUE TO THE FUTURE OF FAMIUES AND 

C H I E D R E N ; ^ WHA T ARE OUR OPFIONS':' 
Moderator; The Vice I'resideni 

( ONCl l.iSiON: , , 
llKinks and Concluding Remarks: The Vice 1 resideiii 
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TOWN HALL MEETING: THE IMPACT OF THE MEDIA CULTURE ON 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

9:20 - 10:20 A.M. 

This session will explore the impact of media on children and families from the 
perspective of the experts who have researched this field and from the perspective of 
community members who serve children and families. Community members on the 
panel will be a juvenile court judge, a rabbi, and metro policeman from the domestic 
violence unit. Expert members will be delegates from various medical associations, 
academics with extensive backgrounds in research and representatives of organizations 
designed to promote an active agenda. 

YOU and the Vice-President will move onto the stage together, and he will 
defer to you for brief remarks. The panel will be seated in groups on various staging 
platforms around you. The Vice-President will moderate the session and will sit or 
walk around among panel participants. He will take questions from the panel as well 
as the audience seated on the stage or from the larger audience. 

At the conclusion of the town hall meeting, "Gone Too Far," a film by Sam 
Kauffmann, will be shown. The film will present the views of a wide variety of 
children answering questions such as: "Do the families you see portrayed remind you 
of yours?" "What advice would you give to the media industry?" At the conclusion of 
the film, the next discussion will begin. 

Attached is a copy of panelists' biographies for the Town Hall Meeting. 



Panelists' Biographies 

PANEL I 

' T H E _ ^ ^ P A C T O F ^ H E ^ ^ 

ADDITION * ^ * *• * y ' ' ; ' ' ^ Cam/J^/Vae. /W/l ACT, which 

the First Lady. / 

CHen. Oenler Oireoto,. KOBO C o n , . « i T f a ^ e ^ ^ e " ; .o 
CA Dr Chen is the author of Jhe Smnrt Parent s 3̂  the Harvard Graduate 
parents and educationa, groups. " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J - ^ T t h e ' S d ^ ^ T ^ Workshop. KQEO, the 

students. 

Jeffrey Colo. DUocior. UCLA CeMer for C — i c a ^ ^ l " Prolet whfch will S u e 
serves as Prineipal Investigator of the Network ^ ' f " J ^ „ ^ ° ~ , , h o , e d a lO-page survey in 
annual reports to the networks. Congress and the natK>n^ He co ^^^^^^ ,^ 

- the . e a d e . v of Televis.on . t s 

and Sciences on violence early next year. 

O. B,Hop of >He S t Psu , Ares S y n o . ^ f ^ ^ f - ^ ^ ^ l ^ H T h a " 'an 
An,erica. Ordained in 1958, the Rev. Erdahl ^ ' ' l ^ ^ f ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ ^ l ^ books inoluding l e n 
independent study on peace and ,ust.ce issues 

• ^ : ; ^ ^ Z c ^ ; ^ v e co-authored and produced the book and vtdeo, b 

y^p,,p I attcr On Marriage. 

L e o n . r , O. . o n . C . s , o f Can,.-.ss,on on V o o . J ^ o n c . of 
A s s o c M o n . Ann Arbor. M l Tor P/^'J^^J^f^"mes be o both the U.S. Senate and House of 
aggression in children. He has testified , „ „ ,„p,crnentation and 
Representatives on the effects of violence in « " " . ^ ^ . . ^ . . J , Gold Medal Av.uro 
evalll-'ilioii of violence prevention progiam.s. In 1 3 9 - 1 ' ^ • 
' O I L , I . Conlnbution to Psychology m Ihe 1-ublic In.eio.t. 

« o „ . M ,/ n . . . r Oirecor of Co,,,™.r,/c»,,o,, «e .e» .c . O - ^ . Sc.oof o . ^ - ^ 

^ ^ : : ; e h e , ,n toe aieas of consuine, soc i . . i ^ . ion . . c ^ c o i i i ^ i . i ô  



: „ , 3 i c h is tor ian, 

•

i , . . r Rabbi o f Congregat ion Mica lh Nashvi l le, Amer ican popular 

s t h A . / ^ - - ^ ^ wide ly on the subject of J e - " ^ ' ; , ^ ° ; : ^ ^ ' ^ P 3 ° " Family and Chi ldren 's 

Commiss ion . 

Violence in the Family and -s on the e ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

nr.in-Free Tennessee. . -r i r TY 

~-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ - - °' 
Psychiat r ic Phys ic ians. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Ik / / / . Prior to his e lect ion to 

\ Hn C Nefson. Tras.eo. An ,c r i cen ' W ^ * " ' ^ " - , ^ ' ; ^ ^ - ; , ^ " ' Counci l on Legislat ion f r o m 

r Board o f T rus tees , Dr. ^ ^ ^ ^ : : ^ Z Z : Z as i ts Chairntan. He , P ' e - ' ed 

^̂ r̂ô r̂ŝtort;rn:;̂ n̂r̂^̂^̂^ 
scores ot lec iureb d orinl«scent educat ion, and the T U I U I B ^ ,/,Tai to physic ians 

^ r a r s o r e S ^ ^ % T v r t - ; r : : ^ r e congress iona l c o . n t . t t e e s en issues . t a . t ^ P 
and their 9^^"^^-^^ ^, ^ ^ * ^ ^ **** ^ * * 

^-r.^^/, . AQT P A N E L * * * 

• • M O V E D F R O M L A S T P^^^^^^^ ^ P - ^ ^ -

rpix'Trô rrfô ê ^̂  
is present ly the President o the _Nashyale B , . ^ ^ , „ „ < „ , „ , 

-.̂ :ti:n':'̂ :nr̂ !::n.̂ rH;'p;!sc;ses.̂ ^ 
; ,3veh ia t iv hav ing ^e iv ioes and Minon ty and Nanonal . , . . i • 

DiiecK.1 of me APA OII1..C., c. 
- I\IV1 t I^Jr'W YOrr\, 

Po.-.u-„an IS Ihe author ol ^ ' ' ^ f ' ' " l : ^ ^ " : , ; ^ ^ , : , . , ^ . . into 8 langoaces, ' » ^ 33 
C . , i s r ^ - U 0 J > a l ] : i . " ; n , ; rnat iona l penodicals. He has taught a, 
a l l l ^ ^ ITThe wor ld and w n t i e n to , many 



3 univers i ty professor, a unioue honor held by only . . p r o f e s s o r s in 

years and was appointea 

^^university. . „ <;f>,nford University. 
w r h a i r Depar tment o f Communica t ion , ,^ang6 and on 

Rober ts , ^ ^ - ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ " t f ' ' ; ; d u c t e d research on Pe^suas.on and aU t u ^ ^ ^.^^^ 
S.a. forc/ . Dr. ^ ^ ^ - ^ j ^ ^ ^ : 3 ' J - t l V examining the ^̂ .̂  ^ y , and language tor 
, , - i ,dren f - -^^^^^^^ 3 sys tem to rate v io lence, 
adolescents . Receni iy , 
the compu te r so f twa re industry. ^ ^ , , , , v . * - - - ^ * * - ^ 

— * p a n n i n g and Development , Annie ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M3Yor of Philadelphia 
; , . / p / . S^ / r / . ^ ^ ' 7 / 3 % f r smi th served as execut ive a ^ - s t a n to t - ^^^y^^^^^ 

on Fathers and Pamilies at the Unive, 

h o o i f a o u l t y ^ . . . . . . . . .^^ 

J /m S,eyer, Founder - f ^ ^ ' ^ ^ — ; a " - p r o ^ ' i n g the ^ x l ^ T ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ , 

^ ; : r l ; t r r ^ r c V : ; : . Oefense PU^^ 

work ing lu . u , - - . 

also served as a consultant;o the Na \„d Bducatien. Te.c„er. Collese. 

empower , ow at the Center ' o ' Researci , on e^.|n^^^ , , , , posit iveU 

w a s a pre-doc to ia l ' ^ f ^ ' ; ,esearch interests involve J ; ^ „ n d career 

Chi ldren ICRITC), and he ecent „ , h i even ,en , , sexual k n o A l e d g 

10 enhance s tudents self-e.-.leen , -

aspirat ions 
o..„,./,,'s chili'. 11"-' 

. . , e . , . e a , „ C O , ^ - ^ i f , ^ n ^ ^ S r i o ^ , - ' ^ ^ ^ 

' - r r !r;::o s:n a ;̂: 5^ p-:::;r.j -SCHOOL 
prog ian i in ing to , . . h i l d i » - ^ p .H lND Tl-l^ S< :N S, „ n , ^^^^^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂^ 
Te^^yisioi . VJoi l ishop, Si:SAivic , , i ^̂ ^̂ .̂  , , „ c l e s o . ; Televis ion 
The' au tho i oi ed. to i o l nun.eio. i . . ooL.^^ , ^̂ ^̂ ^ c . L l . -
chilriien and oihc. audience... • 



• Ass oiation to be the violence monitor for the cable industry. 

^ • b e r t on the issue of violence in the family, bgt. vvy , „ „ „ e n t titled "Cries for Help-
i n g r e s s on that topic and been the sub.eet o ' E ^ ^ ^ l f ^ r p r o s e c u t o r s , judges and 

Domestic Violence. 



What Do We Know? 
The Impact of the Media on Children 

The fact that media, especially TV, has an enormous and direct impact on children is 
no longer in dispute. Thousands of studies show that children's imagination, aggression, 
world view, social behavior, learning patterns, etc. are affected, both positively and 
negatively, as the result of exposure to media. Half of all children in the U.S. have 
televisions in their rooms. A study shows that 25 minutes of PBS programming or Saturday 
morning cartoons cause 1/2 a "standard deviation" in learning (+ and -) in children. In the 
absence of over-stressed, working parents, television has become a third parent in the home. 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING 
Public broadcasting is one of the best examples we have of a success story on 

television. A recent study confirmed what many have known for years, educational 
programming on public television can help kids learn. Public broadcasting signals are 
available to over 98% of American families and public broadcasting stations carry on average 
of 6 hours of educational programming for children each day. Commercial broadcasting 
stations, on the other hand, provide very little educational programming for children -- some 
as little as one half hour per week. Cable is developing educational alternatives for children 
but about 40 percent of families do not have cable, and some cable systems do not carry 
children's programming on the basic package. 

V C R s AND V I D E O T A P E S 

In the last few years, as VCR's have moved into 85% of households in the United 
States. The market has reacted with a wide variety of positive educational videos, which 
allow children to imagine and explore. Due to the increased availability of educational 
videos, this seemingly simple technology provides parents with a positive alternative to other 
programming and has tremendous potential to helping kids leam. 

COMPUTERS AT HOME AND SCHOOL 
Computer technology can be a positive tool for families in homes and schools. A 

five year report ( 1987 - 1992) by the Sacramento School District found that students using 
multimedia and telecommunications show improved attitudes toward reading, social studies, 
and science and became more active and independent in learning. In 1994, 700 home 
educational software tides were on the market -- 250 additional software tides are projected to 
be released annually. 

STUDY AFTER STUDY CONFIRMS A LINK BETWEEN TV AND VIOLENCE 
In 1972, the U.S. Surgeon General issued the report "Television and Growing Up; The 

Impact of Televised Violence," which postulated a link between viewing violent television 
programs and real life aggression. Ten years later, the report was reviewed and updated by 
the National Institute of Mental Health, which confirmed findings of the onginal report stating 
that "recent research confirms the earlier findings of a causal relationship between viewing 
televised violence and later aggressive behavior." 

In 1984 the U.S. Surgeon General Task Force on Family Violence released a report 
stating that "the evidence is becoming overwhelming that just as witnessing violence in the 



home may contribute to normal adults and children learning and acting out violent behavior, 
violence on TV and in the movies may contribute to the same result". 

Psychological impact 
The American Psychological Association, in studying the effects of television violence 

on children, reports that there is absolutely no doubt that higher levels of viewing violence on 
television are correlated with increased aggressive-attitudes and behavior. Children's 
exposure to violence in the mass media, particularly at young ages, can have harmful lifelong 
consequences. Aggressive habits learned early in life are the foundation for later behavior. 
Overly aggressive children who have trouble in school and relating to peers tend to watch 
more television; the violence they see, in turn, reinforces their tendency toward aggression, 
compounding their academic and social failure. These effects are both short-term and long 
lasting: A longitudinal study of boys found a significant relationship between exposure to 
television violence at 8 years of life and anti-social acts - including senous violent criminal 
offenses and spouse abuse - 22 years later. 

In addition to aggressive and often violent behavior toward others, viewing violence 

on television also: 

increases fear of becoming a victim of violence, vvdth a resultant increase in 
self-protective behaviors and increased mistrust of others; 
increases desensitization to violence, resulting in calloused attitudes toward 
violence directed at others and a decreased likelihood to take action on behalf 
of the victim when violence occurs [behavioral apathy]; and 
increases viewers' appetites for becoming involved with violence or exposing 
themselves to violence. 

Television Viewing Time and Violence 
Ninety-eight percent of American homes have at least one television which is watched 

for an average of 28 hours by children between the ages of 2 and 11 and for 23 hours by 
teenagers. Children from low income families are the heaviest watchers of television. 

Recent studies estimate that children spend twice as much time watching television as 
they do in the classroom. Before finishing grade school, the average child will already have 
watched, on average, 8000 murders and 100,000 acts of violence on TV. 

Children tend to watch equal quantities of daytime and prime time television programs 
and make up 6 percent of the viewing audience even after 10:30 pm. Even two year olds in 
America are estimated to spend on average, 60 days a year in front of the TV set. 

The level of violence on commercial television has remained constant during nearly 
two decades. In prime time, there are five to six violent acts [on average] per hour; there are 
20 - 25 violent acts per hour on Saturday morning children's programs. Furthermore, graphic 
violence, sexual content, and mature themes are readily accessible in the 60 percent of homes 
in which cable television and VCRs are available. 



IIVIPACT OF IVIEDIA ON CHILDREN 

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

I) TV, computers, videos and other media seem to offer so much potential as educational 
tools. What do we know about the positive impact of media on children's learning 
capacity and social development? 

2) We hear reports that the typical American child sees 32,000 murders on TV by the 
time he/she is 18. What does this really meanl 

How does such exposure affect most children? 

3) Parents, teachers, and other caregivers help determine children's access to media. How 
much do they know about both the good and bad effects of media on children? 

When they have access to information about the effects, are there significant changes 
in what they allow their children to see? 

4) How can parents, teachers, and caregivers mitigate the negative impact of media on 
children and accentuate the positive? 

What are the best efforts underway to help them leam to use media in positive ways; 

5) The media industry largely determines what is seen and heard by the American public. 
How much do producers, actors, owners and syndicators of media know what 
researchers arc finding about the impact of media on children? 

If so, is this knowledge factored into their decision-making? 

6) Docs the impact of media on children vary significantly by socioeconomic strata, 
region, gender, etc.? 

If so, what iniportant conclusions emerge from these obscn'atioiis? 
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FORUM: THE IVlEDlA INDUSTRY PERSPECTIVE 
11:05 - 12:10 

This session will focus on the industry perspectives on the issue of family and 
the media. The panel is comprised of representatives of networks, software, public 
television, production, syndication, children's television, acting and advertising. 
Questions raised by the film and the previous panel will be a good jumping off point 
to discuss the actions industry has already taken and to explore the dynamics of the 
entire system. 

Attached is a copy of panelists' biographies for the Forum. 



Panelists' Biographies 

Panel 2 

. . . . * . . . - - - - * - ' * * * * * * * ' * ' * A D D m O N - * - Mr. Andros recently 

; „ * e w ^ . . « . f o . n , e r . n , c e O . r ^ ^ : : ^ : ^ ^ - X : ^ , o a . ~ , .cchnCosv. "T.e TV 
fended Technidyne in order to <'<^"^°PJ'"f established Hy-Gain Electron.cs 
r„»rdian- The Parent's TV Manager. Pnor to this, ne communications products 

ianovativo product designs. 
' . " . : . . . . . . . • " ' " " " * • — • • ^ „ „ . „ j t o ™ Ms Burrish has been act,ve in the 
Paniafe BurisI,, ElervenUry SchooTTo^'^P'". f ^ - f f ^ ' ' 3,3^ ,he district teacher trair^er 
" ^ h o c i ; telecommunications P ™ ) = « - ^ f ^ l^ - '^ ,„ 'and project ieader at EaKin school for 
;or the Apple Classrooms ° Tomorrow Ou^-^<*^P^^^ ^,„„,3see Teacher o, the Year. 
2 , s t Cent^n, aassrooms. « 3 5 , ^ 

^ V h ^ T h e Computer Martet lists her as o 

. „e„ ,««or„ C . P . < - re^c^er. ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ 1 1 ^ : ^ ^ ^ P - - - < ^ '̂ ^ 
teaches computer skills f^tworldWideWeb in schools. 
BellSouth which is pioneering the use of ^ ^ ^^^^^^^ ^ 

. a . „ . a . f e £xec. r ,V. OUoo. r . > < ^ : ! ^ : Z : ^ ! 1 : : r " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - ^ 
computerized clearinghouse for ^ h i W - " s te evs, ^^^^ ^ 3,!p„,nt.d 
extensive career in b ' - f ^ ^ - ^ r ' t r n o X U m e s ^ i - l - ^ ^^32, she was appoint, 

::r^i^:::t:rr:;:«—f;^^^^ 
, . , A D D r n C ) N ^ c]Q/] CM . 

K,,v is I^CSI k n o w n i . . . Uv.. K.c, ^ „b,quM,.)us o v « l a p P " - 9 - ' - " n o ° - - Resesn 

o b , = c . o r , e n , « P - a ' — " ' ' ; ^ , , j e d u c a . o a w a s . c a . a W : . ,o . , . c o . . . e a a n . 

c o n t i n u e s l o be b o u i c c o. ^ ^ . , 



Rhei Penman and D a n r t v l D l t d i ^ t h e ^ s & i s h n r ^ ^ the Paramount Studios Child Care 
Center, the first on-site facility at any studio. 

^ , . r n h , rrcrfffrnr E " " " " Fn,er,.!nment Group and Founder of CIVITAS, Chicago. ILL (n 

C h i c l i J T p ^ ^ f i l i t o ^ a t h l e t e s and televrsicn and radio personalities. 

A , e . Kroll. Incoming Chair o i THo " " ^ f j - ^ - t t l T e V m t i c a f 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Rubtcam. Neyr York, NY f^r. Kroll served as Chair " ^^^^^^^ .^^^^ "sponsible for most ol 
Agencies and as Vice Chair of the Ad ^""nc'l the O^ganizat^n that^^ ^^^^^^^ ^ .^^ 

rêLry-grttr-x'̂^̂  
predecessors to the New York Jets. 

eeraldfne Uybourne. Creafor and yidenf. mo.a.deo^mL^^ 

=T;-stĉ ;̂ .̂L-mprpp3̂^̂^̂  
s h T n o r ' o ^ r : b i s ^ r e ^ ^ ^ ^ I n l could have a childhood." 

^rom Sefleck. ProducerMCor. rWSProduo.on.^^^^^ 

involved with many ---"'aXnfn'Ntw^orTa^^^^ '''' '"^"'^ 
benefit single parent welfare children m Ne« ; ° J ^"V- ^ production company 
in numerous films and television programs. ^ ^ S ^ ' ^ " p f ^ ^ and NBC 
for Xhich he has executive produced TV series and telefilms for ABC. CBS. and NBC. 

J a c , Va ,ant f .a^a„dCBO.^ ,oaonPloU. reA.soc la ,on^^^^^^ 

wTtten seviral books and numerous articles for national publications. 

represented The rr^otion picture and television ^ ^ ^ f ^ -n he 1 993 Ĝ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ Cor^nVittee for 
Geneva. He is on the board of nun.erous organizations inJuding the L.n.yc 
Hunnnn Rights. 

Ken Wsles. E.ecu.I .e Producer o f ,/,e CBS ^ " " ^ - ^ f ^ ^ ^ f ^ : ^ Z : ; ^ Has 
Wales was Vice President of Production of Walt Disney Picture. The ^ 
co-produced manv other TV productions including the first " ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ , 3 „ , c 
JOHN STEINBECK'S EAST Of EDEN, starnng Jane Seymour^ Q F THE P NK PANTHER. Bunging 
produced many films wHh Blake Edwards including REVENGE OF THE PINK PAN 



C RISTY to the screen ha<i been a 20-year long labor of love. 

: ^ o : e a o ^ , r r Pictures Television. Previous^^^^^^^^^^ 

^::tm;i;:^r "L7=tnTS^^ = - - - -
both in Boston and in a multi-lingual classroom in Puerto Rico. 



Industry Perspectives On The Media 

Most sectors agree that while some aspects of the media are helpful to society, there is 
a need for change. But there is wide disagreement as to who is at fault and who should take 
the responsibility to make changes. By examining the "circle of blame," we can better 
understand how a complicated web of ratings and economics combine to create a system in 
which each party feels powerless because "someone else" creates the problem. Following are 
some observations about the industry perspective. 

BROADCASTERS 
The National Association of Broadcasters opposes blocking wth the use of ratings and 

the "V chip" technology whether it is mandatory or voluntary. They believe that producers 
and creators should limit violence on their own. While they provide advisories for violence 
on screen and in newspaper listings, they are against sending advisories electronically, which 
would enable parents to block programs based on these advisories. The main reason is a fear 
that they will lose advertising revenues. Even a small reduction in viewership could translate 
into losses in a business that counts hundredths of percents of viewship shares. Supporters 
of the V chip argue that the only viewers they would lose are children, who are not the target 
audience for advertisers on violent or adult programs. Broadcasters are not convinced. 
Broadcasters also argue that ratings would be impossible in the television industry with its 
short turnarounds and the sheer volume of programs each year. 

In response to some of the criticism, the Broadcasting Industry has agreed on standard 
parental advisories for violence, and they have funded a study to determine how much 
violence is on TV and at what times. Among the networks, CBS has been the most 
adamantly opposed to blocking. While ABC has been more receptive, CEO Tom Murphy 
has been unwilling to take a position opposed to the National Association of Broadcasters. 

PRODUCERS 
The Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) opposes legislation on TV 

violence and also has objections to ratings and blocking technology. Despite being one of the 
oldest rating systems, the MPAA argues that there is too much television programming to 
ever consider rating it all. Others involved in the production community object to ratings, 
but not as strenuously as the MPAA. The Writers Guild is concerned with the impact of 
ratings, although they maintain that advertisers already censor their work every day. 

C A B L E PROGRAMMERS 
The proposal for blockings and ratings was created by HBO and Showtime. It is 

supported by premium or pay channels. Other cable programmers, dependent on advertising, 
support it to varying degrees. Ted Turner strongly supports both blocking and ratings. At 
the other end of the spectrum, Kay Koplovitz of USA Network (partially owned by ABC) 
strongly opposes any movement toward more regulation. 



The National Cable Television Association (NCTA) has supported voluntary ratings 
and voluntary blocking technology. They oppose legislation mandating ratings or blocking 
technology. On February 1, 1994, NCTA announced its Voices Against Violence campaign. 
The initiative calls for the development of a violence rating system, an industry appointed 
outside monitor, viewer discretion technology and a parental advisory system. Twenty-five 
cable channels signed onto this initiative. 

C A B L E OPERATORS 
Cable operators have generally not taken a position on the issue of TV violence -- they 

have left it to the programmers. 

TELEVISION MANUFACTURERS 
Television set manufacturers have been working for the past couple of years to 

establish standards for the inclusion of blocking technology in television sets. They oppose 
the Conrad amendment because they do not want a mandate to build-in this technology --
they would like to use it as a marketing tool for higher end sets only. They also oppose the 
amendment because it would require them to build-in technology that will not work unless 
broadcasters send ratings. However, i f ratings are mandated, they would have fewer 
objections to the technology being mandated. 

ADVERTISERS 
Generally, advertisers do not oppose efforts to reduce television violence through 

voluntary, industry controlled ratings and blocking. They do, however, oppose boycotts and 
object to proposals to publish lists of the most violent programs and their sponsors. While 
the advertisers claim that they have little influence over programmers, the largest advertisers 
have access to programs in their development stage as do advertising agencies which 
represent large clients. To the extent that advertisers buy spot advertising, they do not 
always know where it will appear. However, they do give their agency guidelines which 
could include, "no programs with excessive violence." 

SYNDICATORS 
Individual program producers have spoken out against blocking technology but not in 

any organized way. I f ratings were instituted, syndicators would probably have to rate their 
programs before selling them. Individual station managers often do not have the equipment 
to rate programs and insert the electronic rating in the program signal. 



FORUM: THE MEDIA PERSPECTIVE 

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

1) The media industry is comprised many differcnt groups - owners, creative forces, 
advertisers, syndicators, and others. What arc the relative powers of the differcnt 
groups in determining what Americans sec and hear? 

1 read in the Post recently that close to $100 million will be spent promoting Seinfeld 
syndicated reruns this fall...more than it costs to mn a Presidential campaign. What 
are the implications of these enormous expenditures and what does it say about 
American values? 

3) We are often told that violence and sex sell - that other creative and ethical 
considerations must take a backseat to the market. Yet many companies seem to be 
making money on content that could be considered educational and supportive of 
positive cultural values. 

What does the industry come down on this debate? 

Where are the current trends leading? 

4) Export statistics show the popularity of violence and sex-filled American movies and 
TV shows around the world. To what extent do perceived tastes of the international 
aftcrmarket drive content decisions at home? 

5) As you know, I gave a speech earlier this week in Georgetown about responsible 
citizenship. I believe deeply that the vitality and well-being of America is connected 
to our capacity to believe in our future — to take responsibility for making things 
better for ourselves, our families and our communities — to find ways to live with 
our differences. 

How is the media helping to support these vital forces in America today? 

('•)) What would you change to enable the media industry to have morc positive impacl on 
children and our society? 

What would make such change possible? 
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Media Technology 

There is a breadth of new technologies that have an impact on families ~ somenmes 
positively and sometimes not. New technologies will inevitably give parents more control 
over the kinds of programming that come into their home and can provide a much ncher, 
much more varied selection of programming. The afternoon session of the family conference 
will demonstrate and explore the impact of these new emerging technologies. 

T H E OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES 

Used properly, new technology offers us the chance to avoid the problems created by 

television. 

Technology offers parents new, affordable, easy-to-use tools to control the media that 
their children have access to through technologies like the v-chip, video-on-demand, 
and surf-watch for the Internet, (see below for discussion) 

New media will provide a huge increase in the variety and quality of programming 
available to families. Since parents will be able to select from thousands of different 
TV programs and educational games, there will be increased access to and demand for 
quality programming. For instance, cable television brought us the Discovery 
Channel, video-on demand can bring educational programming into the home when 
children'are at home, CD-Roms can bring powerful educational tools into the home 
and the Internet allows children to explore new worids. 

At the same time, new technologies, like the Internet and video games, will present 
families with new challenges as children have new ways to access adult material 
(pornography, violence, etc.). Already, the private sector is responding to these new 
challenges with technological solutions. For instance, a program called Surf-Watch, 
allows parents to control the types of material their children can explore on the 
Internet. 

S P E C I F I C T E C H N O L O G I E S 

T E L E V I S I O N 
There are a number of technologies that have or are being developed for television that give 
parents more control over the content of television programming that comes into their homes. 
Some technologies allow parents to choose what channels their children can watch and when. 
Some companies think that a technology that blurs objectional material is the answer. Here in 
the US, debate has focused on a technology called the V-Chip. (memo attached) 

V-CHIP During Senate floor consideration of the telecommunications bill, an 
amendment offered by Senators Conrad and Lieberman to limit the exposure of 
children to television violence was accepted. The "V-chip" or "C-chip" (the same 
thing) was adopted by a vote of 73 to 26. The Administration supports the 



amendment. The V-chip enables parents to set their television to block violent or 
obscene programs that carry an identifying rating or advisory from the programmer. 
The technology does not actually require a new chip in the TV but instead piggy backs 
on the closed caption chip already in television sets. It is estimated that when in mass 
production the new technology could cost less than a dollar per TV. 

If industry has not adopted a ratings system within a year, the Conrad amendment 
calls for a ratings system to be developed by a Television Ratings Commission 
consisting of industry and parents. Broadcasters oppose the V chip blocking 
technology because they are concerned that advisories or ratings will cause advertisers 
to pull their sponsorship of programs. 

Satellite TV ~ New satellite broadcast services now becoming popular also have new 
technology that give parents more control over content. Direct TV and USSB, two satellite 
broadcasting companies, offer subscribers the ability to block programs based on a movie 
rating. Also, they have committed to allow subscribers to block programs based on advisories 
or ratings sent by cable programmers or broadcasters. 

Information Superhighway - The National Information Infrastructure (and particulariy 
interactive TV) gives parents much more power over their video programming, and also 
provides a richer sources of educational and entertainment material. (Video on demand 
allows parents to choose when they view more adult programming and when they view family 
or educational programs. Other new technologies will eventually allow parents to better 
communicate with their children's teachers, to retrieve classroom assignments at home, or to 
visit the library of Congress electronically. This Administration is committed to ensuring that 
every classroom is hooked to the National Information Infrastructure by the year 2000. 

On-Line - Recent media stories about the Internet have focussed on pornography, hate 
speech, and runaway teens. While this new technology has brought us many of these 
problems, it can probably also provide solutions for many of them. The worse thing we can 
do is to unplug this new technology, preventing children from exploring the vast new worid 
of educational opportunities. While Senator Exon, through an amendment on the 
telecommunications bill, has sought to control or regulate offensive material on the Internet, 
the industry has responded with technology to solve the problem. For instance, a group of 
on-line software developers have announced plans to develop browsers, the software that one 
uses to "surf the Internet, that will include parental control devices. One such browser is 
SurfWatch Software, which blocks news groups, web sites, FTP sites, and gopher sites that 
may be considered offensive. SurfWatch maintains a list of inappropriate sites and is 
constantly updated for subscribers. 



What Is The Responsibility Of Government? 

The federal govemment has played and continues to play a significant role in 
preserving the public trust on the public airwaves. However, there is a great deal of debate 
regarding the extent to which the govemment should be involved, and the role and efficacy of 
regulations. 

T H E P U B L I C T R U S T 

The federal govemment has been involved in regulating the nabon's airwaves since the 
federal Radio Act of 1912, when Herbert Hoover was the Secretary of Commerce. In 
reference to the role of the federal govemment, Newton Minow, the Annenberg University 
Professor of Communications Law and Policy at Northwestern University, has said: "Other 
democratic nations around the world who were establishing state-run radio systems on the 
belief that the airwaves were too valuable a resource - for education, for culture, for 
citizenship-to entrust exclusively to private, profit seeking companies. We chose the 
opposite, not only choosing to give for-profit broadcasters access to the people's airwaves, but 
to make them the foundation of the system. In exchange for their privilege, broadcasters were 
required by law to use the airwaves as trustees of the public interest." The meaning of the 
term — public interest — along with questions about who should define it and enforce it have 
been subject to debate ever since. 

CHILDREN'S TELEVISION A C T 
Today the meaning of the public interest is focused on our children. The Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) began regulating children's programming in I960. In 
1984, the FCC eliminated regulations goveming children's programming that had been 
adopted over the years. Arguing that "marketplace forces can better determine appropriate 
commercial levels than our own rules," the FCC dropped long-standing commercial time 
guidelines, including guidelines for children's television. 

Perhaps the most significant development has been the Children's Television Act of 
1990, which: 1) reinstated commercial time limits during children's programming to not more 
than 10.5 minutes/hour on weekends and not more than 12 minutes/hour on weekdays; and 2) 
required that commercial television broadcast licensees, as part of their public interest 
obligations, meet the educational and informational needs of the child audience through their 
overall programming as well as through programming specifically designed to meet the 
educational and informational needs of children. 

Furthermore, the Act required licensees to demonstrate at renewal how they have 
served the educational and informational needs of children, including serving their 
cognitive/intellectual or social/emotional needs. Congress suggested that examples of 
educational or informational shows might include programs like "Fat Albert and the Cosby 
Kids" which dealt in a meaningful way for children with issues such as drugs, divorce, 
friendship, and child abuse. 

In September of 1992, the Center for Media Educabon (CME) released a study of 



stations' compliance with the Act. The study focused on what broadcasters submitted as 
programming spe.cificallv desicned to meet the educational and infonnational needs of 
children. It contained three major findings: 1) entertainment shows such as the Jetsons or Yo 
Yogi were being submitted as specifically designed to be educational programming; 2) very 
few new programs for kids had been created since passage of the Act; and 3) the few new 
programs often were aired at times inaccessible to children. 

The FCC has preliminary reports from a recent field audit that suggest overall 
compliance rates that exceed 90 percent. Also recendy, the FCC released proposed rules on 
the Children's Television Act proposing that each licensee be required to air one hour a week 
of educational programming on its station, and to be responsible for an additional two hours 
of programming that the licensee can pay another licensee in the market to air. Several 
concerns have been raised by children's television advocates about the impact of this proposal. 

REGULATION OF INDECENCY ON TELEVISION AND RADIO 
In the last twenty years. Congress and the FCC have tried on numerous occasions to 

prohibit or drastically restrict broadcast indecency, but until recently the courts have 
consistently held that, because the First Amendment protects indecent material, only limited 
regulation is allowed. In June of 1995, however, the D.C. Circuit upheld the Commission's 
current regulations, which prohibit broadcasting of indecent material during certain hours. 
This ruling has particular significance due to the renewed interest on the part of Congress in 
protecting children from harmful programming. Following are some details of the decision: 

o The Commission's ban on indecent programming was upheld, with slight modificaUon, 
but is was determined that the Commission's ban could not consbtutionally disringuish 
between commercial and noncommercial stations. The Commission's mles banned 
indecent programming on commercial stations from 6 a.m. to midnight and on 
noncommercial stations that sign off at or before midnight from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
The court instructed the Commission to limit the prohibition from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
for all stations. 

o The court held that the govemment has a compelling interest in supporting parental 
supervision of children and in safeguarding the well-being of minors. The court also 
held that the 6 a.m. to midnight restriction was the least restrictive means of furthering 
this interest, since large numbers of children watch television during those hours, while 
adults can watch television after midnight or can view indecent material by other 
means such as video. 

o The court also held that the disparate treatment accorded noncommercial stabons that 
sign off at or before midnight bears no relabon to the government's compelling 
interests, and the distinction therefore violates the First Amendment. Thus, the more 
limited restricbon of 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. must apply to all stabons. 

This decision highlights the First Amendment disbncbon between broadcasbng ajid 
cable television. The Supreme Court held nearly twenty years ago that the unique attributes 
of broadcasting, such as its pervasive presence and its accessibility to children, allow the FCC 



to restrict the exhibition of indecent material on radio and television. Many critics, including 
the dissenting judges, believe that the distinction between broadcast and cable in today s 
market is no longer valid, and that broadcasbng should be enbded to greater First Amendment 
protection, as is cable. 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING 
The govemment has also played a very important role in educational content 

development through public broadcasting. Public broadcasting stabons carry an average of 6 
hours of educational programming for children each day. Public broadcasting signals are 
available to over 98% of American families. Commercial broadcasting stations provide very 
little educabonal programming for children - some as little as one half hour per week̂  While 
cable is developing educabonal altemabves for children, about 40 percent of families do not 
have cable, and some cable systems do not carry children's programming on the basic 
package. 

Public broadcasbng stabons serve as the anchors for other educational and community 
acbvibes PBS Online uses satellite and wired networks to deliver lesson plans, course 
materials and video segments to schools in 20 states. This serves as a critical link in distance 
leaming programs. Mathline is a video, data and voice communications system designed to 
improve students' math achievement. Ready to Leam provides programming targeted to 
preschool children and will be available to day care centers and other care providers. 
Nabonal Public Radio uses computer networks and bullebn boards to distribute in-depth news 
and informabon to schools and libraries. All of these services depend on federal seed money 
through CPB. 

OTHER ASPECTS OF THE GOVERNMENT'S ROLE 
There are several other areas where govemment involvement can be beneficial. For 

instance, the govemment can: 

Work with industry on technologies and standards for systems that enable parents to 
shield their children from adult material on TV and the Internet. 

Spur creabon of high-quality educabonal programming and on-line services by making 
available govemment informabon and video footage (e.g. NASA imagery from space) 

Reform telecommunicabons regulabons to provide for much more competition in video 
and on-line services and thus offer families much more varied and higher quality 
programming. (Much more than just 500 channels of the same old cable 
programming.) 



Options: What Can Different Players Do? 

There are a number of things that various stakeholders can do to approach these 
issues: media literacy, bringing the various facets of the media worid together, the use of 
media to convey pro-social messages, posibve programming for children, and creative new 
rabng systems. Following are some example of what various stakeholders can do: 

Parents 

More closely monitor the TV programming, movies, video games, and on-line services 
that their children use. Limit the total number of hours a week they can watch. 
Provide altemabves to TV (e.g., library books, sports). 

Watch TV with kids, help them understand media better, and set an example by 

watching quality programming. 

Explore how new parental control devices for TV and Intemet can shield children 

from inappropriate material. 

Carefully evaluate video games, CD-ROMs, and on-line services for kids. Many 
companies now provide rabngs for their video games. To encourage other companies 
to do so, parents can avoid buying unrated games (like Doom). 

TV Writers and Producers 

Support development of rabng systems and technologies like the V-chip that will 
enable parents to shield their children from violent or indecent programming. 

Use creabvity to produce positive, pro-family programming. Quesbon the prevailing 

wisdom that "sex and violence sell." 

Broadcasters 

Voluntarily decide to not broadcast violent or indecent programming when children are 

likely to be watching. 

Support development of rating systems and technologies like the V-chip that will 
enable parents to shield their children from adult programming. 

Advertisers 

Forgo sponsoring prime-time programs that are inappropriate for children-no matter 

how high the Nielsen ratings. (A pro-family image can be worth millions in the 

marketplace.) 



Technology companies 

Develop and market new technologies for shielding children from adult material on 

TV and the Internet. 

Use new computer, networking, and video game technologies in constructive ways. 

Schools 

Teach children "media literacy" so that even young children can separate fact from 
fantasy on TV, video games, and in other media. Teach children to be more than just 
passive viewers of media. 

Explore ways to work with parents to help them get control over the TV set. Inform 
parents of organizations that rate programming and video games. 

Others 

Several non-profit groups (e.g. KIDSNET) publish guides for parents to help them 
identify "pro-family" programming and video games. 
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Background Materials - Family and the and Media 

1. 'New Internet Feature Will Make Voluntary Ratings Possible," John Markoff, New 
York Times. 7/3/95. 
A consortium of 59 companies is planning to create a ratings system, similar to the movie 
rating system, to warn of violent or sexual content. 

2. Uncle Bob's Kids' Page 
An example of a positive resource available to kids on the internet. 

3 "TV Violence Tied to Aggression," Henry Hess, Toronto Globe and Mail, 6/17/95. 
University of Chicago study by Dr. Leonard Eron finds links between TV violence and 
aggression. 

4 "The Circle of Blame," Center for Media Literacy 
Difference between media and TV violence, summary of American Psychological Association 

study, myths and realities of TV violence. 

5. "Advance Parental Advisory Plan: A Four-Network Proposal For A Two-Year Test," 
ABC, CBS, NBC, Fox, 6/30/93. 

6. "Industry Initiatives to Address the Depiction of Violence on Television, " 1/10/93. 
Summary of initiatives by major TV networks, cable companies, entertainment industry. 

1. Address by Richard Heffner, Spring 1995. 
Speech on this Rutgers University professor's conversion from absolutist free-speech liberal 
to advocate of public regulation of for-profit entertainment industry. 

8. "Television Values And The Values Of Our Children," Newton Minow, The Annenberg 
Washington Program. Children Now Conference, Keynote Address, March 2, 1995. 
The responsibility to control TV's influence on children's values lies with everyone — 
industry, academia, government, and parents. 

9. "Commencement Address to Boston University," John Sibler, 5/21/95. 
Speech by Boston University President on how the domains of choice and of law have 
eroded the domain of civility and manners. 

10. Polls 
Children and Influence of TV Violence, 7/93. 
Kids and the Information Superhighway, 1/94 
Leon/Yankelovich Youth Monitor Research Highlights, 1995 
Leon/Yankelovich Youth Monitor Kid Trends Since 1987 

11. See No Evil: The Backstage Battle Over Sex and Violence, Geoffrey Cowan. 
"Chapter 12: From Sex to Violence." 
History of FCC regulations from 1976 through 1978. 
"Chapter 13: The Search for Solutions." 

Efforts to reconcile freedom of expression, the quest for high ratings, and sex and violence 

on TV. 
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^ t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M a f s e l e C o n s are Anlma, informafon Data Base, Teacher's Guides, Shamu W. Sea 

World and Busch Gardens Video Classroom 
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UNCLE BOB'S 

SECTION 2 

puzzles - puzzles and brain teasers arch.ed from the newsgroup rec.puzzles and categorized by 

POP - . 0 high artfromthe . . h 

' ™ S J w a i i ! - Exhibits IncludeTriceratops Skull, Tyranno.aurus rex Head, Stegosaun^s 

Skeleton, Baby Hypselosaurus Sculpture ^ Elementary Schools Secondary 

« i l ^ c ^ t d » r S r K-ia school Lists. Has a clickable map of the 

A page - links to dozens o, .̂̂ ^^^^^^^^^ 

iee some of them in the exibitions and galienes. i nere s a. 

^ J S . ' A ^ m e ther^yr^^^^^ P^9^ "om the board than the computer you're playing 

aga'hsf. ,h» mnnection between scientific research and education, and 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ B S S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ computer Graphics . 
Graphics Unit, Graphics, V'sualizat|on, and l^saMy Ĉ^̂^̂^̂^̂  Visualization Branch. 
IMAGER Computer Graphics Lab. Nf SA Sc^nt f.̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ „ p„„des access 

' ^ ^ f ; ^ : * ^ t ' ' ^ t C o n n e c . 4 i s e ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

SSTSTT^nneot four of ^Z"" <"P ^^?/°ew tĥ^̂^̂^̂  use ofthe Web by K-12. and links tc 
• lanine's K-i? Cyherspacf^ Outpost - Has wnai s new, 

- 7 / ) T a X m t r - t a s * : S ™ e r s FAQ. a telnet link .0 the MUSH, fan fiction, episode gule, FTP 

^ ^ ^ I H e H l T , = n ^ " " e ? ° . o u r c e s from all around the world, range from dictionaries to 
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~̂ Ŝ r:n̂ rur̂ ê»̂ ^̂ ^ 
resources, books, etc. 

ESS 

SPOTLIGHT ON H i STAR T R E K 

of the ship. ^ .̂ cr̂ i.oH^ m.ide cast info trivia. Star Trek science. Vote on your .qtar Trek- Th'̂  M'̂ -̂ t Generation - Episode guide, cast inio. iv.d. 

i ^ S . S - ' ' ASCII art, including all the star shrps, 

^ ^ ^ f . A b w r S t h "Jrrtuti Reality game. Requires telnet capability. InstruCiPns are 

5-S^irsrWeb,page this 11̂^̂  3bout 8 megs. 

^ f ^ ^ F A ? ' m s T s f e part Web b S A Q , fully illustrated with ASCI. Art pics. 
- I g ^ S g j ^ T r ^ i r e g n k s to the Voyager and Generations pages. 
- Star Trek - Lots of links to many Star Trek sites. 

^ » ^ S i 5 S i l h d i : e : t r : ^ . . V o u n g S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ S ^ ^ e - K r J S e ^ r p S p Will be either player. or 2. If 

y ^ ^ S ^ I ; o a m \ ' y L \ . o % a f t « ^ 

edifoTs'lnd to ha've th'eir work read and viewed by a — ^̂^̂^̂ ^̂^ ^„ed 'Go'. 
-kPn'.sGoPaqe: Links to everyttiing VO" need to leam̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ Classroom 

^ ' ? J ^ " e s ° ' A " i c unit for cooperative learning across the K - 5 integrated curriculum which ,s an 

* tl^i^SS^ ^ '° ̂ '"'^''''' 

like art. fun andiiSSiTscience ma* museum^ ^̂ .̂ ^ ^^,.„^3, p̂ one 

M ^ l ^ ^ f ^ S ^ e World W,de Web to help get an education. 
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UNCLE BOB'S 

SECTION 3 

^ KidsWeb-AWor,dV.deWebDlgita,Llbra.forSchoo.kids.Everythingislis.edinca,egoriesfrom 

^ astronomy and computers to ^PO-^™ plenty of guide books to tell you abo^t the place 
» S i ^ " d = ' S l e r a ^ d L ^ S l n g s ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

' ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 ^ ; ^ ; , , ^ A page made by Stephen Savitzky for his 9 year old daughter Ka.y. Has 

' ^ ^ 1 ^ provides strong motivation for students to use computer technology while increasing 

l ^ i S f r n r d T n ^ a ^ - - v i e s and the rec.skate FAQ, and pointerto 

^ ^ ^ 2 £ | S A 9 o p h e r . e - w i . h ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

J j ^ S i t e l i S i i l s S S n d s from cart̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ you ^Ln click on the sounds to hear them. 

~«^nt^9wS-s^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
I ibraries Magazines, Museums, Space, Toys. Travel _ images and more. ' J S e r t a u for kids of ^ e Crea ' X a^^^^^^^ ( B - - ^ " " ' • c^i,^nTpHiication P--nMrr.es Page -Creaieo py a 
^ ^ l ^ f ^ i l K r i S S t e i f i d t e i S ^ ^ 

SPOTLIGHT ON STORIES, VERSE AND UTERATURE 

0-nberg version, w,.h separate links for each of the 

^ ^ y ^ S S S ^ ' ^ o ' " ' ' ^ to glf files 0, the illustrations by Tenniel from Lews 

4 t S S ^ ^ - ' o ° - - T h u m b to Cinderella, Snow While, Jack and the Beanstalk, Hansel and 

' ° : ! ' t . l ^ ^ ' « r . L r ; t f o on books mus parodies, and Dr Seuss goes to the movlees. 
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— r, i-i ;,rr.r.hips spd Guides, Electronic 

i » ^ i ^ S h ^ r si!es has dozens and dozens of them. 

A r^RFAT GRIEF - By Hans Christian Andereen. ^ Gutenberg. 
' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ T t ^ ^ B a u ^ w S d l r e n . from the movie. Some 7 % i w i i S 2 0 z L : T h e original story by L- F^nk Bau^^ ^^.^ 1̂  presented m 24 

S ^ a r d r n : ? ^ S s * l ? v ^ 1 = - r ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

~ ^ P . i e c t G u t e n b . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ - ChMienlsJJterature^ A guide for the ^̂ -̂  2 ^nge u na .̂ ^^^^ ^̂ ^̂ .̂  ,̂g_,̂ 3 eectronic 

j o u n i a i o tjn— 
Teachers, Children's Writings 

midwinter fun-fest designed to cure us o' oabn fever. ^ international Museum, we 
j S S n s s S f t h e C z a r s . T h e St It's designed to give you a taste 
SSSi^TTvirtual muiin?iTbnng you a 'o"'of \ r e a ' S ^ 300 years of Russian Czars. 

°Sl£":rb^hdTy?̂ ^^^^^^^^^ 
links to tiiose With home pages. magazine for kids by kids. It has stories, 
^ f ^ ^ i : ^ K i r e s s - i e s for̂ other kids to read in CyberKid 

S 3 i ^ B o r k , b o r k b o . , ^ 

S f t i X r ^ d s ^ S r o p r s f u l T e S ^ ^ - . c a l browser is recommended. 

From the Ontario Science Center Has l.nks to over two 

// ^ ^ ^ i i ^ T ^ ^ i ^ ^ f K ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^̂ ,3 Education Group at the National Center fc 
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^2^o*t?ntnd1dtS—^^^^^ 
^^hoo l classrooms 

SPOTLIGHT ON UPC0I«1NG. CURRENT, AND RECENT EVENTS 
. * Hc^oucintheoavloadbayoftheSpace 

Astro 2 Live - Astro-2 is a high-tech observatory flying ̂ ^^^^^ astronomers to view 

n S . Februarv 27 - Ma7ch 11.1995. o.ct nfthP Web will be back this spring, bigger 
SSS^Ouet̂ ^^^^^^^^^ 
Tonfetn^l "einrhald in W i n Oanns^dt Garn̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  rain ^ e S - ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ i a S e f r X - r 5 S ^^ny rt^rs and streams to oversow, thoug mos y n a . , 

'l̂ nown to be fi^d-prone. ,„i„-,ons. Plus related into on NASA 

^ S S ^ O n t h e m o r n i n g o f . n u a . . , a n e s t i m a t e d . 2 . e a r t h . a k e h i t t ^ ^ ^ ^ 

• - 1 1 - - ^ ^ ^ Has info on official programs, tickets, travel, etc. Also has a t ^ b . 

^ Much ofthe OLYMPIC information is presented m graphical formats such 

i ^ a ' i W i i s - ^ S r 

^ ^ ^ ^ S S ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ s f c t t r i s T Canadian PagesI, Ust̂ of Acfivifies and Links. 
. TheCanadianKldsPaga^Sed^^^^^ , ;̂ ,ô jnd the Worid. ^ 

««;r£:s'',ss ri;r« «-»'••••'••''''''•"•'•'''' 
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•cam'^ Was last updated before ^ ^ A n u m b e r o f s m a l l t e x t f i l e n e w s i t e m s o n M a i o r L e a g u e t e a m . J ^ ^ ^ ^ 

«® ^*"^®„ o . M«<. info on the strike, all divisions of both Q' l f ' "Lrchandise. Ken Griffey Jr. 

-̂ SfiySrcapfB̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
- Rn<.ton Red SojLz Game recaps, P ,;^n .statistics and VOU 

P g g ^ ^ ^unoff ic ial sile. It has player profiles, SkyOome information, statistics 

"can vote for your favorite player. 

S S i ^ ^ T ^ S S ^ e n t r e ^ s d e n e " tourism, environment and mo^e^ ^^^^ 

-S£!!:̂ .̂ :rs,rm»̂ ^̂ ^ - -
; S = ? n d ' S ^ 7 ^ . ange . and due to legal threats by the Louvre 

LeWebLouvre-ArtmuseumontheWeo. inee ^ c w . K 12+ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ % ^ f ! J : i : ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ U.S. Department of Education, U. S. K-12. Servers by State. K-1 

5 ^ ^ i S ^ e Best Gadge^;n994. , , , , , ,3rly instruments ofthe 

^ S S g 5 S r F A Q , n e w s g r o u p , a n n o t a l e d m a t c h e s , p , u s . ^ ^ 

playing on the Net. 

SPOTLIGHT ON H I BASKETBALL 

K/iir̂ haĉ CR f^nnits card, siais, JHU 
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TV violence tied to aggression 
Parents should be %igilaiit over sliows children allowed to watch, researcher says 

rhis 
1 Ger-
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BY HENRV HESS 
Crimt htfontr 

MTOL^ST). Ont. — Yotuig chil­
dren who watch violent televi­
sion shows are likely to behave 
more violently, even after they 
become adults, a US. researcher 
said yesterday. 

Dr. Leonard Eron told dele­
gates to a conference on vio. 
lence that studies have found as 
strong a link between television 
violence and aggressive behav­
iour as the hnk between dga-
rett£6 and Itmg cancer. 

He said the findiiigs have 
been canfinned during several. 

^ decade* irf research backed by 
some of the most highly re-
ganled public health groups in 
North America. 

Now it is time to start acting 
on that knowledge, both by 
curiaiig gratuitous violence and 
by making violent programs less 

f accessible to children, he said. 
P T _ F ^ a University of Chi­

cago psychologist, has spent al­
most four decades studying the 
causes of aggressive behaviour 
— which be defines as utesided 
to injure or irritate — in chil­
dren. 

He Ettiinhled onto the televi­
sion mnnertioo by accident m 
1960, while looking for a link be-
twam. paiBits' child-rearing 
practkxi and aggressive behav-
lour is school 

1 was certain at that tlizie 
that TV was really et no Impor-

no iliffaeux from faliy 
or the movlea, he 

said. 
But the research team threw a 

few questions about television 
into the study, mostly to break 
the monotony. And the study of 
856 children, all third.graders in 
Columbia County, N.Y, yielded 
tmexpected results. 

'Much to our surprise, we 
found that for boys, there 
seemed to be a direct positive re­
lation between the violence of 
the TV programs they preferrwi 
and how aggressive they were m 
school' 

Initially, he said, it was impos­
sible to say that television vio­
lence caused the aggressive be­
haviour. 

But 10 yeare later, the U.S. 
Surgeon-GenCTal's committee on 
television violence commis­
sioned a followmp study, using 
the same group of children, who 

\ were now young adults. 
About half of the original 

sample participated in the fol­
low-up. The most striking find­
ing was the link between what 
the childreo had watched on tel­
evision when they were 8 and 
the tendency to ad aggressively. 
Dr. ErcD said. 

i\ 'Actually, the relation was 
even stronger than It was . . . at 
|age a And further, there was no 
relation between a ytning man's 
aggression at age 19 and the 
amount at TV violence he views 
at that time.* 

In tact, boyi who bad not 
been very aggressive at age 8 

but watched \iolent tele\Tsion 
shows were significanUy inore 
aggressive lO years bier than 
boys who were initially highly 
aggressive but watched less-yio-
lent programs 

The researchers found not 
only that watching television vi­
olence was the most plausible 
explanation for the aggressive 
behaviour, but that other varia­
bles such as IQ, social status, pa. 
rental aggression and church at­
tendance did not seem to make 
any difference. 

A second follow-up 12 years 
later found that the effects of a 
heav-y diet of televised \-iolence 
persisted Into adulthood. The 
men who had watched more vio­
lent television at age 8 had been 
convicted of more senous 
crimes by age 30. They were also 
more aggressive when drunk 
and were likely u> treat their 
own children more harshly. 

Dr. E>on said it s likely the 
children picked up attitudes and 
ideas about sol\-ing interper­
sonal problems tliai they carried 
with them. 

I Over the past two decades, ad­
ditional studies sponsored by 
the Surgeon-GeneraL the Na­
tional Institute of Mental 
Health, the American Psycho, 
logical Associanon and the 
Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention have reinforced the 

Other sttidies have foimd 
Uar effects among both boys and 
glrk In Australia, Finland, Israel 

and [island. 
Statistically, Dr. Eron noted, 

the correlation between televl. 
r/sion violence and aggression is 
U about the same as that between 
I smoking and lung cancer, and 

signlflrantly greater than the re­
lationship between mental ill­
ness and aggressiOEL 

Although It Is not the only 
factor (heredity as well as physi­
cal, neurological aiid environ­
mental factors also play a part), 
it can 00 longer be ignoied as a 
contributing cause of violence in 
society, he said. 

I Some al the worst offenders 
are Saturday morolog cartoooa. 
he said, and these seem to have 
as much If not more effect on 
children's behaviour than shows 
using live cbaiacters. 

He igged parenta to limit 
their children s televmnn VTPW" 

The Globe and Mail , Saturday, June 17, 1995 

General 
overhaul 
of CBC 
urged 
'Tinkering' 

no longer enough 
BY HUGH WmSOR 
PMtUiwuMf Bsraaa 

OTTAWA — After • year of bear­
ings and research, the ̂ "^mftnt 
heritage committee has aban­
doned its origlna] mandate to 
make specific reoommendatians 
for changes to the CSC. Instead, 
it calls for a general overtiaul of 
tbe CBC to root out i~mrn»^ 
des. 

According to a late draft of 
the report leaked yesterday to 
Oina tiian Press, "The days are 
gone when tinkering bee and 
there can ensure tbe continued 
success of tbe corpoiaticn. We 
have come to tbe ccndusfon 
that the corporation must be re-
engineered.' 

The report falls far short of 
tbe mandate given to the heri­
tage committee last year, to 
study how tbe CBC should 
adapt to tbe new woiid of direct 
broadcast satellites and to'a 
multicbannel univene. > 

Tbe committee was also SIQ>. 
posed to propose new sources nf 
funding. The CBC faces a t380-
million cash shortfidl wttUn 
two years, tbe result of past (aAd 
future) cuu to Its paiHamentary 
grant by tbe former Cottserva-
tive govemment and by tbe Lib­
erals in tbelr latest btidget 

Ijistead of nmifir^ funding 
recommendations, or comment­
ing on tbe government's brok^ 
camraign promise to provitle 
stable ftinding for tbe CBC Ibr 
five years, tbe report states tl&t 
in tbe new ftnanr4ni c]i]Q£te tbe 
CBC must make cbanga In i l l 
of its operations. Z 

The committee has watend 
down an original draft prepared 
by staff under cbalnnan J o ^ 
Godfrey. In an inten/tew before 
tbe report was made fimi hfr. 
Godfrey sak) tbe nmr^tf t^ ^ 
not go into many «r*trtlV^ be­
cause It dkint waot t * tie Ike 
bands of Dew CBC pnsklsot Ptr-
rln Beatty. Mr. BeM7 took W-
fice on April 1 and bas ataeaiy 
announced some steps of Sis 
own 'rMngliiueilug* procrami 

Tiiat earlier, toggber draft 
said tbe CBC sboukl get out-of 
regional stations, drop coveiigie 
of professional sports and stpp 
broadcasting from its own traSs-
mittera by providing program­
ming thrcugta cable systems atd 
satellites. ; 

Now, tbe report says tl» CSC 
should continue coverage cf pro-
fessknal sports and prafnBi-
ming desl^ied to attnct corn-
menial tevenusL Atthough & 
ccomilttee la no koger reoofn-
mending that t lx CBC abandon 
local TV newacasta, tt doea say 
tbe CBC abauU ootddhr nia>: 
Ing Its expsndittna tn awitad 

ing aBBTu khow what tlx chil-~ 
drsQare'watcning aiid discuss lt» 
wi^h?TBm— 

He also called on broadcastere 
and regulators to provide less-vi­
olent alternatives aivl to Adaptj 
rating system for shows so par­
ents Will know whal Ĵ S T O ^ 

The ̂ Boaazice^^diSter-
vention was a rfi>mw?n tbenu of 
the tbree^iay oonfereoce, which 
focused on violence as a pobUc-
health Issue' 

I
I S^rakeir emphasized that 
what happens to cfafldren plays 
a big part tn detcrmlnlnc bow 
tbey act iatar tn tUb, Anl pat-
taps set In cUUbood an very 
difficult to r*imn^ ^. ; • 



HANDOUT#1 

The Circle of Blame 

No responsible person maintains that violence 
on TV is desirable for individuals or for society. 
How then, does it happen that the media con­
tinue to be filled with increasing amounts of 
violent imagery? 

Through examining the "circle of blame," we 
can better understand how a complicated web of 
ratings and economics combine to create a 
system in which each party feels powerless 
because "somebody else" creates the problem: 

• Viewers blame those who write and create the 
shows; 

• Writers/directors say the producers require 
violence in programs in order to get them 
financed; 

• Producers blame program executives for 
demanding "action" in order to get ratings. 

• Program executives say competition is brutal; 
and blame the advertisers for pulling out 
unless a show gets high ratings; 

• Advertisers say it's all up to the viewers! 

It's time to stop the circle of blame and recog­
nize we all share responsibility for the culture 
we are creating and passing on to our children. 

Thanks W Mary Megee. producer of On Television: The Violence Factor/or ihe originul idea ofthe "circle of blame.' 

tayond Blamt: CtioUtnglng Holanca In Iha Media 
Cenlei for Medio Ut.rocy • 1962 S. Shenondooh SI, t o . Angeles CA 900M • 1-MO-226-9494 ^ 5 



HANDOUT#2 

There is a Difference..a 
When considering issues around media and violence, we must be clear what we are talking 
about. Not all portrayals of violence are the same nor are they all problematic. Here are 
some important definitions and distinctions about media violence lo keep in mind. 

"TV violence" 

Refers to violence in programs 
appearing on television net­
works, local stations or cable 
channels. 

"Media violence" 

Includes not only violence on 
television, but also in movies, 
videogames, music, videos, 
print and even advertising. 

"Reduce 
Media 

Violence!" 

There is a difTerence between violence... 
• on broadcast television stations using airwaves 

licensed to serve the public and available free; 
• on cable channels which require voluntary payment 

of subscription fees: 
• in videos or movies which are also voluntarily 

rented or tickets purchased at the box office. 

There is a difference between violence... 
• in entertainment 
• in the news or in documentaries 

There is a difTerence between violence... 
• portrayed with real-life consequences 
• portrayed without consequences and/or with humor 

There is a difference between violence... 
• that may be justified in terms of plot and character 

(as in great drama). 
• that may not be justified because it is used primarily 

to grab viewer attention, create emotional shock or 
to showcase special effects. (Often referred to as 
"gratuitous" or excessive violence). 

When we say we want to "reduce media violence, " we are primarily 

talking about gratuitous violent imagery in entertainment media 

especially in media that is available to or developed for children. 

Btyond Blamm: Ct>all0nglng Vlol»ne» In th« M»dla Cenlei fo i M»dla Uteiocy • 1962 S. Shenandoah, Loi Angelei, CA 90034 • I-400-224-9494 



HANDOUT#3 

Four Effects of Viewing Media Violence' 
Does viewing violence in media contribute to violence in real life? In August 1993, the Commission on Violence 
and Youth of the American Psychological Association issued a major new report titled: Violence and Youth: 
Psychology's Response. The report moved the debate on the effects of media and violence from just the impact on 
individuals to the cumulative impact of media violence on our quality of life and on society as a whole and 
idenufies four serious and real-life effects resulting from repeated long-term violence in mass media. 

1- Increased aggressiveness and anti-social behavior. 

The APA Study says... 
"There is absolutely no doubt ihat higher levels of viewing violence on television 

are correlated with increased acceptance of aggressive attitudes and increased 
aggressive behavior." 

In other words... 
Children who watch a lot of violence in the media are more 

likely to imitate what they see (Ninja chops, sword and gun 
play, fist fights, etc.). Aggressive children who have trouble 
in school and in relating to peers tend to watch more televi­
sion. The violence they see there reinforces their tendency 
toward aggressiveness and compounds their academic and 
social failures. If children do not have a strong support 

system to leam to handle anger and balance aggressiveness, they can establish lifelong patterns of aggres­
sion which may result in adult crime, cruelty to others (e.g., abuse) and overall mean-spiritedness. 

"Aggressor Effect" 

2 Increased fear of becoming a victim. 
The APA study says... 
"Viewing violence increases fear of becoming a victim of violence, 
with a resultant increase in self-protective behaviors and increased 
mistrust of others." 

^ ^ C 

^ ^ a 

In other words... 
Watching excessive amounts of media violence can make 
people think their communities are more dangerous than 
they really are. People who watch a lot of media violence 
tend to put bars on their windows, worry about locks and 
ecurity systems and vote for more prisons and police. If 

fear going out at night, we tend to stay home where we 
atch more TV violence, thus perpetuating the paranoia. 

This fear of the outside world is sometimes called the 
"Mean Worid Syndrome." 

"Victim Effect" 

leyond Blama: Challmnging VIol»ne» In ttw M»dla Canlar For M*dla Utarocy • 1962 S. Shanandooh St, Lo« Angalat. CA 90014 • I-&00-226-9494 
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^Handout #3 Cont. 

Increased desensitization to violence 
and victims of violence. 

The APA study says... j • , j- , J , 
"Viewing violence increases desensitization to violence, resulting in a calloused attitude towards violence directed at 
others and a decreased likelihood to take action on behalf of the victim when violence occurs." 

In other words... 
Excessive exposure to media violence may produce a 
psychological blunting of normal emotional responses to 
violent events. It may also lead to a lack of responsive­
ness in real life to people who have been hurt or who 
are in trouble. A major question that arises from this 
effect is: are we in danger of losing one of the funda­
mental principles of human civilization — concem 
for our neighbor? 

'Bystander Effect" 

Increased appetite for more violence 
in entertainment and real life. 

The APA Study says... 
"Viewing violence increases viewers' appetites for becoming involved with violence or 

exposing themselves to violence. " 

In other words... 
Viewers who watch violence grow in their ability to tolerate more and more 
violence as part of media entertainment. They also tend to expose themselves 
to dangerous and violent situations in real life, for example, carr>'ing weapons or 
abusing drugs or alcohol. But all of us have come to expect a certain level of 
violence in storytelling and we don't feel satisfied unless we get it. Children 
beg us to take them to the latest action-adventure movies even if they are rated 
"R." When they go out to play, they imitate the violence they see in the 
media, turning it into a game — until somebody gets hurt. 

Find out more about the 
four effects of viewing 

media violence. 

For a copy of the American Psychological Association's recent report. 
Violence and Youth: Psychology's Response, write to: APA, Public 
Interest Directorate, 750 First St. NE, Washington, D.C. 20002-4242. Or 
call (202) 336-5500. Sample copies are free. Additional copies are $4. 

Beyond Blam0: Chall»ngir>g V1o(»nc» In »h« M»did 
Conl9t FOI M»dla Ut»iacy • 1962 S. Sh»nondoah. U>« AnQ»i»i, CA 900J4 • l-»00-226-9494 



HANDOUT#4 

The Six Myths of 
Media Violence 

The following six myths are often given as reasons 
about why we can't do anything about challeng­
ing or reducing media violence. Like all myths, 
they seem to make sense ot first. But a closer look 
reveals the simplistic reasoning behind each one 
that short-circuits serious debate and rationalizes 
doing nothing^ 

Myth # 1 I saw lots of violence when I was a kid and I turned out OK. 

Response: Psychologists tell us ihat even those who do not 
themselves become aggressive are still affected by viewing 
violence over many years. Some become so mistrustful of 
others they end up victims of the fear of violence. Others 
become so callous, they turn their back on a neighbor in 
need. In still others, viewing violence creates a craving for 
more and more violence, in both entertainment and real life. 

Indeed, the more serious long-term effect of media vio­
lence may not be that some people become mass murderers, 
but that people gradually adopt patterns of bullying and 

meanness in everyday attitudes and actions. 
For centuries people learned who they were and how they 

should behave through the stories they were told as children. 
Today, high-tech special effects make it possible to re-create 
violent imagery never before seen in human history. Chil­
dren today are not growing up in the same world their parents 
did. The powerful images of mass media stor^'ielling rein­
force the myths, beliefs and attitudes of a culture of violence. 

So, the issue is not just whether we as individuals tum out 
OK, but whether our society turns out OK. 

Myth #2 Media violence simply reflects what's going on in real life. 

Response: Media messages are much more than mirrors of 
society. In their very reflection and repetition they also 
reinforce, amplify and often distort. Research repeatedly 
shows that sensationalized news coverage of murders, rapes 
and disasters is far out of proportion to their frequency in real 
life. And more than ever before, the line between news and 
entertainment is increasingly blurred with "reality" shows 
that stage edited re-enactments of real situations, and "docu-

dramas" only loosely based on real events. 
While adults may be able to distinguish the real from the 

fictional, children often cannot. Frequent violence sends 
children a distorted message: that violent behavior is an easy 
and acceptable way to express anger and resolve conflict. 

And the lessons are learned. The rate of arrests for serious 
crime by children under 15 increased 77,000 percent be­
tween 1950 and 1980. It's still climbing today. 

Myth #3 
Violence Is a natural part of drama. Some argue that watching vio­
lence can reduce anger and violent impulses in certain individuals. 

Response: There is a vast difference betu een the bodies on 
the stage at the end of Hamlet and the human debris left after 
one of today's "superheroes" blows through a blockbuster 
movie or when video-game players spend a few hours 
"wasting" their opponents. 

What is important for catharsis in drama is the resolution 
of human conflict. In great drama, violence occurs only to 
portray the rise and fall of a character who eventually 

recognizes and regrets her or his terrible acts. 
In contrast, today's action-adventure entertainment makes 

violence an end unto itself. Those who use violence are not 
human beings who feel remorse; they're simply killing ma­
chines. Those who care for children should be deeply aware 
of the potential implications of exposing them to such vio­
lence and particularly concerned about characters portrayed 
as heroic simply because they are violent. 
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Handout #4 Cont. 

I Myth #4 Decisions about viewing media violence should be up to parents. 

Response: The stream of media images flowing continually 
into the average household can be ovenA'helming. So, par­
ents today have a daunting task. Unlike parents ofthe past, 
they must develop and practice new parenting skills in order 
to help their children gain self-discipline in the use of the 
media and leam to critically evaluate the media messages 
that bombard them daily. 

But parents also have a right to expect society to support 
their child-rearing efforts with public policies that reduce 
risks to children. Teddy bears and children's pajamas are 

subjected to more safety standards than are the TV shows 
that entertain our children for hours each day. An African 
proverb states: "It takes a whole village to raise a child." We 
are all responsible for the cultural environment in which 
today's children are growing up. That includes the 
mediamakers and media owners who control what goes out 
over the public airwaves or floods our cultural landscape in 
the images of pop culture. They must behave responsibly as 
good corporate citizens. .\nd they need to be steadfastly 
challenged when they do not. 

We live in a country that constitutionally protects free speech. 
Myth #5 Personally, I don't like violence in the media but I don't want 

censorship either. 

Response: Of course, the First .Amendment must be pre-
sen'ed and protected. However, there is clear legal precedent 
that when the safety of the public is involved, discretion is 
required. What is to be done when one person's free speech 
endangers another's personal safety? There is good reason 
why we can't falsely yell "fire" in a crowded theatre. 

This issue of censorship boils down to whether portrayals 
of violence in media create a danger for the public. Re­
searchers and psychologists say there is evidence of harm 
from the cumulative viewing of violence, especially for 
children. Others reject these studies as unproved. The result 
is an endless debate that's been going on for over 40 years. 
Perpetuating it only serves to silence public conversation 
about larser issues: in what kind of "cultural environment" 

do we want our children to grow up? What is the role of art 
and media and entertainment in imaging that future? 

Over the past decades, media images have changed to 
reflect what the public considers acceptable or not in the 
realm of art. Long gone, for example, are Amos n Andy 
stereotypes of African Americans, as well as many negative 
images of women. Depictions of smoking, alcohol and drug 
use are now closely scrutinized. Gruesome and gratuitous 
violence can easily be added to the list of creative elements' 
mediamakers carefully evaluate. Censorship will no longer 
be a concem when public opinion makes exploitative vio­
lence unacceptable as entenainment. 

That, too, is the Amencan way. 

Violence is what people wont to see. If some people don't want 
Myth #6 to see it they can turn off the TV or not spend their money on 

violent videos, games or movies. 

Response: A check of the ratings for almost any week of 
television reveals that over the decades, comedies such as 
Cheers, The Bill Cosby Show, or Home Improvement regu­
larly command the biggest audiences. But unlike other 
media use, television viewing is a ritual in people's lives, 
replacing reading or visiting with friends as a way to fill up 
leisure time. It is said that most people watch "by the clock" 
rather than by the program. TV is there at birth and stays on, 
in the average household, over 7 hours a day throughout life. 
Violence, as the staple element in formula dramas and movies, 
coasts along on viewer inertia rather than outright choice. 

In terms of movies, videos and games that have to be 
purchased, it is naive to suggest that a profit-driven media 
marketplace merely refiects what people want. By its nature 
the marketplace also creates demand for products, often for 

things we never thought we "needed." 
Violence in entertainment (including sports) is used as a 

marketing strategy by multinational media corporations 
whose products must "travel" across many languages and 
cultures. The primary audience is adult males 18-49 who are 
most likely to have the money to spend at the box office or 
on the advertised products that support violent programs on 
television. Despite objections by many women and by child 
advocates, murder and mayhem have become staples of 
entertainment media because they attract and appeal to this 
demographic age group. 

Violence — both in media and in real life — may not be 
America's finest export, but it's our most visible one. Re­
versing the demand both at home and abroad may be one of 
the great challenges for the 21st century. 
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® CBS Âfe NBC 

June 30, 1993 

ADVANCE PARENTAL ADVISORY PLAN 

A FOUR-NETWORK PROPOSAL FOR A TWO-YE.̂-R TEST 

ABC, CBS, Fox and NBC, i n response to concern about 
depictions of violence i n t e l e v i s i o n prograi-sing from a l l 
sources — broadcast, cable and syndication have 
joined together t o adopt an Advance Parental Advisory 
plan to provide increased parental information regarding 
the v i o l e n t content of entertainment program material. 
This new parental advisory plan i s i n addition to the 
ongoing commitment of each network to eliminate 
inappropriate depictions of violence on t e l e v i s i o n . 

This step i s being taken under the auspices of the 
Simon-Glickman l e g i s l a t i o n which provides the t e l e v i s i o n 
industry with an a n t i t r u s t exemption t o deal with the 
issue of violence. 

The four broadcast networks hope that a l l members of 
the t e l e v i s i o n production and d i s t r i b u t i o n industry w i l l 
endorse and implement the new Advance Parental Advisory 
plan. 

The underlying p r i n c i p l e of t h i s i n i t i a t i v e i s t o 
provide parents with adequate, timely information about 
depictions of violence t h a t may be contained i n s p e c i f i c 
t e l e v i s i o n programs. While only a small f r a c t i o n of the 
programming on the four networks involves any v i o l e n t 
content, we believe t h a t parental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and 
decision-making i s the best way to deal with instances of 
v i o l e n t program content. Use of the Advance Parental 
Advisory w i l l allow each parent or other supervising or 
responsible adult to make t h e i r own decision about family 
t e l e v i s i o n viewing and, p a r t i c u l a r l y , the appropriateness 
of having young c h i l d r e n watch sp e c i f i c programs e i t h e r 
alone or with an adult. 

(over) 



I t i s relevant and important to understand t h a t we 
cannot allow broadcast t e l e v i s i o n to become barren of 
dramatic excitement. We cannot p a r t i c i p a t e i n a process 
t h a t , while well-intended, condemns advertiser-supported 
t e l e v i s i o n to such bland fare t h a t i t would forsake a 
higher, more sophisticated l e v e l of dramatic c o n f l i c t and 
r e a l i s t i c p ortrayal of the f u l l range of the human 
co n d i t i o n . Somewhere i n between lackluster drama, and 
the i n s e r t i o n of gratuitous violence, l i e s the tone of 
s t o r y - t e l l i n g we seek: drama, suspense, the clash of 
opposite values - without an overlay of unnecessary 
v i o l e n t content. We w i l l s t r i v e t o do that, hoping t h a t 
the government w i l l remain respectful of c r e a t i v i t y and 
not intrude on the freedom of voices to be heard. 

Following i s the t e x t of the Advance Parental 
Advisory for network entertainment programming, incl u d i n g 
s e r i e s , t h e a t r i c a l movies, made-for-television movies, 
mini-series and specials: 

"Due to some v i o l e n t content, parental 
d i s c r e t i o n advised." 

This basic advisory Eay be modified to provide 
f u r t h e r c l a r i f i c a t i o n i n response to p a r t i c u l a r 
s i t u a t i o n s or to o f f e r descriptive texts customized t o 
s p e c i f i c programs. 

Once the decision has been made to place an advisory 
on a program, a l l promotional material r e l a t i n g t o t h a t 
program, including press releases, on-air promos and 
p r i n t advertising w i l l include the advisory. 

While each network w i l l decide on the appropriate 
use of the Advance Parental Advisory, the four networks 
have agreed on the f o l l o w i n g broad standards f o r i t s 
a p p l i c a t i o n : 

1. An advisory w i l l be used when, i n the judgement 
of the network, the o v e r a l l l e v e l of violence i n a 
program, the graphic nature of the v i o l e n t content, 
or the tone, message or mood of the program make i t 
appropriate. 

2. In considering the use of an advisory, the 
network w i l l evaluate such factors as the context 
of the v i o l e n t depiction, the composition of the 
intended audience and the time period of broadcast. 

3. Advisories would be used s e l e c t i v e l y t o 
h i g h l i g h t and single out f o r parents s p e c i f i c 
programs where the v i o l e n t content i s unexpected, 
graphic or pervasive. Subject t o each network's 
program-by-program review, advisories would not 
necessarily be warranted f o r programs where there 
i s only an i s o l a t e d act of violence (e.g., a murder 
mystery) or f o r genres where violence i s known t o 
be present but i s not graphically depicted (e.g., 
westerns or h i s t o r i c a l dramas) . Each progreun w i l l 
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to assure t h a t 
the advisory system h i g h l i g h t s appropriate programs 
f o r parents. 



STANDARDS FOR THE D E P I C T I O N OF V I O L E N C E 
I N T E L E V I S I O N PROGRAMS 

DECEMBER 1992 

Preface 

The following Standards for the Depiction of Violence in 
Television Programs are issued jointly by the Television 
Networks under the Antitrust exemption granted by the 
Television Violence Act of 1991. 

Each Network has long been committed to presenting 
television viewers with a broad spectrum of entertainment and 
information programming. Each Network maintains i t s own 
extensive published broadcast standards governing 
acceptability of both prograun (including on-air promotion) 
and commercial materials. 

These new joint standards are consistent with each of the 
Network's long-standing pre-existing policies on violence. 
At the same time they are set forth in a more detailed and 
explanatory manner to reflect the experience gained under the 
pre-existing policies. While adopting and subscribing to 
these joint standards, each Network w i l l continue the 
tradition of individual review of material, which w i l l 
necessitate independent judgments on a program-by-program 
basis. 

The standards are not intended to inhibit the work of 
producers, directors or writers or to impede the creative 
process. They are intended to proscribe gratuitous or 
excessive portrayals of violence. 

In principle, each of the Television Networks i s committed 
to presenting progrzuns which portray the htiman condition, 
which may include the depiction of violence as a component. 
The following Standards For The Depiction of Violence in 
Television Progreuns w i l l provide the frzunework within which 
the acceptability of content w i l l be determined by each 
Network in the exercise of i t s own judgment. 
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flTANDARDS FOR DEPICTION OF VIOLENCE IN TELEVISION PROGRAMS 

These written standards cannot cover every s i t u a t i o n and must, 
therefore, be worded broadly. Moreover, the Standards must be 
considered against the creative context, character and tone of 
each individual program. Each scene should be evaluated on i t s 
own merits with due consideration for i t s c r e a t i v e i n t e g r i t y . 

1) C o n f l i c t and s t r i f e are the essence of drama and 
c o n f l i c t often r e s u l t s in physical or psychological 
violence. However, a l l depictions of violence 
should be relevant and necessary to the development 
of character, or to the advancement of theme or plot. 

2) Gratuitous or excessive depictions of violence, (or 
redundant violence shown solely for i t s own sake), 
are not acceptable. 

3) Programs should not depict violence as glamorous, 
nor as an acceptable solution to human c o n f l i c t . 

4) Depictions of violence may not be used to shock or 
stimulate the audience. 

5) Scenes showing excessive gore, pain or p h y s i c a l 
suffering are not acceptable. 

6) The intensity and frequency of the use of force, 
and other factors relating to the manner of i t s 
portrayals, should be measured under a standard of 
reasonableness so that the program, on the whole, 
i s appropriate for a home viewing medium. 

7) Scenes which may be instructive in nature, e.g., 
which depict in an imitable manner, the use of 
harmful devices or weapons, describe r e a d i l y usable 
techniques for the commission of crimes, or show 
re p l i c a b l e methods for the evasion of detection or 
apprehension, should be avoided. S i m i l a r l y , 
ingenious, unique or otherwise unfamiliar methods 
of i n f l i c t i n g pain or injury are unacceptable i f 
e a s i l y capable of imitation. 

8) R e a l i s t i c depictions of violence should also 
portray, in human terms, the consequences of that 
violence to i t s victims and i t s perpetrators. 
Callousness or indifference to s u f f e r i n g 
experienced by victims of violence should be avoided. 

9) Exceptional care must be taken in s t o r i e s or scenes 
where children are victims of, or are threatened by 
acts of violence (physical, psychological or v e r b a l ) . 

(OVER) 
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10) The portrayal of dangerous behavior which would 
i n v i t e imitation by children including portrayals 
of the use of weapons or implements readily 
a c c e s s i b l e to t h i s impressionable group, should be 
avoided. 

11) R e a l i s t i c portrayals of violence as well as scenes, 
images or events which are unduly frightening or 
d i s t r e s s i n g to children should not be included in any 
program s p e c i f i c a l l y designed for that audience. 

12) The use of r e a l animals s h a l l conform to accepted 
standards of humane treatment. F i c t i o n a l i z e d 
portrayals of abusive treatment should be s t r i c t l y 
limited to the legitimate requirements of plot 
development. 

13) Extreme caution must be exercised in any themes, 
plots or scenes which mix sex and violence. Rape 
and other sexual assaults are violent, not e r o t i c , 
behavior. 

14) The scheduling of any program, commercial or 
promotional material, including those containing 
v i o l e n t depictions, should take into consideration 
the nature of the program, i t s content and the 
l i k e l y composition of the intended audience. 

15) Certain exceptions to the foregoing may be acceptable, 
as in the presentation of material whose o v e r a l l theme 
i s c l e a r l y and unamtbiguously a n t i - v i o l e n t . 



INDUSTRY EWTIATTVES 
TO ADDRESS THE DEPICTION OF VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION 

October 1. 1993 

Network Joint Standards for the Depiction of Violence -- On December 10. 
1992, ABC. CBS and NBC announced Joint principles on the depletion of 
violence In the TV shows they distribute through their network. FOX has 
subsequently adopted the same set of guidelines. 

Cable Industry Policy Statement On January 27, 1993 the cable Industry 
issued a policy statement regarding TV violence indicating that they will strive 
to reduce the frequency of gratuitous uses of violence. 

Warner's Family Entertaiimient Baimer -- On May 13, 1993, Warner Bros, 
aimounced the formation of a Family Entertainment Baimer which -will Identify 
products that can be enjoyed by children and families. 

Independent Broadcaster Advisories -- On June 8, 1993. the INTV Board 
recommended that its members adopt voluntary parental advisories which will 
be aired before and during programs containing violence. 

Advance Parental Advisory Plan -- On June 30, 1993. the four TV networks 
announced their intention to use advisories to Inform parents if entertainment 
programming contains violence. President Clinton called the announcement 
an important and commendable first step. Attached are examples of parental 
advisories used through October 1, 1993. 

ABC Network's '800' Number -- On July 26, 1993 the ABC Television Network 
estabhshed an '800' nimiber to supplement the parental advisories plan. 
Parents can call the number to find out more about the content of ABC's 
prograins. 

Cable Industry Advisories On July 29, 1993, fifteen of the nation's leading 
cable networks agreed to endorse the Network's Advance Parental Advisory 
Plan. 

Industry-wide Conference on TV Violence On August 2, 1993, 600 leaders of 
the TV, cable, and production Industries met to focus on TV violence. The fact 
that the Industries' top executives attended the forum ensures that the 
depiction of violence will be reviewed and considered at each stage of the 
production and distribution process. 

MPAA-Sponsored Meetings -- The Motion Picture Association of America has 
been working with the creative guilds to put together a series of meetings over 
the next several months where those who have a role in writing and shaping 
TV programming can talk about ways to create programming that retains 
dramatic narrative and at the same time does not glamorize violence. 



Technology — Products in the Marketplace -- The House Telecommunications 
Subcommittee heard testimony from a nimiber of enfrepreneurs who are 
developing products that will enable parents to limit the programming watched 
by their children. Attached Is an article from the Los Angeles Times that 
describes some of the ways the marketplace is responding to parental demand. 

Technology -- TV Sets -- Some TV sets on the market today offer "Parental 
Control" which enables a parent to lock out Individual channels that they do 
not want their children to see. This technology was demonstrated during a 
House Subcommittee hearing. 

Technology — Cable Many cable converter boxes used by cable customers 
around the nation can be programmed with "Parental Control." It enables a 
parent to lock out the channels that they do not want their children to see. 

Technology -- Satellite Dish Owners -- The VldeoClpher II decoder system 
used by sateUite dish owners offers "Ratings Ceilings" a block that relies 
upon the MPAA ratings system. It enables a parent to select a celling rating 
and blocks out movies that are rated above that celUng. If the sateUite dish 
user sets the level at PG-13, the house will only receive G, PG and PG-13 rated 
shows and will block out movies rated R or NC-17 (as well as those older 
movies rated X). 



Richard D. Heffner, Spring, 1995 

From absolutist free-speech liberal to advocate of realistic public regulation of for-

profit media-as-entertainment... from the "L" word to the "R" word, if you will... has been 

an intellectual odyssey that marks for me the most challenging and difficult experience 

of a long life-time. But I've made the journey now, though kicking and screaming all the 

way. 

Not that I don't still proudly consider myself a staunch, and rational, defender of 

First Amendment rights, and a Liberal with a capital "L". My weekly OPEN MIND 

program; my "Documentary History of the United States" and my edition of Tocqueville's 

classic "Democracy in America"; my years in the Academy; my association with the 

American Civil Liberties Union: all of these reflect the free speech Liberalism I have 

embraced all of my life, and still do ... but no longer quite so absolutely! 

Indeed, I will not, cannot any longer deny the evidence of my senses: that just as 

each reason-driven, concerned and humane society must in the public interest and for 

the general welfare stand ready at critical junctions to modify its absolutisms of any kind 

... so at this time Americans must do just that in the increasingly abusive area of media-

as-entertainment-for-profit, particularly as they relate to our children. Reluctantly perhaps, 

surely cautiously, the Good Society must again learn to regulate what has become almost 

entirely a for-profit media bazaar of goods and services ~ shoddy goods and shoddy 

services, at that! ~ all clearly disguised in what is then touted as a veritable marketplace 

of ideas, one worthy of and demanding the literal privileges and protections that ideas 

themselves have always legitimately enjoyed in America. 



Richard D. Heffner, Spring, 1995 

I realize now that the enormous difficulty I had so long experienced and expressed 

so often in achieving some personal degree of intellectual closure on the ever perplexing 

choice in our increasingly chromo civilization between totally voluntary media self-

discipline versus a meaningful measure of public regulation in the arena of media-as-

entertainment, relates importantly to a Keynote Address I delivered to an international 

conference of film classifiers, regulators and censors organized by the then British Board 

of Film Censors in London early in the 1980's. 

I was the outsider; the American absolutist who faced down each and every 

suggestion that our children deserved better from our media ... and that a proper respect 

for the opinions of mankind might well lead to second thoughts on the matter. Concluding 

my formal remarks, however, I then drew rather plaintively upon particularly vivid 

recollections of the many distasteful - and I couldn't help but concede as socially harmful 

- film viewing experiences related to my role since 1974 as Chairman of America's 

voluntary film rating system. Because of my concerns about the likely impact such ever 

harsher media content would more and more have upon American life, and upon our 

youngsters in particular, I admitted to finding my life-long devotion to absolutist free 

speech principles sorely strained in relation to media whose principle purpose is 

entertainment for profit. At least as these principles related to what I was slowly but 

surely coming to consider a once serviceable but now dangerously naive attitude of 

"anything goes" by way of free expression as entertainment, as long as it is identified ... 

and perhaps classified. Even for our youngest children! 
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Even then, however, I was not yet fully ready to recognize well enough the harsh 

realities of the marketplace ... where entertainment is quite so facilely, and I now believe 

quite so foolishly, equated automatically with ideas ... in turn claiming the traditional 

protections offered ideas under our blessed American rubric of freedom of speech. Even 

then I admitted that I saw the rest of my life still as something of a race, a race between 

the Grim Reaper - my demise -- and the demise of my until then still quite orthodox and 

unshakable free speech beliefs, even as they concerned not public information, but only 

entertainment for profit. Indeed, I said I hoped I would go first. But note that rm still here 

... with conclusions about a real need for media regulations in the public interest that even 

now are so difficult for me to state with the finality they merit. 

Perhaps, too, my difficulty in achieving intellectual closure earlier on the matter of 

"what to do" about entertainment-for-profit media content that bodes ill for the general 

welfare has stemmed from my propensity for maintaining an open mind. After all, I began 

THE OPEN MIND thirty-nine years ago, continuing in its tradition to this very day. But 

I may simply have ignored too long Barnard College's late Dean Virginia Gildersleeve's 

wise admonition to her charges: "Young ladies, always keep an open mind ... but not so 

open that your brains fall out!". 

Ours mustn't, either; now more than ever before. Given the increasingly horrific 

cultural imperatives and disincentives of our absolutist free-market, free-speech, mass 

media-driven society, the challenges posed to Americans' potential for achieving the good 

life are simply too enormous for us to meet them well and wisely without summoning up 
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every resource, every bit of human reason and reasonableness, all of the capacity for 

thoughtfulness and mindfulness at mankind's disposal. And even then, rm not so sure 

that we'll make it! 

I repeat: I'm not at all certain anymore that we are going to make it, just as I do 

not think that we can any longer find in "anything goes", just identify or classify it -- the 

strictly voluntary, self-rating approach of the traditional film-production-and-theatrical-

distribution industry of three decades ago ~ a proper formula for the burgeoning, 

threatening future of American media as entertainment. 

The now time honored movie rating system was basically, even brilliantly right for 

the past, for the Bijou and the Lyric, for the then clearly defined and delimited age of 

theatrical exhibition. Indeed, for all their largely unnecessary goofs and gaffs, movie 

ratings voluntarily arrived at in Hollywood and voluntarily applied in movie theaters around 

the country really worked! ... at least more rather than less, better rather than worse. 

True, leadership's inept, manipulative and often manic devotion to that last refuge of the 

intellectually bankrupt Old Pol: "If it ain't broke, don't fix it", persistently made for more 

conflicts, more controversies, and more difficulties, both public and private, then the 

fragile movie rating system ever needed to bear. Pride in place and power warranted that 

the failure to adopt new views as they proved clearly to be true views, to modify in a 

timely fashion this wonderfully unique and initially most appropriate voluntary system as 

newer rating imperatives became abundantly clear, always made it tragically less effective 

than it might otherwise have been. All of which will eventually make for intriguing 
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chronicles, dramatic in their telling. But what counts now, as Americans face the future 

of media-as-entertainment-for-profit, is the clearest possible realization that just as 

voluntary ratings were right then, they are likely wrong now... at least in the newer media. 

Never forget that whatever its limitations, however frustrating and debilitating its 

continually self-inflicted wounds, the voluntary movie rating system -- so intelligently first 

conceived by thoughtful, experienced industry persons in the fifties and early sixties, and 

then later so cleverly effected by chief industry lobbyist Jack Valenti when he moved from 

Lyndon Johnson's service in the White House to leadership of the Motion Picture 

Association of America ~ worked and worked well at that uniquely American intersection 

of private interests and the public interest. But that was then; this is now. Appropriate 

then - even as it is appropriate now when limited to a simple movie producer-

distributor/movie exhibitor theatrical framework - it is inappropriate now for our present 

media market place cacophony, for that seemingly limitless, whirling, magical potpourri 

of the newer mass-entertainment-for-profit modalities of the present ... with ever more 

promised or threatened for the future. 

Indeed, in what seems now to have been truly an age of innocence, it was only 

as long ago as 1980 that I had the temerity as Chair of the theatrical exhibition-oriented 

film rating system to suggest very much in public that the new, but rapidly burgeoning 

home communications industry was on a collision course with the manners and morals 

Americans had traditionally accepted as appropriate for their homes and hearths. That 

when they collided, there was reason to fear a political reaction potentially destructive of 
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freedom in every medium, in every area of creative expression. And that we should not 

accept such a risk. 

Yet, we did. With eyes fixed on the ever mightier dollar, we gambled with freedom 

... and still are gambling, sort of sightless and luckless in Gaza. Even as I wrote, whole 

new industries ~ incredibly prosperous ones -- were being born in the early Eighties, with 

distributors of home video-cassettes and disks vying fiercely for the rights to all kinds of 

explicitly sexual and violent content that earlier had been kept as far from our homes and 

families as possible. On cable and subscription television, "blue" channels were 

projected; "blue" programs had already surfaced. A woman masturbated on the screen; 

another joined her. An artist caressingly painted a mother and her pubescent daughter; 

not their portraits, but their naked bodies. A dog was brutally murdered, the scene looped 

and repeated again and again. R-rated films became commonplace; X-rated films 

surfaced as well; all on a medium accessible to any person - young or old -- who could 

turn a switch to "On". 

But that was only the beginning! Today, with the rapid and stunningly successful 

emergence of a revolutionary interactive entertainment industry, and its promise of "virtual 

reality", we have the potential for bringing violence and sexuality into our homes with an 

intensity never dreamed of earlier. Indeed, we've already begun to do just that. And 

reaction is already setting in, not alone among the fanatics and Know Nothings who 

perhaps can too easily be dismissed, but equally in the ranks of America's most 

thoughtful citizens, commentators ... and government officials! These are Americans 
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steeped too profoundly and deeply in our historic free speech traditions to turn easily to 

regulations about what should or should not be said and done ... even in front of our 

children. Unfortunately, however, because of this public stance, too many of them are 

grasping at straws instead, less than meaningful straws, at that! Too many of them are 

now quite naively turning to the faulted voluntary movie rating system I chaired for so long 

as an example of "What To Do" ... an example, unfortunately, that is simply no longer 

valid, a fact of life to which we must own up, lest the newer media's spin doctors 

bamboozle us here, too. 

In truth, despite its many critics over so many years, the motion picture industry's 

involvement with classifying film content (G, PG, and now PG-13, R and NC-17) has 

enjoyed flattery recently that is as unaccustomed as it is pleasing for those of us who 

labored so long in the vineyards. 

For imitation, after all, remains the most sincere form of flattery. And from all sides 

now (Congress; the press; do-gooders generally; most recently even the private sector 

led by video game and computer game producers) the much too innocent suggestion is 

being made that an easy "solution" to the torrents of violence and other harsh media 

content now flooding directly into our homes and engulfing our children is at least 

seeminglv to imitate what motion picture industry spokesman Jack Valenti so shrewdly 

organized his film production, distribution and exhibition colleagues to do a quarter 

century ago: put into operation a rating system designed to meet parents' concerns for 

their youngsters' movie-going just sufficiently to still their cries for movie censorship ... 
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and then claim that all is well! 

That was a clever and politically successful move ... for its time, and in its place. 

And it achieved its only real goal: it protected film industry profits from the very real 

threat of dozens upon dozens of community film rating or even censor boards. Also -

and this is a most important point to recognize - for all of its self-imposed limitations, the 
ft 

rating system did make eminent sense then for what at the time was solely an out-of-the-

home, theatrical exhibition-based industry. But the wishful notion (more and more widely 

pushed now by entertainment industries with so much otherwise to lose) that such a 

formulation would make the same sense now is totally fanciful, or worse, particularly given 

the increasingly in-the-home, as well as in-your-face nature of the new media themselves. 

Indeed, what we Americans must question more closely now than ever before is whether 

industry self-discipline ~ in short, voluntarism - can ever again "work" in the context of 

totally unregulated, market-driven, free expression-based, for-profit media that now deal 

their wares directly into our homes and upon our children. I fear not!. And one must 

seriously question the current rush to media ratings (even for political commercials!) as 

a wholesale flight from responsibility rather than a reasoned response to the enormously 

real social problems posed for any Good Society by ever more self-serving 

communications-for-profit strategies. 

As the long time (1974-1994) Chairman of the Classification and Rating 

8 
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Administration and of its Film Rating Board for most of their existence since 1968, 

perhaps I should simply embrace this new flattery of imitation rather than debunk it. 

Flattery for the rating system is, after all, totally novel; I have the scars to prove that... 

and lots of "war stories" to go along with them. Yet a realistic appraisal of what the very 

concept of content classification as a barrier both to censorship and to ever more 

horrendous communications content has and has not accomplished requires instead that 

concerned Americans examine much more critically the suggestion that movie ratings 

provide an acceptable prototype to be copied, particularly by largely in-the-home 

entertainment/information industries. After all, whatever the essentially movie house, box 

office-based rating system's "success" in avoiding censorious movie legislation by at least 

sufficiently unto the day meeting parental needs for information and guidance, it is still 

something quite new and unusual for it to be praised for its labors with imitation ... or with 

anything else. 

Certainly, as I reluctantly relinquished my role in Hollywood last June (I'm not the 

retiring type!), what I recalled most vividly of my two decades there were the continually 

vitriolic and usually self-serving charges against the system from within the industry itself 

as "censorship" (it isn't!); against the Rating Board as "playing favorites" (it doesn't!); and 

against me for being what the Los Angeles Times reported as "the least-known, most 

powerful person in Hollywood" (I wasn't!), and for personally being both what one movie 

mogul called "a fanatic about violence" and, as a consequence, what another major 

Hollywood Player rather prematurely and I think immaturely once called "the mortician of 

this industry". (Probably I was "a fanatic about violence"... but no more so than anyone 



Richard D. Heffner, Spring, 1995 

else who has ever given any thought at all to the defining role media violence plays in 

American life very well ought to be!). 

As Jimmy Durante might have said about such tales and intrigues, "I've got a 

million of 'em" ... and they are wonderfully tellable! But telling them now would be 

pointless. What counts now in terms of recent suggestions for parallel rating systems in 

other for-profit entertainment and "information" industries is that the whole movie rating 

process has been no bed of roses to be envied ... or blindly copied! 

Thoughtless as the most fervid attacks on the film rating system have been over 

the years (along, of course, with many perceptive and valid criticisms of its larger, self-

inflicted limitations as well as its occasional just-plain-wrong ratings!), it would be an 

enormous error, if not a quite purposeful cop-out, for the new media simply to imitate 

Hollywood's Classification and Rating Administration. The idea that the traditional 

broadcast networks, the quite distinct cable television systems, the home video producers 

and distributors, and now the largest, wealthiest, fastest growing media entities of all, the 

computer and interactive video game industries, need merely create voluntary rating 

systems similar to the one I chaired all those years, is dangerously wrong-headed ... and 

an invitation not just to enormous profits, but to cultural disaster as well. 

What worked acceptably well in kinder, gentler times for box-office supervised, 

theatrically exhibited motion pictures simply hasn't thus far and likely won't ever really 

work for other modalities of media distribution, particularly those that bring the strongest 

10 
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possible violent and sexual content directly into our homes, with no truly effective 

intermediary between content and consumers, and therefore with every opportunity 

afforded by "virtual reality" for even our youngsters -- particularly our youngsters! -- to 

explore areas that should simply be placed out-of-bounds for them in any society with its 

eyes and mind open and working well. 

Even if Hollywood's film classification system were itself less faulted, it would not, 

could not, provide a sufficient model for the far larger and ever-expanding home 

communications industries. However much the film community's self-imposed efforts at 

content classification rather than censorship -- differentiation rather than prohibition -

successfully protected jt against censorship, and our youngsters against perhaps the very 

worst trash produced and distributed for theaters, their pale imitations clearly will not be 

adequate to deal with the newer media's direct intrusions into our homes. 

Essentially this hasn't u£ to this point been true as far as the traditional, 

commercial broadcast networks are concerned. These have long experienced criticism 

from parent, church and other community interest groups that have taken exception to 

their more action-laden and more sophisticated, smarmier or suggestive program content. 

Yet their general standards and practices (supposedly reinvigorated recently after a 

purposeful period of "benign neglect") had developed over the years under the shadow 

of public licensing and the earlier requirement of public interest concerns on the part of 

licensees. Moreover, dependence upon mass-audience commercial sponsorship has 

dictated broadcast content that more rather than less has been acceptable to most of the 

11 
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people most of the time. But, don't hold your breath. In the intensely competitive world 

of communications, everything seems to be up for grabs now ... with broadcasting's 

traditional public interest standard a near forgotten remnant of the Reagan deregulation 

years, and with our children's and our nation's well-being the very last consideration ... 

after, of course, "I'm alright. Jack.". 

Besides, the age of "narrowcasting" is now fully upon us in our individual homes, 

clearly without the traditional self-imposed limits of network television as a more broadly 

based medium. Now ours becomes preeminently the age of home cable, of feature films 

on home video, and, perhaps most compelling of all, of the new computer and interactive 

home video games ... the age of a new information highway that seemingly knows no 

limits! 

Every indication now is that these newer technologies will bring into our homes 

ever harsher media content whose counterparts Americans have tolerated up until now 

only because they have been kept much more at a distance from home and hearth. 

Indeed, in America this seeming hypocrisy may traditionally have been freedom's saving 

grace: that words and deeds commonly perceived as beyond the pale have often been 

tolerated in our free speech society only because they have been kept largely out of sight, 

far from our homes and families. Make them now more visible, thrust them upon our 

children, and we will not only run the risk media garbage clearly poses to our social 

fabric, but the risk also that angry Americans will devise formulas of protest and 

techniques of self-protection that will in turn prove dangerously hostile to free expression 

12 
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and free choice for all. 

Tocqueville's astute 19th century observation should be heeded: the will of an 

angry majority whose standards and tastes are too long or too flagrantly violated, may 

turn into the tyranny of that majority. And what must become of enormous concern to us 

all today is that if Americans' sensibilities are too much violated by an indiscriminate flood 

of essentially adult materials ihto homes still shared by children, the response -- in 

government and even among our most thoughtful citizens -- may be destructively harsh 

and uncontrollable, may reach beyond reasonable regulation to censorship itself! 

Americans are wise enough, after all, to know that what is appropriate for adults may be 

totally unacceptable for children. We know that it is not discrimination against them -- but 

rather the beginning of maturity and wisdom - when we discriminate between our 

youngsters and ourselves, keeping from them the pornography of explicit violence and 

sexuality. Thus, provoked by a questionable inversion of historic patterns of home 

"entertainment", a violent counterrevolution in morals and manners might endanger all 

free expression, not just that which persons of good will and good sense would 

characterize as crassly commercial, irresponsible and unacceptable. 

The question, of course, remains: What is to be done? And, realistically, its 

answer is not to be found in clones of the rating system I administered for so many years. 

I had long prayed and hoped it would not have to be found in regulation either, surely not 

in censorship, in still further government intrusion into our everyday lives. 

13 



Richard D. Heffner, Spring, 1995 

Rather, if wisdom and some considerable degree of self-discipline and self-denial 

could be made to prevail, I believed and hoped the answer might then be found in the 

various communications/information/entertainment industries' own willingness to "Just say 

No" (to borrow a much maligned phrase from a more naive and inappropriate setting). 

To say "No" to their own selfishness, to their usual insistence upon ever larger profits, to 

the temptation simply to classify their most explicitly violent and sexual materials, issuing 

ratings and disclaimers, to be sure, but then irresponsibly leaving it up to what is in fact 

American parents' increasing inability to keep their youngsters from such content, even 

in their own homes. Certainly not when we recognize that in our country today vast and 

ever increasing numbers are in fact "latch-key" kids. 

» 

We must face up to this devastating aspect of contemporary American life: if the 

pornography of explicitly violent and sexual media content comes unhampered into our 

homes via video or computer games, or cable television, or cassettes, or the Internet, or 

what-have-you (and who knows what technological "wonders" the future holds for us), it 

will increasingly become available even to our youngest children. Perhaps not in the 

homes you and I know best, but dangerously so in many, too many, other homes 

throughout America ... putting us all, children and adults alike, in real jeopardy. 

The more acceptable - but I must now admit more unlikely - solution for these new 

communications/entertainment/information industries, then, would in fact be quite straight 

forward, though drastic and particularly painful to those whose main concern has always 

been to maximize profits now: just don't produce these degrading materials; don't trade 

14 
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in them; don't seek merely to rate them, passing them off then on parents and children 

as their responsibility alone; don't profit at all from them at such an enormous cost to our 

national well-being. Just say "No"! Say it before others say it with force far beyond 

reasoned and reasonable regulation. For once they do, they'll likely say it as well to all 

those who have more truly legitimate claims to the blessings of free expression. 

Decades ago, Edward R. Murrow wrote about broadcasters that though he did not 

suggest they "should operate as philanthropies, I can find nothing in the Bill of Rights ... 

which says they must increase their net profits each year, lest the Republic collapse." 

There is a lesson here ... for the media mavens not too blind or too venal to learn it. My 

observation, however, is that they have not; my conviction now is that they will not. 

Forty years ago, when I published my edition of Tocqueville's prescient analysis 

of DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA, I particularly noted the young Frenchman's insistence 

that: "It is not, then merely to satisfy a legitimate curiosity that I examined America; my 

wish has been to find there instruction by which we may ourselves profit... I confess that, 

in America, I saw more than America; I sought there the image of democracy itself, with 

its inclinations, its character, it prejudices, and its passions, in order to learn what we 

have to fear or to hope from its progress". 

15 
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I feel as well that my many years as Chairman of the motion picture industry's 

voluntary rating system were not spent merely to satisfy even a legitimate curiosity. I saw 

there more than Hollywood and its foibles. I saw there the image of voluntarism itself... 

and what Americans have to fear or to hope from self-restraint in a world of market-

driven, free expression-based, for-profit media. Their fears need be great... their hopes, 

alas, cannot be. In our nation's media, therefore, there is once again a time for public 

regulation in the public interest. Hopefully, it will preclude and avoid censorship. 

And so the odyssey has been made. With fear and trepidation, to be sure, and 

with the eternal vigilance that wisdom always dictates in protection of ultimate free speech 

values, even when public regulation is uniquely and profoundly needed in the public 

interest, not in the service of private avarice. But also with a wiser and more thoughtful 

evaluation of that tic-like, drum-beat incantation: "Deregulation! Deregulation! 

Deregulation!". And with a renewed understanding that progress in our nation has never 

been made by pusillanimous leaders who feared and failed to act when action has been 

required for the public good. Or achieved by denying, rather than thoughtfully but 

vigorously affirming, that devotion to the general welfare that alone can ultimately secure 

the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity. 

Can we acclaim as our greatest leaders those who historically embraced and 

boldly employed regulation in the public interest - Abraham Lincoln, Theodore Roosevelt, 

Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Harry S. Truman - and still be intimidated 

by that contemporary mantra of "Deregulation" that now seems so irrationally to have 

16 
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hampered and stymied this great nation? One prays not. 

End -

17 



Television s Values and the 
Values of Our Children 

BY N E W T O N N . M I N O W 

March 2,1995 
Children Now 

Conference Keynote 

THE ANNENBERG 
WASHINGTON PROGRAM 

Communiaitions Polio/ Studies 
hlorthioestem Unwersity 



Speech .1 /3 /95 5 : 1 3 .-.Y race 2 ^ 

About the Author 
Newton N. Minow is Lhe Director of The ,\nnenberg Washington Program 
and Annenberg University Professor of Communicauons Law and Policy at 
Northwestern University, .\fter receiving his law degree from Northwestern 
University, he served as Law Clerk to Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson of the 
U.S. Supreme Court, as .Assistant Counsel to Illinois Governor ,^dlai E. 
Stevenson, and as Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission 
by appointment of President John F. Kennedy. He was a panner in the law 
firm of Sidley & .Austin for more than 25 years, and is now Counsel to that 
firm. Aciive in civic and public ser^'ice, he is a trustee (and former 
Chairman) of The RAND Corporaiion, a life trustee of Northwestern 
University, a trustee of the University of Notre Dame, and Chairman of 
the Carnegie Corporation of New York. Minow is former Chairman of the 
Chicago Educational Te!e\-ision Association and of the Public Broad- . 
casting System. He is a former board member of CBS, Inc.. and is a 
trustee emeritus of the Mayo Clinic. In 1989 he was elected a Fellow 
of the Amencan .-Xcademy of Ans and Sciences. He is coauthor of the 
forthcoming book Abandoned in the Wasteland: Children, Television, 
and the First Amendment. 

About the Program 
The Annenberg Washington Program in Communications Policy Studies of 
Northwestern University provides a neutral forum, open to diverse opinion, 
for assessing the impact of communications technologies and public poli­
cies. The program serves as a bridge between policymakers, industry offi­
cials, academics, the press, and the public. 

Acknowledgements 
The author thanks Craig L. LaMay, coauthor of Abandoned in the 
Wasteland: Children, Television, and the First Amendment to be published 
by the Hill & Wang DiN-ision of Farrar Straus & Giroux in the spring. 

Copyright 1995 by The Annenberg Washington Program in Communi­
cations Policy Studies of Northwesiem University. All rights reserved. 

Recommended citation: Television's Values and the Values of Our Children 
(Washington, D.C; The Annenberg Washington Program in Communi­
cations Policy Studies of Northwestern University, 1995). 



ho can deny that television is a major influence on our values, 

our culture, our children ? Why else do advertisers spend those billions of 

dollars a year on commercials if not to influence our consciousness and 

persuade us to take certain actions, like buy their products? And if our, 

and our children's, behavior can be influenced to buy products, who can 

deny that il can be influenced in other directions? The same is true for 

films, videotapes, radio, recorded music, and now computer software and 

CD-ROMs. No doubt they, too, help shape our anitudes and values and 

outlook on the world. 

Why then is the discussion of the media's influence, especially on 

children, so confused and diffused? UTiy is all public debate on this issue 

so polarized—and why is there such a fierce aversion to acknowledging 

the frightful complexities involved? We have a lot of sloganeering, some 

simple-minded non-solutions, but very few goodwilled collaborations 

among adversaries lo find a new and higher common ground." 

Norman Lear 

Writer, Producer 

speaking at "Shaping our Children's Values: 

The Role of the Entertainment .Media" 

Stanford University 

March 2, 1995 
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T E L E V I S 1,0 N V A L U E S 

AND THE VALUES OF OUR CHILDREN 

BEFORE WE THINK OF OUR CHIL-
dren's future, let us reflect for a few 
moments about our children's pasL 
There was a conference very much like 
this one 66 years ago this monih. in 
March 1929. 
The host was the new president of the 
United Stales, Herben Hoover whose 
monument is nearby on the Stanford cam­
pus. The subject of President Hoover's 
conference was the health and moral edu­
cation of America's children, .̂ bout 100 
people came to the White House confer­
ence, including such leading figures in the 

— ^ child welfare movement as Julia Lathrop 
and Florence Kelly, members of the president's cabinet members of 
Congress, and busirie.ssmen like Henry Ford and General Electric 
Chairman Owen Young. The foundation world was represented loo. led 
by a delegation from the Carnegie Corporaiion of New York, a founda­
tion that I am honored to serve today as chairman. 

President Hoover brought these people together to focus on four main 
ideas: the abolition of child labor, the enrollment of more children in pub­
lic schools, the reduction of the high mortality rates among children and 
adolescents, and the reUgious and moral education of lhe nation's young. 

Newton N. Minow 

Tliis keynote speech was presented by Newton N. Minow on March 2, 
1995, at the conference "Shaping our Children's Values: The Role ofthe 
Eniertainment Media." The conference was sponsored by Children Now, 
Stanford Universitv, and the UCLA Center for Communicauons Policy. 



•SyMVAjfO 'ES A N 0 

These were issues that the president had championed throughout his 

public and private life. He had been raised in a devout Quaker home but 

was orphaned at a young ace. His memories of growing up an orphan never 

left him. While still a young engineer. Hoover became president of the 

American Child Health Association. Later, as secretary of commerce, he 

ur̂ ed Congress lo pass a "Child's Bill of Rights." In his personal letters 

and papers. Hoover always spoke of his service to the nation's children. 

For that reason, lei us look back on that 1929 White House conference 

to see what lessons we can leam. 

.Many of lhe problems affecting America's children in 1929 are not so 

different from those that Children Now has brought us together to discuss 

this weekend. Yei, of all ihe many bright and accomplished people 

President Hoover asked to anend, not one of them came from a new and 

promising industry that Hoover him.sclf more than any other public fig­

ure, had helped to create: broadcasting. 

Herben Hoover is the father of American telecommunications law. It 

was Commerce Secretary Hoover who started regulation of the nation's 

airwaves under the federal Radio Act of 1912. It was Hoover who, 

berween 1922 and 1925, developed a new regulatory plan that Congress 

wrote into law as the 1927 Radio Act, which later became the Federal 

Communications Act, goveming American radio initially, and television, 

telephone, and cable today. 

Hoover's plan for broadcast regulation differed from plans in other 

Western democracies. At the lime, other democratic nations were esiab-

lishing state-run radio svsiem^ They riiH in the he.lief thai the airwaves 

were too valuable a resource—for education, for culture, for citizensfai] 
to enutist exclusively to private, profit-seeking companies. Hoover urged 

just the opposite, choosing not only to give for-profit broadcasters access 

10 lhe people's airwaves, but to make them the foundation of the system. 

In exchange foTiheir pnvilege, broadcasters were required by law to use 

the airwaves as trustees of the "public interest." 

The meaning of that term—ihe public interest—along with questions 

about who should define it and enforce the law has been a subject of 

debate ever since. What is most remarkable is that Herbert Hoover, as far-

sichied and well-intentioned as he was, never made the connection 
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benveen the power of electronic communicauons and the children whose 
lives he worked so hard to improve. Neither did any of the smart and 
capable people be invited to ihe White House in March 1929. 

Today we know better Today, as the century draws to a close and we 
enter a new era of digital communications, the meaning of the pjiblic 
interest is focused on ibose whom Hoover forgoi: our children. We have 
come together this weekend, I believe, to begin the work that Herbert 
Hoover failed to do. We know, all of us, ihat we can do beaer. The 
Communications Act was written before we ever heard of television̂  
satellites, cable, computers, fax machines, cellular phones, cyberspace, or 
thejnfonnation superhighway. In lhe midst of the current technological 
revolution, we now have a second chance to defme what we mean by the 
public interest as we build new communications capacity undreamed of in 
human history. Second chances are rare, and remind me of Samuel 
Johnson's assessment of a second marriage: a uiumph of hope over 
ex2erien££. 

My own interest in television's effect on children began in 1956, when ^'N 
Robert Kennedy and I traveled together, often as roommates, as members i 
of AdIai Stevenson's presidential campaign staff. Bob and I had a lot in ' 
common, especially because my wife, Jo, and I have three children the 
same ages as three of Bob and Ethel's children. When the Stevenson cam­
paign reached Springfield. Illinois, Bob asked if we could skip the 
speeches and visit Abraham Lincoln's home. On the way. Bob said some­
thing I've never forgotten. He said that when he grew up, the three great 
influences on children were home, school, and church, but in observing 
his own children, he believed that there was now a fourth major influ­
ence, television. 

In the 39 years since that walk in Springfield, more than 3,000 socio­
logical studies have confmned Bob KennedxlM^bsgrva''"" Television's 
influence on our children is staggering. Even those who do not accept lhe 
link described in 1972 by the surgeon general between screen violence 
and aggressive behavior in children concede that television leaches our 
children that guns and violence solve problems, that it affects the way 
they perceive people of other races, that it regards them as consumers 
rather than as citizens, and that it shapes their fears and expectations 
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about Lhe future. Every aftemoon when they come home from school, 

millions of American children tum on their television sets to see what the 

adult world holds for them. What do they find there? 

During one randomly selected week, January 31 through February 4, 

1994, here is what they saw: programs about a 13-year-old girl who has 

slept with 20 men and a 17-year-old who has slept with mon: than 100 

(both girls carried beepers); about transsexual prostitutes: about parents 

who hate iheir daughters' boyfriends; about men whose girlfriends want too 

much sex; about white supremacists who hate Mexicans; about a woman 

who uied to kill herself nine times; about a sadomasochistic couple who 

explained that instead of putting a ring on her fmger at iheir wedding, they 

had his penis pierced; about a man who fathered four children by three 

women and who "couldn't stop cheating"; and programs called "Dad by 

Day, Cross-Dresser by Night" and "Using Sex to Get NVTiat You Want" 

Peggy Noonan described the difference between what children see on 

television now with what they saw a generation ago: 

When I was a kid there were kids who went home to empty , 

houses, and they did whm kids do, put on lhe TV. There were game 

shows, cartoons, some boring nature show, an old movie, "The Ann 

Solhem Show," Spanish lessons on educational TV, a soap opera. 

Thin fare, boring stuff; kids daydreamed to it. But it was better to 

liave this being pumped into everyone's living room than, say, lhe 

Geto Boys on channel 25, rapping about killing women, having sex 

with their dead bodies, and cutting off their breasts. 

Really, you have to be a moral retard not to know that this is 

harmful, thai it damages lhe young, the unsteady, the unfinished. 

You have to not care about anyone to sing these words and to put 

this song on TV for money. ^ 

Senator Bill Bradley summed il up in two sentences in a speech last 

month: "At a lime when harassed parents spend less time wiih iheir chil­

dren, they have ceded to television more and more of the all-importani 

role of siory-ielling, which is essential to the formation of moral educa-
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lion that sustains a civil society. But too often TV producers and music 
execudves and video game manufacturers feed young people a menu of 
violence without context and sex without aiiachment, and both with no 
consequences or judgment" 

In an ideal world, no American children would be left alone for long 
periods of lime with only television for companionship. In an ideal world, 
every parent would be resjwnsible, every parent would have the lime and 
financial resources to control his or her child's television viewing, and 
every parent would be as vigilant as one television producer who won't 
allow his own children lo see lhe shows he has produced. In an ideal 
world, the people who work in television would have to take an oath like 
the Hippocratic oaih: "Do no harm." In an ideal world, the people who 
use the airwaves and the advertisers who support them would sit down 
with their own children and grandchildren and waich television and 
explain to them why they are proud of what they do. Producers and pro­
grammers would come out from hiding behind the First Amendment and 

r-\ try to do better for all our children. ^ 

j Broadcasters used to tell parents to tum their sets off if ihey didn't like ^ 
' the programs. But in November 1992, when a group of women organized 

a national 'Turn Off the T'V Day," the president of the Network 
Television Association objected, saying, "Viewers should express their 
opinions and act accordingly, but participating in national boycotts is an 
infringement on lhe networks' First Amendment rights." 

Several months later, my friend Jack Valenii objected lo the installa-
lion of v-chips in television sets. V-chips, you'll recall, are the computer 
chips that can be programmed by parents lo block out violent programs, 
hence their name. "I'm opposed to a single button that can block out a 
whole program day or a single program week," Jack said. "That is not 
parental responsibility." Isn't it? Lucie Salhany, then Chairwoman at 
Fox, worried about setting a precedent; "Will we have an s-chip?" she 
asked, to control our children's access to sexual programming? 

So long as a parent controls the on-off switch, does it matter? If the v-
chip is unconstitutional, so is a remote control device. And by such think-
ing, parents who monitor what their children watch are unconstitutional loo. 
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If broadcasters believe that parents have neither the duty nor the right 
to intercede on behalf of their children, then we have converted the First 
Amendment from a sword of freedom inio a shackle of bondage. We have 
used il to abandon our children in a wasteland that converts kids into eco­
nomic opponuniiies rather than human beings. 

It would be a big surprise to those who wrote the First Amendment lo 
see that Americans now cite it noi to begin discussion of the public inter­
est, bui as a reason to close it As we begin our discussions this weekend, 
we should reflect on one fact: the First Amendment forbids the govem­
ment from interfering with free speech; it does not prohibit citizens or 
producer or editors or parents or grandparents from voicing their displea­
sure at speech ihat, whether for good reason or bad, they do not like. As 
Supreme Court Justice g.otter Stewan once said, we should not confuse 
the right to do something wiih whether il is the right thing to do. 

A few examples follow: 

• When the public—not lhe government—expressed disgust al a rap 
song about killing police officers, the chief executive of Time Warner 
responded that this was an attack on his and the singer's right of free 
speech. 

• When PBS—not the govemment—cancelled a documentary 
because facts had been doctored lo suit its conclusion, the program's pro­
ducer called the decision censorship. Most journalists I know call this 
editing. 

• When NBC Nightly News broadcast the on-camera murder of a 
-Miami woman by her esu^ged husband, N^C responded to criucism 
from its own affiliates—not the govemment—with the true but irrelevant 
fact that the broadcast was protected by the First Amendment. 

If ever a word were in need of rest, censorship is that word. It is used 
as a cue to critics to shut up. But the word is used so often, and so casual­
ly, as to have lost its meaning. Every year, for example, a Califomia uni­
versity issues a list of the most underreporied stories of the past year. 
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which il calls "Project Censored." The list consists of events that have 

been ignored, underreporied, inaccurately reported, unfairly reported, and 

even slanted—but by no means censored. To use the word so unthinking­

ly is dangerous because it minimizes the many instances of real censor­

ship that do occur. 

No one pays more dearly for our muddled thinking than our nation's 

children. Several years ago, for example, one of my successors as Federal 

Communications Commission (TCC) chairman declared that a television 

set was nothing more than a "toaster with pictures." 

The analogy struck virtually everyone with any knowledge about tele­

vision as ill-considered and uncaring. But ihe chairman had inadvertently 

put his fmger on American leleusion's greatest failing: no thinking adult 

would leave a small child unattended to play widb a plugged-in toaster for 

hours on end—to do so would bo reckless and irresponsible. Yet because 

we have neglected to take seriously the Communications Act's public-

interest requirement leaving an unattended child in the company of a j 

A\ television set is just as dangerous. ^ 

There are, of course, excellent programs for children on television. i 

Sesame Street and other programs from the Children's Television ' 

Workshop are outstanding. KCET does a great job of encouraging chil­

dren to read through Storyiime, founded by our Stanford friends Helen 

and Peter Bing. The Annenberg Foundation helps children and parents 

leam math together through television. There are fine services like Gerry 

Layboume's Nickelodeon, The Leaming Channel, Discovery, and others. 

Bui the exemplary programming these cable channels offer is only avail­

able to those who can pay for them. Yes, nearly 65 percent of American 

homes now have cable, but do not forget that the 35 percent that do not 

includes a disproportionately large number of America's children, of 

whom one in four lives in poverty. 

Those children are the very ones who could most benefit from quality 

programming, and yet without public broadcasting they are the least like­

ly to get i t Perhaps those children may not even have public broadcasting 

10 serve them in the future. I challenge you to go home and spend a week 

without public television, watching broadcast channels only. Al the end of 

11 
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the week, ask yourself whether what you have seen is what you would 
want for your own children. 

As Americans move inio the digital age, we are fulfilling George 
Santayana's prediction about those who are ignorant of history: we are 
repeating it. Unless we make explicit provisions for what the pubUcjmgr-
esi titily means with regard to children, we will repeat in the digital age 
the worst mistakes that plagued the age of analog broadcasting. In 2045, 
some future FCC chairman will look back at us from the vantage point of 
a much vaster wasteland and wonder why, when we had a second chance, 
we failed to seize i t 

If we are going to serve our children well, to guide them and protect 
them, we now need to change the way we think. How should we do so? 

For counsel and guidance, I suggest we tum to James Madison, the 
founder who more than any other defined the meaning of the public inter­
est. And in particular I suggest we consult Madison's greatest achieve­
ment of all—the First Amendment 

The_g£cius of the FirstAmendment like the rest of the Constitution, is 
its ability to meet the needs of each new age and each new medium. For 
most of our nation's history, the meaning of free speech was decided by 
state courts, which held that the right to speak freely was lied to an oblig­
ation to use that right responsibly. 

The U.S. Supreme Court inherited that oadition and has carried it on. 
At the same time, the Court's interpretation of the First Amendment has 
been shaped largely by the pecuUar characteristics of the mass media, fû st 
newspapers, then radio and television. Throughout the Court has made 
very few exceptions lo Madison's command that "Congress shall make no 
law" abridging free speech. Those exceptions it has made have endured 
without regard to technological change. I suspect for example, that very 
few of you believe that the First Amendment would stop Congress from 
safeguarding your copv-righl in your work and your livelihood in the digi­
tal age. 

Just as the law has seen fit to protect you, ii has given even greater 
protection to our childreiL 

Over and over again, the Supreme Court has made it clear that "safe-
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guarding the physical and psychological well-being of a minor-isJlcom-

pelUn^l^^nougFTojUsdj^^ servelhat go^, especially when they 

do not unduly infringe on the rights of adults. Courts have upheld this 

principle thousands of limes, in cases where children are involved noi 

only as listeners but as speakers. 

So substantial is this body of law that some legal scholars refer to it as 

the "Child's First Atnendment" Just as the law requirerusloput our chil- ' 

dren in car seals when we u^vel on asphalt highways, the First 

.\mendmenl will offer them protection on the information highway. 

But the protection the Constitution provides our children is protection 

of last reson. Thejjrsljine of defense must be our own best judgment our 

own good conscience. All of us, whatever work we do. whatever our poli­

tics, are also parents and citizens, members of churches and community 

groups, and we give our time to schools, to public affairs, to our f.imilies. 

Those of you in the creative community are now the nation's teachers, 

guardians, and role models. How will you use that power? It is far too 

late in the day to argue over who is responsible for the dismal state of 

.American childhood. When Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr. wrote the 

Supreme Court's fu-st free-speech opinion in 1919, he did so with the 

famous remark that the right to speak freely would not allow a man to 

shout "Fire!" in a crowded theater Today the fu-es of violence and neglect 

are in full flame. Do we really want to argue over who staned them and 

w hose responsibility it is to pui them out? 

Our choice is not between free speech and the marketplace on the one 

hand, and governmental censorship and bureaucracy on the other The 

chojcejs bow best to serve tbe needs of children and use the opponuniiies 

presented by the digital age to enrich their lives. If we mm away from 

that choice, the consequences will be a wasteland vaster than anyone can 

imagine, or would care to. Let us do for our children today what Herbert 

Hoover and the wise men and women of his generation failed to do: make 

the connection between the power of electronic communications and chil­

dren. 

Even skeptics who believe the pubhc interest is beyond definiuon 

know that it lies in the hearts and minds of children. If as a nation we can-
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not figure out whai the public interest means with respect to those who 

are too young to vole, who are barely literate, who are financially and 

emotionally and even physically dependent on adults, then we will never 

figure out what it means anywhere else. Qur children are the public inter-

est liNing and breathing. 

ResponsibiUty for serving the public interest lies with all of us. Not 

one of us alone—not indusu '̂, not academia, not govemment not parents, 

not foundations—holds the key to improving our children's future. We 

serve the public inieresi only when we work together It may be a cliche 

to say i t but cliches are often true. Certainly \rut is the traditional saying 

in Africa; it takes a whole village to raise a child. And we, all of us, are 

the leaders of the village. 

President Kennedy told a story a week before he was killed, a story I 

have never forgotten. The story was about French Marshal Lyautcy, who 

walked one morning through his garden with his gardener He stopped at 

a certain point and asked the gardener to plant a tree there the next morn­

ing. The gardener said, "Bui the tree will not bloom for 100 years." The 

marshal looked at the gardener and replied, "In that case, you had better 

plant i l this aftemoon." 
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Standing here in 1971 to give my inaugural address, I discussed the changing 
patterns of American life, the forces and changes that posed special challenges to 
educators. Today I would like to take a new look at these issues of grave concem to 
all of us. I want'to talk to you about the standards by which we measure the strength 
and quality of American life — the greatness of our civilization. 

Seventy-five years ago, John Fletcher Moulton, Lord Moulton, a noted 
English judge, spoke on the subject of "Law and Manners." He divided human 
action into three domains. The first is the domain of law, "where," he said, "our 
actions are prescribed by laws binding upon us which must be obeyed." At the other 
extreme is the domain of free choice, "which," he said, "includes all those actions as 
to which we claim and enjoy complete freedom." And in bet̂ veen, Lord Moulton 
identified a domain in which our action is not determined by law but in which we 
are not free to behave in any way we choose. In this domain we act with greater or 
lesser freedom from constraint, on a continuum that extends at one extreme from a 
consciousness of duty "nearly as strong as positive law," through a sense of what is 
required by public spirit, to "good form" appropriate in a given situation and so on 
up to the border with the domain of free choice, where there is no constraint 
whatever on what the individual may choose to do. 

Lord Moulton considered the area of action lying between law and pure 
personal preference to be "the domain of obedience to the unenforceable." In this 
domain, he said, "Obedience is the obedience of a man to that which he cannot be 
forced to obey. He is the enforcer of the law upon himself." This domain between 
law and free choice he called that of Manners. While it may include moral duty, 
social responsibility and proper behavior, it extends beyond them to cover "all cases 
of doing right where there is no one to make you do it but yourself." 

Moulton recognized that all three domains are necessary to the life of every 
individual. The law with its coercive remedies in both civil and criminal 
jurisdictions is necessary to establish an essential matrix of order and peace. And 
the domain of free choice is rightly treasured by each individual, for it is in this area 
that "spontaneity, originality and energy arise." Moulton, emphasizing its special 
importance, said, "It covers a precious land where the actions of men are not only 
such as they choose, but have a right to claim freedom even from criticism." 

Considering the topography of this social order, all of us can recognize at once 
that the middle land of Manners, as Moulton calls it, is threatened by two 
tendencies: on the one hand, there are those who wish to extend the realm of law to 
regulate everything. The Congress and the agencies that have mushroomed from 
its legislation exhibit this tendency to an alarming degree. On the other hand, there 
is the tendency to claim that anything not ruled by law is a matter of personal 
choice. This tendency can be seen in the relativism and unbridled hedonism voiced 



in our schools, universities, newspapers, movies and on television by advocates 
who range from intellectuals and entertainers to the crassest hucksters. 

Both the domains of law and free choice threaten to encroach upon the 
middle domain of Manners. Moulton's central point, one of capital in^PO^^^^f' 
Ŝ at "The real greatness of a nation, its true civilization, is measured by the extent of 
this land of obfdience to the unenforceable. It measures the extent to which the 
nafion trusts its citizens, and its area testifies to the way they behave m response to 
that trust." 

Obedience to law does not alone measure a nation's greatness^ Totalitarian 
regimes enforce obedience at the price of cruelty and repression. And m ^e absence 
of Taw mere willfulness or license, far different from liberty, is no proof of greatness. 
The true test of greatness^Moul^^ 
c o m p o s i n g j h ^ ^ can be t T H i l g j o o b g y i i l E i m E O ^ ^ 

In America today the domains of choice and of law have erod^g^J^main 
of manners As the realm of manners and morals has been dimmished by those 
^ r a S l ^ a t whatever they think or do is right if it feels good tô  them, the central 
domain loses its force. And despite the expansion of the domain of law, the 
consequent weakening of the central domain has resulted m a diminution of the 
authority and effectiveness of the law. 

It is against the law to deface public property, to steal to swindle, to drive 
while intoxicated, to rape, to bomb and to kill. But our public and private buildmgs 
are regularly defaced by graffiti and the territorial markmgs of juvenile gangs. In 

ur T e s many feel im'prlsoned in their homes, and our persons are at risk on our 
streets and in our parks. There are twice as many murders a year in New York as m 
England, and twice as many in Boston as in Argentina^ Rape is epidemic and deadly 
assault by drunken drivers is commonplace. Nor is the crime - - ^ Z ^ ; ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
streets- the Wall Street Journal estimates that stock swindles and other forms of 
white collar crime cost Americans $100 billion every year. 

But what of enforcement? Indictments number only a small fraction of the 
crimes committed; convictions only a fraction of the indictments; Punishments, 
except in the case of first degree murder, typically ight - a few Y^ars, proba^o^^^ 
suspended sentence or community service. Even fmes are rarely collected. Of the 
S^s'bUnon dollars owed in fines by stock swindlers, only one ^ o " - ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
paid, leaving swindlers with almost all of their ill-gotten gams and their victims 
uncompensated. 

Standards in the profession of law have eroded, as lawyers, judges and juries 
have become less obedient to the unenforceable. Juices have accommodated to the 
de ays and improper importunings of counsel by frequently excluding from )ury 
dun^ persons of education and professional and business competence, l e a ^ n r ^ ^ 
pan̂ els composed of the_relatively inexperiencedand u n e d u c a t e d j o t r ^ ^ of 



great complexity. In criminal cases, worthy jury men and women are rejected by 
lawyers concerned not to impanel a jury of twelve good persons and true, 
representing a cross-section of the community, but a carefully selected jury of 
persons most likely to respond sympathetically to their side. Impaneling a jury in a 
murder case, which takes no more than an hour in England, takes weeks in the 
United States. American trials now drag on endlessly^making jury duty a burden 
beyond the meaTis or endurance of most individuals. 

The O. J. Simpson trial, if held at the Old Bailey, would have taken a few 
weeks. It is now the reductio ad absurdum of our system of criminal justice, a 
bonanza for broadcasters who are provided a year-long soap opera without the 
expense of producers, writers, actors, or directors. And the confidence and respect of 
the American public for lawyers, judges and the jury system have imploded as they 
watch a trial in which the judge has lost control and lawyers flout legal ethics m 
their reach for irrelevancies to delay the process and create confusion in the minds 
of the jury. 

Even more alarming than the comedy of the courts is the tragedy of the 
streets: the random violence, the children killed in drive-by shootings by persons 
they have never met, and acts of terrorism which demonstrate the inability of a 
sovereign nation to protect the lives and property of its citizens. 

We live in a deeply flawed society and are moving rapidly toward the state of 
nature that Thomas Hobbes chillingly described: "No arts; no letters; no society; and 
which is woriroTiircontinual fp^r and danger of violent death; and the life ofman, 
sdntaiyTpoor, nasty, brutish and short." This sounds jusjlike Pulp Fiction. 

We cannot end this state of violence and restore the authority of law simply 
by getting tough on crime, by relying on the police power of the state, or by calling 
for capital punishment. 

As both Hobbes and Lord Moulton observed, the sovereign cannot establish 
his authority simply by force or through acts of state terror. Authority and civil 
order depend in a signiflcant measure on the consent of the govemed-thatjs^on 
obedience to the unenforceable. The more civilized and enlightened the country, 
the greater its dependence on the voluntary respect and support of its citizens for 
law and civil order. The rule of law depends upon the morality of the people. 

Obedience to the unenforceable is required to give to the rule of law the 
power of enforcement which is its essential character. The erosion of manners and 
morals inevitably undermines the law. Civil society depends not merely on law but 
on the obedience of the individual citizen who in Moulton's words is "the enforcer 
of the law upon himself." 



The law is not self-sustaining, but depends like science, medicine, higher 
education, and accounting, on the willingness of scientists, doctors, professors, 
lawyers and accountants to obey moral principles that are unenforceable. 

There is nothing to guarantee the soundness of scientific experiments and 
theories beyond the moral integrity of scientists and their faithful adherence to the 
principles of scientific method. If they falsify data they are like accountants who 
cook the books or lawyers who concoct evidence or bring suits devoid of merit. 
Their professional work is compromised by their lack of obedience to the 
unenforceable. The integrity and efficacy of all our professions and businesses rest 
on this moral foundation. 

We must not attribute all our social ills to a single cause, however, for the 
causes are many. If families had not broken up, if churches had not lost much of 
their influence, if there had not been an extensive spread of secularism and 
materialism, if the quality of our schools had not declined despite substanfial 
increases in financial support, if drugs had not become easily available, if some or all 
of these factors had not been present, we might have withstood th_e degenerative 
effects of television and its indiscriminate advocacy of pleasure. 

Prior to television and to the breakup of the family, parents typically tried to 
preserve and extend the ceremonies ofirmocence in the lives of their children by 
shielding themtrom the sordid'dTmensIons of human life, from filthy language, 
premature exposure to sex, and mindless and indiscriminate violence. But that is 
now"the common experience of children: by age four or five they speak the 
language of the gutter and teenagers enlarge their experience of violence, obscenity 
and sex in all its varieties through television, watched on the average for 25 hours a 
week, through the movies and occasionally even in the schools. 

Television is the most important educational institution in the United States 
today. Since the beginning of human history mankind has known what Aristotle 
later set down as the fundamental fact about education: that we leam by imitation. 
Imitation is the dynamic of all education. Why else would English children learn 
English instead of German? Or German children learn German instead of Spanish? 
Children imitate what they hear. And what they see they also do. It is as simple as 
that. 

Common sense alone tells us that violence endlessly enacted on television 
serves as a model for imitafion. In many of our great cifies we find teenagers, in 
imitation of what they have seen scores or even hundreds of times on television, 
engaged in wanton acts of violence, blowing away parents, friends or strangers with 
a totally amoral, psychopathological indifference to the suffering of others. Even if 
most youths do not imitate the violent acts they have witnessed, the deluge of 
television violence infects their sensibilities. Revulsion and abhorrence, our 
natural reactions to violence, are suppressed. We become reconciled to violence as 



though it were a normal part of life, as indeed it has become. Mark Antony made 
the point when, standing over Caesaris dead body, he prophesied. 

Blood and destruction shall be so in use. 
And dreadful objects so familiar. 
That mothers shall but smile when they behold 
Their infants quartered with the hands of war. 
All pity choked with custom of fell deeds; 

And now new oppormnities are open for our youth as the Intemet makes available 
to those accessing it simple straightforward directions for the manufacture of bombs. 
But our govemment, which has found it necessary to regulate the formula for ice 
cream and peanut butter, is reluctant to prohibit the distribution on the Intemet of 
handbooks for terrorists. Such communication threatens our lives in a way that 
shouting "Fire!" in a crowded theater could never do. Can anyone seriously believe 
that thpFir^Amendment protects instruction in terrorism through the Internet? 
ItrfTShlbTti^clearly meets Mr. Justice Hohnesi's test of a clear and present danger. 
It may be technically impossible to control terrorism on the Intemet, but that 
difficulty should not be confused with a consfitutional protection. 

The level of insensitivity engendered in many of our youth in the last few 
years is not due exclusively to television and the entertaiiunent industry. On the 
other hand, it cannot be explained in the absence of television, for there are no other 
factors adequate in themselves to account for it. Nevertheless, if the influence of 
television and films were countered by a strong family, a first-rate educational 
system, or good job opportimities in inner cifies, the impact of television would be 
far less significant and perhaps even negligible. 

It has not had an equal influence on all children by any means. Children 
fiom strong homes, children attending vital churches and deeply nurtured in 
religious traditions, children who have developed sound study habits and who m 
consequence have litfle fime for television, children who have developed a moral 
center to guide their choice seem remarkably immune. 

As television has ravenously consumed our attention, it has weakened the 
formative institutions of church, family and schools, thoroughly eroding the sense 
of individual obedience to the unenforceable on which manners and morals and 
ultimately the law depend. Obviously, we need to rebuild our families, our schools 
and our churches. But we cannot complete these reforms unfil something is done 
about television, for in both its advertising and its programming it has created 
demands that appeal, not to the best in our natures, but to the worst. 

Alarmed bv the deteriorafion of standards, and recognizing one clear source 
> of this decline, we may be tempted to enlarge the domain of law by__regulating 
television and the entertainment industry. But this j i o u l d give us pause. 



4 I do not advocate altering the First Amendment, nor do I advocate 
congressional limits on what television stafions can program. But isn't it time for 
those who own television stations and networks and those who own motion 
picture companies that supply material for television to demonstrate their 
obedience to the unenforceable? 

Let the First Amendment stand as it is. But the moguls of television and 
movies should recognize that they are contributing directly to the erosion, not only 
of morals and manners, but of the rule of law itself. Are they going to show 
obedience to the unenforceable by asserting their moral responsibility for the good of 
our society, or is the pursuit of profit their only guide? 

Jf the television and the entertainment industries do not control themselves 
in̂ ôbedience to the unenforceable, we shall reach the point in the not too distant 
futufelvhere programming on television threatens the life of the RepuBlic. But 

theAmercian people recognize that it poses a clear and pres'ent danger calling 
for decisive, corrective action? 

There is still time for self-correction. But those with positions of 
responsibility in these industries should understand that we cannot continue 
indefinitely to tolerate their tiashing of our and our children's sensibilities without 
endangering our survival. 

TheJaarbariansJe[evision has nurtured and continues to nurture are not at 
our gates but in our mjdst^Kecognizing that by its nature, obedience to the 
unenforceable cannot be enforced, W. Edwards Deming observed, "You don't have 
to do it — sur\-ival is not compulsory." 

The members of this graduating class and those of all other classes graduating 
this spring across our nation are the agents of our fuhire and the repository of our 
hopes. For good or ill , my generation have already made most of our contribution. 
We have tried to do our best: at times we have succeeded; at others we have failed. 
But the future for good or ill is increasingly in your hands. 

If the members of these graduating classes recognize the importance of the 
domain of manners and morals, and if each is obedient to the unenforceable, we 
shall see a diminution of license and a renewal of freedom and civilization in this 
country. If this moral vision strikes fire in the younger generation, our futijre is 
secure. 

The crisis we face will not be solved by higher or lower taxes, by more or less 
welfare or Medicaid, by the increase or decrease in the budgets of the military or the 
police. Our crisis, like that confronting the peoples of the former Soviet Union and 
"^astern Europe is, as Solzhenitsyn observed, a crisis of moral decay. 



We face a crisis of the spirit. Its resolution far ti-anscends the power of the 
state; itlTToo important, too" W-Teaching, to be resolved by mere govemmental 
action. Rather, it lies within the grasp of each of us. When we determine to govern 
ourselves - when each is obedient to the unenforceable - we shall have regained 
control over ourselves and thus regained as a nation our capacity for self-
government. 

This will never come to pass, however, without faith in the importance of 
honor and truth and in the essential role of duty and obligation m our lives. 

What we are, what we do and thereby what we become depends heavily on 
what we believe about ourselves. Are we Edwin Markham's man with a hoe, 

A thing that grieves not and that never hopes, 
stolid and stunned, a brother to the ox? 

Or are we not rather, 

. . . the Thing the Lord God made and gave 
To have dominion over sea and land; 
To trace the stars and search the heavens for power; 

To feel the passion of Eternity? 

The crisis that will confront graduating classes for years to come lies not in 
the state or in the stars, but in ourselves. The fiihare of our country, our future 
happiness and that of our children depends decisively on whether we as individuals 
and as a people practice obedience to the unenforceable. 
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KIDS TALK ABOUT TV AND VIOLENCE (7/93) 

While an ovenvhelming majority of kids know that there is too much violence on television, 
they admit that they are interested and entertained by violence on TV: 

80% of kids say that there is too much violence on television. 
93% of kids believe their parents think there is too much violence on television. 

Kids difTerentiate between "real" violence and cartoon violence: 
75% of kids agree that "violence in cartoons is OK because 
the charaaers are not real." 

86% of kids agree that "programs that show violence with real 
people are scarier than cartoons." 

91% of kids agree that "I worry when I see violence happening 
to real people on TV, because those things couid happen to me 
and my family." 

Kids say that violence... 
Makes them feel interested (31%) and 
Makes them feel entertained (25%). 

Kids endorse the idea of advisories for violent programs: 
89% said yes to the question "do you think that there should be 
a warning at the beginning of a TV program to tell people that is 
has violence in it." 

When asked which kinds of shows should have labels: 
83% said real life shows. 
64% said police detective shows. 
31% said the news. 
11% said cartoons. 

violeace.doc 



KIDS AND PARENTS TALK ABOUT THE OKLAHOMA CITY BOlVfBTNG (4/95) 

Kids got their information from television (news and TV in general 58%) not parents 
(13%). Still kids felt they had no one to talk to about the bombing. Kids feel the need to 
communicate with their parents: 

Two days afler the bombing, 43% of all kids repeatedly had not 
talked to anyone about the bombing. 

Kids are empathetic, compassionate and confused: 
82% agree that they want to "help the people in Oklahoma City" 
82% are "sad" 
54% are "mad" 
50% believe that "there is nothing they can do" 
46% are "confused" 
42% agree that "worry that this could happen to me at my school or at my parents' office" 
36% agree that "worry about their parents going to work." 

The fact that kids were victims of this bombing increased kids' desire to help and to know 
what happened: 

84% want to "help the people in Oklahoma City more" 
84% want to "know more about what happened." 

Parents are also empathetic, compassionate and confused: 
86% agree that they want to "help the people in Oklahoma City" 
71% are "sad" 
71% are "angry" 
49% believe that "there is nothing they can do" 
45% agree that "this incident will leave a lasting impression on my kids" 
36% are "confused." 

violence.doc 



KTOS TALK ABOUT THE INFORMATION SUPERHIGHWAY (1/94) 

The idea of kids communicating with kids via computer was seen as "safe" and free of peer 
pressure. 

"People can't make fun of what you look like or how you dress." 
"You get to know the personality before the face." 
"No one can make fun of you." 
"No judgment passed." 

Kids describe Ulking to kids in other parts ofthe country as: 
"Awesome" 
"Cool" 
"Fun and interesting" 
Filled with "leaming new ideas" 
Leaming "dtflferent customs and different slang words" and 
"Leaming different things about people and places." 

Kids have not heard ofthe term "information superhighway." However, they are able to 
verbalize that the future will be a convergence of existing systems: 

"You could hear the person's voice out of a speaker or something." 
"Having post cards or pictures on the computer." 
"Play games together or against each other." 

When told that the infonnation superhighway is about connecting people all over the worid 
with infonnation and entertainment, kids are able to grasp the general idea: 

"In the future the TV, the computer and the phone and the stereo 
and all the electronics will be one." 

"I heard they have a VR (virtual reality) encyclopedia." 
"It could have every game that ever came out in the world." 
"I think future computers will look big and you could play 
tapes and control what the people on the tapes could say." 

"There could be a computer which is voice controlled, has 
windows, you can watch TV, use any kids of program and all the 
programs could be active at once." 

Also see Nickelodcon/Yankelovich Research Highlights on Kids and Technology. 

violence-doc 



NTCKELODFON/YANKELOVICH YOUTH MONITOT^ 
RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS 

1995 

KIDS & FAMH.TF.S 

87% of all kids believe being part of a loving family is very important. 

76% of aU kids have important talks with their parents, ranging from what to 
spend family money on, to homework, to parent's health (smoking, exercising). 

98% of all kids trust their parents. 

KIDS ARE HAPyv 

Kids today are more worried about getting AIDS, drugs and being hurt in a car crash. 

However, kids today are more resilient 

87% of kids see themselves as friendly. 

85% of kids say they're happy. 

76% of kids see themselves as smart. 

73% of kids see themselves as responsible. 

84% of kids agree that kids need to relax and take it easy as much as adults do. 

KroSANDF.n^Ti^^T^np^ 

Almost 90% of kids report they like school. 

87% of kids want to go to coUege. 

Kids todî  are more confident than two years ago that theyTI be accepted and be 
able to afford college. 
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KIDS AND TECHNOLOGY 

Since 1988, computer usage has risen dramatically in school. Technology is viewed as a 
ticket to success among kids. 

63% agree "if you want to make it in this world, you have to know how to use 
computers." 

60% agree "I like to keep up with the latest technology and hi-tech products." 

83% use a computer at least once a week (vs. 55%). 

4 in 10 kids feel their computer skills are "excellent or good" 

THE BIG HELP; KEPS/PARENTS AND SELF-ESTEEM 

5 million kids pledged 31 million hours of volunteer time during the Big Help-a-Thon 

Kids derive a strong sense of empowerment and personal satisfaaion from volunteering 

93% of kids agree a lot that helping others is important 

88% agree a lot that kids can made a diflference by helping 

81% of kids agree a lot that "helping others makes mc feel good about myself." 

Parents feel volunteering reinforces family values. 

81% of parents strongly agree that "kids can make a diflference in their 
communities." 

77% of parents strongly agree volunteering reinforces family values. 

75% of parents strongly agree that the more kids volunteer, the less they engage in 
violence. 



NICKELODEON/YANKELOVICH YOUTH MONITOR 
KIDS TRENDS SINCE 1987 

KIDS WORRIES 

Kids are worried about social and personal issues. In the past two years we have seen increases in 
womes about: 

55% getting AIDS (42% in 1993) 
50% being hurt in a car crash (32% in 1993) 
45% dnjgs(34%in 1993) 
45% being beaten up (28% in 1993) 

67% getting a good job (61% in 1993) 
62% needing to make money (49% in 1993) 
59% not getting into college (43% in 1993) 
57% not being successful (39% in 1993) 
36% parents will lose jobs (23% in 1993) 

KIDS ARE LEADING EVEN BUSIER LIVES 

Kids participate in many activities between end of school day and dinner time. 

Since 1988, we have seen increases in the following activities: 

83% do homework (72% in 1988) 
71% play outside (58% in 1988) 
69% go to a friend's house (56% in 1988) 
54% do chores (49% in 1988) 
44% play video games (27% in 1988) 

The only significant decrease since 1988 was: 

19% participate in after-school activities (26% in 1988) 

KIDS AND HOME RESPONSIBILITIES 

Kids help out in the home. Since 1987, we have seen the largest increases in: 

40% prepare meals for diemselves (13% in '87) 
15% prepare meals for the fiamily (8% in "87) 
29% do laundry (22% in '87) 
14% shop for groceries (8% in '87) 

trends 



KIDS AND EDUCATION 

Since 1991, the amount of time kids spend each night doing homework has increased from: 

1.3 hours ui 1991 to 1.5 hours in 1995 

KIDS AND MONEY 

Since 1991, the kids have increased their number of sources of income. This includes income from 
gifts and jobs. 

87% birthday (68% in'91) 
66% holidays (39% in'91) 
54% family/relatives (30% in'91) 
37% chores (25% in'91) 
29% baby-sining (20% in'91) 
27% odd jobs (15% in'91) 
27% reward for school performance (10% in '91) 
25% helpmg neighbors (9% in'91) 
20% return cans/botdes for recycling (7% in'91) 

trends 



THE BACKSTAGE BATTLE 
OVER SEX AND VIOLENCE 
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12 
From Violence to Sex 

, OT surprisingly, network reaction to JIKIRC Fergu­
son's decision was less than cnllM.siaslic. C15.S oll.c.als 
called it "a dangerous precedent that threatens the Amer­
ican tradition of voluntary self-regulation," and all the 
defendants except NBC, which wanted time to consider 
its opUons. quickly announced their intention to appeal. 
"After pleading for years for the protection of the First 
Amendment," Sander Vanocur noted with irony in tlie 
Washington Post, "the networks, when it is finally given, 
either spurn it or take it under advisement." 

But if tlie networks' legal response to tlie courts deci­
sion was predictable, the manner in wliicli lliey would let 
it affect their programming was not. People in llie creative 
community wondered whetiier the new ruling would 
change the face of television. David Rintels put the ques­
tion succinctly in a keynote speecli to the annual sym­
posium of Action for Children's Television. 

"What is the future of se.x and violence on television? 
Rintels asked the packed audience in a lecture hall al 
Harvard Law School. It was November 22. 1976. two 
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years lo the day since lhe crucial "summit meeting" in 
Richard Wiley's FCC oincc. Rinlcls looked around the 
room. The audience included a number of network execu­
tives some of whom werc scheduled to participate in 
panels during the confeiencc. They seemed to be listening 
inlenlly. But Rintels nolcd that Wiley, who had spoken at 
the conference that morning, was nowhere to be seen. 

"Does our victory in lhe Family Hour case open lhe 
(loodgales to vulgarity and violence?" Rintels continued. 
" I pray it docs not. I don't think it will. But there are only 
three people in the world who can answer that question. 
•UKI ll.cy are the men who run the networks. Thanks to 
Judec Ferguson, lhe responsibility is theirs again now. 
and that's where it belongs. If they, or any one of them, 
succumb to the need to hype iheir ratings, to make more 
money we could again be swallowed up by gratuitous 
excesses If they think that now. because of our victory in 
the lawsuit, they arc immune from government constraint 
,„d can be n ekless will , matters aflccling taste and sensi­
bility it would be a disaster for all of us." 

Rintels paused for a moment to emphasize his next 
thought "If Ihey choose not to sec that you and we are all 
deeply personally committed to seeing better, freer, more 
responsible television, then it could be that vve have won 
our lawsuit and lost our last, best chance for better televi­
sion But I can't believe that any of that will happen. 
Rintels concluded. "I do not believe they will let it hap-
Y>cn." 

But as events soon proved, they did. 

Under the terms of Judge Ferguson's decision e.ich 
network was free to rcadopt the Family Hour, as long as it 
did so individually, rather than through the NAB. and 
without concern for the FCC's reaction. And before a day 
had passed, all three networks, independently, announced 
that they would continue to reject prc-9:oo r.M. pro­
gramming inappropriate for general Family Viewing. 
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What broadcasters did to their schedules, however, was 
something else again. In late October, during the vcck 
following Taylor's dismissal, Adcertisiiig Age reported 
that CBS had "turned to well-known bloody, violent 
movies [including Death Wisli] in an effort to boost ratings 
during the crucial November nationwide sweeps." Now, 
following the court's ruling, broadcasters began to reinsert 
action into the earlier hours of the schedule, starting with 
a couple of unconventional and exceptionally popular spe­
cials. . 

A three hour NBC documentary on Violence in Amer­
ica kept the grisliest sequences for the last hour, including 
movie scenes which network editors had deemed too 
graphic or gory for home audiences, but the show, which 
began at 8:00 P.M., opened with^a horrifying; thiccjninuiQ-
mayhem montage.^udiences at that early hour were ex-
posedTo'^ least 112 graphic scenes: a close-up frontal 
view of a man's face being blown up by a shotgun; a man 
strapped into a hangman's noose whose neck breaks as a 
platform is pulled out from under his feet; and a man 
committing suicide with a gunshot lo the head. The doc­
umentary, which received generally favorable reviews, 
attracted more viewers than its Family Hour compclition. 
I t earned exceptionally high ratings for a public affairs 
program. 

It seemed more than coincidence when CBS, a few 
weeks later, chose an early hour for the broadcast of Eocl 
Knievcl's Death Deficrs. which the Washington Post 
called "the worst TV program ever." and CBS later admit­
ted represented an error in judgment. The show featured 
a half dozen daredevils in a format where their macho 
was heightened by the persona of co-hosts Telly Savalas 
and Jill St. John. I t landed huge ratings for CBS (wliile 
Knievel landed in the hospital with a set of broken ribs). 

By mid-spring NBC felt bold enough to move Mc-
Cloud, the Sunday night mystery movie featuring Dennis 
Weaver as a policeman on horseback in New York City, 
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back to 8 30. The shoNv had been shifted from 8:30 to 
Q-oo P.M. two years earlier, following conversations with 
FCC officials, because, NBC executives explained it 
seemed too violent for Family Viewing. But on March 6. 
1077 the show was on at 8:30 P.M., and before 9:00 P.M. 
viewers had an opportunity to watch a murder, a man hit 
with the butt of a rific, an attempted murder by an ex­
ploding booby-trap bomb, and a massive back-alley i.st-

ficht and gun battle. 
Not long afterward CBS began lo feature violence and 

sex in early-evening programming on ils owned and oper­
ated stations. In the late spring CH.S's Los Angeles station, 
KNXT replaced Dinah!, the ninety-minute talk and vau-
cty show that had been airing from 6:30 to 8:00 P-M- with 
what the station promoted as an explosive series of lilms. 
"Startinc tonight, give ho-hum television the old heave-
ho " the station boasted in a kick-off ad. "Turn on the new 
CBS 6:30 movie and put excitement and adventure into 
your life." Beginning with Murder Once Removed, CBS 
scheduled a series of thrillers, including Uiiual of Evil 
("Walpurgis Night and murderous rites," an ad pro­
claimed) and Operation: Cobra (in which, an ad ex­
plained. "Treasury agents crack a deadly 'coke' machine ). 

To many people it was more apparent than ever that 
neither the networks nor the station owners were really 
serious about eliminating televised violence. At a meeting 
between Hollywood producers and ABC affiliates a cou­
ple of station owners berated the producers for delivering 
so much violence. Finally Lcc Rich, president of Loriiruir 
Productions, the company that produces shows ranging 
h ' ^ h ^ V ^ l o n s to Heller Skelter, got fed up. 1 ve read 
twenty TV Guides from around lhe country during the 
past week," Rich said, "and let me tell you that l.he net­
works today wouldn't even allowus to produce the kind 
nrjTOvIeijn^ reruns wTH^^tatjons jchedule forthe late 
afternoon when kichLQic ju ihe.audicnce..' 
~Tnrhnpres~sion ihat early-evening violence was again 



on the upswing was confirmed by statistical studies. Dr. 
George Gerbner told the House Communications Sub­
committee that in the fall of 1976 (while the Family 
Viewing Policy was still in effect) network television vio­
lence had reached its highest level in ten years—and, he 
testified, the level of violence had increased most during 
tlie Family Hour. His findings were supported by an olfi-
cial CBS survey that concluded that prime-time violence 
was up 14 percent in the J976-7Z season. During the 
Family Hour, the CBS study reported, the average num­
ber of violent incidents had doubled. 

Watching the rise of televised violence continue un­
abated—notwithstanding the protestations of writers, the 
scientific evidence that it is damaging, the expressions of 
governmental concem, and the promises of network self-
improvement—an unlikely assortment of private indi­
viduals and organizations began to conclude that there 
must be some way for concerned citizens to take matters 
into their own hands. I f the networks wouldn't respond to 
pressure, they decided, perhaps the advertisers—who 
paid for network programming—would. 

The coalition that began to pmergp-in-lhn autunw-of 
IQ76 included the American Medical Association, the Na­
tional Parent-Teacher Association, some church groups, 
several leading television advertisers, and the National 
Citizens Committee for Broadcasting (NCCB), whose 
chairman, former FCC Commissioner Nicholas Johnson, 
was as popular with network executives as Ralph Nader 
was in the automobile industry. 

As an attractive and outspoken native of Iowa wlio had 
nttciidcd law .school in Texas, clerked foi" Supreme Court 
Justice Hugo Black, taught law school at Berkeley and 
practiced law with the supercstablishmcnt Washington 
firm of Covington and Burling before going into govern­
ment in the mid-sixties, Johnson made good copy. He 
could assume the pose of a midwestcrn farm boy, a 
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He used the FCC as a bully pulpit, issuing dissents—often 
in defense of the creative community—that frequently 
were vindicated by appellate court rulings, and making 
speeches, writing books, and attending organizing meet­
ings which helped to develop a large national constitu­
ency of citizens concerned about broadcasting and de­
voted lo Nicholas Johnson. 

Since early in his career at the FCC, Johnson had been 
deeply troubled by televised violence, which he blanied 
on tasteless and ratings-hungry network executives. While 
he considered the Family Hour unconstitutional, he felt 
an obligation to help find some device by which citizens 
who hated such programming could make their views 
known. Late in 1975 \carncd about aJJniyersiijLJif 
Washington studyjhaL-Eioyidfd n ranking of the com-
panics whose products wcrc_iiiQiLJieavdly^^ 
urograms containingjarj^ doses of violence. Johnson and 
his colleagues were particularly interested to learn the 
name of the warst^Oende^^ 

Shortly thereafter the NCCB began to organize its own 
survey and ranking. Rather than developing his own stan­
dard of violence (as the authors of the Washington study 
had done), Johnson relied on the definition developed by 
Dr. Gerbner, and he arranged for Gerbncr's staff to tram 
employees of a professional olT-lhc-air monitoring com­
pany to conduct the survey. 

Johnson's effort to rank advertisers quickly found a re­
ceptive audience. In August 1976 the National PTA an­
nounced an action plan that sent tremofs througli network 
and advertising olfices in New York. "Something must 
change." PTA Prcsidont CaroLKimmd to reporters, and 
"lhe National PTA is determined that .something loill 
change, because the power of television to educate should 
be used for the benefit of children, not the detriment." Slie 
announced that her organization had raised more than 
.$100,000 (including $3,500 from McDonald's) to finance 
a series of eight public hearings around the country, as 
wclUs local workshops designed to teach concerned par-
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ents how to monitor television and make their views 

known. 
Television, the PTA warned, was on probation. If tele­

vision violence didn't decline sharply by the fall of 1977, 
the group said it would consider organizing a boycott of 
products made by companies that sponsor violent shows. 

Similarly, the House of Delegates of the American 
Medical Association, meeting in the early summer of 
1976, adopted a resolution condemning television violence 
as a risk that threatens "the health and welfare of young 
Americans, indeed our entire society." The resolution en­
couraged doctors "to actively oppose" violent television 
shows and their commercial sponsors. 

The first NCCB surveys were conducted during six 
weeks in the summer of 1976. and again, using a slightly 
modified form, throughout a twelve-week period that fall. 
According to the fall ranking, released in mid-December 
1976, the sponsors of the most violent programming were: 
(1) Chevrolet, (2) Whitehall Labs* Anacin, (3) Ameri­
can Motors, (4) Sears, Roebuck, (5) Eastman Kodak, (6) 
Schlilz beer, (7) Procter & Gamble soaps, (8) General 
Foods, (9) Burger King, and (10) Frito-Lay. 

The huge J. Walter Thompson advertising agency pro­
vided some concrete evidence that tiiose companies were 
making a mistake by placing their products in violence-
filled programs. It announced the results of a survey that 
found that 1.4 percent of the public (and 2.7 percent of 
college graduates) had refused to buy a product because 
it had been advertised on a violent show. More important, 
the agency said/ advertisers of such shows face the risk of 
nasty publicity and possible organized boycotts from 
antiviolence pressure groups. J. Walter Thompson Presi­
dent Don Johnston spoke with considerable authority 
when he warned companies that by placing ads in a vio­
lent environment "we all have something to worry about 
both as marketers and as coi-porate citizens." 

In case anyone wa.sn't gelling the message, during the 

rnoM ^̂ OLENCE TO SEX 249 

first weeks of 1977 Richard Palmer, the president of the 
American Medical Association, sent a letter to the top 
officer of each of the ten companies on NCCB's "most 
violent" list. Contending that the company's sponsorship 
of such shows raised questions of social responsibility, 
Palmer wrote that "if the program [a child] is exposed to 
consists largely of violenl content, then his perceptions of 
the real world may be significantly distorted, and his 
psychological development may be adversely affected." 

General Foods, a long-time foe of TV violence, and 
Eastman Kodak, which is represented by J. Walter 
Thompson, had both aheady announced their mtention to 
direct their advertising budgets to nonviolent program­
ming. Within weeks of receiving Palmer's letter, General 
Motors. Sears, and Schlitz all announced that they too 
would join the effort to use economic pressure to reduce 
television violence. 

Economically, television was Uiriving. with the ad­
vertisers' demand for spots far exceeding the supply of 
commercial minutes the networks had available. But the 
sudden blackballing of violent programs had an effect. 
"You usually fill up the time," a network executive told 
the Wall Street Journal, "but it may be at distress prices." 
Network executives, never an overly secure lot, began to 
wonder how well they could sell time on TV cop shows. 
For the first time in history it seemed possible that tele­
vision crime would not pay. 

Though no formal consumer boycott had been or­
ganized, the threat, or possibility, that one might be 
forthcoming, had had a profound effect on advertisers. 
And the advertisers, by pulling their spots from action 
shows, made their muscle felt at the networks. When the 
net̂ vo'rks announced their fall schedules that May. the 
new lineups had been drastically changed. Police shows 
werc out. 

In part the shift was attributable to ratings. While light-
action fantasies such as Charlie's Angels and The Six Mil-
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lion Dollar Man were exceptionally popular, Barelta and 
//au;flii Five-0 were the only police shows in the lop 
twenty during the 197G-77 season. As the study "Trends 
in Network Prime-Time Progiamming. 1953-74" l^^^l 
pointed out. the percentage of network prime lime de­
voted to actiQU_nd '̂Ul.ui^_sJiojws_IIiic^^^^^ 25 
percenl-and_sa-percent, with peaks being reached every 
seven or eight years. Since the previous peaks had been 
i960 and 19G7. it was possible that cop shows, like West­
erns seven years earlier, had reached a saturation point. 

But action shows had not been drawing huge ratings for 
several years. Based on seven-year cycles, the peak .should 
have come in the fall of 1974, when there often was not 
more than one hard-action show in the Nielsen top ten. 
Yet action-adventure shows continued to dominate the 
schedules during the next t\vo seasons. 

So it seemed that the pressure groups deserved much of 
the credit. "In ajiiajor..cQncess]onJojuiU^ 
ers^ Broadcasting magazine reported on May 2. 1977, 
"ABC canceled not only Dog and Cat, but also Streets of 
San Francisco, Most Wanted, and Future Cop." As a re­
sult, only two hard-action police shows, Baretta and Star-
sky'and Hutch, remained on ABC, and not a single new 
hard-action police program was scheduled by any of lhe 
three networks for the 1977-78 season. 

Unlike the Family Hour, which had only caused ihc 
networks to rearrange the scheduling of the shows in tlicir 
lineup, citizen group and advertiser pressure li.ad worked. 

But at wliat price? 
It took the creative community some time to pay atten­

tion lo the new phenomenon. People like Lear and Rinlcls 
were still dizzy from the success—and cost—of the Fam­
ily Hour battle, and at first it did not occur to ihcm that a 
citizens' campaign devised by their friend Nick Johnson, 
who had been one of their key witnesses in the Family 
Hour trial, might be a source of concern. But they re­
membered the period in the 1950s when advertisers, wlio 
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o i v m c d j i n c L ^ o j i s g i T C ^ 
chief programming censors, During that period the fear of 
c^umer boycotts TTÎ d led sponsors to enforce the black­
list and to warn writers not to touch sensitive subjects 
such as racial strife. Jn the early^iflgos^wever. dug Jo 
changes in the regulatory climate and the economics^)! 
K.7^77.;^TmjOmriTrF7-"responsibility for programming 
shifted to ihTn^vorks; and since that time advertisdrs 
l.TIdraiU^i directly altl^npted to affect program content. 
Now there was the risk that, inspired by the new anti-
violence coalition, advertisers would once again begin to 
blunt the cutting edges of television. 

In addition, creative community leaders became 
alarmed by the NCCB's use of Dr. Gerbncr's definitions lo 
identify violent programs. While there was good reason 
for the NCCB to base ils rankings on Dr. Gerbncr's defini­
tion of violence, since it came with an excellent academic 
pedigree as well as the National Institute of Mental 
llcallirs governmental imprimatur, a glance at die rank­
ings themselves indicated that something was askew. The 
sixth most violent show during one ranking period fea­
tured the comedy leam of Shields and Yarnell. For an­
other period the highest show was The Return of the Pink 
Panther. Subscribers to the NCCB rankings considered 
companies that placed spots in these shows more violent 
—and presumably subject to more irate letters and boy-
colt threats—than those that sponsored Starshj and 
Hutch, Police Woman, or Ka'ph. 

The rankings were not attributable to a statistical error 
They were the result of Dn-Gcrbiipr's rlnarly ddmcd-ftncl 
elaborately j u s t i f i e d j M r n i i f l n - ^ ^ ^ " ^ ' ^ ^ ^ Shields and 
Yarnell are exceedingly violent, by his definition, because 
their slapstick humor is largely physical: they bop each 
other with rul.b(;r bats. ;\ la Punch and Judy, throw and 
catch pies in the face, perform mime imitations of people 
fishing or of grasshoppers that live in fear of being tram­
pled. It is the same concept of violence that led an NBC 
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executive to caution that a Laugh-In revival wouldn't be 
appropriate for Family Viewing if it continued to en­
courage people to "Sock it to me." 

Similarly, Gerbner's approach includes accidents, acts 
of-nalijxe^jmdjje_n^olent forji^^^ According to 
a former NCCB director, t ed Carpenter, one of Gerb­
ner's training films contains a sequence in which a man 
who tried to commit suicide awakens in a hospital room. 
As he regains his senses the patient remembers his mis­
sion, and seeing a bottle of poison on a nearby table, starts 
to get out of bed. The nurse then commits what Gerbner 
considers an act of violence. She lifts her hands to prevent 
him from rising. 

It is doubtful that most critics of television violence had 
any intention of lumping "Sock it to me" and the nurse's 
restraining movement, much less most acts of nature or 
human accidents, with gunfights and murders. The major 
objections to television violence (apart from aesthetic 
ones) are that it leads some children to increased aggres­
sive behavior, may result in imitative acts, and decreases 
viewers' sensitivity to real-world violence. No one has 
suggested that watching a natural disaster—as viewers of 
the nightly news do when they observe the effects of bliz­
zards, tornadoes, hurricanes, and droughts—produces any 
of these results. Nor is there clear evidence that if Slnekls 
and Yarnell encourages increased aggressiveness, it will 
be anything more antisocial or criminal than a pillow fight. 

Gerbner's research, however, is primarily concerned 
with matters like risk and power and fear and mistrust. 
He has found, for example, that "heavy" viewers of tele­
vision are more likely than "light" viewers to believe the 
"television version" of reality and thus to overestimate the 
percentage of men involved in law enforcement and the 
chances of encountering violence in their own lives. Im­
portant as it is, Gerbner's research is not primarily de­
signed to deal with the issues that most concern groups 
such as the PTA, AMA, and NCCB. By using his defini-
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lion as the basis for their rankings, the NCCB sowed con­
fusion among its friends in the advertising world, such as 
General Foods, which was labeled among the "most vio­
lent" although it avoided all hard-action police shows; 
and it infuriated Nick Johnson's friends in the creative 
community, who considered the rankings a mindless but 
potcnjially dangerous exercise incapable of diffejrent|atin^ 
between junk and art.— 

Television writers began to fear and speculate about 
the effects that nclwork acceptance of Gerbner's meth­
odology might have. "Let mc describe three situations and 
ask you whether you would consider these excessively 
violent," a writer asked Nick Johnson during a Writers 
Guild-sponsored debate. "In the first show a person is 
crushed to death by a falling object. In the second a man 
is cut in two by a rope. The third stars a young girl who is 
apparently killed by poison. Would any of these scenes be 
acceptable for chiUlrcii?" 

When Johnson refused to give a simple answer, noting 
that context would be important, the writer said that he 
was of course referring to scenes from The Wizard of Oz, 
Captains Courageous, and Snoio White. The perversity of 
the Gerbner approach, which makes no allowance for 
context, the writer slated, was highlighted by the fact that 
companies would be afraid to sponsor, and networks 
afraid to air. some of the cla.ssic works of children's litera­
ture. . 

Indeed, the pervasiveness of violence in children s liter­
ature is far from coincidental and may actually be an 
important and psychologically healthy phenomenon dur­
ing a child's early years. In The Uses of Enchantment: 
The Meaning and Importance of Fairy Tales (Knopf. 
1976). child psychologist Bruno Bettelheim analyzes a 
number '̂ JT-rlassTc'chTldren's stoneT"ind describes the 
therapeutic effect that they had had on youngsters Nvhom 
he had studied. Somewhat paradoxically, he notes. "Many 
intelligent, wcll-mcaning. modern middle-class parents, so 
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concerned about the happy development of their children. 
discount the value of fairy tales and deprive their children 
of what these stories have to offer." 

Bettelheim. wlio contends that the "element of threat" 
or physical danger is essential to successful and useful 
fairy tales (as is a happy ending), deals with what he 
considers the wrongheadcd and unfortunate bias against 
frightening tales in a section of his book entitled "Fear of 
Fantasy—Why Were Fairy Tales Outlawed?" He ex­
plains: 

Those who outlawed traditional folk fairy talcs de­
cided that if there were monsters in a story told to 
children, these must all be friendly—but they missed 
the monster a child knows best and is most concerned 
with: the monster he feels or fears himself to be, and 
which also sometimes persecutes him. By keeping this 
monster within the child unspoken of, hidden in his 
unconscious, adults prevent the child from spinning 
fantasies around it in the image of the fairy tales he 
knows. Without such fantasies, the child fails lo get 
to know his monster better, nor is he given sugges­
tions as to how he may gain mastery over it. As a re­
sult, the child remains helpless with his worst anxie­
ties—much more so than if he had been told fairy 
tales which give these anxieties form and body and 
also show ways to overcome these monsters. If our 
fear of being devoured takes the tangible form of a 
witch, ft can be gotten rid of by burning her in the 
oven. But these considerations did not occur to those 
who outlawed fairy tales . . . 

A strange contradiction is that well-educated par­
ents outlawed fairy tales for their children at just 
about the fime when the findings of psychoanalysis 
made them aware that, far from being innocent, llie 
mind of the young child is filled with anxious, angry. 
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destructive imaginings . . . Since parental objection 
to fairy stories is often based on the violent or scary 
events which occur in these tales, an experimental 
study of fifth-graders may be mentioned which de­
monstrates that when a child who has a rich fantasy 
life—soiiK^lhing whicli fairy tales sliinulalc—is ex­
posed lo aggressive fantasy material as it occurs in 
fairy stories (in the experiment a film with aggressive 
content), he responds to this experience with a marked 
decrease in aggressive behavior. [Pages 120-123] 

While Bettelhcim's suggestion that filmed violence may 
actually be cathartic is distinctly a minority view, the 
thrust of his argument presents an important perspective 
that tho.sc concerned about television violence have gen­
erally ignored. There is little literature about which, if 
any. action-filled children's shows might be healthy, but 
millions of parents seem convinced that there is merit in 
The Wizard of Oz, Star Wars, King Kong, and (though it 
is considered too violent for Danish television) in most of 
Walt Disney's oeuvre. 

As one would instinctively e.xpect, a great many scien­
tific studies have concluded that the effects of televised 
violence depend in large measure on the context in which 
it is presented. The more fantastic a program is, or the 
further removed from the viewer in time and place, the 
less likely it is to lead to aggressiveness, since the casual 
connection depends partly on a resemblance between 
what a viewer has seen on television and the elements of a 
situation thaf~lic encounters in real hie. Similarly, the 
more the perpetrators of television violence are con­
demned and punished, the less likely their portrayal is to 
lead viewers to antisocial conduct. 

Some network program-practices executives are aware 
of these nuances and try to take them into account in 
editing, or censoring, action episodes. ABC's Al Schneider, 
for example, concluded that violence on the bionic shows 
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Tlie Six Million Dollar Man and The Bionic Woman was 
in a fantasy setting that made them acceptable for 8:00 
P.M. viewing. He also makes a distinction between the 
permissible level of violence on Starsky and Ilulch, whicli 
he believes viewers regard as a cartoon, and Barelta, 
which appears realistic and thus, in his view, must be 
more carefully controlled. 

These kinds of distinctions were not, however, apparent 
to advertisers who wanted to avoid being ranked n(!;ir the 
top of the NCCB's "most violent" lisl. In the fall of 1977, 
ABC aired a made-for-telcvision movie, Intimate Stran­
gers, which dealt sensitively and candidly with wife l)e:it-
ing. Most advertisers wanted nothing to do with it. 
Thcuagh-4lui_violence _m„adc._aD_.important—and^ n^^ 
lence-—social comment about a subject that had never 
been trcatetl before in prime time, and was integral to the 
development of the story, advertisers told ABC that the 
program was too violent to suit their new guidelines. 
There was some fear in the creative community that ABC 
would not air the show. In the end. however, ABC Presi­
dent Fred Pierce announced that the show would be 
broadcast, though only part of the commercial time had 
been sold. 

To leaders of the creative community the violence rank­
ing of Shields and Yarnell had demonstrated that the 
application of the Gerbner definition was absurd. The 
advertisers' fear of sponsoring Intimate Strangers seemed 
to prove something even more dangerous: that the rank­
ing could be used in ways that would truly threaten cre­
ativity and controversy. 

Some of these criticisms made sense to Nicholas John­
son, who therefore decided to develop two rankings: one 
based on the Gerbner definition; tlu; other, which the 
NCCB called the "murder-mayhem" listing, coinpulcd 
according to a narrower list of selected acts of "aggressive 
P'^^IlilLy.iolc.ncc." 

When the NCCB computers piiulcd out the d;ita for 
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the fall of 1977—the PTA-designated "probation period" 
—the rankings produced startlingly different results. If 
one relied on the Gerbner definition, it appeared that the 
networks had ffunked. Notwithstanding the cutback in 
hard-action shows, there was, according to the NCCB's 
use of Gerbncr's definition, a 50 percent increase in tele­
vision violence. It was the most hypocritical season ever. 

But the number of "selected acts of aggressive personal 
violence^" the NCCB found, had declined by 9 pcicciit. 
For a variety of reasons the NCCB chose only to release 
(his encouraging result. The difference in rankings ni.ay. in 
p;irt, have rcdectcd the inappropriateness of groups such as 
lhe NCCB attempting to utilize Gerbner's standard (Gerb­
ner himself found (hat the rale of violent episodes per hour 
had dropped from 9.5 in 1976 to 6.7 in the fall of 1977). 
But in trying to reconcile the figures, the NCCB's Ted 
Carpenter noted that perhaps the amount of jeopardy, acci­
dents, acts of nature, and relatively harmless aggiessive 
acts had increased as people in the industry developed 
story lines that did not rely on stabbings and gunfights. 

Not suq^risingly, the tactics developed to combat tele­
vision violence soon were used to restrict other program­
ming as well. In early March 1977 a fundamentalist 
publication, the Ohio Independent Baptist, urged its 
icatlci-rTo boycott General Motors' products because of 
G.M.'s involvement with a si.x-hour made-for-TV film. 
Jesus of Nazareth, scheduled for airing on NBC in two 
three-hour segments on April 3 (Palm Sunday) and April 
10 (Easter Sunday). General Motors had been connected 
with the project since its inception in 1974. having pro­
vided much of the original financing by purchasing U.S. 
distribution rights for $3 million. It was also scheduled lo 
.sponsor the program for $1.5 million. 

Apparently basing its judgment on an interview with 
Franco Zcffirelli. whose artistic accomplishments included 
the lovely film version of Romeo and Juliet, the publica-
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tion charged that the movie would depict Christ as a man 
rather than as a divine being who walked on water, 
brought Lazarus back from the dead, and performed 
miracles. Dr. Bob Jones, a Southern Baptist and the presi­
dent of Bob Jones University, rjuickly joined the attack 
and..in a widely publicized statement, called on believers 
in Christ's divinity to "make their protest known" to G.M. 
"both verbally and by spending their automobile dollars 
elsewhere." 

. - ̂ B C and the producers of the film were stunned. The 
critics, after all, hadn't seen the movie, and in this in­
stance, as it liappened. the charges werc inaccurate. Since 
the true nature of Jesus is perhaps the most disputed issue 
in world history, it was probably inevitable that some 
would quarrel with the film's portrayal, but by enlisting 
cadres of religious experts—Catholic. Protestant, Jewish. 
Moslem and Mormon—the producers had made every 
conceivable effort to insulate themselves from criticism 
and to produce as accurate and ecumenical a Jesus as 
possible. The result, as later described by British novelist 
and film writer Anthony Burgess (author of 77ic Clock­
work Orange), was a frustrating collaborative effort. Bur­
gess was given some leeway in his characterizations 
("Judas," he explained, "had to be remade from scratch," 
and, since "the twelve apostles arc not well characterized 
in the Gospels, I had to bestow qualities on them which 
would make them clearly recognizable, even when they 
were all present in the round dozen"), but Burgess was 
often ovenuled. Zeffirelli insisted, for example, on includ­
ing some sceries that Burgess considered "highly roman­
tic" and historically doubtful, including, in the author's 
phrase, "a spectacular rising of Lazarus." 

Nevertheless the final version, as produced by Italian 
television (RIA) and Sir Lew Grade's ITC, was still un­
acceptable to General Motors. As it was originally filmed, 
Mary Magdalene and the Virgin Mary go to the tomb on 
Sunday and find that Christ's body is no longer there. 
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Mary Magdalene then goes to where the disciples are hid­
ing and tells them that she has just seen Jesus and that He 
has in fact risen. The disciples have a debate among 
themselves as to whether she is right or whether she has 
been hallucinating. The film in its original version, and as 
scheduled to be shown on Italian television, ends with a 
short scene in which one of the Jewish elders goes to the 
grave, finds that Christ's body is no longer there, and says, 
"And now it all begins." 

That ending was too ambiguous for G.M. After a pro­
longed debate the company forced the producers to add a 
concluding scene in which the disciples are shown sitting 
with Christ, and He tells them that l ie has risen after the 
third day and (hat they should now go forth and preach 
the Gospel. 

The episode led one of the producers to observe, with a 
mixture of amusement and bitterness, that "at G.M. they 
are more Catholic than the Pope." 

In fact at G.M. they were, in part, anticipating and 
trying to obviate complaints from people hke Dr. Bob 
Jones. When NBC executives heard his complaint they 
publicly expressed confidence that he would feel different 
when he saw the program, and General Motors ought to 
have felt ecjually secure. "Jesus can hardly raise His hand 
without performing a miracle." New York Times critic 
John O'Connor pointed out. and "G.M. must have known 
this." Nevertheless in mid-March, following the attacks by 
Bob Jones and others who had never seen the show. C M . 
withdrew its ads from the telecast. 

A spokesman for G.M., which six weeks earlier had an­
nounced its new antiviolence guidelines, explained the 
decision not to sponsor Jesus of Nazareth. "It reOects our 
conclusion that commercial sponsorship could be re­
garded as inappropriate to the subject," he said. "We 
continue to admire its purpose and artistic merit." 

For the movie's producers the episode had a successful 
ending. Procter & Gamble, noting that "the objections 
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came from religious groups who had not yet seen the pro­
grams," agreed to sponsor all six hours, albeit at bargain 
prices. Moreover, the program received generally excel­
lent reviews and widespread public approval. It was 
watched by more than 90 million people, dius becoming 
one of the highest-rated shows of the year. 

Bob Jones did finally watch the film. While he still had 
objections to the characterization of a "guru-type Jesus, 
definitely not the strong Christ of the Scriptures," he ad­
mitted that his major concern had been groundless. "It is 
not," he remarked, "the denial of the deity of Christ that 
Mr. Zeffirelli said it was." 

Early in the fall of 1977 the American Civil Liberties 
Union and The Ncio York Times cng;igcd in a spirited 
debate about the appropriateness of the advertiser boy-
colt tactic. In an editorial dated September 4, The Times 
wrote: 

Do the critics' actions, pariicularly the (hroats of 
boycotts of sponsors, constitute an allack on frcctloni 
of the press, as broadcasters contend? Arj;^eh_Ncicr, 
executive director of the American Civil Liberties 

^JJnion, fears that they do. He argues that "it is repre­
hensible that groups should try to pressure television, 
through its advertisers, not to deal in controversial 
material." \ye share his concern about the blandness 
of prime-time television and the power that relatively 
small numbers of well-organized people can wield, 
buLmhat serious alternative is there for those who 
fegl that their beliefs are being assaulted, tiieir values 
mocked? Do their civil liberties consist of being per­
mitted to write a letter to their local newspaper after 
the offending show has been screened? 

The reality which confronis television's critics is 
that the medium responds mainly to the demands of 
the marketplace. When the public taste calls for vio-
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lence or sex, America's broadcasters feed it, and attract 
advertisers by so doing. Why should the networks 
and stations be protected against the workings of the 
market when the public objections to violence, sex 
or anything else drive advertisers away? When Gen­
eral Motors dropped its sponsorship of Uie TV spec­
tacular "Jesus of Nazareth" because of a threatened 
boycott by evangelical groups, that was a reasonable 
commercial decision. Sponsors do not pay up to 
$100,000 for a minute commercial on prime time in 
order to make enemies. When organizations opposed 
to violence on children's shows distribute lists of spon­
sors of the most objectionable programs, they are be­
having in accord with the mores of the medium. 

A few days later The Times printed a response by New 
York University Law School Profes.sor Norman Dorsen. 
chairman of the ACLU board of directors. While conced­
ing that "citizens have a right to pressure television through 
its advertisers," Dorsen explained that "we believe that 
pressure on advertisers has a pernicious effect. I^rcprc-
scnts anattcmpt by one group of citizens to deny anotlTSr 
{r-oup of citizeiis the right to see or hear wliaTthcT-tvant. 
That, of course, is what makes pressure on television pro-
gramming so speci:il. Had Bob Jones' attack on Jesus of 
Nazareth resulted in the show's cancellation, it would, in 
the first place, have insured that no fundamentalists would 
see the show. Perhaps that is a legitimate goal, and cer­
tainly few would have criticized Dr. Jones for urging his 
followers not to watch. But a fundamentalist-inspired boy­
cott threatened to have a second and far more dangerous 
result: it would have prevented anyone else from seeing 
the show. Since advertisers seldom have anything to gain 
by being associated with controversy, the advertiser boy­
cott device threatened to give a programming veto to 
every significant minority. 

Apparently The Times was only marginally concerned 
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about this possibility, however, since, in its view, enter­
tainment programs are less important than news. "Every­
one agrees that news departments must be . . . insulated 
against pressure from advertisers or special interests," the 
editorial stated. "But what about entertainment shows 
hke 'Soap"? Here the situation is less clear . . ." But the 
situation seemed clearer to Professor Dorsen. who noted: 
"/tin^2rw>nsij^ndvertiscrs can come to dominate not onjy 
the nation^cultural life but also its political direction, as 
thmccades of TV and radio" blacklistin;^rnadc_alHn 
JHntl^^_clcair' It was certainly a matter of political signifi­
cance that advertiser prcss^ne helped to keep racial con-
ffict off television in the ig^osjind that nglwork rnwardJcc 
helped toTccc£_ lhc j7 i e tn^^ off of TV dramas in the 
iq6os; and, had Jesus of Nazareth been canceled, the reli­
gious ramifications would have been considerable. As the 
U.S. Supreme Court once noted, "The line between the 
informing and the entertaining is too elusive for the pro­
tection of [a free press]. Everyone is familiar with in­
stances of propaganda through fiction. What is one man's 
amusement, teaches another's doctrine." 

The program that became the primary focus for the de­
bate about advertiser pressure, however, did not concern 
civil rights, the Vietnam war, or religion. It was called 
Soap (The Times editorial was entitled "Soap or No 
^03p") and it involved several social themes that, in tele­
vision parlance, are generally labeled "sex." Significant 
partly because it came during the year when television 
executives plainly were seeking to use sex to fill the vac­
uum left by the demise of violence. Soap also was sur­
rounded by red arrows and underlinings when ABC 
Entertainment President Fred Silverman proudly de­
scribed it as the most important breakthrough in tele­
vision comedy since All in the Family. 

Soap was created and written by Susan Harris, whose 
Fay .seemed chaste by compari.son. Publicists described it 
as a prime-time Mary Ilarlman, Mary Uarlman, and nn 
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ABC editor's memo called it "a further innovation m the 
comedic/dramatic form presenting a larger-than-life frank 
treatment of a variety of controversial and adult themes 
such as: pre-marital sex. adultery, impotence, homosexu­
ality transvestism, transsexualism, religion, politics, ethnic 
stereotyping (and other aspects of race relations), 
etc." 

Rcading advance reviews in publications like News-
week, religious leaders were not overjoyed. TheSoulhcrn 
Baptist Conference and the U.S. Cadiolic CoTTr^Tcncricd 
a remarkably ecumenical assSî MTgc of religious leaders 
in a crusade to keep Soap off the air. A broad coalition of 
groups "joined forces lo represent the public interest m 
reducing the level of violence on television." the U.S. 
Catholic Conference announced. "Today, similar action is 
needed lo prevent this new debasement of the medium 
through a contempt for human beings." Some church 
leaders expressed concern that it would undermine tr.adi-
lional family values, while others contended that such a 
"sophisticated" adult comedy should be aired only, if at 
all. after 11:00 P.M. 

ABC executives decried the pressure. Silverman likened 
it to McCarlhyism and told a group of advertisers that 
"every time you remove a commercial from a controver­
sial show, we all take a step backward to a mass medium 
that is less free, less diverse, less creative and less demo­
cratic." He also argued that prime-time television should 
provide a diversity of programming, and that not every 
show should be designed for the whole family. 

But ABC nevertheless began to alter the program. Some 
changes were minor. One of the themes in the first few 
episodes involved Jessica and her daughter Corinne. both 
of whom are having an affair widi a tennis pro. A scene 
between the mother and the pro in die opening program, 
originally taped in bed. was leshot to show Jessica in the 
bedroom lacing up her tennis shoes. 

A more significant series of changes in characters and 
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plot lines helped to convert what began as a social satire 
into a morality play. In an unusual and impassioned 
closed-circuit speech to ABC's nervous affiliates in mid-
July, Silvennan promised diat Jessica would undergo "ex­
treme suffering" as the result of her brief extramarital 
affair and would emerge as a better person; Chester, her 
philandering husband, would undergo a crisis and exhibit 
"unexpected depth of character"; aiuI Jodie, the gay son, 
would not go through with his sex-change operation ;ind 
instead would "meet a girl and find there are other values 
worth considering." (The last promise resulted in a Na­
tional Gay Task Force advertisement in Variety asking, in 
part, that sponsors boycott Soap until ABC provided "re­
assurance that Jodie, the gay character, isn't going to go 
'straight.'" Ultimately ABC agreed to allow Jodie to re­
main gay.) 

Tlie program is "socially redeeming," Silverman said, in 
that "no i^haracter in Soap is ever rewarded for immoral 
behavior . . . The clear message is not 'Do what they do,' 
but 'Laugh, enjoy and learn what not to do.' " 

The changes didn't satisfy most of Soaji's critics. In kite 
August the Southern Baptist Convention claimed (per­
haps excessively) that its efforts had helped to persuade 
at least seven advertisers to drop out of the program, in­
cluding Datsun, Lever Brothers, the Miller Brewing 
Company, Revlon, and Pfizer, Inc. "We're under tremen­
dous pressure, not only from the Southern Baptists, but 
also from the Catholic League for Civil Rights." an execu­
tive of one of the companies that had withdrawn sponsor­
ship from Soap explained. "We're forced to go along with 
them, but we have only canceled our spots in the first 
three or four episodes. The network still has our order, 
and we expect to be in the show when things ease up." 

Notwithstanding the sellers' market in prime-time tele­
vision, and the expectations that Soap would be the big­
gest new show on the most popular network. ABC was 
unable to find the full complement of paying sponsors for. 
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the first half-hour episode. In addition, of ABC's 195 affili­
ates, at least 20 stations (mostly in the South) refused lo 
carry the show at all, and another 15 decided to broadcast 
it on a delayed basis, generally after ii :oo P.M. 

All of the withdrawals occurred before the program's 
premiere, which was scheduled for September 13. 1977. 
Some network executives argued that this was a form of 
"prior restraint" and contended that it was unfair for 
people to condcinn a program that they had not yet seen. 
But the church groups had many supporters, including 
George F. Will, who, defending their action in his syndi­
cated column, stated: "That most of the groups opposing 
Soap began opposing it before the first show is imma­
terial; they did so on the basis of published reports that 
were part of the network's pie-scason publicity." (In re­
sponse to those who claimed that such pressure would 
make television bland and timid, Will maintained that 
"television has characteristics on which blandness would 
be an improvement.") 

But some church groups felt that it would be more rea­
sonable to let their parishioners decide on the basis of the 
program itself. The National Council of Churches, the 
United Church of Christ, the United Methodist Church, 
and the National Council of Catholic Bishops sent a letter 
to 138,000 member churches urging that the congrega­
tions be a.sked to watch the first two episodes of Soap "and 
then to decide for themselves whether it is appropriate for 
the community or whether it should be broadcast at a 
later hour." 

If calls lo station managers represented a poll, the pub­
lic reaction to Soap was far more benign than anyone had 
anticipated. Fewer dian 250 people called ABC in New 
York City, and there were only about 1,000 unfavorable 
calls nationwide. Soap did provoke the largest letter-writ­
ing campaign of any show in ABC history (some weeks 
there were as many as 5,000 letters, 90 percent of them 
unfavorable), but a Louis Harris survey, commissioned 
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spawned a series of imitators, and the new longer-form 
mini-series offered an opportunity for sexual intrigues of a 
kind previously reserved for daytime soap operas. ABC 
insisted that the writers add several hours of sex and soap 
opera to die political dramatization Washington: Behind 
Closed Doors (even the title suggested that the show had 
more to do with Elizabeth Ray than with Watergate), but 
the extreme exploiter of the mini-scries was NBC, which 
managed to infiate every available sexual intrigue in 
books such as Captains and the Kings, 79 Park Avenue, 
and Aspen. 

" I f ABC is doing kiddie porn," an NBC programming 
executive wisecracked, "NBC will give the audience adult 
porn." 

In some respects the most interesting struggle over the 
questions Rintels had posed at the Action for Children's 
Television convention about the impact of Judge Fergu­
son's decision were waged within the executive suites at 
CBS. Though it had often exploited violence to improve 
ratings, CBS had generally tried to retain a reputation for 
quality programming. So for a time CBS tried to resist the 
new adolescent-oriented programming trend. 

ABC is in first place, CBS network President Robert 
Wussler complained to Les Brown in September 1977, 
"because it has taken the Salurd;iy-morning cartoon shows 
and moved them into prime time as live action shows. 
This is comic book stulf. cartoon style without the car­
tooning, and I say it is junk . . . Maybe we've been stupid 
or iKiivc this year, but we've triotl lo do programs that are 
more adult. I wouldn't go so far as to say that the pro­
grams are actually 'adult,' only 'more adult.' But because 
of the competition we're up against, we wind up getting 
our head handed to us." 

Wussler's head was handed to him three weeks later, 
when, in the course of a massive top-level CBS shake-up, 
he was transferred to the CBS sports division. His succes­
sor, Robert Daley, quickly let it be known that he ad-
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mired the popular ABC shows and would welcome having 
similar shows on CBS. 

So, apparently, would Wiffiam Paley. At a pre-shake-up 
meeting widi Wussler and CBS Broadcast Group Presi­
dent John Schneider (who was subsequently fired), Paley 
reportedly asked the two men what they thought of 
Charlie's Angels. After they both spoke of the show dis­
approvingly, Paley presented his own surprising analysis. 
"It's exactly what we should have on CBS," he said. "We 
don't have any pretty girls on this network." 

When it finally came out with its television report card 
in early 197S, tlie PTA concluded that "die amount of 
gratuitous violence in the regular series programs has 
diminished somewhat [but] the current level is still un­
acceptable." The group's president said Uiat boycotts 
were still a possibility. 

But' the organization, asserting that "sex is not an ap­
propriate or acceptable substitute for violence," directed 
much of its wrath against shows that were more risque 
than bloody. According to the PTA's list, only one of the 
ten "poorest" programs was a cop show—Kojak. The other 
nine (in no particular order) were: Soap, The Redd Foxx 
Show, Three's Company, Welcome Back, Kotter, Man 
from Atlantis, CBS Movies, Maude, and Busting Loose. 

"These shows," the PTA explained, "were selected for a 
variety of reasons, including offensively portrayed sexual­
ity and violence, stereotyping of women and minorities 
and general lack of program quality and entertainment." 

Perhaps infiuenccd by the PTA. as well as by threat­
ened pickets from the National Federation for Decency. 
Scars, which in early 1977 had promised to keep its ads off 
excessively violent programming, decided to avoid "im­
moral" shows as well. In a May 1978 statement diat re­
ceived wide publicity. Sears announced that it was 
withdrawing its advertisements from Charlie's Angels and 
Three's Company. 

Judging from the fall 1978 schedule—which was com 
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by ABC. found that 81 percent of those who had seen 
more than one episode enjoyed the program, and fewer 
than one out of five viewers found anything objectionable 
about it. 

Soap didn't prove to be as popular, or as innovative, as 
Al l in the Family, but despite all of die markets from 
which it was excluded or in which it was scheduled after 
11:00 P.M., Soap was the most popular new show of the 
season and was frequently in the top ten. Nevertheless the 
advertiser boycott, by one estimate, cost ABC nearly one 
million dollars in advertising revenue, and the program, in 
Newsweek's phrase, was "recast from a hcat-gencrating 
sexcom into just another whodunit." 

By early 1978, ABC had decided that Soap was so tame 
that it no longer required a warning that "parental discre­
tion is advised." 

Even in its altered form Soap was a satire that at­
tempted to comment on contemporary social mores. It 
was, in that sense, significantly differcnt from Three's 
Company, the exceptionally popular comedy that pre­
ceded Soap on ABC's Tuesday-night schedule. Featuring 
two pretty young women and their male roommate, who 
pretends that he is a homosexual to satisfy their landlord's 
rules. Three's Company is as intellectually satisfying and 
politically contemporary as Ozzie and Harriet, but its 
humor is closer to that of a college fraternity. Therc was 
of course no actual sex (when Newsweek wanted a reveal­
ing pose of the show's ingenue. Suzanne Somers, the 
magazine had to shoot a picture of its own since nothing 
sufficiently risqu6 had appeared on the air), but thcmali-
cally the program was often just a succession of off-color 
suggestions or jokes. As one of the program's producers 
recalled, Silverman instructed the creators to make 
Three's Company "The same kind of breakthrough in sex­
iness that All in the Family was in bigotry." 

I t was more than coincidence that the "sexcom" shows 
seldom contained the human, political, or social values of 
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All in the Family or Maude. Network executives, appar­
ently convinced that the women's movement had not 
raised the consciousness, much less the taste of die view­
ing public, werc lQoking_for pretty young women and for 
what diey called "i'gglv comedies" or "eye candy," not for 
substjmccjasing its account on interviews with pro-
gVamming executives at all three networks. Broadcasting 
magazine concluded that "comedy with a message, h la 
Norman Lear, is being puton a back burner." "We're gct-
ting^way trom social comment in our comedies." one lop 
executive told Broadcasting. "We're moving in the direc­
tion of youlli-oricntcd comedy, character comedy with a 
lot of young casting, to go after the Happy Days/Lavernc 
and Shirley audience." 

In a sense, issue-oriented comedies were the victims of 
the same advertising-induced ratings realities that had 
enabled Lear's shows to replace programs like The Bev­
erly Hillbillies and Green Acres seven years earlier. Such 
shows "have begun to fade," CBS programming head Bud 
Grant pointed out. "The younger audience is defecting 
and the demographics are skewing older." Silverman 
could therefore plausibly argue diat he was giving the 
public (or at least the youthful public) what it wanted 
with such shows as Soap and Three's Company, not to 
mention Happy Days, Lavcrne and Shirley. Charlie's 
Angels and The Six Million Dollar Man. But New York 
Times critic John J. O'Connor was engaging in only slight 
overstatement when he noted that "the current lineup at 
ABC is totally devoid of die class production once repre­
sented by The Mary Tyler Moore Show. It doesn't take a 
disgruntled critic to realize that the level of television 
entertainment in recent years has been dropping rapidly 
to kiddie levels, and that ABC has been mindlessly lead­
ing the way." 

The new trend toward the exploitation of dime-novel 
sex involved drama as well as comedy. The success of 
three lovely lightly clad ladies in Charlie's Angels 
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plete with pretty young reporters, showgirls and stew­
ardesses—the PTA and Sears were having greater diffi­
culty achieving a reduction in sex than in violence. Titil­
lating programming, it seemed, was just coming into full 
flower. 

But the PTA made it clear that it was in the fight to 
stay. I f things didn't change, the group announced, it 
would challenge the licenses of broadcasting stations 
around the nation. 

The struggle, it seemed, had begun all over again. 

13 
The Search for Solutions 

T 
J - E! 

.ELEvisioN will inevitably continue to produce clashes 
between those who are concerned about the moral and 
behavioral impact of the most powerful medium in his­
tory and those who want to watch or produce contem­
porary and meaningful comedy and drama. Many people, 
particularly diose with strong religious convictions, 
understandably want to shield their children from pro­
grams diat use offensive language or portray premarital 
sex as "cool" and guilt-free; but there is merit too in the 
desire of those who want entertainment television to deal 
honestly with the problems that exist in an era of chang­
ing mores. 

The case for television's sexual freedom is perhaps less 
compelling when judged by the content of Three's Com­
pany, which exploits sexual innuendo much as police 
shows exploit violence, than when it involves more issue-
oriented and dramatically satisfying material, such as the 
abortion episodes of Maude. But from the standpoint of 
public policy lhe issue really is the same: Should the 
rights of those who don't wanta program to UelHredTie 

. a l l owed jo j^^ over tho.seoTpeople who do? ~ 
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The nature of television makes the question especially 
difficult to resolve. A pluralistic society can easily tolerate 
a diverse range of books, magazines and movies, because 
each individual can choose to purchase those he wants 
and to ignore those he finds offensive. But television does 
not permit such diversity. WhaUiloadcastcrfLJccid^^^ 
goes dire.ctl>iinto almost every Amer[canjigme 

f h ^ d e a l solution for those who want dieir children 
protected from excessive exposure to televised sex and 
violence would of course be p.Trcntal supervision. But. 
realistically, sentry duty during eacl. d:iy- and nighllunc 
hour is impractical. Parents who are away from home or. 
though at home, are busy making dinner, reading, or en­
gaging in adult conversation, use television as a child's 
companion or baby-sitter. "Pnrrntsjn our view have—and 
should retam—thejpnmary responsibility for their chil­
dren's wel l l je ing^the FCC noted in its report on die 
Family Hour. However, the commission went on to point 
out that "this traditional and revered principle, like other 
examples which could be cited, has been adversely 
affected by the corrosive processes of technological^id 
social ^nng^ fwf>ntieth-penturv American life." 
''Perliaps at some point technology itself will help to re­
store what it has helped corrode. Satellites and cable tele­
vision are already capable of increasing the diversity of 
available programming, and video-tape devices, still priced 
too high (at about $Soo) for most families, may one day 
help viewers to select programs they truly want lo watch, 
and to view them at times of their own choosing. 

It may even be possible to develop devices similar lo 
safely caps on aspirin botUcs or locks on automobile igni­
tions which would enable parents better to control their 
children's television viewing. The House Communications 
Subcommittee, in its 1977 report on televised sex and vio­
lence, proposed that the FCC examine the feasibility of 
requiring manufacturers to install ,such devices—ranging 
from a simple "lock" on the on-off bu((on to a more com­
plex d ^ ^ ^ r weekly program selector such as that con-
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laincd in the Scledavision video-recording device recently 
put on the market by RCA. Combined with a careful use 
of TV Guide, or of a rating system similar to die one used 
by the movie industry, such devices would enable parents 
to make careful, and enforceable, decisions about the 
shows that their children watch. 

Effective parcntalsiipcrvision, however does notend 

widflh^^i^lT^^ 

might harm, frighten, or confuse a child watching alone 
can be converted into a constructive experience by atten­
tive parents. By their mere presence parents can provide 
security, as diey do when rcading a terrifying fairy tale; 
and by discussing sophisticated or even morally objec­
tionable shows with a child, parents can provide dieir 
children widi an understanding of their o%vn moral be-

^'^But even effective parental supervision cannot fully sat­
isfy those who find litde on television that they want to 
watch or want their children to watch. Right now die 
only solution for that sector of society is to watch less or 
no television. _ ^ 

To a large extent die sameness and exploitivencss ot 
television-to which so many viewers have a legitimate 
objection-is a function of the industry's curious eco­
nomic structure. Unlike other media, such as boojcsjind 
movies—whose revenue comes entirely from consumers— 

— i ^ ^ ^ ^ income 
f ' ? 5 j r ^ ^ n e r s as weTT^Tlid^^HI^^^elevisiojijxh 
solely on advertising for its revenue. Since the vast ma-
joTity of companies that advertise m television want to 
reach an 18- to 4C)-Vcar-old urbari_audience. there is hit e 
incentive to develop programming diat appeals primarily 
to people who are older than forty-nine, younger than 
eighteen or who live in rural areas. If^iddje-agcd or 
elderly peoplein small-town or rural AmeHcaJecMliat 
tc4^^^isiii7i^^ 
ishing for^ ihrc5miTiumty | s^^ ^" 
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effect, they have been disenfranchised by television eco­
nomics, which dictates that all prime-time programs ap­
peal to the largest possible number of dcmographically 
proper viewers. 

It is instructive to compare television to newspapers, 
which have an economic incentive to appeal to special 
interests; they carry features such as gardening news, 
stock listings, and book reviews, largely because each fea­
ture has its own paying customers and specialized adver­
tisers. Those who read a paper because of one or morc 
features they like are not apt to be concerned about arti­
cles or columns they don't like, since boring or offensive 
material in a newspaper can easily be skipped. 

Therc is. however, no commercial incentive for televi­
sion to put on shows that appeal to people widi minority 
tastes, even when an interested sponsor can be found. The 
over-all ratings race is too intense to give way to such 
programming on a regular basis. Moreover, networks 
know that ratings are largely a function of what broad­
casters call "continuity." People who are watching a sta­
tion when one show ends tend to remain turned to that 
channel as the next one begins. By putting on a program 
that appeals to minority tastes, a broadcaster risks losing 
ratings for the rest of the night. 

As a result, networks try at all times to achieve the 
largest possible dcmographically proper audience To do 
this they assume that viewers will watch what NBC pro­
gramming chief Paul Klein labeled the Least Objection­
able Program, dr L.O.P. Rather than trying to develop 
shows that some people will find exceptionally appealing 
but diat may offend or bore others, too often television 
deliberately strives for mediocrity^ 
^ Theoretically, there is nothing saciosanct about the 
American system of advertiser-supported television. Most 
other countries rely, at least in part, on other sources of 
revenue, such as a license fee or set tax for those who own 
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television sets. The annual license fee in England is cur­
rently about $38 for each color television set, and $16 for 
black-and-white. If Americans paid a license fee or set tax 
equivalent to England's—which is far less than most 
Americans pay for their daily newspaper—it would pro­
duce about $2.2 billion in revenue, or more than twice as 
much money as the three networks combined currently 
spend on the production of all prime-time television pro­
gramming. 

BuLwiulcJL_wou^^ simple to establish a 
systcmjliaT^ opposT-
tioTTlrorrTliSvcT^^ the broadcasting industry— 
which routinely opposes any reforms diat threaten to dis­
rupt the immensely profitable status quo—would almost 
certainly make such a proposal politically unacceptable^ 
as would the argument that, besides depriving Americans 
of "free TV," financing based on a government-imposed 
set tax would increase government control of the media 
and, conceivably, produce programming that was "elitist" 
or "dull." In reality of course the present system is not 
precisely "free," since die costs of advertising are passed 
along to consumers. Moreover, it ought to be possible to 
fashion a diverse rather than elitist system in which die 
government would be at least as far removed from control 
as is the BBC in England. Nevertheless, any political de­
bate on the subject would almost certainly be won by the 
involved industries, which would have vast opinion-
sh;iping resources at dieir disposal. 

Although a fundameplid changcjn the comm.£icjal 
sy^ff^m '•̂  probalily_politically unrealistic, greater diversity 
can also be achieved, particularly forthe benefit of chil-
dren, through more modest regulatory rcForms. Mo com-
mei-cial network, for example, prescntly^cairics a single 
regularly scheduled aftemoon or evening program specifi­
cally designed for younger audiences. Under the circum­
stances it would seem both appropriate and constitutional 
for the government to require broadcasters to achieve die 
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kind of programming diversity that would otherwise be 
absent from commercial television. 

For while it is unconstitutional for the govemment to 
^dopt mles, such as the Family Viewing Policy, which 
abridge speech, th^ govcmnient may adopt laws_oij:ul.cs 
that enhance sES^pfhir^ppaTcntly paradoxical prin-
apTri^?Hi^lKtidb7 die courts and the FCC in a scries of 
decisions, was perhaps best summarized by Professor 
Thomas Eruerson jnJJ ieJ j^en j^oJJ^ 
si^^rXI^^^n^SlIouiHZiaZoL '-•'•'•>'̂ 'C study of the 1-nst 
Amendment. He explained: 

Regulations of the Federal Communications Commis­
sion des_ig;iied to assure program jialancc would also, 
as a general proposition, not violate any mandate of 
the First Amendment. Such regulations require that 
a licen.see present programs falling into different 
categories, such as news, echicalion,, politics, lygal 
talent, entertainment^and the likc^They are essential 
to assure that the licensee is carrying out his objiga-
tioo as public_tmstee_io securT^TiPirTmT^rKhjici^iL 
rights of the listening public to hear. The distinction 
die Federal Communications Commission makes be­
tween a requirement that die licensee broadcast pro­
grams within its general categories, and control over 
the contents of a particular program, conforms exactly 
to the theory that the government can takc_m.casurcs 
to^pv£n2:1_f>2f vnriPiy nf expression but mav_iiot_censo£ 
theactual expression Jtsdf- There may be a close 
question as to whether any given action by the FCC 
does in fact promote diversity or whether in the con­
text of a particular situation specialization on the part 
of one station might not serve the purpose belter. 
Within such limitations, however, the FCC is not 
abridging freedom of speech, (p. 666) 

As groups like Action for Children's Television have 
sugges^^llie FCC could require each broadc:islcr to air 

;• I 
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a minimum number of hours of latc-afternoon and prime-
time programming specifically produced for younger au­
diences, in much the same way it now requires stations to 
air a minimum amount of news and public-affairs pro­
gramming. A new rule, which might be supplemented by 
a ruling from die Justice Department's Anti-Trust Divi­
sion designed to enable the networks to coordinate dieir 
efforts, could be designed to assure diat there would be at 
least one network children's show available each after­
noon between the hours of 4:00 and 7:00 P.M. and each 
night between the hours of 7:00 and 9:00 P.M. 

Presumably die programs produced pursuant to such a 
rule would resemble the high-quality afternoon children s 
television specials, such as the ABC Afterschool Special 
and NBC's Special Treat, which the networks currently 
air These shows, and their prime-time counterparts such 
as CBS's presentations of The Grinch Who Stole Christ­
mas Rudolph the Red-Nosed Reindeer, and die Charlie 
Brown and Fat Albert specials, have, interestingly, proved 
to be more popular than their "adult" competition. In­
deed, during the first week of April 1977. four such spe­
cials all on CBS. were in the top twelve shows in the 
Nielsen survey, and they helped CBS win its first ratings 
week since the week of December 25-January 2, another 
holiday week in which CBS's ratings were boosted by 
children's specials. As a headline in Daily Variety noted 
after CBS benefited from its Halloween specials the fol­
lowing fall, "Charlie Brown and Fat Albert haul CBS out 
of the Nielsen cellar." Yet such shows are not aired on a 
regular basis, apparently because of the "inferior" demo­
graphic composition of the audience. 

There is a second method by which die government 
could insure a greatly increased volume of children's pro­
gramming, which would undoubtedly be even more stren­
uously resisted by the entire commercial television in­
dustry. 

/ 7 ^ In essenccjJic4;Qy£mmcnt could crealcjuQUCommcr-

U / cial Children's Tclcvisiou-Nc^vtuJ^^'^^^ ^^""'̂ ^ "^'^'^'^ 

11 

:s^^^h 
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channels now assigned to commercial users. Instead of 
granting each station a license to broadcast twenty-four 
hours each day. as it now does, the FCC could renew 
licenses for only twenty-two or twenty-three hours per 
day. The other hour or two of frequency use—perhaps 
between 4:00 and 5:00 P.M.—could be granted to a differ­
ent licensee, such as the local school board or PTA. The 
newly created licensees could then band together into a 
new Children's Television Network, which, with the aid of 
govemment or private grants, would commission or pro­
duce programming specially designed for children. 

There are. indeed, any number of methods by which 
the govemment could constitutionally achieve diversity 
by assuring die availability of generally non-violent and 
non-sexual programming that is not only suitable, but is 
actually designed for younger audiences. But broadcast­
ers strenuously, and generally successfully, oppose any far-
reaching regulatory proposals that threaten to affect the 
economics of the industry. 

When the House Communications Subcommittee in­
cluded a proposal for mandatory ciiildren's programming 
in a 1977 draft report on violence on television, members 
were subjected to intense broadcaster pressure Industry 
lobbyists—led by CBS's Bill Leonard, a respected former 
reporter and news executive who replaced Richard Jencks 
as CBS's Washington vice-president—objected to several 
aspects of the draft report, including: the suggestion that 
the networks themselves are primarily responsible for 
television violence; the conclusion diat television violence 
produces real-world crime, and diat some restructuring of 
the industry might be in order; and the suggestions for 
regulatory reform, including die proposals regarding 
mandatory children's programming. 

I t would be difficult to overstate the broadcasting in-
dust5''s~polItical "muscle. Uidike__otlij^_jndjjstrjc.s^ts 
pmyaLtlocs not come from campaign contributions, which 
mjjstbcj-eportcd and which are subject to public scrutiny 
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and government regulation. Television lobbyis^s_rclyJn-
siT^'Tm^eachjxilitician's intense concern about ihcjway 
l^c'orshcjvnr'jc'treatcd bv the radio andlclcvTsioji sUi-
tionsjnhis or her district 

While local television news departments are generally 
autonomous and are not affected by a politician's attitude 
toward the industry, politicians still worry, and the 
broadcast industry's lobbyists do little to dispel their 
fears. Not long ago a member of Congress who wanted to 
be on die Communications Subcommittee asked a mem­
ber who seemed bored with the subcommittee's work 
whether he would consider switching to another sub­
committee. While admitting that he didn't care much 
about communications, the subcommittee member said 
that he wouldn't dare make the switch. The political situ­
ation in his district was fragile, he explained, and he 
believed the only way he could assure good television 
treatment was to remain on the committee. 

Any congressman who is so insecure and so disinter­
ested in the committee's work is easy prey for an industry 
lobbyist. Though the lobbyists who attacked the draft 
report on violence no doubt rebutted the report's conclu­
sions with facts and arguments which some members 
found impressive, the lobbyists also were unquestionably 
aided by the politician's natural fear of incurring industry 
displeasure The subcommittee ultimately decided, by an 
8-7 vote, to lone down the report. In its final form the 
report was critical of the networks for programming vio­
lence, but placed much of the blame on viewers and the 
creative community (which, as the network lobbyists in­
sisted, was instead generally labeled "The Hollywood 
Program Production Community"); and it played down 
the connection between television and crime. And while 
tentatively embracing the concept of a lock on television 
sets, as well as Richard Wiley's proposaljhat broadcasters 
bcj^cciuired tcra[7a programming_guidc—sucli as a white 
dot inlh£corricr ot the picture—designed to advise par-
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cuts which shows contain adult material, the report omit­
ted any suggestion that the situation could be improved 
by requiring stations to broadcast more children's pro­
gramming, or by attempting to reduce the power of the 
networks. 

In a blistering dissent the minority members called the 
subcommittee's report "a disservice." They asked the FCC 
to consider proposals designed to create some genuine 
diversity—such as a requirement that stations present a 
minimum amount of children's programming. And some 
months later in July 197S. an FCC levilali/.crd with Cen ter 
appointees initiated a new "children's incjuiry" that prom­
ised to take a fresh look at ACTs proposals for mandatory 
children's programming. 

I t is generally agreed that no constitutional barriers 
would be presented by governmental action that encour­
aged the development of new technologies, that at­
tempted to restructure the industry, or that sought to 
increase diversity. Such reforms would either enhance 
speech or be what la\vyers call "content neutral." But 
until recently it had been widely assumed that govern­
ment efforts to excise offensive language or programming 
would run afoul of the constitution and Section 326 of the 
Communications Act. 

That assumption no longer appears to be valid. A clas­
sic test case of the government's power to abridge speech 
was created on October 30, 1973, when Paul Gorman, 
host of an iconoclastic midd;iy radio program on WBAI-
FM in New York, played George C;irlin's "Seven Words 
You Can't Use on Television." The Carlin routine is a seri­
ous social comment in the tradition of Lenny Bruce, but 
its etymological significance did not make it any less vul­
gar. In it Carlin says, in part: 

I was thinking one night about the words you 
couldn't say on the public :iirw;ives, the ones you 
definitely couldn't say, ever. . . : And it came down to 
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seven . . . shit, piss, fuck, cunt, cocksucker, mother­
fucker, and tits. Those are the ones diat will curve 
your .spine, grow hair on your hands and [laughter] 
maybe, even bring us, God help us, peace without 
honor [laughter], and a bourbon [laughter] 

You have the four letter words from the old Anglo-
Saxon fame: shit and fuck. The word shit is an inter­
esting word in that the middle class has never really 
accepted i l and approved it. They use it like crazy, 
but it's not really okay. . . . 

The big one, the word fuck, that's the one (h:it 
hangs lliein up the most. Cause in a lot of cases that's 
the very act that hangs them up die most. . . . It's an 
inlcrcsting word, too, cause it's got a double kind of 
life. . . . First of all, sometimes, most of die time, it 
means to make love. Right? . . . and it also means the 
beginning of life. It's die act that begins life. So 
there's the word hanging around with words like love 
and life. And yet on the other hand, it's also a word 
that we really use to hurt each other. . . . It's the one 
you save to the end of the argument [laughter]. 
Right? [laughter]. . . . "Oh, fuck you, man. I said 
•fuck you' " [laughter] It would be nice to change 
the movies that we already have and substitute the 
word fuck for the word kill, wherever we could, and 
some of those movie cliches would change a little bit. 
Madfuckcrs still on the loose. Stop me before I fuck 
ag; 

•A 

i i n . 

Though Gorman preceded the broadcast with an ap­
propriate warning, an electronics-company owner who. 
along with his fifteen-year-old son. heard the Carlin 
monologue on his car radio, complained to the FCC, and 
the commission ruled that Cadin's language was unsuit­
able for midday listening. It warned WBAI, and all oilier 
broadcasters, that in die future it would impose a fine 
(which could also affect die station's license at renewal 
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time) if such language were used while a significant 
number of children were in die audience. The FCC's 
order did not specify which words werc precluded. It was 
unclear, for example, whether CBS could have been fined 
for allowing Lear's use of "son of a bitch" on Maude or 
"God damn it" on All in the Family. It was clear that the 
FCC's order gave a new regulatory tool to stations and 
viewers who resented the use of such language. A furdicr 
difficulty was presented by the FCC's failure to specify 
how many child listeners constitute a "sig!iific:int niun­
ber." Since 25 percent of all children ages six to eleven are 
still watching television at 10:00 P.M., it seemed possible 
that no cutoff would be appropriate, but some stations, 
including WBAI, assumed that 10:00 P.M. was a safe di­
viding line 

On July 3, 1978. die FCC's decision was affirmed by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. Noting that radio and television 
have unique properties which make them pervasive and 
understandable to the youngest child, the court stated 
that "of all forms of communications, it is broadcasting 
that has received the most limited First Amendment pro­
tection." Material which can be sold in bookstores or 
shown in movie theaters, the court explained, could be 
excluded from radio since broadcasting, unlike other 
media, is available and comprehensible to unsupervised 
children. 

'lhe relatively terse decision was li;inded down by :i 
closely divided Supreme Court, and it was dilficult to 
ascertain its ful l implications. As some of the dissenters 
noted hopefully, it might prove to be a "harmless" aber­
ration; but it seemed equally possible that groups would 
try to use the decision to achieve censorship of the kind of 
material which appears on Three's Company, and even on 
some of Norman Lear's shows. The majority, for example, 
approvingly quoted dicta in a 1968 U.S. Court of Appeals 
decision which stated that the FCC could refuse to renew 
the license of a station which broadcast programs contaiii-
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ing "coarse, vulgar, suggestive, double meaning" material. 
Future license challenges by groups like the PTA and The 
National League of Decency would doubdess cite that 
passage. 

In an action that demonstrated die range of language 
which some diought might be punishable under the Su­
preme Court's reasoning. Georgia State Senator Julian 
Bond and the Atlanta chapter of the NAACP asked a fed­
eral court lo force the FCC to add "nigger" to the list. 

The po.ssible con.seciuenccs of the court's decision were 
highlighted in a vigorous dissent by Mr. Justice Ihennan. 
He pointed out that the rationales underlying the court's 
decision "could justify the banning from radio of a myriad 
of literary works, novels, poems and plays by the likes of 
Shakespeare. Joyce, Hemingway, Ben Jonson, Henry 
Fielding. Robert Burns, and Chaucer; they could support 
the suppression of a good deal of political speech, such as 
the Nixon tapes; and diey could even provide the basis for 
imposing sanctions for the broadcast of certain portions of 
the Bible." 

The possible impact on broadcasts of the Nixon tapes 
provided an especially interesting case in point. During 
the Nixon impeachment inquiry several radio stations, in­
cluding WBAI. broadcast readings of the Nixon White 
House transcripts. In the official White House version, 
Nixon's own editors sanitized the tapes by deleting much 
of the oUcnsivc huiguage. But as citizens nevertheless dis­
covered when they read or heard unexpurgatcd portions 
of the tapes, die expletives often were a crucial aspect of 
the convcrs:itions. I f people found them vulgar, as many 
of Nixon's slaunchcst supporters lid, it was a comment 
and, to some, an iniportant comment, on Nixon. But under 
the rationale of the court's decision, an FCC dominated 
by Nixon appointees might have felt free to fine radio and 
television stations which presented readings from any­
thing other than a totally sanitized version. 

An equally apt demonstration of the nexus between 
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vulgarity and news involved the remark that led to Earl 
Butz's forced resignation as Secretary of Agriculture. Butz 
made the comment in the course of an informal airplane 
discussion with Pat Boone and John Dean, who Butz 
knew was there as a reporter. As quoted in Dean's subse­
quent article in Rolling Stone, the dialogue went as fol­
lows: 

I introduced the secretary to Pat and then asked 
him a rjuestion. 

"Mr. Secretary, the delegates seemed very disap­
pointed with Dole. He really got a lukewarm recep­
tion. The cabinet looked like they'd just arrived at a 
state funeral when Dole spoke" 

"Oh hell, John, everybody was worn out by then. 
You know," he said with a mischievous smile, leaning 
over the seat in front of Pat and me, "it's like the dog 
who screwed a skunk for :i while, until it fin:illy 
shouted, I've had cnoughl" 

Pat gulped, then grinned and I laughed. To change 
the subject Pat posed a question: "John and I were 
just discussing the appeal of the Republican parly. It 
seems to me that the party of Abraham Lincoln could 
and should attract more black people Why can't that 
be done?" This was a fair c|ueslioii for the secretary, 
who is also a very capable politician. 

" I ' l l tell you why you c;in't aKract colorcds," the 
secretary proclaimed as his mischievous smile re­
lumed. "Because colorcds only want three things. 
You know what they want?" he asked Pat. 

Pat shook his head no; so did I . 
" I ' l l tell you what colorcds want. It's tlirce things: 

first, a tight pussy; second, loose shoes; and third, a 
warm place to shit. That's all." 

Pat gulped twice. 

Virtually all of (he news media chose lo paraphrase 
Butz's remark rather than to quote it directly. No para-
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phrase could do the comment justice, but The New York 
Times, the Washington Post, and the Los Angeles Times 
all settled on the following version: "Fhst a tight 
(woman's sexual organ); second, loose shoes; and diird. a 
warm place to (defecate.)" Other papers were 
more timid. The Wall Street Journal simply described it 
as "a vulgar joke . . . to die effect that blacks only want 
sex. indoor plumbing, and loose shoes." 

But the television networks were so restrained diat 
their accounts made the newspapers' language seem al­
most lurid. Butz had referred to "die sexual and other 
desires of blacks," Dan Rather reported in the lead item 
on the October 2, 1976, CBS Evening News, "in words so 
vulgar that it's not being repeated in most news accounts, 
including this one." NBC that night described the remark 
as "the kind of language you could replay to certain peo­
ple But on this broadcast, where the company is mixed 
and unknown, wc cannot do it. I f you want lo know the 
exact words, see the October sevendi edition of Rolling 
Stone magazine." 

Two nights later, following CBS's account of Butz's res­
ignation. Waller Cronkite added his own footnote. "Inci­
dentally." Croiikite commented, "if you're wondering ex­
actly what Butz said, well, so are a lot of other people in 
the country. The news media generally found it too offen­
sive to report. An AP spot survey found only one daily 
newspaper which reprinted the 'joke' Another offered to 
let subscribers stop by and read it. Seven showed up." 

As the Butz affair demonsbated, broadcasters are fully 
capable of cen.soring diemselves widiout help from the 
FCC. But die Butz episode also illustrated the danger of 
FCC control. I f a broadcaster had decided that, since 
Butz was being asked to resign for what he had said, the 
public had a right to know his exact words, an FCC en­
tirely composed of members appointed by Presidents 
Ni.xon and Ford—the same men whom Butz had served— 
would have had the power to levy a fine or to refuse to 
renew the st;ilion's license 



2o6 SEE NO EVIL 

There is. of course, the risk that, without a government 
rule, vulgar or profane words will be used on the air and 
be heard by children. But such words are, at least occa­
sionally, an integral part of a work of art or inextricably 
connected with an issue of immense public importance. 
While broadcasters, acting individiuilly. properly have a 
responsibility to be sensitive to the boundaries of good 
taste, it would devastate die purposes of the First Amend­
ment to permit government officiaLs—with their own 
sense of morality, and their own political axes to grind— 
to censor the language used on the most powerful medium 
in the world, the one that most Americans rely upon for 
most of their entertainment and news. 

The Carlin case, of course, only deals with offensive 
language It is unclear wliether the Supreme Court would 
also permit the FCC to punish depictions of nudity and 
sex or of particularly gruesome and offensive depictions of 
violence. But based on the decision's reasoning, such an 
expansive view of die FCC's power does not seem alto­
gether out of the question. 

The broadcasting industry and the creative community 
were therefore deeply relieved when the FCC and its new 
chairman, Charles D. Ferris,, quickly made it clear that 
the commission intended to construe the Carlin decision 
narrowly. Tlie Commission made its views known by re­
newing die license of Boston public television station 
WGBII just a few days after the court announced the 
Carlin ruling—notwithstanding a complaint by Morality 
in Media accusing the station of airing "obscenities," "pro­
fanity," and "vulgar" material in such programs as Mas­
terpiece Theater. Visions and Monty Python's Flyiwr 
Circus. 

"Our WGBH decision should make clear that [the C:ir-
lin case] really is limited." Ferris explained to The New 
England Broadcasting Association. "It should show that 
the FCC is not going to become a cQiisor. And hopefully it . 
will prevent an outpouring of audience complaints based 
on occasional words." 
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But though Ferris has offered broadcasters a respite 
from FCC censorship, lawyers in San Francisco and 
Miami are attempting to convince the courts that private 
citizens should have a right to sue broadcasters directly 
for damages caused by TV violence. The Miami case in­
volves Ronald Zamora, lhe fifteen-year-old boy who mur­
dered an eighty-two-year old neighbor and unsuccessfully 
argued that he had been "intoxicated" by television vio­
lence. After his conviction. Zamora filed a multi-million 
dollar damage action against the three television net­
works. But the case which has provoked the most ;itlcn-
tion. and may one day establish important legal guide­
lines, involves NBC's 1974 broadcast of Bom Innocent 
—the show which, with its scene depicting a shower-room 
rape with a Joniiy Mop. was largely responsible for the 
birth of the Family Viewing Policy. 

The case was developed by Marvin E. Lewis, Sr., an 
aggressive and innovative litigator who once successfully 
argued that a trolley-car accident had converted his beau­
tiful young client into a nymphomaniac. His client this 
time is die mother of a nine-year-old girl who, four days 
after the broadcast of Born Innocent, was violated by four 
teenagers wielding a beer botde. 

The essence of liis argument is relatively simple Based 
on assailant Sharon Smith's statement diat she was in­
fiuenccd by the movie and on psychological tests indi­
cating that, if the film had not been aired, the teenagers 
would not have devised such an attack, Lewis contends 
that the rape scene caused the crime. In addition, he 
maintains that in view of studies showing die link be­
tween television violence and real world aggression. NBC 
acted negligently in .scheduling the show at 8:00 P.M.. 
E.S.T.. in promoting it in tandem with the animal movie 
Born Free, and in permitting such an explicit and grue­
some scene to remain in the show. 

Although NBC executives later admitted that they had 
made scjinc errors of judgment and ordered that the 
shower-room scene be toned down when die film was re-
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broadcast, the network's lawyers deny that NBC or Bom 
Innocent was responsible for the crime. The "rape," they 
note, was the final act in a perverse drama which die 
young victim described in her statement to the police. 
Prior to being violated, she and a friend were stripped of 
their bathing suits, slapped, and forced "to lick each oth­
er's butts . . . get on top of each other [and] lay on a 
bush." 

Moreover, Sharon Smith apparently had deep psycho­
logical reasons for committing the crime After providing 
her with the beer bottle, fifteen-year-old Wil l iam Thomas-
asked her, "Are you doing it just like it was done in the 
picture?" "No," the fourteen-year old black girl appar­
ently answered. "I 'm just getting at white people for what 
they have done to mc." 

In addition, both Lewis and NBC's lawyers agree that 
Sharon Smith had been sexually abused by her stepfather. 
According to the network's lawyers, her psychiatrist is 
prepared to testify that "die molestation by her stepfather 
was more significant than watching a television program." 

To top its case off. NBC has a deposition from Sharon 
Smith in which she stated dial she had not seen the film. 

But while NBC believes that it would have a strong 
defense if die case ever werc presented to a jury, the net­
work has taken the position that the First Amendment 
prohibits, or severely circumscribes, such damage actions. 
NBC's lawyers note that even the threat of sticli lawsints 
would have a chilling effect on broadcasters and on the 
creative process. Such a suit can never be permitted, they 
argue, unless the plaintiff can prove that the bro:idc:istcr 
intended to incite the lawless action. 

When the Born Innocent case went to trial in August 
1978, California Superior Court Judge Robert L . Dossee 
accepted NBC's constitutional argument. After Lewis 
admitted that it would be impossible to persuade a jury 
that NBC had intended to effect the assault. Judge Dos.see 
awarded a nonsuit judgment to NBC—and Lewis an-
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nounccd dial he would appeal the court's interpretation 
of the constitution. 

I t is too soon to predict the fate of such damage actions. 
Even if Judge Dossee's decision is upheld by the Cali­
fornia Supreme Court, that holding wi l l only bind the 
courts in California; it wi l l still be possible for aggressive 
negligence lawyers to bring similar lawsuits in other 
stales. 

Such lawyers can argue, plausibly, that the U.S. Su­
preme Court has allowed private parties to bring d;iniage 
actions ;igainst the press hir libel and for invasion of pri­
vacy. Notwithstanding the ways in which such lawsuits 
can chill the press, the court has never required plaintiffs 
to prove that the media intended to cause harm. The 
court has simply required plaintiffs to demonstrate negli­
gence or. in the case of public figures, recklessness. 

The issues presented by the i^orn Innocent case wil l not 
be resolved satisfactorily unless it is heard by the U.S. 
Supreme Court. And, in view of the court's decisions in 
recent First Amendment cases, particularly those involv­
ing broadcasting, i t is far from clear that NBC's legal ar­
gument wi l l prevail. 

The question remains, what can be done to ensure that 
broadcasters act in a responsible fashion, recognizing the 
mediuin's diverse audience? 

Those who oppo.se governmental censorship and de­
plore private lawsuits generally concede that a prohlfm, 
real or potential, exists. But they believe that the answer, 
however f!;iwcd, must remain in the hands of the networks 
or of local broadcasters, whom the Communications Act 
vests with responsibility for serving "the public interest, 
convenience and necessity." Yet .as the industry's per­
formance during the ciglUcen months of the Family View­
ing Policy demonstrated, industry censors are ill-cfiuippcd 
for the task. 

Unfortunately, Standards and Practices officials do not 
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become editors simply by calling them.selves editors. They 
are not like the editors at a publishing house or a news­
paper, who work with writers tlirougliout the entire crea­
tive process. Maxwell Perkins persuaded Ernest Heming­
way to substitute dashes for the letters in obscene words 
in The Sun Also Rises, but no one in the broadcasting 
industry ever confused Tom Swafford or Alfred Schneider 
with Perkins. Program Practices executives are not part­
ners in the creative process; their infiuence stems entirely 
from tlieir authority to say no. 

Even where their editorial instincts are correct the 
ability of such editors to improve rather than ccn.sor'pro­
gramming is limited. When Schneider read the .script for 
the fall 1977 premiere of Three's Company, for example he 
thought it amounted to one long, dirty joke, and he told 
the writers that two-thirds of the material was unaccept­
able The witing-producing team, which had come to 
prominence working for Norm:m Lear, eliminated what it 
had to. But in Schneider's view the program remained 
vap.d and salacious. He considered it far morc offensive 
than Soop. Yet there was nothing else he was equipped or 
authorized to do to improve it. 

Tl'c most effective editorJs_ajasjcful creator who in-
sists on imposingJlis^^^mJtal^^ of quality "on a pro­
gram. By asking q u ^ n s and pFobing thê ^̂ n̂iTTiT̂ ]pT7rd 
pSmToIjTiejnalcria^ 
and enrich a show which ^^mdd"7;n;77;;^ 
or Jastclcss_momcnts^ Using_his "Iielly standard" as his 
gH!^ ' Norman L e a r j r i a j ^ ^ l b c n i i ^ - b ^ i r a T t ^ 
vision. Some of Ki7associatcs. in fact. cont5mmi^rcd7ling 
—tlijTns, creating story ideas and inspiring others to 
implement them successfully—is Lear's greatest skill 

At 4:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 18, 1978, Lear 
attended a mn-through of All in the Family. Although he 
liad been involved some weeks earlier in a general discus­
sion of the episode's theme, he had not read the script 
i l ie episode was scheduled for taping on Friday night 
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The premise of the show was simple enough. It is mid­
winter. Edith and Gloria are away for the weekend, and 
Archie and Michael accidentally lock themselves in tiie 
storage room of Archie's new bar. During the run-through 
there werc some amusing lines and there was some won­
derful acting, but the core of the show seemed cheap and 
hollow. The implications of the two men getting drunk 
and spending the night together were played for all they 
were worth. The run-through ended with a policeman 
who. after walking in on Archie and Michael asleep to­
gether under a blanket, mildly accuses Archie of being 
gay. 

After the run-through, an observer had a brief conversa­
tion with one of die writers, commenting that the segment 
was filled with sex and dirty jokes. The writer, who had 
not worked on the episode and evidently found it dislaste-
ful. agreed. "Once you start to write a series of sex jokes 
It s hard to break away from them," he explained. 

At that moment Norman Lear got up and walked 
toward the center of the room. After a run-through the 
cast and key creative personnel all get together to discuss 
the show and how it can be improved. The discussion 
process is called "notes." I f llierc are serious problems, the 
.session can last for hours. 

"Well, wh:it do you think?" someone asked Leir. 
"1 don't know," he answered. " I can't relate to this epi­

sode at all. Maybe I shouldn't even be in on these notes " 
He was wearing a neck brace and he seemed to he in some 
pain. 

^ "Come on, Norman," Rob Reiner said solicitously 
Wliat are your concerns?" 

"Well, this isn't anything like the show we talked about 
in my office. It's all sexual innuendo. It doesn't have any 
meaning. I ihought that we were going to use this premise 
to reveal something about Mike and Archie." Lear 
pointed out that even the sex-related humor would be 
funnier against a backdrop of a poignant story. 
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Within a few minutes something extraordinary started 
to happen. A group of professional men and women were 
sitting in a circle trying to figure out how to make the 
show significant. Lear suggested that it should be a pro­
gram about what these two men, who are .so careful not to 
appear vulnerable or reveal themselves, discover when 
they are locked away alone. He proposed that the theme 
center on race prejudice, on the roots of Archie's hatred 
for Jews and blacks. Everyone participated. One person 
suggested that Archie's father was the source of his preju­
dice. Then someone said, "No. lots of people have racist 
fathers and don't become bigots themselves." A third 
person suggested that Michael could reveal that his father 
had been a bigot too. 

The story began to emerge Archie and Micliacl would 
be drinking Scotch, and as they drank they would become 
more honest with each other. Why did Archie, with a 
racist father, become a big(;t when Michael, w i l i i hi.s, 
didn't? Archie could explain t!i;U he had loved his fatlier 
even though he was a tough. me:ui b.i.vtard, tluil your 
father was always right, because he had brought you into 
the world. 

But why did Archie always call people names—like 
'Tolack" (for the first lime Micliacl would explain how 
that hurt his feelings) and "mealhead"? 

A black writer told a story from his youth. When he 
was in grade school a kid had lost one of his shoes. His 
family was too poor to buy anollicr pair, so he came to 
school with one boot and one shoe. And kids started to 
tease him. They called him "slioeboolie" 

I t was a perfect story. Everyone agreed that it should 
apply to Archie, to his experience while growing up in the 
Depression. 

Within two hours the creative team had breathed 
poignancy and warmth into lhe epi.sode. I f they hadn't 
found the roots of race prejudice, tlicy had at lc:ist found 
a w.ay of peeling back a few hiyers of two men who are 
known and loved by most Americuis. 

" ' ' . i i '^" . ' ' * '" 
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As die story emerged, there was no policeman in the 
last scene Archie, having revealed so much of himself to 
Michael and fogged over by the liquor, starts to fal l 
asleep. And Michael pulls an old awning over Archie to 
keep him warm. 

Two nights later the .show was taped in front of a live 
audience. For only the third time in eight years they gave 
Carroll O'Connor and Rob Reiner a standing ovation. 

It was the creative process at its best. 
And it proved that quality doesn't hurt ratings. On 

Sunday, February 12, for the first time since the imposi­
tion of the Family Viewing Policy, A l l in the Family, with 
that episode, was aired at 8:00 P .M. The all-important 
Nielsen ratings that week listed A l l in the Family as the 
fifth most popular show in America. 

But unfortunately the ratings that week carried other 
less happy lessons as well. On that same Sunday night 
when All in the Family appeared at 8:00 P.M. on CBS, 
NBC devoted two hours to a first-rate dramalizalion of 
the life of Martin Luther King, Jr. King, as the program 
was entitled, came in dead last in the ratings. Nor was it 
clear that Lear had improved the show's ratings by im­
proving its tone. The third most popular show that week 
was Three's Company. 

As NBC programming chief Paul Klein told the Lo^ 
Angeles Times, "I've been in this business twenty years 
and I've never found a correlation between good writing 
and high rjitings." 
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Adair 
Adam 
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Agee 
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Alexander 
Allen 
Allen 
Allen 
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Anderson 
Anderson 
Andros 
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Arrington 
Avery 
Bailey 
Bailey 
Baker 
Bales 
Balkarn 
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Baringer 
Bames 
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Belsky 
Benavidcs 
Beneke 
Benjamin 
Benton 
Benton 
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Berson 
Bille 
Billings 
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First Name Organization City Stat 
Royd New York NY 
Eleanor Washington DC 
Giovanni Tlie Salvation Army Nashville TN 
Philip Tlie Children's Home Chattanooga TN 
LoreUa V.indy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
Philip Interplay Produciions 
Jennie Franklin TN 
Terry Gmcsis Learning Center Nashville TN 
Linda Vui Buren Co. Head Start Cooke ville TN 
Marihfl Nashville TN 
Mark Wilson Co. Youth Ranch Lebanon TN 
Jim NASW TN Chapter Nashville TN 
Ann US.A. Film Festival Dallas TX 
Sherry 0;isis Center Nashville TN 
Charles Nashville TN 
Richard 
Martin Fi jnily and Children's Service Nashville TN 
Douglas United Way of Middle Teimcssee Nashville TN 
Sherry Pleasant Shade TN 
Andy 
Desiree—-̂  Vjindy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
^Seniffer^^ Viindy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
jSan" Term. Council of Juvenile and Family Nashville TN 
Linda Mount Juliet TN 
Steve Mt. Juliet TN 
Damon Viindy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
Billie Qimberland Heights Nashville TN 
Louise Hillwood Playcare Nashville TN 
Warren Cciun Appointed Special Advocate Nashville TN 
Yolanda Family and Children's Service Nashville TN 
Susan NACHRJ Washington DC 
Stephen Recreational Sofiware Advisory Council Cambridge MA 
Cyndy TCCY Hermitage TN 
Gayle Nashville TN 
Carol DsDe Wallace Center Nashville TN 
Joe Office of Legal Services Nashville TN 
Karen Fo^ Children's Network Hollywood CA 
Louise Nashville TN 
Angela Vandy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
Gary Be ̂ isl_Bihle_Yillage Hijton TN 
Janet fvvTSU , - - ^ v i d Belsky Murfreesboro TN 
Lisa ~~Tli cTeiiiTesSEan Nasvhille TN 
Bonnie Nashville TN 
Michael Instinite for Mental Health Initiatives Washington DC 
Charles Thj Benton Foundation Chicago IL 
Marjorie Chapin Hall Center for Children Evanston IL 
Chris Th; Associated Press Nashville TN 
Barri Tennessee Bar Foundation Nashville TN 
Nancy UMC Child Maltreatment and Trauma Canboro NC 
Leslie Hamilton Co Health Dept Chatt2nooga TN 
Carolyn Wt;st End Day School Nashville TN 
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Last Name 
Bingham 

^bum 
lan 

Bn 
Bock 
Boehm 
Bogen 
Bolin 
Bommer 
Bone 
Boyd 
Bradford 
Bradford 
Bragg 
Brennan 
Brinkman 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brott 
Brown 
Brown 
Brunson 
Brusi 
Bryan 
Buckler 
Bundy 

ff 
Burson 
Burson 
Burton 
Bunon 
Call 
Call 
Capps 
Carl 
Carmack 
Carpenter 
Carter 
CaudiU 
Chandler 
Charren 
Chen 
Chester 
Chumney 
Chumney 
Claim 
Clayton-Davis 
Clajuiih PLULUUII «^n-Pederson 

i>n-Pederson 
v-Ross 

Clevenger 
Cline 
Clinton 

Firs t Name 

Rosie 
Karen 
Lorraine 
Nancy 
Lori 
Helen 
Bob 
Judith 
Minnie 
Charles 
Pamela 
Amy 
Kathryn 
John 
Sheila 
Mary 
Anionia 
Susan 
Michael 
Connie 
Shawn 
Bumece 
Janny 
Mary Nell 
Gaylc 
Sidney 
Pam 
Tom 
Bunny 
Charles 
Anthony 
Patricia 
Richard 
Teresa Frey 
Milt 
Theresa 
Carolyn 
Jeanne 
Sharon 
Michelle 
Nancy 
Peggy 
Milton 
Jeffrey 
Carol 
Carolyn 
Teresa 
Joan 

ifinja" 
Alma 
Sorya 
Cathy 
Tammy 
Dianne 
Barbara 

Organization 

Free The Children, hic. 
Regional Children' Unit 
Indiana Univ. Schl. of Social Work 

Children Youth & Family Consortium 
Fox Broadcasting Company 

Vandy Nursing Student 
RURAL W TN AFR AMER APRS 
Wyan, Tarrani & Combs 
TN Dept. of Mental Health 

TCCY 

Exchange Club Family Center 
University of Tennessee 
Bethlehem Center 
Vanderbill University 
Action For Children 
Maury County Schools 
Vandy Nursing Student 
National Black Child Development 
Epidemiologist Allina Health System 
Tennessee Managed Care Network 
Luton Mental Health Services 

Ci ty 

Memphis 
Nashville 
Indianapolis 
Nashville 
St. Paul 
New York 
Nashville 

Stat 

TN 
TN 
IN 
TN 
MN 
NY 
TN 

State of Tennessee 

Serendipity House 
Metro Schools 
Vanderbill University 
"Heart of the Matter" 
Marshall County Schools 
Star Tribune 

Vandy Nursing Student 
Vandy Nursing Smdent 

KQED-TV 
Center for Media Education 

Exchange Club Family Center 
Metro Health Department 
VIPPS 

VIPPS 

PubUc Health 
Mid Cumberland ACCT(l) 
Cordell Hull Eco. Opportunity Corp. 
Center for Health Service 

Covington TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Manchester TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
St. Paul MN 
Columbia TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Minneapolis MN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 

Nashville TN 
Nasvhille TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Lewisburg TN 
Miimeapolis MN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Cambridge MA 
San Francisco CA 
Washington DC 
Mempihis TN 
Nashville TN 
Nasvhille TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Jolmson City TN 
Clarksville TN 
Lafayette TN 
Nashville TN 
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Last Name 

CU 
Clintor 

n 
ton-Selan 

Coaklcy 
Coggin 
Cohen 
Cohen 
Cole 
Coleman 
Comstock 
Cook 
Cooke 
Cooke 
Cooley-Quille 
Cooper 
Cooper 
Copley 
Corbin 
Corritore 
Coscarelli 
Courtner 
Cowan 
Cowan 
Cox 
Cox 

^ ^ H f o r d 
^fflwford 
dooms 
Crouse 
Crowe 
Crowe 
Culp 
Currie 
Dahl 
Daigneau-Heath 
Daniels 
Davis 
Davis 
Dawson 
Day 
Day 
DeBerry 
Dean 
Deasey 
Dishman 
Dodge 
Donch 
Dotch 

DuBose 
Duer 
Duggan 

Firs t Name 

na 
Gretta 
Kflthy 
Fred 
Gina 
Ica 
Betty 
Richard 
Jeffrey 
Veronica 
Susie 
Jennifer 
Diane 
John 
Michelle 
Bob 
Farrell 
Wanda 
William 
Daniel 
Janet 
Steve 
Geoffrey 
Ruth 
Carolyn 
Dale 
Ruth 
Nan 
Gail 
Sherine 
Sherry 
Jean 
Susiin 
Joe 
Bob 

Christopher 
Sandra 
Kaihy 
Angie 
Marilyn 
Albert 
Stewan 
Susan 
Lois 
Karl 
Steve 
Patricia 
Kenneth 
Yasmin 
Kawema 
Gary 
Pam 
Harriet 
Jane 
Shirley 
Ervin 

Organization City Stat 
Center for Health Services Nashville TN 
Center for Health Services Nashville TN 
CV Girl Scouts Nashville TN 
Mental Health Associations of TN Nashville TN 
The Fulton Group Nashville TN 
TN Dept of Health Columbia TN 
T\imcr Broadcasting Atlanta GA 

Encino CA 
Center for Communication Policy Los Angeles CA 
Juvenile Court Memphis TN 
Marshall Co. School System Lewisburg TN 
Vandy Nursing Student Nashville TN 

Los Angeles CA 
The Walt Disney Company Burbank CA 
Department of Psychology Fairfax VA 
Bass, Berry & Sims Nashville TN 
Family & Children's Service Chattanooga TN 
TN Education Association Nashville TN 
Mid-Cumberland Community Health Gallatin TN 
TN Dept. of Mental Health Nashville TN 
TCCY Nashville TN 
Upper East TN Head Start Kingsport TN 

Washington DC 
Tennessee Suite Museum Nashville TN 
United Way of Middle TN Nashville TN 
Columbus House Knoxville TN 
Institute of Transpersonal Psychology San Francisco CA 
Tennessee DepL of Education Nashville TN 
TN Department of Human Svcs. Nashville TN 
Don't Believe the Hype St. Paul MN 
Children and Youth Services Knoxville TN 

Nashville TN 
Bit by Bit Computer Nashville TN 
TN Department of Mental Health Nashville TN 
TN Alcohol & Drug Association Nashville TN 
Children's Broadcasting Corporation Miimeapolis MN 
TN Dept. of Mental Health Nashville TN 
TCCY Cooke ville TN 
Exchange Club Family Center Murfreesboro TN 
TN Commission on Children and Youth Chattanooga TN 
TN. Dept. of Youth Development NashviDe TN 
Nashville Parent Nashville TN 
Nashville Parent Nashville TN 

Juvinile Public Defenders Office 
Memphis TN 

Juvinile Public Defenders Office Nashville TN 
Sylvan Park School Nashville TN 
TN Department of Health Nashville TN 

Nashville TN 
Family and Children's Services Nashville TN 
Family & Children's Services Nashville TN 
Office of Children's Services Nashville TN 
Exchange Qub Family Center Nashville TN 
TN Department of Human Services Greenfield TN 
Vandy Nursing Student Nashville TN 

Ciossviile TN 
Alexandria VA 
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Last Name 
Dunavan 
Dunbar 

Dunn 
Duralde 
Duran 
Durham 
Dyak 
Dykstra 
Dyson 
Eakcs 
Edclman 
Edwards 
Ehlinger 
Ennis 
Enochs 
Eppley 
Erdahl 
Erickson 
Erickson 
Erickson 
Erickson 
Erickson 
Erickson 
Eron 

(jjjf 
Faber 
Fachl 
Falkncr 
Farmer 
Faulkner 
Federman 
Fenner 
Femifino 
Fletcher 
Fosbinder 
Foster 
Foster 
Foster 
Foster 
Freed 
French 
Frensley 
Friedan 
Fulton 
Futrell 
Gale 

i r 
Ganett 
Garvich 
Gaziano 

First Name Organization City Stai 
John TN Comm on Children and Youth Nashville TN 
Denise TN Commission on Children & Youth Nashville TN 
Josephine National Black Child Development Nashville TN 
Natilec The Tennessean Nashville TN 
Bill Knoxville TN 
Aloaso Dallas TX 
Victoria Parent Teacher Association Chicago IL 
Cindy TN Casa Association Gallatin TN 
Brian Entertainment Indusoies Council, Inc. Reston VA 
Joan National PTA Chicago EL 
Esther New York NY 
Pamela Mercer Island WA 
Peter US Department of Health & Human Washington DC 
Karen Select Committee. Children & Youth Nashville TN 
Ed Boynton Health Service Miimeapolis MN 
Kaihy Lynn Woodmom Christian Preschool Nashville TN 
Peggy TNDepi of Health Nashville TN 
Jennifer United Way of Mid South Memphis TN 
Lowell St. Paul Area Synod ELCA St. Paul MN 
Carol Tri-Love Ministries Brentwood TN 
Dave TVi-Love Ministries Brentwood TN 
Erin Minneapolis ' MN 
Marti Children, Youth & Family Consortium St. Paul MN 
Ron 
Ryan 
Leonard University of Michigan Aim Arbor MI 
Annette Nashville TN 
Jane Tennessee Democratic Party NashvUle TN 
DeWiD South Central Bell Nashville TN 
Ron School of Journalism & Mass Minneapolis MN 
Lisa FEAA Serendipity House Nashville TN 
Danny Madison Co. Juvenile Court Services Jackson TN 
Don Milan TN 
Caihy Jackson TN 
Joel MediaScope Studio City CA 
Catherine TN Pediatric Association Nashville TN 
Zee Denver CO 
Karen Reconciliation Nashville TN 
Jack . The Fulton Group Nashville TN 
Gwen Youth & Families / Neighborhoods Los AlUDS CA 
Anita Washmgton Co. Health Dept. Johnson City TN 
Beth TCCY Nashville TN 
Henry Mchany Medical College Nashville TN 
Curtis Brentwood TN 
Martha Paris Pediatrics Paris TN 
Joe Tennessee Education Assoc. Paris TN 
Beny New Yoric NY 
Richard The Fulton Group Nashville TN 
Jerry Smith County Memorial Hosp. Carthage TN 
Margie Franklin TN 
Scott Brentwood TN 
Bill 
Marilyn Exchange Club Family Center Nashville TN 
Butch TPS Nashville TN 
Debbie Hamilton County Government Chattanooga TN 
Cecilie Research Solutions, Inc. Minneapolis MN 
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Last Name 
Geier 

list Qeist 

Geotun jeotunger 
Getiellingcr 
Gilbert 
Gilliam 
Gipson 
Glassford 
Godwin 
Coins 
Goldberg 
Golden 
Golden 
Gooch 
Gooch 
Goodrum 
Gordon 
Gordon 
Gray 
Gray 
Green 
Greene 
Greenfield 
Gregory 

?er 
:io 

^ | g e r 
^ ^ ^ p S C i 
^ R s t 

Guthrie 
Hall 
Hammelt 
Hammond 
Hammond 
Hammonds-White 
Hamncr 
Hampton 
Hargis 
Hargrove 
Harper 
Harris 
Harris 
Harris-Morehead 
Harris-Solomon 
Harvey 
Hattoway 
Haynes 
Hays 
Hays 
Headrick 

^ ^ d 
^ ^ ^ c r 
^ ^ ^ e r 

Heflinger 
Heiden 
Heiden 

First Name Organization City 
Philip New York 
Susie TN Planning Office Nashville 
Martha Nashville 
Shannon Luton Mental Health Services Nashville 
Sonya Yale University MadisonviUc 
Nancy Highland Bim Menial Health Center Tullahoma 
Laurie Nashville 
Susan TCCY Nashville 
Albert Nashville Urban League, Inc. Nashville 
Donna 
Beverly National Performance Review Washington 
Juli The Salvation Army Nashville 
Gary Los Angeles 
Constance Holly Springs 
Wilson Washington 
Judy Knoxville 
Warren Kramer, Rayson. Leake, Rodgers & Oak Ridge 
Annette Metro Health Department Nashville 
Kimbal 
Nancy 
Jamie Metropolitan Health Dept. Nashville 
Tanya Nashville 
Pamela Children's TV Workshop New York 
Lorraine Meharry Medical College Nashville 
BUI Nashville 
Glenda Maternal & Infant Care Program Nashville 
Dara Vandy Nursing Student Nashville 
Jeffrey General Motors Corporaiion 
Kriscianne Vandy Nursing Student Nashville 
Shannon Vandy Nursuig Student Nashville 
Mary-Frances Nashville 
Lynnelle Children & Family Services Knoxville 
Lacy Jackson 
Louis Jackson 
Susan Nashville 
Joan Juvenile Public Defenders Office Nashville 
Ann Tennessee Dept. of Education Nashville 
Jennifer TN Commission on Children and Youth Nashville 
Jerc Cooke ville 
Thelma Nashville 
Eileen Nashville 
Erma Outlook Nashville Nashville 
Patricia TN Dept. of Human Services Nashville 
Amy Vanderbill University Nashville 
Janis Dede Wallace Center Nashville 
George Cordell Hull Bldg. Nashville 
Peggy TCCY Goodletisville 
EUen Signal Mm. 
Ken Signal Mtn. 
Margie Highland Rim Head Sum Erin 
Michael TACC Consuliani NashvilUe 
Elaine 
Richard 
Anne Goodlcusvillc 
Charles Vanderbill University Nashville 
Dorothea United Way of Middle TN Nashville 

Stat 
NY 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
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Last Name First Name Organization City Stat 

Helton Joel Dupont Hadley Jvliddle School Nashville TN 

Herron Roy Nashville TN 

mk Pat Anderson Co.. Juvenile Court Clinton TN 

W John WLJT-TV Channel 11 Martin TN 
Hester Kay TCCY Clarksville TN 
Hillis-Cochran Karla Upper Cumberland Human Resource TN 38 
Hickman Gerald Vanderbill Children's Hospital Nashville TN 

Hicks Lynette Metro Health Department Nashville TN 
Hickson Gerald Division of General Pediatrics Nashville TN 
Hickson Rebekah Nashville TN 
Hikawa Chris ABC New York NY 
Hinds Greta Metro Development and Housing Agency Nashville TN 
Hodge Janet Vandy Nursing Student Nashville TN 
Hof&nan Betsy Jewish Community Center Nashville TN 
Hoii Nancy Hingham MA 
Holland Jennifer TN Dept of Health Nashville TN 
Hollar John 
Holmes Rayetia Memphis TN 
Holsion Noel Star Tribune Minneapolis MN 
Hoover Randy Milligan College Milligan College TN 
Hopson Joyce Cherokee Health Systems Tazewell TN 
Honon Paul One by One Records Minneapolis MN 
Houston Paul AASA Arlington VA 
Howard Marion The Giady Teen Services Program Atlanta GA 
Howard William Hennepin Co. District Court Minneapolis MN 
Hudgins Patricia Vandy Nursing Student Nashville TN 

Harvey Nashville TN 
Trudy Parents are Firsi Teachers Chattanooga TN 

^Hionan SheryU Exchange Club Family Center Murfreesboro TN 
Humphrey Mark Associated Press Nashville TN 
Hundt Reed Federal Communications Commission Washington D. 
Hunt Gary Tennessee Bar Association Nashville TN 
Hunt Carlcne Nashville TN 
Hunt Walter Metro Action Commission Nashville TN 
Hutchinson Eleanor U.S. Department of Justice , Washington DC 
Hutchinson Senetra Memphis TN 
Ince Ann Knoxville TN 
Irvin Robert TDYD Nashville TN 
Ison Susan Memphis TN 
Jackson Jana Mid-Cumberland Community Health NashvUle TN 
Jackson Amy League of Women Voters Nashville TN 
Jackson Connie Bethlehem Center Nashville TN 
Jackson Lamar Tennessee Hospital Assoc. Nashvillle TN 
Jackson Monica Vanderbill Child Development Center Nashville TN 
Jacobs Jeffirey Harpo Studios. Inc. 
Jacobs Jennifer Chicago IL 
Jaffe Karen Washington DC 
Jamieson Kathleen Philadelphia PA 
Jaijoura Emmy Tate County School District Senaiobia MS 
Joannides Jan Children's Youth & Family Consortium St. Paul MN 

^ ^ o n Gearldcan Dept. of Home Economics Nashville TN 
^ ^ A o n Jacqueline TN State Legislature Nashville TN 
^^Hson Oliver Free The Children, Inc. Memphis TN 

Johnson-Cook Suzan The While House Washington DC 
Jones Joseph Baltimore City Healihy Start Baltimore MD 
Jones Jackie Nat*! Program Office of Fighting Back Nashville TN 
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Last Name 
Jones 
Jordan 

Ltvi't* 

First Name 
Michael 
David 
Wanda 
Eugene 
Vivian 
Suellen 
Judith 
Ken 
Janice 
Alan 
Sandra 
Thomas 
Barbara 
Michael 
Catherine 
Edward 
Mary 
Susan 
Larry 
Lowe 
Matt 
David 
David 
Stephen 
Terry 
Alex 
Diane 
Maryam 
Maureen 
Rosalind 
Karen 
Edward 
Diane 
Deborah 
Gerry 
Irving 
Mary 
Patrick 
Ruth 
John 

Organization 

Buddies of Nashville 

Roslyn 
Liza 
Barbara 
Michael 
Allen 
Ranny 
Ann 
Frances 
Sara 
Jan 
Twila 
Ben 
Adrienne 
Margaret 
MoUy 

Children, Youth and Family Consortium; 
Congregation Micah 
TV Guide 

Metro Health DepL 
Mid-Cumberland Community Health 
Indiana Family and Social Services 

Vandy Nursing Smdent 
Dept. of Human Services 

University of Tennessee 

American Center for Children's 
American Cenier for Children's TV 
TCCY 
TNS against Paddling 

NatT Coalition for the Protection of 
Office of the Attorney General 

Independent Consultant 
Tennessee Dept. of Human Svcs. 
DMHMR 

Nickelodeon 

Vandy Nursing Student 

TN Dept. of Vocational Rehabilitation 
Tennessee Dept. of Health 
Tennessee Dept. of Health 

Monroe Maternity Center 
Domestic Policy Council - White House 
Office of National Drug Control Policy 

TCCY 
Free The Children 

Reading Rainbow/Lanoit Media 

Senior Citizens, Inc. 
Pox Children's Network and Fox Kids 

City 
Nashville 
Nashville 
Nashville 
Oak Ridge 
Oak Ridge 
Nashville 
St. Paul 
Nashville 
New York 
Los Angeles 
Nashville 
Clarksville 
Indianapolis 
Nashville 
Nashville 

Stat 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
MN 
TN 
NY 
CA 
TN 
TN 
IN 
TN 
TN 

Nashville TN 
Chattanooga TN 

Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Des Plains IL 
Chicago IL 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
New York NY 

Cincinnati OH 
St. Paul MN 
Clarksville TN 
Minneapolis MN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
New York NY 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Murfreesboro TN 
Franklin TN 
Cooke ville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Nashville TN 
Madisonville TN 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 

Memphis TN 
Big Rock TN 
Memphis TN 
NashvUle TN 
New York NY 

Nashville TN 
Los Angeles CA 
Memphis TN 
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Last Name 
Lorance 

veil ^ ^ 1 

Lynch 
Lyon 
MacBird 
Magnuson 
Major 
Mangrum 
Mann 
Manning 
Marcus 
Markell 
Markell 
Marks 
Marks 
Marquart 
Martin 
Mason 
Mattice 
Maybeiry 
Mayhue 
Mayhuc 
Mazzafcrro 
McAfee 

^ ^ ^ d l c 
^^^pw 
^ ^ l a i n 

McCutdieon 
McFarland 
McGarry 
Mchinirff 
McLaughlin 
McMillan 
McMillan 
McNeUl 
McReynolds 
Meeley 
Metiock 
Michael 
Miller 
Miller 
MUler 
Miller 

MUler-Sherrill 
MiUs 
Minow 
Minow 
Minow 

^ ^ I n a r 
^^Bgomery 
^BRe 

Moore 
Moore 
Moore 

First Name 
Kevin 
George 
Rob 
Lyrm 
Kevin 
KeUyc 
Bonnie 
Mark 
Margaret 
Faye 
Vincent 
Michael 
Greg 
Gmny 
Jeanne 
Shirley 
Shirley 
Jules 
Glorius 
Helen 
Mark 
Sandra 
Edward 
Mary Helen 
Fran 
Robert 
Mary 
Ivlark 
David 
Sumayya 
Gwen 
Eliiabeih 
Lisa 
Joe 
Elise 
Kim 
Fred 
Linda 
Darrah 
James 
Dan 
Betry 
Michael 
Sara 
Sheila 
Bertha 
Tana 
Josephine 
Mary 
Newton 
Janice 
Kathryn 
Carl 
EUiott 
EmUy 
Misty 

Organization 

Nashville Business Journal 
TN Council of Juverule & FamUy Court 
East TN Children's Unit 
Parents Anonymous of TN 
Lynch Jarvis Jones 
Southwest Community Health Agency 

New Media Direcfions 

TCCY 
Dept. of Mental Health and Mental 

Discovery Chaiuiel 
National PTA 
University of Minnesota 
National Medical Associanon 
The Salvation Army 
VIPPS 

Vandy Nursing Student 
Vandy Nursing Smdeni 
Middle Tennessee Regional Children's 
Shelby County Head Smrt Program 
Shelby County Head Stan Program 
Senior Citizens, Inc. 
American Medical Association 

TN Primary Care Association 
Vandy Nursing Student 
PEACE 
Democratic Federation of Women 
Vandy Nursing Student 
TN Voices for ChUdren 

Kennedy Cenier ai Vanderbilt University 

Zimmerman Reed 
The Signal Cenier Inc. 
NashviUe Film Commission 
Obligation 
Shelby Co Juvemle Court 
TPS 
Metro Social Services 
ChUd Abuse Prevention of TN 
Tum Off the Violence 

Exchange Club Fairuly Center 
Carnegie Corp. 

Ford Foundation 
Center for Media Education 
Hospital Alliance of Tennessee 
Hospital Alliance of Tennessee 
Vandy Nursing Student 
Wastungion Co. Health Dept. 

Ci ty 
Nashville 
Columbia 
KnoxvUle 
NashvUle ' 
Mirmeapolis 
Jackson 
Los Angeles 
Nashville 
NashviUe 
Bon Aqua 
NashviUe 

Stat 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
MN 
TN 
CA 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 

St. Paul MN 
Tyler TX 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 

NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Memphis TN 
Memphis TN 
NashviUe TN 

DaUas TX 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NasvhiUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Brentwood TN 
NashviUe TN 
ClarksviUe TN 
MinneapoUs MN 
Chattanooga TN 
NashviUe TN 
Birmingham AL 
Memphis TN 
Nashville TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Golden Valley MN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Chicago U-
Chicago 
Chicago • 

New York NY 
Washington DC 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Johnson City TN 
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Last Name 
Morgan 
Morris 

t hy 
Murray 
Murray 
Myers 
Neal 
Neely 
Neighbors 
NeU 
Neisser 
Nelson 
Newbrough 
Newman 
Niland 
Nix Harris 
Noel 
Noel 
NunaUy 
Nye 
Nye 
Nygard 
O'Bryan 
O'Neal 

PaUc 
Papica 
Patray 
Patton 
Pedersen 
Peebles 
Peretz 
Peretz 
Perkey 
Peters 
Peters-Gannon 
Peterson 
Phillips 
Phyfer 
Pippin 
Plummer 
Pober 
Postman 
Postman 
Poulton 
PowcU 

•i 
PuUes 
Purcell 
Quecner 

First Name Organization City Stat 
John The Comptrollers Office NashviUe TN 
Cynthia The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation New York NY 
Randi Caring for Children Cooke vUle TN 
Susan Center for Health Communication Boston MA 
EUzabeth Robertson County Board of Education Springfield TN 
Albert State Dept. okf Youth Dev. NashviUe TN 
Allen Williamson County on Alcohol and Drug Franklin TN 
Cindy Mid-Cumberland Community Health Murfrcsesboro TN 
Roberta Elm wood TN 
Paul The Chattanooga Times Chattanooga TN 
Diane TAEYC NashviUe TN 
Deborah TN Council of JuvenUe and Family Court NasvhiUe TN 
Winifred Los Angeles CA 
Mike Office of the Vice President Arlington VA 
JJl. Peaboby CoUege NashviUe TN 
Jeannie National Performance Review Washington DC 
Susan WTVF-TV NashviUe TN 
Krista Alice East Baton Rouge Parish School District Baton Rouge LA 
John Edward Brentwood TN 
Karen Brentwood TN 
Rena Upper Cumberland Community Health CookevUle TN 
Barbara Tennessee CARES NashviUe TN 
Kenneth HendersonviUe TN 
N. Kormer NashviUe TN 
HalUe Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Linda TN Comm on Children and Youth NashviUe TN 
Myron Caldwell School NashviUe TN 
Ginger Benton Ave Leaming Cenier Inc. NashviUe TN 
Glenda Crisis Nursery Cenier NashviUe TN 
RusseU The Fulton Group NashviUe TN 
Gerald NashviUe TN 
Bobbie NashviUe TN 
Robert Johnson City TN 
Elton 

Johnson City 

Rozella WUUamson Co. Democratic Women . Franklin TN 
Anne The Family Center Cambridge MA 
Martin The Family Center Cambridge MA 
Ban Metro Health Department NashviUe TN 
SheUa Meharry Medical CoUege NashviUe TN 
Elaine Backman Memorial Home Cleveland TN 
Terry US Department of Education Washington DC 
Robert American Psychiatric Association Washington DC 
EmUy Corrections Corp. of America NashviUe TN 
Dorothy L.B.J. & C. Head Stan CookevUle TN 
Christy Chial Day Fame & Flame New York NY 
Arthur Entertainment Software Rating Board New York NY 
NeU New York University Flushing NY 
Shelley New York University Rushing NY 
Brent Stale Board of Education NashviUe TN 
Nellie Tennessee Valley Authority Memphis TN 
Shhley Turner Broadcasting Atlanta GA 
Fran TN Association on ChUd Care NashviUe TN 
James Southeast Assessment and Care Chattanooga TN 
Joanne NashviUe Chamber NashviUe TN 
BUI NashviUe TN 
Denise East YMCA NashviUe TN 
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Last Name 
Quinn 
Ramsey 

K^mg g 
Rees 
R£CS 
Ftemcs 
Renfro 
Renfro 
Rcnfroe-Booih 
Rhinchardt 
Rhinehan 
Rice 
Richards 
Riddle 
Rideout 
Rideout 
Ridgeway 
RiebeUng 
Riesser 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rosario 
Rose 
Rozier 
RgL 

Bns 
Saldivar 
Samuel 
Sanders 
Santcl 
Schafifer 
Schlafly 
Schwartz 
Scott 
Seal-Wanner 
SeUeck 

' Sensing 
Shabaaz 
Shauntee 
Shelton 
Shelton 
Shepherd 
ShcrriU 
Shields 
Shookhoff 
Shookhoof 
Shrago 
Sieeler 

^ ^ H n s 
Simmons 
Simms 
Simon 
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First Name Organization City Stat 
(Mary) Allison Success By 6/ United Way of Middle NasvhiUe TN 
Barbara 

Success By 6/ United Way of Middle 
Franklin TN 

Brenda Partners wiUi Parunts ChUdcare Center NashviUe TN 
Carol 
Bob The Counseling Center Franklin TN 
Pal Department of Mental HealUi NashviUe TN 
Marian Marian Rees Associaies Studio City CA 
Peter St. Paul MN 
Jean Alcohol & Drug CouncU of Middle NashviUe TN 
Jean Alcohol & Drug CouncU of Middle NashviUe TN 
Kim TN Task Force Against Domestic NashviUe TN 
Suzanne Oasis Center NashviUe TN 
Eric Oasis Center NashviUe TN 
Joan VanderbUt University NashviUe TN 
Stacey Luton Mental Health ChUd Case NashviUe TN 
BeUnda Manchester TN 
Vicky San Francisco CA 
Victoria ChUdren and the Media Program Oakland CA 
Don Paris TN 
Rich Morgan Keegan & Company, Inc. NashvUle TN 
Katie 

TN 

Donald Stanford CA 
Jack NashviUe TN 
Sonia Santa Monica CA 
Kim Apple Computer Los Angeles CA 
Dorothy Memphis TN 
Gwen Humphrey Institute of PubUc Affairs Edina MN 
Judith Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Shari Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Sergio 

TN 

Odom VanderbUt University NashviUe TN 
Marlene Smith, Johnson, Anderson & Carr NashviUe TN 
Pat Columbia TN 
Mary Early Intervention Program Nashville TN 
Carol TPS , NashviUe TN 
Elizabeth Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Suzanne Eagle Forum Franklm TN 
Carla Mmd Works Media New York NY 
Tom Beveriy HiUs CA 
Janice Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Ahia Vandy Nursing Smdent NashviUe TN 
Lorie Coalition for Tenneseans with DisabiUcies NashviUe TN 
Dot Dept.. of Human Services NashviUe TN 
Linda Tennessee Department of Health NashviUe TN 
Robcn WDCN-TV NashviUe TN 
Gladys NashviUe TN 
Yolanda Martha O'Bryan Center NashviUe TN 
Eva JuvenUe Court Judge NashviUe TN 
Andrew TN CouncU of JuvenUe & FamUy Court NashviUe TN 
Jackie 

TN CouncU of JuvenUe & FamUy Court TN 

Roselee Knox County ACCT Knoxville TN 
Ana ChUdren and FamUy Resource Center St. Charles D-
Carrie Upper Cumberland Human Resource Cooke viUc TN 
Tena Vandy Nursing Srudcni NashviUe TN 
Dwaine MELD Minneapolis MN 
Greg Washington DC 
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Last Name 
Simpson 
Singer 

• 
Smith 
SmiUi 
Smith 
Smith 
Smith 
Smith 
SmiUi 
Smith 
Smith 
SmiUi 
Smithers 
Sniff 
Snyder 
Spear 
Speer 
Speer 
Spelta 
Springer 
Springer 
StaUworth 
Stcine 

StoUal 
Stone 
Stow 
Scrasburger 
Streiben 
Streufert 
Strom 
Stutman 
Stutz 
SuUivan 
Sullivan 
Summers 
Sutherland 
Swets 
Sylvis 

TaUey 

Tate 
Taylor 
Taylor 
Taylor 
"Taylor 

TRbman 
Thomas 
Thomas 

First Name Organization City Stat 
Rac Massachusetts Institute of Technology Cambridge MA 
DoroUiy New Haven Co 
Jerome New Haven Co 
Pri.scUla Jewish Community Federation of Greater Chattanooga TN 
Roben Jewish Corrununity Federation Chatanooga TN 
Don Free Uie ChUdren Memphis TN 
Andrew Minnesota Medical Associaiion Minneapolis MN 
Beth Mindworks Media, Inc. Rye NY 
Don Free the ChUdren Memphis TN 
EUzabeth Mind Works Media, Inc. Rye NY 
Gerri Bethlehem Cenujrs of NashviUe NashviUe TN 
Linnea Chapel HiU NC 
Ralph The PhUadelphia ChUdren's Network PhUadelphia PA 
Robert TN Commission on Children and Youth KnoxviUe TN 
Sarah Oasis Center NashviUe TN 
Jessica 
Alaine University of Minnesota St. Paul MN 
Dana Greeneville TN 
Bonnie Jewish Community Center Preschool NashvUle TN 
Brenda Pulaski TN 
Daniel Pulaski TN 
Robert Hermitage TN 
Kenneth CenterviUe TN 
Pete NashviUe TN 
Lorraine Family Resource Cenier NashviUe TN 
Cindy Junior League of NashviUe NashviUe TN 
Peggy NashviUe TN 
Ronnie Metro NashvUle Councilman-at-Large NashviUe TN 
James Children Now Oakland CA 
Robert Landmark Communications' NasvhiUe TN 
Terrance The Guidance Center Smyrna TN 
Gerald TN Bap Childrens Homes Inc Brentwood TN 
Victor University of New Mexico at Albuquerque Albuquerque NM 
Clau-e NashviUe TN 
Don Center for Reducing Rural Violence Grand Rapids MN 
Margot Pacing History and Ourselves Brookline MA 
Suzanne Institute for Mental Health Initialuves Washington DC 
Lisa TCCY NashviUe TN 
Bob Cumberland Museum NashviUe TN 
Clare Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Thomas Department of Mental Health NashviUe TN 
Frank Brentwood TN 
Paul Second Presbyterian Church NashviUe TN 
Carol Middle Tennessee Region, Dept. of NashviUe TN 
Jacqueline Tennessee Dept. of Mental HealUi NashviUe TN 
rvMi • Toronto On 
Christopher NAACP NashviUe TN 
Don Vandy Nursing Student Na.shviUe TN 
Jan East Tennessee Children's Unit Knoxville TN 
Melissa Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe TN 
Mclvin TN Department of Human Services Lexington TN 
Dream 

Lexington 

Carol NashvilLtRead NashviUe TN 
EhzabeU; Cent£r for Media Literacy Los Angeles CA 
Bobby Bouli, Cummings, Conners & Berry NashviUe TN 
Hazel Tenn. Dept. of Education NashviUe TN 
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Last Name 
Thomas 
Thompson 

•

pson 
pson 
tt 

Timmer 
Towns 
Townsend 
Truglio 
Tubbs 
Tucker 
Tucker 
Turbay 
Turner 
Valenti 
VanHook 
Vanderwerff 
Varm 

yrwili-nhmge ^ 
VukeUch 
Wade 
Wales 
WaU:er 
WaUcer 
WaUcer 
WaU 

ley 

Walsh 
Waid_ ^ 
^VareingJ) 
WSrtar 
Wariella 
Watson-BIakenship 
Wcatherford 
Weaver 
Webman 
West 
West-Berry 
Westfield 
WesUakc 
While 
White 
While 
Whitfield 
Whitman 
Whimey 
Whittemore 
WUkeson 
Willis 

Wilson 
Wilson 
Wilson 

First Name 
MicheUe 
Angela 
Larry 
Warren 
Frances 
Sharon Kay 
Anna 
Shannon 
Rose Marie 
Anthony 
Carolyn 
Marilyn 
Caialina 
Amanda 
Jack 
Kristan 
Whitney 
Harold 
George 
Mark 
Patricia 
Ken 
DeU 
Linda 
Teresa 
James 
Page 
David 
David 
David 
Robert 
Heather 
Hershall 
EUen 
Teresa 
Trudy 
Frances 
Dorothy 
PhU 
Evelyn 
Steve 
Carol 
Jane 
Pamela 
Quenton 
Zanira 
Sarah 
Chuck 
Nancy 
Lani 
Marsha 
Wanda 
Grant 
Jose 
Kirs ten 
Michele 

Organization 
The Salvauon Army 
VanderbUt University Medical Center 

Metro PubUc Schools 

Exchange Club Family Center 
HUD 
Carter Co. Health I>cpt. 

Base Camp YouUi Program 
Cumberland Elementary School 
TN Prot & Adv Inc. 

City 
NashviUe 
NashviUe 
NashviUe 
NashviUe 
Jackson 
NashviUe 
Washington 
EUzabeihton 
New York 
NashviUe 

NashviUe 

Exchange Club Family Center NashviUe 
Motion P*icture AssociaUon of America Washington 

Washington 
The National Alliance for Non-violent Greensboro 

ClarksviUe 
Entertainment and Media Industry Los Angeles 
Minnesota Medical Associaiion Minneapolis 
TCCY Franklin 
"Christy" Santa Monica 
The Salvation Army NashviUe 
National Performance Review Atlanta 
The Assoc Latfid Press NashviUe 
Christian Century Magazine Chicago 
State Representative NashviUe 
Fairview Riverside Medical Minneapolis 
Fairview Behavioral Services Minneapolis 

NashviUe 
Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe 
Lloyd C. Elam Mental Health Center NashviUe 
CoUege of Communication Austin 
Vandy Nursing Student NashviUe 
Home Ties NashviUe 
CASA NashviUe 

Cambridge 
Associated Press NashviUe 
Free The ChUdren Memphis 
New Media Directions NashviUe 
Coal Teens With Disabiliues NashviUe 
Viacomm New Media New York 
NashviUe Preservation Partnership NashviUe 
100 Black Men of Middle Tennessee NashviUe 
TCCY NashviUe 

Baltimore 
University of Texas Austin 
TN Depl of Finance and Admin NashviUe 
CASA NashviUe 
Office of Program Assessment and NashviUe 
TN DDC NashviUe 
c/o Yankel Ginzburg Chevy Chase 
TN Perinatal Association NashviUe 

Chatham 
The Flor\;nce Critienion Agency NashviUe 

Stat 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
TN 
DC 
TN 
Ny 
TN 

TN 

TN 
D. 
DC 
NC 
TN 
CA 
MN 
TN 
CA 
TN 
GA 
TN 
TL 
TN 
MN 
MN 
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Last Name 
Wilson 
Winningham 
Winsten 
j ^ ^ o n 
^^Kpoon 
Witherspoon 
Wood-Dobbins 
Wooden 
Woods 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wynn 
YeUiott 
Yoder 
York 
Zamata 
Zapata 
van Gendt 

First Name 
Vaughn 
Les 
Jay 
Corie 
Cathi 
JuUus 
Kathy 
Ruth 
Jackie 
Amanda 
Pauicia 
Mark 
Shula 
Debor^ 
Randall 
Kathy 
A. 
Rien 

Organization 

Center for Health Communication 

Family to FamUy 
18th Avenue Day Care 
Tennessee Primary Care Association 

Metro Health Department 
Vandy Nursuig Student 
Center for ExceUence 
Metro NashvUle Police Department 
East Tennessee Children's Unit 
Tennessee Dept. of Health 
Vandy Nursing Student 
The Salvation Army 

Bernard van Leer Poundauon 

City Stat 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
Boston MA 
Thompson Sution TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
New York NY 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashvUle TN 

Knoxville TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashviUe TN 
NashvUle TN 

The Netherlands 

Total Registrants: 685 
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