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The continuing debate concerning the effects of television violence has
recently generated a new round of congressional and public interest. Parents
believe that television has glorified violence and fear that their children are
receiving a message that violence is an accepted way to resolve conflict.
Congress is now addressing this issue with hearings and legislation.

Legislative proposals include: requiring the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) to evaluate and report on violence in TV shows; requiring
that all television sets sold in the United States include a "V-chip," capable of
electronieally blocking all violent shows; requiring ratings of TV shows similar
to the motion picture rating system; and more.

There are questions concerning implementation of many of these proposals.
Who will rate the shows? If shows are rated, will the ratings apply to cable
programs? Just what is a "violent” act? Is cartoon violence to be included with
all other violence? If a V-chip is required, just how will it work? Does a V-chip
system amount to a restriction of free speech and thus raise First Amendment
issues? What will these proposals cost?

This Info Pack contains articles and CRS reports addressing the issue of
violence on television.

Members of Congress who want further information on this topic may
contact CRS at 7-5700. Constituents may find additional information on this
topic in a local library through the use of Readers’ Guide to Periodical
Literature, Public Affairs Information Service Bulletin (PAIS), and various
newspaper indexes. Books on this subject may be identified through the
library’s catalog or the most recent edition of Subject Guide to Books in Print.

We hope this information will be helpful.
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VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION:
WHAT CAN TECHNOLOGY DO?

SUMMARY

In recent years, both the amount of violence on television and the statistics
for violent crime have increased tremendously, and many people have begun to
question whether there may be a causal link between these two facts.
Numerous studies and reports have been done to determine the effect of
television viewing on later violent actions, and most seem to conclude that
violence on television leads to an increase in aggressive behavior.

In order to control the excessive violence on television, two possible
solutions have recently been considered and discussed. Some propose the
adoption of a violence rating system; others suggest the installment of
technological blocking devices; and still others recommend the employment of
both innovations.

A violence rating system, by assigning ratings to those shows deemed
excessively violent, ecould help parents make informed decisions about their
children’s viewing. Technologically, a violence rating could be encoded into the
vertical blanking interval of a television signal and then decoded by a device in
the television set and written on the screen. Before a rating system is adopted,
however, one must first resolve a number of questions, such as who will assign
the ratings and how specific those ratings should be.

A blocking device, used either in conjunction with a rating system or by
itself on a program-by-program basis, would also empower parents by allowing
them to block violent shows from view on the TV screen. Just as with the
rating system, however, blocking technologies raise various questions and
concerns. Among them are questions of technological difficulty, First
Amendment restrictions, cost, and applicability to cable and other non-broadecast
delivery systems.

Interest over the years on the issue of TV violence has prompted various
congressional hearings and a number of legislative initiatives. So far, the only
relevant legislation to be passed was the Television Violence Act of 1989, which
allows members of the television industry to come together and discuss
television violence without violating the antitrust laws, and the Television
Decoder Circuitry Act of 1990, which mandated the installation of technological
devices in every new TV set for the purpose of closed captions for the hearing
impaired. Finally, the four television networks came together on June 30, 1993,
and adopted an Advance Parental Advisory Plan whereby they agreed to
broadcast an advisory before the presentation of any violent programs or its
promotional materials.

Congressional options include doing nothing, requiring a violence rating
system to be adopted, mandating that blocking devices be installed in all
televsion sets, or pursuing a combination of these previous alternatives.
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VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION:
WHAT CAN TECHNOCLOGY DO?!

VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION--A CAUSAL LINK?
Statistics on Television Violence and Violent Crime

For many years, researchers, legislators, and parents have been concerned
about the preponderance and effects of violence on television. It is estimated _
that children watch an average of 5 hours of television a day, and that by the
time they finish elementary school, they will have witnessed 8000 murders and
100,000 violent acts on their TV screen.? Studies also show that there are 5
violent acts per hour on prime time television and between 20 and 25 violent
acts per hour in children’s programming, particularly in children’s cartoons.
According to Fred Hechinger, from the Carnegie Council on Adolescent
Development, children will have watched 22,000 hours of television by the time
they finish high school, which is almost double the amount of time they will
have spent in the classroom. By the age of 18, these children will have seen on
TV almost 18,000 murder scenes and 800 suicides.?

At the same time, the crime rate in the U.S. has soared over what it was
many years ago, with homicide counts continuing to exceed those of most other
nations. In 1991, there were 1,911,770 violent crimes, (offenses of murder,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) reported in the U.S. as compared
to 834,900 violent crimes in 1972. Relative to population differences, the violent
crime rate increased from 401 per 100,000 inhabitants in 1972 to 758.1 per

! This report was prepared by Michelle R. Silverstein, intern in the division,
summer of 1993. For further information contact David B. Hack, Analyst in
Information Science and Technology.

2 Ameriean Psychological Association. Big World, Small Screen: The Role
of Television in American Society, 1992. From testimony of Senator Paul
Simon, Hearing on TV Violence. House Subcommittee on Telecommunications
and Finance, May 12, 1993.

¥ Hechinger, Fred. Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1992, as
cited in testimony of Senator Paul Simon, Hearing on TV Violence. House
Subcommittee on Telecommunications and Finance, May 12, 1993.
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100,000 inhabitants in 1991.% According to CBS News, "In 1940, the seven top
problems in public schools as identified by the teachers were: talking out of
turn, chewing gum, making noise, running in halls, cutting in line, dress-code
infractions, and littering. In 1980, the top seven problems in public schools
were:  suicide, assault, robbery, rape, drug abuse, alcohol abuse, and

pregnancy.”®

This tremendous increase of violence and crime can be attributed to any
number or combination of factors, including but not limited to the increase of
weapons and drugs on the streets, exposure to violence in the home, the
presence of anger or incitement, or a life of poverty and little educational
achievement. In addition to these other causes, however, many people also
blame the horrific crime rates on the increasing pervasiveness and acceptance
of violence on television.

Research Studies and Findings

Numerous studies have been done to assess the impact of TV violence on
subsequent violent behavior. Research and reports from the Surgeon General
(1972), the National Institute of Mental Health (1982), the U.S. Attorney
General’s Task Force on Family Violence (1984), and the American
Psychological Association (1985) all declare that violence on television does lead
to an increase in aggressive behavior. An even more expansive study by Dr.
Leonard D. Eron studied the TV viewing habits and behavior of 875 children in
a rural New York county at the ages of 8, 19, and 30. After controlling for
various factors, Eron concluded that the more a subject watched television at
age 8, the more serious were the crimes he was convicted for at age 30. Another
study, completed by Brandon S. Centerwall, looked at the relation between the
introduction of television and homicide rates in the United States, Canada, and
South Africa. Centerwall looked at the homicide rates from 1945 to 1974 and
noted a 93-percent increase in the United States, a 92-percent increase in
Canada, and a 7-percent decrease in South Africa. Because television was
introduced in Canada and the United States in the early 1940s and not in South
Africa until after 1975, Centerwall claims that the presence of television caused
the noted increase in violence and homicide rates.®

While many researchers spend time trying to prove a causal link between
TV viewing and violent behavior, others simply point to the psychological
impressionability of little children as a reason for reducing TV violence. Many
argue that, up to the age of 4, most children cannot distinguish between fantasy

1 U.S. Dept. of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the
United States 1991. Aug. 30, 1992,

5 CBS News, as quoted in TV Guide’s Symposium and Study on Vioclence in
Television, p. 4.

¢ Centerwall, Brandon. Television and violent crime. Public interest. (111)
Spring 1993, p.56-71.
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and reality on television. Therefore, they do not understand that the violence
they see on television is not a prescription for real life. Also, Centerwall claims
that children are born ready to imitate adult behavior, and because they cannot
distinguish between good and bad before a certain age, their first and deepest
impressions are that violence is a permissible part of everyday life. Though
children know better as they grow older, he claims, they may still revert, in
moments of severe stress, to their most basic sense of the role of violence in
society and the impressions they gained in their earliest years.

On the other hand, however, some writing has been done that points to an
opposite conclusion. Jonathan L. Freedman, in his paper on TV violence,
examines the body of research that has been completed on television violence,
including laboratory experiments, correlational studies, and field experiments.
Looking at everything together, Freedman concludes that, while there may still
be a link between TV violence and violent behavior, the research to this date
does not conclusively prove it to be true. Freedman points out that much of the
evidence for a casual link is inconsistent in that sometimes a'relationship was
found while just as many times it was not. Therefore, Freedman claims,
researchers’ conclusions that a link exists demonstrate that "individuals and the
field as a whole have been predisposed to believe in the effect. I certainly am
not suggesting any conspiracy or collusion or deliberate bias. But it is entirely
natural to be more open to evidence that supports one’s beliefs than to evidence
that contradicts them."”

Television as a Commercial Medium

To reinforce the argument favoring a causal link, many people also point
to the advertising market as evidence that television has the power to influence
people’s behavior. If the many advertising executives and large corporations
who advertise on TV did not believe that television could persuade, they would
not spend millions of dollars every year to research and produce their unique,
eye-catching commercials. However, if television can influence people through
commercials, they say, then it must also be able to influence people through its
more lengthy programs, including those with excessive violence. Senator Simon
once remarked, "Many in the television industry argue that TV violence does no
harm. They are essentially claiming that exposure to violence in a 25-minute
program has no impact, while exposure to a 30-second commereial has great.
impact. The obvious answer is that TV is a powerful sales medium, whether the
product is soap or violence."* Hollywood producer Lawrence Gordon stated a
similar argument in an issue of the New Yorker. He said, "I'd be lying if I said
that people don’t imitate what they see on the screen. I would be a moron to

" Jonathan L. Freedman. Television Violence and Aggression: What
Psychologists Should Tell the Public. in Psychology and Social Policy. Ed. Peter
Suedfeld and Philip E. Tetlock. New York: Hemisphere Publishing
Corporation.

® Senator Paul Simon, as quoted in TV Guide Study and Symposium on
Violence on Television, June 2, 1992.
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say that they don’t because look how dress styles change. We have people who
want to look like Julia Roberts, Michelle Pfeiffer, and Madonna. Of course we
imitate. It would be impossible for me to think that they would imitate our

dress, our music, our look, but not imitate any of our violence or our other
ng

Pinally, researchers point out that excessive TV violence may cause a
number of other negative effects besides or in addition to increased aggression.
Some have mentioned a "victim effect” whereby people become extremely fearful
of the outside world and take up arms to prevent assault or attack. Others talk
ahout the "bystander effect” which causes people to become desensitized to
violence and perhaps watch it passively on the streets or allow it to occur before
them as though it were a normal, everyday event.

TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS OFFERED

In order to help curb this problem of television violence, a combination of
technical solutions have been recently developed and proposed. Discussed most
often is a two-part program made up of a rating system and a technological
blocking device, which, when put together, would empower parents to protect
their children from excessive TV violence.

Violence Rating Systems

If developed, a rating system would assign some sort of violence rating or
evaluation to all shows presented on the television set. Similar to the Motion
Picture Association of America’s (MPAA) policy of assigning a rating to every
movie before it is released, the TV rating system would attempt to review every
ghow before it airs, thus enabling parents to make informed decisions about
what shows may or may not be appropriate for themselves or their children to
watch.

What Rating Systems Are and How They Work

Once a rating has been determined for each show, this rating can be
transmitted into the home by means of the vertical blanking interval (VBI) in
every television signal. Each television signal, whether sent by broadecast, cable,
or some other medium, has 525 lines available for sending information.
However, it only needs 504 of these lines to transmit a televigion picture, thus
leaving 21 free or empty lines between the displayed frames on the screen; this
invisible portion of the television signal is known as the vertical blanking
interval. When a TV set reads the signal that is being broadeast to it, it scans

® Gordon, Lawrence. In testimony of Senator Paul Simon. Hearing on TV
Violence, House Subcommittee on Telecommunications and Finance, May 12,
1993.
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down the lines in an interlaced format, which means that it unites first all the
odd lines and then the even lines. All lines are visually fused by human eyes
into the picture we get on our sereen. Normally, the lines of the VBI are not
programmed, and hence are not viewable when the TV set displays the picture
to the viewer. However, with special technology, textual or other information
can be encoded by the programmer into the VBI and then decoded by equipment
in the receiving television set into characters that appear on the screen,

If a violence rating system were to be adopted, broadeasters and others
could use the VBI to transmit the ratings for various shows into the home.
Those on the programming side would incorporate a visual rating into the VBI
of the television signal and TV sets in the home could be equipped with the
proper deviees to decode such information and then display it on the sereen for
parents to see and evaluate. The technology for incorporating violence ratings
into the VBI is similar to that used for closed captioning for the hearing
impaired. Closed captioning consists of a series of subtitles or captions encoded
into line 21 of the VBI, usually with white characters on a black background.
When properly decoded, closed eaptioning displays in writing the dialogue of a
TV show, thus enabling the 28 million people in the country who are hearing-
impaired to watch and understand programs that they otherwise may have
missed out on. Of course, a rating system could also be implemented without
such technology, by simply assigning ratings to shows and then perhaps printing
up a list for distribution, or announcing them verbally before each program, or
displaying them visually on the regular broadcasting field. However, the
technology of incorporating rating codes into the VBI is still an important
consideration because it is the only method that can be read by a computer chip
or blocking device.

Benefits and Concerns

Parental Empowerment. Those in favor of adopting a rating system believe
that violence ratings will give parents a greater opportunity to preview what
their children watch on television and, in turn, empower them to malke
judgements about what their children may or may not be allowed to see.
Supporters argue that in today’s society, more and more parents work, and, in
fact, most families have two working parents. As a result, most parents often
do not have the time to sit and read through a TV guide every week to
determine which shows are or are not appropriate for their children to view.
Therefore, they say, the adoption of a violence rating system could give parents
more insight into the content of television programs and the degree of concern
they might place on particular shows.

Assignment of Ratings. At the same time, however, there are also many
questions and concerns that must be resolved before such a rating system could
be adopted. To begin with, a decision must be made as to who will actually
determine the ratings for particular shows. Should each individual network or
station make the judgements for its own particular shows or should an impartial
review board evaluate all the programs produced by each and every station?
Either way, the ratings system poses a number of problems. If each individual
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network appraises its own telecasts, many people fear that, in order to stay
competitive, they will each underrate the number of violent programs on their
schedule. While a review board may then be more objective, it also encounters
its own difficulties. The major problem would lie in the sheer volume of
television programs to be reviewed--it is likely that no one organization would
have the time or capacity to watch and rate every show on television.

Possible Rating Scales. In addition to the question of who would assign the
ratings to television shows, there is also the question of how specific those
ratings should be. While some people recommend labeling shows with a simple
"V" for violence, others encourage adoption of a more specific scale of
measurement. One example would be rating shows on a numerical scale, with
those programs portraying a greater degree of violence receiving a higher
number than those displaying less. Other alternatives include placing shows in
more descriptive violence categories depending on the type of violence portrayed
and the circumstances in which it takes place. There has been no resolution as
to which method is superior because, while a "V* rating system is criticized for
its lack of diserimination between shows, the more complex systems are
eriticized for having too much discrimination. In other words, people say the "V"
label does not give parents enough information to make informed decisions
ghout particular programs, while at the same time, they say that a more complex
system allows whoever is administering the ratings to make powerful
judgements about the violence and content of specific shows.

Another important consideration in the adoption of violence ratings deals
with the question of uniformity. Many people claim that a rating system will
work only if the methods adopted by every party are uniform and consistent; if
not, the system will add more confusion rather than clarity. In order to begin
making a system uniform, however, there first needs to be a consensus over the
definition of violence that will be used, because at the moment, people have been
defining violence in strikingly different ways.

Applicability to Cable. Lastly, if a rating system were to be adopted,
questions would also be raised over its applicability to cable as well as
broadeasting. First of all, if violence ratings were attached to shows on
broadcast television and not on cable, complaints about fairness and competition
between the two mediums would very likely emerge. However, even if ratings
were attached to both television media, the adoption of such a system might
cause greater harm to broadeasters than to cable operators. Whereas cable
companies earn their revenues primarily from subscriber fees, broadcasters rely
completely on revenue from advertising, revenue which may very well decrease
on programs given high violence ratings. If advertisers believe that there will
be smaller audiences for specific shows as a result of a violence label, they
clearly will not want to spend as much money advertising on those particular
programs as they had befare. As a result, broadcasters relying on commercial
revenues may suffer financial burdens that their cable competitors may not have
to bear.
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Blecking Device Technology
What Blocking Devices are and How They Work

In addition to a rating system, many people suggest that solving the
problem of violence on television will require some sort of technological blocking
device. Such a device, whether a hardware chip built into the TV set or a
lockbox attached to the outside, would enable pearents to block out either certain
programs or certain channels from view on the TV screen,

Most of the blocking technologies developed so far work in either one of two
ways. Some are engineered to identify a set of ratings or symbols already
programmed into the TV signal and then to block out all programs or channels
labeled with a specified symbol. Others allow parents or consumers to assess TV
shows individually and then block out only those programs that they themselves
choose and specify.

Some technologies in the former category read the already established
MPAA movie ratings and then have the ability to block all movies at or above
any rating the parent chooses. For example, if a person programs their set to
the R-rated movie level, the system will block out all R-rated or X-rated movies
and will leave untouched all lower rated movies such as G, PG, and PG-13. A
similar system was developed for and has been used in satellite broadcasting
since 1986. The satellite system identifies programs based on ratings, currently
the MPAA movie ratings, and then allows parents to use a password to block all
programs at or above a certain rating level. While these systems make use of
the current MPAA movie ratings, various other technology alternatives have
been proposed that would work in conjunction with a new system of violence
ratings. Representative Markey has suggested the idea of a V-chip which could
be installed into every TV set and which would enable parents to press one
button at the beginning of the week and block out all violent, or V-rated shows,
for the entire rest of the week. Such a technology would work by scanning the
violence ratings already programmed into the VBI and then blocking out, upon
command, all those shows and programs with a particular violence rating,

In addition to those technologies that would use a pre-programmed rating
scale to block out violent programs, other technologies being developed give
parents the power to block out specific shows of their choice, regardless of their
rating or category. Such a mechanism would enable people to create a personal
schedule in which they may, for example, block out one show on Monday, two
on Tuesday, and perhaps none on Wednesday. The adoption of a violence rating
system, rather than being incorporated into the technology itself, would simply
serve as a resource to which parents could look for information about the
violent content of certain shows. With such a system, parents would be making
decisions on a program by program basis and they would have the complete
freedom to block out some violent programs while still keeping a number of
others.
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Benefits and Concerns

Parental Empowerment. Overall, the reasoning behind a technological
blocking device, like that for the rating system, lies in the fact that such a device
will give parents greater control over what their children watch on television.
Whereas a rating system will, by itself, allow parents to determine which shows
‘may or may noi-be-appropriate for their children-to-waich, only-a blocking
device will give them the power or tools to exercise those decisions. Supporters
of & technological solution emphasize the fact that parents are working more
and are often not at home; therefore, they say, simply knowing which programs
are violent or inappropriate is no longer enough to enable parents to prevent
unwanted violent material from entering their home. A blocking device,
however, would enable parents who cannot monitor their children all day to still
retain some control over what is shown on their television set. According to
Representative Markey, the use of such technologies maintains both the rights
of broadcasters to speak and program freely on their airwaves and the rights of
parents to regulate the amount of viclence coming into their homes.

Technological Difficulty. Just as with a violence rating system, the conecept
of a technological blocking device also raises 2 number of important questions
and concerns. To begin with, there is the issue of technological difficulty. On
the one hand, in order for the device to work as a parental control, it must be
sufficiently complex so that the children being shielded from TV violence are not
able to figure out how the system works and then manipulate and reverse the
blocking. In today’s society, many people claim, kids are becoming more and
more technologically proficient. They suggest, therefore, that blocking systems
be equipped with some sort of control mechanism, such as an activation and
deactivation password that parents must program and without which the system
cannot work. On the other hand, however, the technology also needs to be
simple, easy, and user-friendly, or a large percentage of the population may not
take the time or the energy to learn how to use it. There are many people
today, it seems, who have still not learned how to program their own VCRs, and
hence, would very likely shy away from any sort of new, complex technology.

First Amendment Issues . In addition to these technical issues, a combined
rating system and blocking device also raise First Amendment concerns. Many
people, though coneerned about the violence on television, fear that the adoption
of such a system may eventually lead to greater restrictions on speech. While
today the ratings categorize violence, they say, tomorrow the ratings may work
to reduce sexual content, bad language, or even politically incorrect speech.
Others complain that the majority of violence shown on television is seen on the
news and that any attempt to restrict the communication of news and
information would be a deviation from the fundamental goals of the First
Amendment.

Costs. Before adopting a violence control system, other issues must be
addressed as well. For example, there is the question of costs, both how much
and who will pay for it. If the Government were to mandate or if TV set
manufacturers were to voluntarily decide that all future sets be equipped with
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some sort of chip or blocking technology, the costs of such a change are likely
to be passed on to the consumer. Will consumers be willing to pay this extra
cost? In the case of closed captioning, the technology was estimated to cost an
additional $25 per TV set, but when actually engineered, it ended up costing
only 35 per set. Some say that perhaps the anti-violence technologies being
developed will follow a similar pattern of cost reduction, or, even more
significantly, if the functions of these violence devices can be incorporated into
the already existing closed captioning technologies, then perhaps cost might not
need to be an issue at all.

(In addition to possible costs from the technology itself, there may also be
costs that emerge from the establishment and maintenance of a ratings review
board, should one be established. Similarly, one should also note that various
costs may accrue to the industry if it chooses or is forced to formulate its own
individual ratings.)

Applicability to Different Medin. Just as with the rating system alone, the
blocking technologies also produce questions about their applicability to
different television media. Should people be able to block shows on cable and
pay premium movie channels the same as they would for regular broadcasting
stations? Whereas broadcasting intrudes into the home without the public being
able to control what stations their TV set is able to receive, cable and premium
pay channels work quite differently. In order to receive cable programming, a
household must contact their local cable company and then pay for their cable
package. Consumers make a clear choice when they decide to purchase such
programming; therefore, many argue that blocking technologies or laws
mandating blocking do not serve the same purposes in cable as in broadcasting.
Because there is choice involved in deciding.to receive cable, they say, one
should not be quite as surprised by the content of programs that enter one’s
home. This argument can be carried even further to pay premium movie
channels, such as HBO or Showtime. In these cases, the consumer decides,
based on the content of each channel, whether or not to purchase that
particular service. Whereas the argument for cable rests on the choiee to buy
a cable package, the argument for pay channels is even more specific in that it
rests on the choice to receive an individual station or program.

Basically, the reasoning follows that if people are not satisfied with the
violent content of either these pay channels or of their cable package, they
already have the means to block them by simply canceling their subseriptions.
Lastly, because broadcasters receive their licenses from the Government and
because they are one of a limited number of people and firms granted the right
to use the scarce spectrum resource, many people adhere to the belief that
broadcasters can be subjected at times to stricter rulings and controls, and in
this case specifically to controls for excessive violence. On the other hand,
however, others argue that in buying a basic cable package, the consumer does
not make a choice as to what channels he will receive--it is either all or nothing-
-and therefore, he may be just as surprised by the violence he sees and just as
needy of a blocking device as he would be for regular broadeast television.
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Along the same lines, one must also consider these blocking technologies in
the face of an increasingly changing, multi-channeled world. The development
of fiber optics and other technologies may enormously increase the channel-
carrying capacity of all the television distribution media, and as a result, create
an entirely new communications background. In such a situation, perhaps the
possibility of assigning ratings to every TV show or of blocking shows on a

“program by program-basis would be°completely gverwhalming-andsno-longer.

practical.

Blocking on a Blanket or Program by Program Basis. One final factor to
be considered is whether or not, if a violence controlling system is implemented
by either the industry or the Government, shows should be labeled with a "V"
and blocked together or blocked on a program by program basis. Those in favor
of a uniform "V" blocking system stress the fact that parents today no longer
have the time to study every program in the weekly guide, and therefore, they
need the simplicity of this system. Also, many point out that a V-chip
technology, where parents can push one button for the entire week, should
prevent people from being scared away by technology. On the other hand, those
who support a program by program blocking system claim that every show
should be judged on an individual basis, for even though a particular gshow may
be violent, a parent may still determine that its morals and themes make it
appropriate for their children to watch. A V-system, instead, simply wipes out
every violent show without any individual considerations. It should be
mentioned, however, that with a V-chip technology, one does have the power to
go back and unlock individual V-rated shows that were canceled with the entire
bundle.

AFFECTED GROUPS

Overall, there are many groups of people dealing with the problem of ™V
violence who may be affected by these new technologies. First, many parents
have been angered by the violence their children watch on television and are
looking for a means, technologically or legisiatively, to reduce or contain it.
Both the rating systems and the blocking devices appear to meet these
important goals. In a recent USA Weekend magazine survey getting responses
from 70,000 readers, 73 percent said they were in favor of a violence rating
system and 68 percent said they would support a proposal mandating that TV
sets be equipped with a blocking technology.'®

In addition to parents, various Senators, Representatives, and State
Legislators have also taken an interest in these new violence-reducing
technologies. Both on the Senate and House sides, concerned representatives
have held hearings on the issue of TV violence and have discussed various steps
that can or should be taken to help solve this growing problem. The new rating

10 (JSA Weekend News Release. Readers Support TV Violence Rating
System, Blocking Device. USA Weekend Survey Shows, to be published July 31-
Aug. 1, 1993.
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and blocking technologies have appealed to Members of Congress as they
consider what can be done to reduce gratuitous violence,

Broadeasters, on the other hand, have many concerns about the two
technological systems. In terms of ratings, they seem to prefer an inside rating
system whereby each network or station would rate its own shows rather than
send them to a universal review board. They often mention the limited time
between the taping and airing of many shows as a reason why a review board
would not work for a violence rating system. As for a blocking device,
broadcasters clearly favor the option of program by program blocking over its
opposite, the blanket blocking system. With program by program blocking,
broadcasters feel ensured that consumers will review a specific show at least
once before deciding to block it out.

ALTERNATIVES TO TECHNOLOGY

In place of a technological solution, there are various other possibilities for
dealing with the problem of excessive TV violence. One suggestion would be to
have a rating system without any sort of blocking device. Parents and other
consumers could look at a published list of ratings and then simply use those
ratings as a guide for monitoring their children’s viewing. Others have proposed
economic solutions whereby television stations reduce their violent programming
as a result of financial pressure. Representative Kennedy claims that TV
advertisers, if joined together voluntarily, could exercise enormous influence
over the television industry and the violent content of many of its programs.
Jack Valenti, president of the Motion Picture Association of America, has offered
a different solution. Mr. Valenti proposes that TV violence be addressed by the
people on the creative side of television production. He suggests organizing the
writers, actors, and other creative talent into a guild to discuss the subject of TV
violence and perhaps find ways to change the situation from the inside.

CONGRESSIONAL AND INDUSTRY ACTIONS

For a number of years, Congress has been concerned about the issue of TV
violence. Subcommittees in both Houses have held extensive hearings on this
topie, the first one in 1952, to determine both the depth of the problem and
what can be done about it.!! More recently, the 101st Congress took a step
towards dealing with this problem by passing the Television Program
Improvement Act of 1990 (P.L.101-650).2 Sponsored by Representative

'''U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
Hearings on H. Res. 278, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., June 3-5, 26, Sept. 16-17, 23-26,
Deec. 3-5, 1952. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off,, 1952, p. 1.

2 This Act was originally introduced in the House as ILR. 1391, the
Television Violence Act of 1989. It was introduced in the Senate as S. 593. The
Television Program Improvement Act of 1990 became law on Dec. 1 as part of
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Glickman and Senator Simon, this Act exempts members of the television
industry from the antitrust laws of the Clayton Act for a period of three years
for purposes of joining together in an attempt to solve the problem of TV
violence. More specifically, the Act states that:

the antitrust laws shall not apply to any joint discussion,

 gonsideration; review, a¢tion; of agreement by o AIHONg personsiminesr o

television industry for the purpose of, and limited to, developing and
disseminating voluntary guidelines designed to alleviate the negative
impact of violence in telecast material.

Though the industry did not take advantage of these exemptions in the
beginning, the four networks, ABC, CBS, NBC, and Fox got together on June
30, 1993, and adopted an advance parental advisory plan. Under this proposal,
the four networks all agreed to broadeast an advisory saying "Parental
Discretion Advised" before all series, movies, and specials with excessively violent
content. In addition, for any program a network decides to label with an
advisory, all promotional material for that program, such as press releases,
printed ads, and broadcast commercials, will also contain a parental warning.
Though each network will review and label its own programs, they will all
attempt to follow certain guidelines and then evaluate their success after a
period of two years. The antitrust exemptions will also allow the networks and
members of the television industry to all meet together on August 2, 1993, for
an industry-wide conference on television violence. Similar to the broadecast
networks, the cable industry, as a result of the antitrust exemption, was able to
get together on July 29, 1993, and adopt an advisory plan as well. Fifteen cable
networks agreed to broadcast the advisory before violent programs, including
violent movies.

Another piece of legislation relevant to the subject of TV violence and
technical devices is the Television Decoder Circuitry Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-431),
an Act which mandates the installment of closed captioning technology in all
new and imported TV sets after July 1, 1993. Introduced by Representative
Owens as H.R. 4267 and passed by both Houses as 8. 1974, the Television
Decoder Circuitry Act became law on October 15, 1990. In order to help the 28
million people in the United States who are either deaf, hearing-impaired, or
experiencing some hearing loss, the Act requires that:

apparatus designed to receive television pictures broadcast
simultaneously with sound be equipped with built-in decoder circuitry
designed to display closed-captioned television transmissions when
such apparatus is manufactured in the United States or imported for
use in the United States, and its television picture screen is 13 inches
or greater in size.

Previously, anybody wanting to receive closed captioning had to purchase a
TeleCaption decoder to attach to their TV set. The Television Decoder Circuitry

the Judicial Improvements Act of 1990.
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Act is important to the debate over TV violence because it demonstrates the type
of action Congress may take regarding the implementation of violence
technology. For example, Congress may choose to mandate that all TV sets be
manufactured with specific blocking capabilities. In addition, some say that the
technical devices installed in TV sets for closed captioning could also be used to
implement new anti-viclence policies. In other words, some of the new anti-
violence proposals could make use of the equipment that has already been paid
for and installed for closed eaptioning, thus reducing the price and the burden
of technical solutions to TV violence.

Most recently, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications and Finance held
hearings in May and June 1993 to discuss both the subject of TV violence and
Representative Markey’s two-part proposal for reducing such violence.
Representative Markey has suggested a voluntary violence-rating system run by
the industry itself in conjunction with a requirement that TV sets "be equipped
with a coding system that allows parents to block out violent programs with the
touch of a button." On July 1, 1993, Representatives Schumer and Roukema
introduced H.R. 2609 which would authorize $1 million to set up and maintain
a one-year presidential commission to study the problem of TV violence. The
commission would be made up of the Attorney General, the Surgeon General,
12 people from the entertainment industry, 6 experts on public health, crime
prevention, or education, and 8 people who are either parents or children or
members of community groups.

POLICY OPTIONS

In the future, Congress may choose to follow one of a number of
alternatives in the debate over TV violence. To begin with, Congress can decide
to do nothing at all, to remain uninvolved in the situation. The reasoning for
such a decision may be based on various beliefs. For example, Congress may
decide that it has still not seen enough conclusive evidence to prove that TV
violence and violent crime really do form a harmful, causal link. On the other
hand, even if Congress does believe that the two are interrelated, it may remain
uninvolved on the basis of the belief that the Government should not get
involved in this First Amendment, content-based area. Or, in a different sense,
it may simply believe that the best solution would be to leave the problem to the
industry itself, trusting industry to develop and deploy such anti-violence aids
as the public truly wants,

Congress may also decide to do nothing for a specified period of time, after
which, if the situation has not improved on its own, it may begin to take further
action. For instance, some recommend giving the industry a two-year trial
period in order to see the results of its August conference and allow their
advisory plan to take effect.

If Congress instead decides that regulation is necessary, there are several
approaches it can take. First, Congress can propose a requirement that all
broadcasters rate their programs on some sort of violence scale. Legislation
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could further require that these broadcasters transmit their ratings over the VBI
so that those people who want to use technology to block TV shows may be able
to do so. Only if a rating is sent as part of the TV signal, in the VBI or
otherwise, can it be read by the computer chips that form the basis of many of
the proposed blocking technologies.

* Rather than requiring the transmission of ratings, ancther possibility would
be for Congress to mandate, as it did for the case of closed captioning, that all
TV sets be manufactured to contain some sort of blocking technology. In this
case, the equipment would be available to everyone and people could use their
discretion as to when and how much to use it. Finally, Congress could decide
that the best solution is a combination of both measures, and it could propose
legislation mandating both the adoption of a rating system and the inclusion of
a blocking device.
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such technology have signed on to
the program, the exception being
the USA Network, whose schedule
includes a significant number of vio-
lent movies. A cable industry
spokesman said talks are still under-
way with USA on the subject.

The four broadcast networks have
refused to endorse any such legisla-
tion, although privately officials say
.they would accept a voluntary sys-
.tem of “VCR-minus.” Such a system
would allow viewers to program
their VCRs to block out individual
programs.

Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.), who
has sponsored the so-called V-chip
legislation to require the technology
-to block all programs rated as vig-
lent, and who embraced the cable in-
dustry initiative at a press confer-
ence earlier in the day, said late
yesterday that he disagreed with Si-
mon on the need for legislation.

“Unless the broadcasting industry
accepts some rating system along
with some sort of violence-chip block
voluntarily, I don't believe legislation

is avoidable,” he said. “You can't
work through a 500-channel um-
verse with a VCR-minus.”

Markey said that although moni-
toring “is an important component in
an overall package, when taken
alone it's totally inadequate.” He said
the monitor's report would be a

“one-day event, and then there are

364 aother days."

On Monday Sen. Byron Dorgan
(D-N.D.) introduced a Senate ver-
sion of Markey's V-chip bill. Dorgan
has also introduced a bill that would
require a quarterly report card on
television program content, He said
he will press that bill, but shift moni-
toring responsibility from the FCC
to an independent group.

And Sen. Ernest F. Hollings (D-
8.C.), who has introduced a bhill to
prohibit the airing of programs with
violent content during times when
children are likely to be watching,
will press ahead with that bill, ac-
cording to a member of his staff. He
said Hollings is likely to hold more
hearings on the issue.

“We are looking for ways to reas-
sure people that as an industry we

take this issue seriously," said CBS
Senior Vice President Martin
Franks at yesterday's news confer-
ence, “We accept our corporate and-

" personal responsibility, and there-

fore legislation is unnecessary. If
people go ahead and legislate, then
we will take stock of what our situa-
tion is at that time."

Tony Cox, chairman and CEQ of
Showtime and the spokesman for the
cable industry at the news confer-
ence, played down the split between
broadcasting and cable on the rat-
ings system and the V-chip. “Broad-
cast and cable are all part of the tele-
vision family,” he said. “I think it's
much better that we sit here and try
and figure out ways to work togeth-
er than to try a line in the sand.”

Simon said the monitoring would
be paid for by the industry, but
stressed that he had assurances
from its representatives that the
monitor would be independent and
would have some “stature.” There
were no details on how the system
would work, although the announce-
ment stressed that the analysis
would ‘be “gualitative” rather than
“guantitative.” In other words, the
system would consider actions that
might be regarded as violent in the
context of the program and not sim-
ply tabulate such actions without re-
gard to meaning.

While cable spokesmen said yes-
terday that they hoped the same
monitor would review both cable and
broadcast programming, broadcast-
ers said privately that they thought
it was more likely the two industries
would have separate monitors,
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TV Networks

Agree 10 Tce

Of Monitor

Outsider to Review
Program Violence

By Ellen Edwards
Washigton Post Staff Writer

The four broadcast networks yes-
terday reached an agreement in
principle to use an independent mon-
itor to review their programming for
violent content.

The agreement comes just days
before Congress returns with the
regulation of television violence high
on its agenda, and just as the major
cable networks have agreed to the
use of such a system.

The cable agreement was con-
tained in an 11-point plan that also
calls for the development of a vio-

lence ratings system and endorses.
technology that would allow viewers

to block programs rated as violent
from their television sets.

The networks have been unwilling
to support the latter two initiatives
because they believe in part that
such moves would cause advertiser
defections. :

The network accord, which was fi-
nalized in a conference call yester-
day by executives of NBC, CBS,
ABC and Fog, still must be approved
by the heads of the networks. That
approval is expected in the next few
days, and a formal announcement is
likely early next week.
. Decisions as to who will run the

system, how that person (or organi-
zation) will be chosen and to whom
he will report are still to be worked
out. It is unlikely, however, that the

See NETWORKS, A8, Col. 1
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networks will employ the same moni-
tor as the cable industry.

In addition, sources say the moni-
toring system will be a “gualitative
rather than quantitative” assessment
of network programming. In a quanti-
tative assessment, actions that are
deemed violent are simply tahulated
without regard to context, which
means that cartoons and cop shows
are given equal weight.

The effectiveness of the monitor-
ing system is believed to rest on the
fact that annual reports will be made
public; and that the threat of negative
reactions from advertisers and the
public will keep the networks in line.

Network executives are likely to
present the plan early next week to
Sen. Paul Simon (D-Iil.), who has been
pushing for such a monitor system.

Simon, reacting earlier yesterday
to boih the cable initiative and the
likelihood of the broadcasters’ agree-
ment, said he believed such action

of the copyright claimant.

would alleviate the pressure for legis-
lation to regulate TV violence.

He said, however, that he would
prefer that cable and the broadcasters
use the same monitor to ensure a
consistent approach.

Rep. Edward J. Markey (D-Mass.),

who introduced legislation on the so-"-

called V-chip—the technology that
would enable viewers to black out
certain programming—said yester-
day that he believed legislation would
be inevitable if the broadecast net-
works did not join the cable industry
in approving the technology and a rat-
ings system.

“It’s all about advertising,” Markey
said. “That’s what this whole debate
boils down to. . . . Violence sells.”

He said of the V-chip: “Even if a
small percentage of parents used the
technology, the networks will see de- .
clining ratings for violent programs.
The result will be less violence on
television.”

Still, the acceptance of a menitoring
system is a major step for the four net-

©1994 Washington Post Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, with the parmission



works, which have resisted it for
months, saying their own standards and
practices operations are doing the job.

Broadcasters have debated fiercely
among themselves whether a monitor-
ing system would decrease the likeli-
hood of legislation. ABC and CBS have
been more receptive to the idea, with
NBC and Fox more resistant.

Since last summer the networks
have been taking any steps they
thought would help ward off congres-
sional action. They believed then that
they had satisfied Iawmakers’ push
for action when they agreed to air pa-
rental advisories before shows with
violent content. It was their under-
standing, sources say, that Simon
would then give them two years to let
the advisories work and see what oth-
er action they took before pursuing
further congressional inquiry.

But Susan Kaplan, an attorney on
.Simon’s staff overseeing television vi-
olence issues, said, *I never heard him
say that, and I know that wasn’t his
view...."”

Simon yesterday termed this
week’s initiatives “a significant shift.”
He said he believed the monitoring
system would ensure that network
programmers continue to show less
violence on the air.

He said the V-chip was “not some-
thing that in my opinion is essential,”
adding that the V-chip is “not a substi-
tute for reducing violence on televi-
sion.”

The tensions between the four net-
works and the cable industry were re-

flected to some degree in the net-

works’ reactions yesterday to the
cable plan for regulating violence.
Julie Hoover, ABC’s vice president
of corporate communications, said,
“We are delighted that the cahle in-
dustry has adopted some of the things
we have been doing,” referring to
ABC’s Department of Broadcast
Standards and Practices, as well as to
the network's scheduling of pro-
grams. She added, “Virtually all our

‘programs are rated G.”

Hoeover said that ABC already has a

ratings system in place in the form of
detailed advisories, such as the one that
appears before the series “NYPD Blue.”

Richard Cotton, NBC executive vice
president and general counsel, struck a
similar tone: “We always believed that
the most important step that can be
taken is for [the cable industry] to adopt
standards that the broadeast networks
have had for years” :

Cotton also said, “From our per-
spective network programming is the
least violent of any commercial pro-
gramming that’s on TV.”

CBS Senior Vice President Martin
Franks said, “We applaud cable for
coming up to our standards and we
congratulate Senator Simon for bring-
ing cable to that point.”

A spokeswoman for Fox said the
network would not comment on the
cable plan until executives had seen it
in writing.

Editorial assistant John F. Maynard
contribuled to this report.
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Cable Networks Agree to Regulate Violence

Industry Plan Calls for Ratings System, Monitoring, Advisories

‘By Ellen Edwards
‘Washington Pest Staff Writer

The major U.S. cable networks
have approved a plan to regulate vio-
lence in their programming, days be-
fore Congress returns with the issue
simmering on its front burner.

The plan, a copy of which was ob-
tained by The Washington Post,
mandates the development of a vio-
lence ratings system for cable pro-
gramming and the use of an outside

woaitor o report anioally on vickent
content. It also endorses technology
that would allow viewers to block
programs rated as violent from be-
ing seen in their homes.

The plan applies pressure to the
broadcast networks to join in, partic-
ularly on the ratings system—pres-
sure that is unlikely to be appreciat-
ed.

In the next day or two the plan is
expected to be approved by the few
remaining cable networks that have

not alveady endorsed it 1L will then
be presented to the four broadcast
networks with the hope they will join
in. At the same time, members of
Congress who have been active on
this issue will be briefed, ncluding
Sen. Paul Simon (D-11.), who has
long pushed for an independent mon-
itor of television violence, and Rep.
Edward Markey (D-Mass.), who has
introduced legislation on the sa-
called V-chip, the technology -that
See CABLE, A20,Col. 1
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would enable viewers to black out
certain programming.

Network representatives have said
they are highly unlikely to accept a
ratings system, in part because it

could cause a drop-off in advertising..

They assert cable is less likely to be
hurt by advertisers’ discontent be-

cause it is subscription-hased. Howev-.

er, cable sources say the ratings sys-
tem would not be workable if the
broadeasters do not agree to it, be-
cause the four major networks ac-
count for about 60 percent of the to-
tal television audience.

The Satellite Network Committee

of the National Cable Television As-
sociation signed off on the docu-
ment——titled “Voices Against Vio-
lence™—last weekend in Los Angeles,
and it has heen approved “enthusiasti-
cally” by the association’s board,
sources said. Its approval has been
spearheaded by Michael Fuchs, chair-
man and CEO of HBO, and Tony Cox,
chairman and CEQ of Showtime, ac-
cording to a source,

aof the copyright claimant.

Torie Clarke, a spokeswoman for
the cable association, yesterday con-
firmed the contents of the plan and
the timetable for its dissemination.

The timing is hardly accidental—
when Congress returns next week it
is expected to take up the issue of
regulating TV violence with some
vigor. Cable sources said yesterday
that they do not think this plan will
ward off legislation, but it could help
moderate it.

The cable plan, consisting of 11
points, is not specific about how the
monitoring or ratings system would
work, with leaders saying details will
be determined over the next several
months. Sources said they are much
closer to specifics on monitoring than
on ratings,

The document calls for a ratings
system that would “have the partici-
pation and support of the entire tele-
vision industry, including the broad-
cast networks and independent
stations.” The broadcasters have said
in the past that they are unlikely to
agree to a ratings system and have
been unsupportive of the V-chip,
which would require a ratings system
to function,

They may be more likely to accept

©1991; Washington Post Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, with the permission




a monitoring plan, though some net-
work sources think the broadcasters
would prefer to adopt a separate mon-
itor from cable. ABC and CBS are said
to be somewhat more receptive to the
development.of a monitoring system,
while NBC and Fox are somewhat
more skeptical about its effect.

Some broadcasters believe such a
system would do nothing to head off
legistation and would simply become
another problem for them to deal
with,

The other eight points in the cable
plan are:

m 3 parental advisory system, al-
ready in effect on cable and originat-
ed by the broadcast networks last
summer, that airs warnings before
the start of programs with violent
content;

a the adoption of standards and
practices “to govern the use of vio-
lence in programming.” The broad-
cast networks have all had large
standards and practices operations
for years;

B “responsible scheduling” to avoid
the airing of violent programs when
children might be watching. Cable
has been widely criticized for not do-
ing this, while the broadcast net-
works have penerally restricted such
programming to the hours after 10
p-m.;

& the “exercise of greater care in.
the placement and content of promo-
tional ads for programs with violent
content.” Both cable and broadcast
television have been under attack for
airing ads that highlight the violence
in programming, and for showing
those ads when childrer are viewing
in large numbers;

& the creation of an anti-violence ed-
ucation campaign funded by the ca-
ble industry;

@ educational efforts as part of Cable
in the Classroom, the industry’s pa-
tional educatioral alliance, that
would teach viewers to lock at tele-
vision more critically, in particular
as it depicts violence;

8 the creation of “Voices Against Vi-
olence Week,” with cable program-
ming devoted te anti-violence
themes; '

®m the creation of programming by
individual cable networks to address
violence.

A preliminary version of the plan
was presented to Simon in a meeting
with cable leaders several weeks ago,
and broadcasters, who had a separate
meeting with him the same day, were
taken by surprise. Simon was said to
be very receptive to it. Staffers from
the association and Simon’s office had
been scheduled to meet yesterday to
hammer out initial specifics of the
meonitoring plan, but the bad weather
forced a postponement until today or
early next week.

Insiders say cable leaders may not
have included the four networks from
the beginning in part because they
were angry that the broadcasters had
left them out of the initial agreement
to air advisories. The two segments of
the industry are intense rivals and
there remains some animosity from
bitter battles they fought last summer
and fall over retransmission consent.
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As Legislation Looms, TV Execs
Fear Creativity Will Be Victim

By Ellen Edwards
Washingion Post Staff Writer

t's Development Season in L.A., and there’s a defi-
nite chill in the air. )
Writers and producers say the threat of legisla-

tion to regulate violence on television has caused

them to censor themselves as they make their pre-

fiminary pitches to the networks fqr shows to air

‘next fall. They’re angry that their congressional critics ad-

mit they don't even watch much network television, and

that they lump it together with cable, syndicated programs
and movies.

©1903 Washington Post Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, with the permission

They warn that the consequences of Washington's ac-

tions may mean television will he even mare hland and. ..

more sitcom-filled, with fewer and fewer adult dramas.
“There’s no functional difference between censorship and
the threat of censorship,” says Barbara Hall, who was co-
executive producer of “I'll Fly Away.” And so, not surpris-
ingly, they are speaking out.

“It's paralyzing the creative community,” says Leonard
Hill, an independent producer with more than 30 made-for-
TV movies to his credit. - : .

“You can feel it in town,” says Andy Schneider, executive
producer of CBS's relentlessly nonviolent “Northern Expo- -
sure.” “Everybody’s afraid,” .

Rosalyn Weinman, NBC's vice president for broadcast
standards and practices, said the programming executives
at NBC are “seeing many producers censoring themselves.
That's different. That’s very new. And depending on your
perspective that's either terrific or quite frightening.”

She says NBC tells producers to make all their pitches
and let the network decide what gets a green light, al-
though she admits violent programs are not exactly in fa-
VOr.

And the cause of it all, say a number of writers and pro-
ducers, is Washington. Janet Reno's testimony before the
Senate Commerce Committee fast week, in which she said
she saw no constitutional impediment to three bills under
consideration, only ratcheted up the tension,

Says Hill, who has worked in programming at both ABC
and NBC: “A bunch of Washington opportunists are jump-
ing on the bandwagon with a bogus campaign that reeks of
McCarthyism. It's like saying to a newspaper, ‘If you don't

See VIQLENCE, B4, Col 1

of the copyright claimant.
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cover the gangs, they'll go away,’
They're aiming at the wrong target.”

Television writers and producers in-
terviewed this week seemed over-
whelmingly angry at being Washing-
ton's focus, saying Hime after time that
Congress is taking the easy way out in
focusing on viclence in network televi-
sion while ignoring cable and syndica-
tion, which none of the legislation
would affect, as well as larger societal
issues such as gun control,

And they say they are flabbergasted
that a parody of a barroom brawl on
CBS's “Love & War" was held up at a
hearing last week as an example of vio-
lence. .

- Diane English, “Love & War's” ex-
‘egutive producer, said in a statement
-that the episode’s intent was to satirize
“violence on television and that it “ac-
‘complished exactly what we intended it

to. Senator [Conrad] Burns thought

-the episode was funny. Senator [Er-
nest] Hollings thought it was offensive,
... If they can't agree about content,
how can anyone expect to legislate it?”
. Steven Bochco's “NYPD Blue” on
ABC has been the recipient of much of
the ruckus lately, more for sexual con-
tent than for violence, but audiences
have embraced it enthusiastically, mak-
ing it the first obvious hit of the season.

Bochco, the show's executive pro-
ducer, says he has not been pressured
to make changes, but added: “Beyond
my bias or selfish interest, I have areal
philosophical concern about the cur-
rent furor, I can't help feeling a little
cynical about the politicians making
hay over a very easy issue. For them
it's a no-brainer. . . . They appear un-
likely to pass [even] a benign crime bill
because of a watered-down gun control
provision. And instead they want to
shake their sabers at us.”

" Bochco, whose credits include “Hill
Street Blues” and “L.A. Law,” says he
has had no conversations with anyone
in Congress.

.“Nobody really wants to tall. Every-
body is just interested in sound bites.
... Government has come to accept
.the unacceptable—homelessness, hun-
ger, a degree of criminal activity we
don't even act on. In amangst all that
rubble, to point a finger at television
seems not to be addressing the prima-
ry cause of our worst social issue.”

But he is quick to acknowledge that
television influences people. *I am not

‘gratuitous violence.

The critically acclalmed “I'fl Fly Away,

an idiot,” he says. “It's a mass medium.
Twenty million people a week watch it.
It would be naive to say television has
no impact.”

Bocheo says the most violent show
he has done is “Hill Street,” which ran
on NBC from 1981 to 1987, and that
he had one rule: “Violence always had a
consequence. It was frightening. It
made you puke. You had nightmares. It
would mess up your life. We might
have 10 seconds of mindless violence
and four episodes of dealing with the
consequences of these 10 seconds.”

Paul Schulman, whose Manhattan-
based company buys $175 million each
year in network time for advertisers,
says he's more excited about “NYFPD
Blue” as a place for advertisers than he
has been about any show since “L.A.
Law.”

“It's a great show,” he says. “It just
stands alone. ... If you've got an ac-
tion-adventure movie opening on Friday
and you're not [advertising] there on
Tuesday, you've made a huge mistake,”

But Schulman acknowledges that
the climate has changed. “There are
things that got made a few years ago
that would not get made now,” he says.
“Sponsors are very wary of environ-
ment. They will just stay away from
... It's the most
advertiser-friepdly schedule since I
started buying in 1961."

In fact, “NYPD Blue” has not yet at-
tracted the major mainstream advertis-
ers, but Bochco says, ‘1 don't think
ABC cares who pays the $2 as long as
they get the $2." He says Congress
should stay out of programming deci-
sions and let the viewers decide, “T've
had my brains beat out in the market-
place,” he says, “and I've had some suc-
cess in it, I Jove it. [ really do.”

Dick Wolf, executive producer of
NBC's “Law & Order,” says that in
four years the police officers on his

4 i d
which deals with the violence of the clvil
rights movement, couldn't be made in the cumrent climate, says its producer,

show have never fired their weapons,
but in the current climate he worries
about reaction to certain types of
shows rather than the shows them-
selves. .

“The potential exists,” he says, “for
these shows, the highest level of televi-
sion, the dramas, to be destroyed by
this legislation because ad agencies are
sheep. They will avoid warning labels
like the plague. . ..

“T would hate to live in a television
environment where there was no ‘Hill
Street,” no ‘Picket Fences,’ no Taw
and Order,’ no ‘NYPD Blue," "

Hill, the independent producer, says
he had a conversation recently with an
ABC executive who had just seen a
movie he did four years ago for the
network called “Nitti: The Enforcer,”
about Frank Nitti's takeover of the
mob. “He said, It's too bad we couldn’t
do that today," "

He says that two years ago, “shows
that would have been a buy, now they
say, ‘“That’s an advertising problem for
us. That's a Washington problem for
us." The campaign is underinformed
and nearly hysterical, and people have
sponsored it without watching network -
television. .., It is the new political
correctness of Washington to bash net-
work television as if it were the cause
of violence in society.”

Barbara Hall of “T'll Fly Away,” the
critically acclaimed show on NEC that
moved I reruns this year to PBS, says
she thinks that show wouldn't get
made this year because it showed the
graphic violence that accompanied the
civil rights movement.

“We showed KKK violence, very up-
setting violence,” she says. “I don’t
think we'd be able to do that this year.”

Robert Nathan, the supervising pro-
ducer on NBC's “Law and Order,” says
he is organizing a group of writers and
producers to come to Washington to



make their side of the story known.
“We would like to talk to senators and
congressmen who don't make the dis-
tinction between pay cable and pet-
work television,” he said. He said they
want to go from office to office to tell
them that with legislation, “You are
about to make a mistake of enormous
proportions.”

Audiences, he says, have shown a
real appetite for good drama in the
past six to seven years, but he is con-
cemned about the networks' reaction to
Washington. “Will they, even on a mar-
ginal level, say this show has a pesstbil-
ity of violence or worse, a possibility of
controversy? ... You start to crush
creativity left and right.”

Others make the point that there
are fewer and fewer violent shows on
network television. Stan Rogow, exec-
utive producer of CBS's new “South of
Sunset,” says his hero, a private inves-
tigator in Los Angeles, isn't a gun-tot-

er because ‘I don't like guns. ... [

grew up in the '60s. My dear, dear

friends of 25 years have to watch what

- I'do, And [ have to talk with them.”

Rogow, who also has “Shannon’s
Deal” and what he describes as the
“emotionally violent” “Middle Ages” in
his past credits, says reallife violence
has an effect on the production of the
show. *It's hard to find a place to shoot
that's gang-free,” he says. “The cops ad-
vise us, and say don't even think of
shooting there at night. ... Everybody
knows what the graffiti on the wall
means, It means it's gang territory.”

Rogow calls Congress's attack on
television “a colossal smoke screen , . .
because the other issue is just too big to
get arcund—why people get violent.”

“'20{20' gets a 34 share for a story
about a wife cutting off her husband's
penis,” says Rogow. ‘I haven't seen
anything that approached that on net-
work prime-time entertainment
shows|. There's a public appetite in a

commercial market, and somebody is

saying, You can't do that." "
As for the charge that movies are
greater offenders than television when

it comes to portraying violence, NBC's
Weinman says that the network is being
considerably more cautious In buying
theatrical movies to air, and is editing
heavily when they have any violence.

“And in most cases these are movies
that have already been seen by millions
of people,” she said. “We know we
could get a really big kid audience if we
put on Freddy Krueger movies. But we
won't, And nobody will.”

David Wolper, whose “Roots” is of-
ten cited as depicting the kind of vio-
lence that is acceptable, says he agrees
that movies are far worse than televi-
sion, and echoes the widespread con-
cern in Hollywood that their congres-
sional critics don't watch television and
tend to Jump all television together.

The violence he depicted in “Roots”
and other productions, he says, was
historical rather than contemporary vi-
olence, unlikely to motivate anyone to
violent action.

“It's not violence [Washington is] in-
terested in,” he says, “Jt's violence that
may influence people.”
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Years of Attempts to Stamp Out
Violenceon Television Have Failed

Continued From Page Bl
the Rodney King and Reginald Denny
beatings in Los Angeles are obvious exam-
ples of brutal reality-footage. Dr. Donner-
steln observes that, unlike gratuitous fic-

tighatiged - vlolenees— cuicululed iv eficli

cheers from audiences — such news pro-
gramming depresses most viewers. “We
see the real injury, and people are both-
ered,” he says, “'and that's a much, much
different situation.”

Together, ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox
devole nine prime-time hours a week {o
news magazines, up from just two hours
a decade ago. Crime is a frequent topic on
such shows. Fox, a unit of News Corp., also
has a slate of “reality” shows, including
“America’s Most Wanted” and *Cops,”
which also are credited with occasionally
apprenending criminals. Local stations'
news programs are filled with crime sto-
ries, as are promotional spois teasing
late-night newscasts. All add to the percep-
tion that prime-time is violent.

When it comes to entertainment shows,
ABC, CBS and NBC have only a handful of
series that contaln sporadic violence,
Among them are "NYPD Blue’ from ARC,
2 unit of Capital Citles/ABC Inc., and
““Walker, Texas Ranger” from CBS Inc.'s
CBS nelwork. One reason: In recent years,
situation comedies have delivered betier
Nielsen ratings than aclion-adventure
shows. :

A list of children’s top-10 prime-time
shows in 1982-83 contained four adventure
programs, Including NBC's exceedingly
violent ' A-Team.” Today, by contrast, the
kids' tep-10 list includes only sitcoms.

Amy Fisher and David Koresh

Currently, the most violent content
found on the networks is in lurid made-for-
television movies, chronicling everything
from the saga of Amy Fisher to the govern-
ment's siege at cult leader David Koresh's
Waco, Texas, headquarters. But even
these are not as violent as many of the
uncut movies shown on cable, where stan-
dards-and-practices executives {the indus-
try's in-house censors) tend to give pro-
ducers more creative freedom. It is also
mostly oncable that reruns of 0ld Westerns
and police dramas have found new life.
Cable network Comedy Central is even
parodying the uproar over violent televi-
sion: On Oct. 30, it plans to launch *“Drive-
In Reviews," rating the most-violent mo-
ments on film.

Network executives at 1ast week's hear-
ing on the issue were frustrated by the
number of quéstioners who prefaced their
remarks with, “I don't watch much televi-
sion, but. .. "

“All we're asking for is to be scrutin-
ized for what we put on the air,” says
Rosalyn Weinman, vice president of
broadcast standards and practices at Gen-

el Zleclrie Co.'s NBC. She adds ihal g

network is fully prepared to defend its
programs. But she adds: “We're being
tarred with the brush of the entire media
tandscape, of which we're a small part,

and the part with mosl checks and ba]--

ances."

Blame ‘Bonnie and Clyde :
David Bianculli, television critic for
the New York Daily News, thinks Ms,
Weinman-has a point. Washington isn't
making a sufficiently clear distinction be-
tween programming on the networks, syn-
dication and cable, he says. Taking broad-
side potshots at televised violence, he says,
“is a no-lose situation for -politicians,

. There's no lobby saying viotence is good.""

(Recent polls show that more than 30% of
the public is concerned about media vio-
lence.)

Network-TV violence peaked in the
19805 with "“Miami Vice," reruns of which
are aired loday in syndication, Mr, Bian-
culli says. He and other media waichers
blame cable and its unedited Hollywood
movies {or the violence problem. The origi-
nal early-1960s network series “The Un-
touchables" was about as raw as either TV
or movies got up to that time, Mr. Bianculli
says. But a few years later the {ilm “Bon-
nieé and Clyde" was releéased, and Holiy-
wood took a quantum leap beyond TV ir
violent content — a lead he says movies
have held ever since.

The University of California’s Dr. Don-
nerstein believes the issue of TV violence
has assumed its current urgency because

_.of the medium's intrusiveness in the home.

“The big change in the past decade is
children's access to cable, video on de-
mand, rental videos and other media
through the TV box,” he says.

A number of legislators appear deter-
mined to find ways o regulate TV vio-
lence, particularly on the broadcast net-
works, despite obvious First Amendment
hurdies. Among the current proposals:
Providing a “safe harbor” that excludes
violent shows while kids are likely to be
watching; ordering the Federal Communi-
calions Commission to force broadeast
station licensees and cable franchisees to
Iabel shows containing violence or unsafe
gun practices; and instructing the FCC to
issue quarterly report cards on the levels of
violence on TV.

Attorney General Renu ralsed eye-
brows when she testified last week that the
proposed bills would be constitutional.
Robert 8. Peck, legislative counsel for the
American Civil Liberties Union, - argues

“that none of the bills would pass constitu-
‘tional muster; he cites a long llst of cases

to back up his point.
~ Amid the clamor, the Daily News's Mr,
Bianculli offers some historical perspec-

Mtive: Back in the 19205, it seems that

a furor arose over a child who had killed his
father with a carving knife after watching
a silent'movie, Of the incldent, G.K. Ches-
terlon wrote &t the time: “This may possi-
bly have oceurred, though if it did, any-
body of common sense would prefer to
have details of that particular child, rather
than about that particular picture.”



Source: Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, September 4, 1993, pp. 2338-2341.

{ en. Paul Simon, D-
o 111, a longtime de-
s fender of free
speech rights, flipped on
his television in a hotel
room in La Salle County
after a long day on the
campaign trail in 1984
and knew he had seen
enough: a person being
murdered with a chain
saw.

It was a scene so
grisly and devoid of
entertainment value that
it drove the former news-
paperman, upon his elec-
tion, to take a lead role in
reining in television vio-
lence, even at the risk of
being a liberal accused of
advocating censorship.

In 1990, President
George Bush signed into
law a provision Simon
authored that gave the major broad-
cast networks three years to take vol-
untary steps to curb depictions of
blood and gore on American television
screens. In June, Hoellywood re-
sponded to that effort by promising to
tone down TV violence and air new
advisories about programs unsuitable
for children.

But judging by the fall lineup of
legislation introduced that would fur-
ther curb violence on TV, Congress is
not about to let the industry off that
easily.

Lawmakers eager to cast votes
against violence will have plenty of
opportunities to do so this fall, rang-
ing from one bill giving the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC)
the power to define “violence™ to an-
other requiring television sets to in-
clude a computer chip that would al-
low viewers to block objectionable TV
shows,

The bottom line for TV executives:
Unless they take further voluntary
steps, beyond their new parental
warnings, lawmalers will be all the more
eager to step in — a possibility that

Bg Mike Mills
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Violence:

COMMUNICATIONS

Studies show a link between TV violence and street violence. Congress,
which may not be satisfied with recent industry measures, has struggled
to address the problem without trampling First Amendment rights.

worries Simon and others who are wary
of trampling First Amendment rights.

“The answer really rests with the
industry,” said Simon. Hollywood, he
said, *has to make a greater show of
seriousness than has been shown up to
this point.”

Simon does not want legislation
and has hinted that he would oppose
bills that go too far. Instead, he wants
the industry to take voluntary steps,
including setting up a citizens’ group
to monitor the level of violence on
television. He also calls for self-re-
straint by writers and producers, more
leadership on the issue from execu-
tives and the elimination of violence-
laden promotions for television shows.

Many broadcasters and cable pro-

grammers seem amenable
to the watchdeg group
idea, but Hollywood writ-
ers and producers are in-
censed: They fear a re-
vival of the climate of
censorship that envel-
oped the industry from
1922 to 1945 when the
Motion Picture Produc-
ers and Distributors of
America, run by enter-
tainment lawyer and for-
mer Postmaster General
Will H. Hays, required a
“purity seal” on &ll pro-
ductions.

For an industry accus-
tomed to fending off at-
tacks from the political
right over depictions of
explicit sex on television,
it is all the more shocking
to Hollywood that liber-
als such as Simon would
be asking them to relinquish control
over their product.

“We are opposed to any comrnis-
sion made of mortals whe are going to
tell creative people what is right or
wrong,” said Jack Valenti, president
of the Motion Picture Association of
America, He¢ denounced what he
called “this gradual, slow, remorseless
intrusion by the government into the
content of television.”

But many outside Congress fear
political momentum could force the
issue to its extreme and lead to legisla-
tion so broad as to restrict TV con-
tent.

Because there is simply no political
constituency in Congress for violence
on television, lawmakers are lefi with
little reason to vote against any bill
that purports to curb it. Martin D.
Franks, Washington vice president for
CBS Inc., said he harbors an “apoca-
lyptic” fear that lawmakers will roll
the array of hills pending in Congress
on the issue into one big measure to
restrain TV.

“Other than Paul Simomn, I cannot
find a single member who has even
suggested he might oppose [television
violence] legislation,” Franks said. “At

®1993 Congressional Quarterly, Inc. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service,
with the special permission of the copyright claimant.



Congress and TV: A Chronology

19505 — Rise in youth erime and juvenile de-
linquency prompts congressional hearings on
television viclence.

'@ June 1952 rirst congressional hearings on violence

in radio and television and its impact on children
and vouth are held by House Interstate and Fareign
Commerce Subcommittee.

e 1954: Sen. Estes Kefauver, D-Tenn., chairs hear-
ings of Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate Juve-
nile Delinquency on role of TV shows in youth
crime. Networks say no link,

19608 — Urban viclence prompts more con-

gressional hearings and government funding of
research on TV violence.

e 1961: Kennedy administration Federal Communi-
cations Commission Chairman Newton N. Minow
tells National Association of Broadecasters that
American TV is a “vast wasteland.”

& 1967 University of Pennsylvania begins monitoring
television programming.

¢ 1969: Formation of Bosten based Foundatien to
Improve Television.

¢ Sept. 23, 1969: Repeort of National Commission on
the Causes and Prevention of Violence cites TV vio-
lence as contributer to society's violence problem.

19705 — Surgeon general's study prompts
more congressional hearings: academic studies
proliferate; court cases examine liability of TV in
cases of real violence.

e 1972 Surgeon general's report on violence cites
evidence of link between screen violence and aggres-
sive behavior.

e 1975: National PTA adopts resolution demanding
that networks and local TV stations reduce the
amount of violence in programs and commercials
(reaffirmed in 1989).

e 1976; American Medical Association’s House of Del-
egates calls TV violence an “environmental hazard.”

e 1979: In Zamora v. CBS et al., parents of a Florida
15-year-old convicted of murdering a neighbor sue all
three networks, unsuccessfully, for negligence in fail-
ing to prevent him from being incited to imitate TV.

[P N T g

1980s ~— Reagan-era deregulation gives me-
dia free rein; cable TV, VCRs and rise of indepen-
dent networks diminish power of networks to

P I"I"l'IT
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e 1980: Founding of National Coalition on Television
Viclence.

® 1982: National Institute of Mental Health study
says there is a clear consensus on link between TV
violence and aggression.

e September 1984: Attorney General's Task Force
on Family Violence says evidence is overwhelming
that TV violence contributes to real violence.

e 1984: American Academy of Pediatrics Task Force
on Children and Television cauticns physicians and
parents that TV may promote aggression.

e 1985: American Psychological Association Commis-
sion on Youth and Violence notes research showing
link between TV viclence and real violence.

1990s — Networks issue a joint statement of
policies on TV violence, made possible by an anti-
trust exemption passed by Congress. Anti-vio-
lence advocates step up pressure.

o 1990: Simon-Glickman Television Violence Act
gives three major networks an antitrust exemption
s0 they can formulate joint policy on violence.

e 1991: Minow declares: “In 1961, I worried that my
children would not benefit much from television,
but in 1991 I worry that my children will actually be
harmed by it.”

o 1992: American Psychological Association study
shows research on link to real violence is ignored
and calls for federal policy to protect society.

® Dec. 11, 1992: Days before House hearings, the
three major networks release joint policy on vie-
lence and agree to hold an industrywide confer-
ence.

¢ . June 30, 1993: The four major TV networks an-
nounce their agreement to air parental advisories
when shows the networks deem viclent are aired.
Fifteen major cable networks announce July 29 that
they will join in the policy.

SOURCE: CO Researcher, "TV Viclence,” by Charles §. Clark, March 26, 1983

the moment 1 assume everything
could be law by Columbus Day.”

Forty Years of Debate

The average American child
watches 8,000 murders and 100,000
acts of viclence before finishing ele-
mentary school, according to a much-
cited study by the American Psycho-
logical Association.

Since the advent of television in

the late 1940s, as many as 3,000 stud-
ies have examined links between TV
violence and real vmlence (Box, this
buge)

One of the most controversial, a
1872 report by the U.S. surgeon gen-
eral, concluded that there is a causal
relationship between TV violence and
acts of violence, but only in children
presupposed to be aggressive. Since
then, other studies have found

broader links between TV and actual
violence.

For the last 40 years, the issue has
waxed and waned in the public con-
sciousness, with Congress threatening
to legislate tough content controls and
the broadcast industry promising self-
restraint. The proliferation of TV com-
petitors, from cable television to satel-
fite channels to rental videos, has only
boosted pressure on Congress to act.
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Attentien is only magnified by a
congressional deadline set in the 1990
provision by Simon. The provision,
which was attached to a federal judge-
ships bill (PL 101-650), gave the
broadcast networks a three-year anti-
trust waiver allowing them to get to-
gether and agree on voluntary sieps to
reduce violence on television. That
waiver expires Dec. 1. (1990 Almanae,
p. 374)

In response, the four major nst-
works — NBC, ABC, CBS and Fox —
on June 30 announced their agree-
ment to air parental advisories when
shows the networks deem violent are
aired. The 15 major cable networks
announced July 29 they would join in
the policy.

It was the most television has ever
bowed to congressional pressure in 40
years of debate on the issue. But crit-
ics immediately dismissed the adviso-
ries as merely a token gesture. For one
thing, the programmers themselves
will be responsible for deciding which
shows merit warning labels. And chil-
drens programs or morning talk
shows such as “Oprah” or “Geralde”
would not be affected, only shows air-
ing during nightly prime-time sched-
ules.

The *V-Chip'

Edward J. Markey, D-Mass., chair-
man of the House Energy and Com-
merce Subcommittee on Telecom-
munications and Finance, called the
parental advizories “‘a good first step.”

He then introduced a second siep:
a bill (HR 2888) that would reguire
every new television set sold in the
United States to be equipped with a
computer chip that would allow view-
ers to disable their TVs from receiving
programs that are given a #“V" rating
by broadcasters or cable programmers
to warn parents of the show's violent
content.

The bill straddles the edge of con-
gressional control over program con-
tent. It dees not require that broad-
casters or cable operators send the
electronic signal needed to allow tele-
visions to automatically block V-rated
programs,

But should broadcasters refuse to
do so, the Markey hill stipulates, the
device still would give consumers the
option of blocking out channels and
time slots of any programs they deem
too violent.

Markey's bill has won endorse-
ments by such luminaries as former
Kennedy administration FCC Chair-
man Newton N. Minow and cable in-
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dustry titan Ted Turner.

“Unless you keep the gun pointed
to their heads, all you'll get is
mumbly, mealy-mouthed B.5.”
Turner testifed at a Markey hearing
this summer. Television industry offi-
cials, he added, *just hope the subject
will go away.”

Critics of the Markey plan range
from broadcast and movie-industry
executives who fear a loss of advertis-
ing revenues to TV violence oppo-
nents who say many families either
cannot afford new televisions or lack
the skills to program their sets to
block certain programs. Even Peggy
Charren, the children’s television ad-

vocate who along with Markey
prompted Congress to enact new pro-
gram standards for children's televi-
sion, said she opposes any congres-
sional action on the violence issue,
preferring instead that parents simply
shut televisions off.

George Gerbner, dean emeritus at
the University of Pennsylvania's
Annenberg School for Communica-
tion, who since 1967 has conducted
the longest continuing surveys of tele-
vision violence, called the V-chip “a
terrible idea™ because it does not re-
duce the amount of violent programs,

“To say we should trust the indus-
try to flag programs they think are too
violent is kind of silly. It's like the fox
guarding the chicken coop,” Gerbner
said.

Rather, he said, violence can be re-
duced only by applying government,
marketplace and interest-group pres-
sures on the industry to offer more
diverse types of programming rather
than appealing to the basest mass-
market interests.

Markey's proposal, while perhaps
the most visible, is by no means with-
out competition.

Time-Slot Restrictions

On Aug. 5, the day Markey intro-
duced his bill, Senate Commerce, Sci-
ence and Transportation Chairman
Ernest F. Hollings, D-8.C., offered a
bill (S 1383) that would direct the
FCC to limit violent programs to cer-
tain time slots when children will be
least likely to be watching, much as
the agency now limits “indecent”
broadcasts. Several courts, including
the U.S. Supreme Court, have upheld
the FCC’s right to restrict what it
deems indecent.

Hollings calls his bill “the least re-
strictive means by which we can limit
children’s exposure to violent pro-
gramming.”

Other bills include efforts by:

e Sen. Byron L. Dorgan, D-N.D., and
Rep. Richard J. Durbin, D-1IL., that
would require the FCC to file quar-
terly “violence report eards’ to pro-
vide the public with information
about the frequency of violence by
each television program and its spon-
sors {S 973, HR 2159).

@ Rep. John Bryant, D-Texas, (HR
2837) that would require the FCC to
establish standards of acceptable lev-
els of violence on television and radio
shows, including cartoons.

Television industry executives say
the Bryant effort treads the closest
toward government control of televi-
sion content,

o Joseph P. Kennedy II, D-Mass,
(HR 2756) that would require the FCC
to set up a toll-free number for the
public to eall with complaints, com-
ments, and suggestions regarding tele-
vision violence. The FCC would be re-
quired to publish summaries of the
comments quarterly and to forward
them to the cable or broadcast station
that aired the violent program.

The comments and complaints
would be weighed when broadcasters’
licenses are up for renewal.

e Rep. Charles E. Schumer, D-N.Y.,
(HR 2608) that would set up a presi-
dential commission to report within
one year on ways to curb TV violence.
The group would include the U.S. sur-
geon general, attorney general, repre-



sentatives from the entertainment in-
dustry, crime and education experts
and parents.

Hollywood s Adamant

Rather than face the wrath of re-
strictive legislation, Gerbner predicts
that the television industry — broad-
casters, cable executives, producers
and writers — will soon take further
voluntary steps toward curbing TV vi-
olence.

“The leaders of the industry are
going to do what they can to avoid any
kind of legislation,” Gerbner said. “It
seems to me that as long as they move
forward and provide some evidence of
progress, there’s only a very slight
chance of any other legislation going
through.”

But Valenti is adamant that no
such further “progress” is warranted,
He continues to dismiss decades of
studies pointing to what most academ-
ics involved with the issue now take as
a given: that T'V violence does have an
impact on the aggressive behavior of
those who view it.

Valent! maintains that there is lit-
tle gratuitous violence on nighttime
television, save for perhaps the occa-
sional movie of the week. Network of-
ficials agree, and are promoting thelr
new fall schedules as containing few, if
any, examples of the kinds of violence
critics rail against.

Fauiting ‘Porous’ Research

“The research as we have exam-
ined it is very porous, very loosely fi-
bered and does not withstand scru-
tiny,” Valenti said. *It's a terrible
dilemma. T want to respond to what
Congress is saying, but where, first
of all, is this violence taking place?
And what is the definition of ‘vio-
lence'?”

Simon and other critics of TV vio-
lence liken Valenti's dismissal of the
correlation between television violence
and street crime to the tobaceo indus-
try's practice of disputing research
linking smoking with cancer.

Simon has been talking with
Valenti and others in the industry, but
the senator is not optimistic about be-
ing able to fend off restrictive legisla-
tion by crafting new voluntary steps to
curb violent programming.

“All or none of these [bills] might
pass,” Simon said at a rare meeting of
industry representatives and TV vio-
lence critics Aug. 2. “I can tell you
that none of the sponsors of these ini-
tiatives is losing votes back home with
these ideas.” [ ]




Source: Washington Post, August 5, 1993, pp. C1, C4.

Violence

Bills Would Require
“V-Chip,” Regulation
Of Fiction Programs

By Ellen Edwards

Washingtan Past Staff Writer

After months of hearings on tele-
vision violence and veiled threats to
the industry, members of Congress
this week are taking the step most
feared by the networks—introduc-
ing legislation to impose’controls.

{  ep. John Bryant (D-Tex.) on
auesday introduced a measure that
would require the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to establish
regulations to reduce violence on
television. It calls for fines for any vi-
olations and would require that when
a station’s license comes up for re-
newal, the FCC take into account its
efforts on the issue,

A second bill, to be introduced to-
day by Reps. Edward J. Markey (D-
Mass.) and Jack Fields (R-Tex.),
would mandate that every television
sold in the United States contain the
so-called V-chip, the technology that
would allow a viewer to block out
programs classified as violent by the
networks.

“The floodgates have opened,”
said David Carle, press secretary to
Sen, Paul Simon (D-I.). Simen has
been one .of the Hill's most outspo-
ken critics of violence on television.
Several observers said they helieved
Congress had been waiting to see
what happened at Monday's indus-
try-wide conference in Beverly Hills,
Calif., and that it now appears law-
~akers are ready to take their own

See CONGRESS, C4, Col 1

Assault on
TV Violence

CONGRESS, From Cl

action. The networks' agreement to air advisories
before programs they consider violent has appar-
ently not been enough to appease congressional
critics,

“At Paul Simon’s hearing six weeks ago [Ohio
Sen.] Howard Metzenbaum said, ‘Do something or
else,’ said one network executive yvesterday.
“They just skipped to the ‘or else! "

Network executives who asked not to be identi-
fied said they believe favorable sentiment for both
the bills makes prospects for passage good. “No-
body is going to lose points back home by going af-
ter television violence,” said one,

Said another, “It's like being against mother-
hood and apple pie. It’s a shorthand for ‘Are you
for violence or against it?' _

The networks are worried about First Amend-
ment issues and continued attempts by Congress
and advocates of a variety of causes to control the
content of programs. “We hear from these people
every day,” said ane network executive.

"The networks are also concerned that any pro-
gram carrying an advisory or rated as violent
would lose advertisers.

Bryant, a moderate who was an active support-
er of the Children's Television Act of 1990, said
that while it was “fair to be concerned” about the
First Amendment, he saw no problems in that ar-
ea because the regulation of broadcasting is differ-
ent from issues of free speech. He said the regula-
tions would apply only to fictional programming,
not news or documentaries.

“It's so clearly in the public interest to put a
stop to this that it overrides any chjection that we
shouldn't interfere,” Bryant said yesterday. “It's
become a life-or-death, safety-or-threat issue, I
would very much like to have left it to the net-
works, but it's clear they're not going to do any-
ﬂ'li[]g,"

He said the networks have done almost nothing
after “we moved mountains” to get an antitrust ex-

emption so they could meet to talk about violence.
“They did nothing about it until there were hear-
ings'on the matter. Their guidelines are more than
ineffective,”

The Markey bill would require that every tele-
vision include technology allowing viewers to block
any single program or group of programs that the
networks have rated as violent. There are no
guidelines for how to determine what is viclent or
any instructions that any particular program must
be rated.

Simon said through a spokesman that while he
hasn't opposed the idea of the V-chip, “my prefer-
ence is for industry self-regulation and nat federal
action.” Of the Bryant bill he said, “It crosses far-
ther into First Amendment territory than anything
proposed so far.” Simon shocked the conference
on Monday by calling for the industry to establish
an independent office to monitor violence on tele-
vision and said he would evaluate its progress after
60 days.

Patricia J. Matson, a spokeswoman for ABC,
said, “We would hope Congress would defer any
legislation until they have had the chance to assess.
the effectiveness of any measures we already have
in place.”

She said the network had “serious reservations”
about any “content legislation, no matter how well
intended.”

She said, for example, that ABC has established
an 800 number to tell callers about any ABC pro-
grams that carry advisories and that in its first
four days, the network had received 4,500 calls.

James H. Rowe, an NBC spokesman, said that
while the network “applauds” Markey's concerns,
it “agrees with Sen. Simon that voluntary steps
and not legislative fiats are the way to go. The
proposed legislation is not simply an empower-
ment toal for parents because it will undoubtedly
extend the reach of government into TV program-
ming in a manner that may have a host of unin-
tended consequences.

“However well-intentioned, his legistation would
undoubtedly condemn any network program car-
rying an advisary, whether it was a historical dra-
ma on the Civil War or the Holocaust, or even a
maodern-day program on such vital issues as date
rape and domestic violence.”

A spokesman for CBS said the network would
have no comment on the Markey measure until it
was actually introduced.

©1993 Washington Post Company. Reproduced by the Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, with the permission
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Statlon Managers:

Staff reponter

Los ANGELES—By an overwhelm-
ing majority, TV station managers
say television is too viclent, accord-
ing to a recent survey conducted for
ELEcTRONIC MEDIA.

Though most surveys on violence
focus on viewer reaction, the exclu-
sive EM poll concentrated for the

firgt time on the attitudes of local

broadcasters.
Conducted two weeks ago by

Greene Marketing Group, the poll
questioned 100 general managers
across all regions of the country and
all market sizes.

The result: 74 percent said there
was too much needless violence on
the small screen.

“I think there is some gratuitous
violence we're subjecting our con-
sumers to,” said Tim Bever, general

Television 1s too violent

manager of CBS affiliate KBCI-TV,
Boise, Idaho.

“I think theatrical features that go
on tfelevision (are among the worst
offenders). Some of the network fare
is a little rough,” Mr. Bever said.

Asked to choose the worst offender
of four options—basic cable, broad-
cast, syndication and local news—65
percent of those surveyed picked
basic cable.

Local news received the best
marks of the four, with only 13 per-

(Continued on Page 12)
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{Continued from Page 1)
cent citing it as the biggest
source of viclence on television.

“The focus on the networks
doesn't do justice to the violence
question. I think the networks
are doing a fairly good job of
regulating violence,” says Jef-
frey Marks, general manager of
NBC affiliate WLBZ-TV, Ban-
gor, Maine.

“I don’t think that the people
who are observing violence are
taking the time to differentiate
the different types of television
they see,” said Robert Davis,
general manager of NBC affili-
ate KMTR-TV, Eugene, Ore.

“I think cable has proliferated
more of a violent element in
programing, and over-the-air
broadcasting has had to air
more violent programs to be
competitive,’” says Patrick
North, general manager of inde-
pendent KPHO-TV, Phoenix.

A majority of general manag-
ers—55 percent—say they have

refused or would refuse to air a
program that they deemed too
violent.

Mr. North said he has opted
not to show certain movies on
KPHO.

“I think it's tougher for the
independents because we do
have to compete,” he said.

“*As long as there are dis-
claimers and we let the audi-
ence know there's vioclence, they
can choose to watch il or not.™

Bul Michael Fisher, president
and general manager of FBC af-
{iliate KTXL-TV, Sacramentao,
Calif., says he has never blocked
a program.

“Televisions don't shoot peo-
ple; guns doe,” he said.

“It is a powerful medium. We
can do a lot. We've certainly
edited some programs, and
we've run disclaimers," he said,

“But I can't remember the last
time, or the first time, that
somebody complained to me
about viclence on this television
station."”

Attitudes were divided over
the Federal Communications




Commission involvement in the
issue of violence.

Almost half—49 percent—of
general managers polled gaid
the FCC should not have the au-
thiority Lo enforce regulations
against violence as it does with
indecency. However, 42 percent
said the commission should
have that authority.

“Government’s track record is
as questionable as what you see
on TV," says KBCl's Mr. Bever.

“4A lot of them deal from an
emotional base; a lot of them
are reactionary to the squeaky
wheel rather than what is the
populace. We don't need their
intervention.”

Here are some other high-
lights of the poll:

While close to hali—44 per-
cent—of general managers sur-
veyed said they would like to
see rating codes for television
similar to those used for theatri-

cal movies, 74 percent were op-
posed to the so-called V-chip, a
device that theoretically could
be installed in new TV sets to
block out violent shows.

While 57 percent said advi-
sories are a good solution, 18
percent said the answer is to
leave all decisions solely in the
hands of the consumer.

And when it comes to the
most violent show on network
television, “Cops” was the top

vote-getter, cited by 27 percent
of those responding to the ques-
tion.

“The Untouchables" tallied
10 percent of that vote, and
made-for-TV movies tied with
the yet-to-premiere ABC series
“NYPD Blue" at 6 percent.

When taking into account all
programing, pay cable was
named most often, by 14 percent
of respondents, as carrying the
most violent programing.#



Source: Electronic Media, August 2, 1993, pp. 23.

By DIANE JOY MOCA
’ Staff reporter

Los ANGELES—The broadcast netwarks, as well
as TBS Superstation and Turner Network Televi-
sion, hdve all agreed to begin placing advisories
on their programs to warn parents about violence
or other content inappropriate for children.

Though viewers will start to see more advisories

than ever in the past, these warnings will not

all look the same.

According to the Advance Parental Advisory
Plan adopted on June 30 by ABC, CBS, NBC and
FBC, a general advisory will state: “Due to some
violent content, parental discretion advised.”

It will be placed at the beginning of programs
and after some commercial breaks, as well as
on all related promotions and ad material.

Each broadcast network will determine on its
own which programs receive an advisory, though
all four agreed on several broad standards.

The plan says advisories may be used because of
the overall level of violence; the graphic, unex-
pected or pervasive nature of the violence; the
tone, message or mood of the program; the context
of the violent depiction; the composition of the in-
tended audience and the time period it is shown.

The advisories will begin appearing on broad-
cast network movies, miniseries, specials and se-
ries (which will be evaluated on an episode-by-
episode basis) at the start of the fall season.

At the end of two years, the networks will col-
lectively evaluate the success of the plan and
make appropriate changes.

At that time each network will determine
whether or not 1o continue using the warnings.

The plan asks all distributors, including net-
works, syndicators and local stations, to be re-
sponsible for placing advisories on their fare.

Nearly a month before the broadeast networks
announced their plan, the Association of Indepen-
dent Television Stations unanimously approved
its own advisory plan suggesting that 2]l indepen-
dent stations place advisories where appropriate
on programs (especially theatricals), and on all re-
lated promotions and ad material.

Five advisories are offered by the plan, with the
most involved stating: “The following program in-
volves realistic portrayals of human behavior, in-
cluding acts of violence, which may be disturbing
to children. Parental discretion is advised.”

Both plans indicate that the advisories are not
intended to discourage program distributors from
editing out gratuitous violence and in fact encour-
age the networks and stations to serutinize and
cut out violence more than ever.

ABC is creating three basic advisories: one to
indicate violence, one for mature themes such as
sexuality and one for adult language.

TBS and TNT have also agreed to abide by the
guidelines spelled out in the broadeast networks’
Advance Parental Advisory Plan.

Their advisory will say: “This movie contains
violent material which may be unsuitable for chil-
dren, Parental discretion advised.”

Each network is producing its own warning that
will contain the “production lock of the appropri-
ate network,” according to Bob Levi, executive
vice president of program administration at
Turner Entertainment Networks. .

He said it was “highly unlikely” anything other
than a movie would require an advisory.#
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How the “V-chip’
plan would work

By KRUSSELL SHAW
Special 10 ELECTRONIC MEDIA

By the end of this year, the
Electronic Industries Asso-
ciation will adept voluntary
technical standards that,
among other functions, may
make it possible for future
TV sets to block out recep-
tion of violent programing or
other objectionable material.

The proposed “V-chip” ca-
pability is being backed by
Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass.,
chairman of the House En-
ergy and Commerce telecom-
munications subcommittee.

Ted Turner, president and
chairman of Turner Broad-
casting System, has also

backed a similar technologi-
cal solution.

An ELectronic MEDIA sur-
vey of TV station executives
found that 74 percent said
the V-chip isn't the solution
to the question of violence on
television, which is the sub-
ject of an industrywide con-
ference in Los Angeles today.

The V-chip capability
would actually tie in to a
broader Extended Data Ser-
vice technology, approved
last year by the Federal Com-
munications Commission.

EDS signals contain pro-
gram information, emergency
alerts and promotional an-
nouncements, and are carried

(Continued on Page 20}

(Continued from Page 12}
in the vertical-blanking interval
that separates each of the 525
lines of on-screen video signal
used in the NTSC broadcast
standard.

In current technology, each
interval—visible to TV viewers
as a thick black line when a
screen “jumps’’ or “rolls"—is 42
lines deep. Some of those lines
can suppert 30 infermation
characters per second. ]

Vertical-blanking interval
lines currently in use contain
material like program titles and
network affiliation and closed-
captioning information.

Despite the increased use of
the 42-line vertical-blanking
interval, there are still more
than 20 available lines for use.

The EIA proposal would re-
serve three lines in the remain-
ing inventory to transmit pro-
gram ratings information,

similar to theatrical ratings,
which would likely be in ASCII
characters.

With V-chip techrology, yet-
to-be-developed software inside
the TV set would detect incom-
ing ASCII characters corre-
sponding to objectionable rat-
ings, and would scramble
reception of the incoming sig-

* nal.

Much of the specifics have yet
to be developed, including the
precise way set owners would
configure their equipment to in-
tercepi these signals at given
times.

There are alse unanswered
questions about password en-
cryption which would provide
security as well as flexibility
should parents wish to view
programing they would ordi-
narily block for their children.

Whether the ratings informa-
iion would be broadcast at the

beginning of the program, or in-
termittently throughout is an-
other issue that has not yet been
resolved.

EIA officials say that trans-

mitting a “V" code only at the
beginning of a program would
not lock out viewers who tune
in after the program starts.
" Because V-chip design is in
its early stages, none of the set
manufacturers have any imme-
diate plans to incorporate the
feature into new sets.

If V-chip capability only be-
comes available through cir-
cuitry incorporated into new
sets, it would not become avail-
able to households unless they
bought a new TV.

This has led some to tout that
access control's most promising
future lies in building this capa-
bility into set-top converters
rather than hard-wiring it into
TV sels.#
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. Cable to Air

Violence

Warnings

15 Networks Agree
To Parental Advisory

By Ellen Edwards

Washington Post Staff Writer

The major players in cable televi-
sicn, following the lead of the broad-
cast networks, yesterday agreed to
air a warning to parents on violent
programs,

Fifteen networks—including

HBO, Showtime, USA, the Disney

Channel, MTV, Nickelodeon, A&E,
the Discovery Channel and the
Turner Entertainment Networks—
accepted the advisory, which could
be applied to anything shown on ca-
ble, including movies. The criteria
for determining what is viclent will
be left up to each network.

While the agreement was en-
dorsed by Sen. Paul Simorn (D-IIL.),

one of Capitol Hill's most vocal crit-

ics of television violence, he said in a
statement that *labeling violence is
more of a bandage than a real cure.
The best solution still is to reduce
the overall levels of violence on tele-
vision.” T

The action, announced by the Na-
tional Cahle Television Association,

comes just days before an industry-
wide conference on television vio-

lence to be held in Los Angeles.
“You want fo come in with some-
thing concrete agreed upon,” said
ane cable spokesman,

The networks and the producers
of television programs are doing al!

See CABLE, Gs, Col. 1
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Cable Adopts
Advisory

CABLE, From G1

they can to head off any congressional restric-
tions. They are particularly afraid that Congress
might require a “V-chip,” a device within a TV
that parents could activate to blank out any pro-
grams that the networks coded as violent.

The cable Iabel, identical to what the broad-
cast networks have adopted, will say: “Due to
some violent content, parental discretion ad-
vised.” Networks are free to go beyond this basic
language; HBO, for one, is likely to make its ad-
visories more explicit, perhaps describing the
acts of violence.

Like movie ratings, the labe! is an attempt at
self-regulation by an industry that has come un-
der widespread criticism in the last several
months, especially after the unusually bloody
May ratings sweeps. -

In fact, its effect may he very limited. Many of
the cable networks already air a variety of dis-
claimers. HBO and Showtime, for example, show
the Motion Picture Association of America rat-
ings for feature movies, as well as adviscries for
sex, violence and language. HBO has carried dis-
claimers for 15 years, said spokesman Quentin
Schaffer. He said the spy movie “Blue Ice,” which
will air this fall, would carry a disclaimer, as ddes
the “Tales From the Crypt” anthology.

On Shewtime, the film noir series “Fallen An-
gels,” which begins Sunday night, will carry a
“mature advisory,” said McAdory Lipscomb Jr.,
senior vice president for corporate affairs.

MTV spokesman Carole Robinson said every
video submitted for airing is reviewed by a stan-
dards committee, and “gratuitons violence is not
something you would see on MTV." The net-

work has cccasionally aired warnings in the past,
she said.

The USA Netwaork has carried advisories
warning of mature subject matter or adult situa-
tions for about 10 years but has never had a vio-
lence warning, according to spokesman Dan
Martinsen, He said no programs have yet been
designated to carry the new advisory.

Peggy Binzel, director of government affairs
for Turner Broadcasting, said although her net-
work edits movies “heavily” for violence, some
might still merit the warning. She cited some
Clint Eastwood movies as an example.

“Pretty soon labels will get so ubiquitons that
we will pay as little attention to them as we do to
the warnings on tobacco advertising,” said Peggy
Charren, founder of the watchdog group Action
for Children’s Television, who has criticized la-
beling as ineffective.

Cable has long been viewed as a worse offend-
er in airing violent programs than broadcast tele-
visiofn. A recent study commissioned by the Na-
tional Cable Television Association showed that
to be true for cable-originated dramatic pro-
grams, but not for children's shows,

The study excluded any programs or movies
that were not made specifically for cable, such as
feature-length movies, which are often consider-
ably more violent than other fare and are the sta-
ple of some cable networks. The study was done
by George Gerbner of the University of Pennsyl-
vania’s Annenberg School for Communication.

Lipscomb said the cable networlks were not in-
vited to join the broadcast networks when they
made their original announcement, thongh they

_ were encouraged to do so afterward. He said he

thought that because cable has aired advisories
for years, “a number of the broadcasters felt
they had to catch up with cable in informing their
viewers.”

Representatives of cable companies have been
meeting under the Television Violence Act,
sponsored by Simon, which waived antitrust laws
to permit discussions on the subject.
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Warning shots at TV

The networks’ new system won't stop mayhem or quell public anger

nd now, from the folks who this
Aseason brought you three ver-
sions of the Amy Fisher-Joey
Buttafuoco story, quickie movies on the
David Koresh shootout and the World
Trade Center bombing, bizarre brutality
in ““Wild Palms” and infanticide in *“Mur-
der in the Heartland,” comes this star-
tling concept for the fall: “Due to some
violent content, parental discretion ad-
vised.” The explicit warning adopted last
week by ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox net-
work executives is new, but it arises from
a fear that has gnawed at Americans
since the first days when Robert Stack,
playing Eliot Ness, shot it up with gang-
sters every week in “The Untouchables”
in the 1950s. As the (Milton) Eisenhower
Commission put it in1969: “We are deep-
ly troubled by the television’s constant
portrayal of violence. . . in pandering toa
public preoccupation with violence that
television itself has helped to generate.”
The problem is that the warning sys-
tern won’t cover much of the mayhem

on the tube. Only one regular-season
show, Steven Bochco's “NYPD Blue,”
will contain the warning—and that was
decided before the networks staged last
week’s Capitol extravaganza. Presum-
ably, the warning will also be slapped
on a handful of movies. But it will not
be applied to: cable station offerings,
which in “adult” programming have an
even bloodier tinge than network

shows; independently produced shows

like the new “Untouchables™; children’s
TV shows, which in the 1990-91 network
season reached a historically high 32 vi-
olent acts per hour during network
weekend TV (chart, Page 49); any
newscasts, including local TV news,
which in many cities has become a near
ceaseless chronicle of gore and reality-
based TV shows like “Cops.”

Another shortcoming is that each
network will decide for itself when to
issue an advisory. There will be no uni-
form standard for what constitutes wor-
risome violence. “The advisories will

have absolutely no effect,” predicts Da-
vid Abbott, director of the Boston-
based Foundation to Improve Televi-
sion, an antiviolence advocacy group.
“Happy violence."” There has been a
long-running debate about whether this
saturation of media violence, including
the routine barbarity in movies, video
games and comic books, is causally con-
nected to the actual level of violence in
modern culture (story, Page 50). What-
ever the linkage, there is now widespread
agreement that the publicunderstanding
of violence —especially that of chil-
dren—has been recast over time. “The
historically limited, individually crafted,
selectively used and often tragic symbolic
violence [of fairy tales, myths and Shake-
speare] has been swamped by ‘happy vio-
lence,”” argues critic George Gerbner.
“Happy violence shows no pain or tragic
consequences. It is a swift and easy dra--
matic solution to many problems.”
Whatever the scientific truth, there
has been a surprising convergence of
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" “trauma of the Los An-

for-TV movies that aired

opinion in the past year
that media violence abets
the real violence on
America’s streets. The
urgency of the current
debate began after the «J

gelesriots lastyear asthen
Vice President Quayle
and_others attacked

Hollywood for its

loose morals. It was fu-
eled by an especially
bloodthirsty run of made-

during ratings “sweeps” /
periods last fall, February and
May. The last one, in particular, was
called “one of the bloodiest months in
TV history,” by North Dakota Sen. Kent
Conrad because 18 of the 29 network
movie slots were filled with films or mini-
series containing significant levels of
violence. Not surprisingly, Congress

is getting into the act, threatening
everything from warning-label stand-
ards to requirements that new TVs in-
clude technology that allows par-
ents to block out certain shows,

Tumed off. Driving the fervor is
the increasingly assertive concern
among parents of all persuasions
who fear most that their kids will be
warped or frightened by it all. But
adults also embrace larger pur-
10ses. Liberals have drifted to
che cause on the theory that better, more
positive media images can lead to social
improvement. Conservatives, who have
been in the trenches longer, are especial-
ly anxious to press their argument that
Hollywood is run by a pack of brutality-
loving libertines. Fully 96 percent of the
70,000 persons who recently responded
to a write-in survey by US4 Weekend said
Hollywood executives glorify violence
and an equal number said they had
switched off a show before it ended be-
cause of its violence.

One especially intriguing alliance is
helping galvanize the crusade — the bud-
ding cooperative work between gun ad-
vocates and gun controllers. The Center
to Prevent Handgun Violence has set up
a Hollywood office to press for a more
realistic portrayal of the devastating con-
sequences of gun violence —for example,
that a gun victim can end up permanently
paralyzed in a wheelchair. The National
Rifle Association would like to see puns
used more responsibly, as well. “It galls
us that every night we get lectured by
ABC,NBCand CBS News, and then they
g0 to their entertainment programming

nd show all kinds of gratuitous vio-
:ence,” says NRA Executive Vice Presi-
dent Wayne LaPierre. '

~|

5 = ¢

Hollywood’s response has been a
strange admixture. One ingredient is
contrition. “Wild Palms,” the exotic
miniseries produced by movie director
Oliver Stone, for example, was so prue-
some that just two days after it aired,
CBS Broadcast Group President How-
ard Stringer found himself promising a
Senate subcommittee, “Definitely, we're
going to do better.”

Another ingredient is defiance. “This
is a bogus issue,” says Bochco, creator of

LENEWE

I Rt
:. Violent incidents per
-, .hour on children's TV.

1967 | - -
- Note: Figures are for daytime cildren's TV
i pograms bmadcast by retworks on weekends,
USN&WR—Rasic data: Annenberg School for

- Communication &t the Unhersity of Pe:_\qsﬁ\ran

Lineup variety. Reality-TV
shows like “Cops" mirror
society. Quiclie movies
like “Ambush in Waco”
{left) exploit news evenis.
And Ciint Eastwood says
he tried to use gore in
“Unforgiven" to show how
unglamorous violence is.

such groundbreaking shows as
“Hill Street Blues.” ‘“There’s

more viclence on the 5 o'clock

news than anything you’ll see on the
networks during prime time.” During

many weeles that’s true. The nonvio-

Ient half-hour family sitcom remains
the staple of network programming, es-
pecially in the upcoming season.

Hypocrisy. Of course, no media execu-
tive’s reaction to public concern would be
complete without a dose of hypocrisy. In
a mea culpa before the House telecom-
munications subcommitt®® on June 25,
Ted Turner, chairman of CNN and TBS,
said TV executives who put violent pro-
grams on the air were “guilty of murder
as far as I can see. They all are. Me, too.”
This worthy sentiment comes almost five
months to the day after TBS ran this
promotional ad a week before the Super
Bowl: “No football? No problem. A day
of unnecessary roughness, personal fouls
and sudden death.” The featured films
included the standard ferocious fare of
Chuck Norris, Jean-Claide Van Damme
and Clint Eastwood.

Most intriguing of all Hollywood's re-
sponses have been attempts by some to
make violence morally instructive,
Eastwood said his Oscar-winning West-
ern, “Unforgiven,” ‘was designed to
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“preach that it isn’t glamorous to take a
gun; it isn’t glamorous to kill people; it
isn’t pretty.” (Yet his next film, “In the
Line of Fire,” due out thisweek, issure to
inspire outragé because it centers on a
madman’s attempt to assassinate the
president.) Even more daring, perhaps,
are, the hopes of Albert and Allen
Hukhes, the 21-year-old twins from De-
“iEGiPwho-treaicd e most graphicaily
brutal film of the season, “Menace II
Society.” In that film, gunshot victims
appear on the screen almost every 15
minutes. The victims are filmed convuls-
ing, salivating and in every other dimen-
sion of agony. The reason, according to
Allen: “We make realistically vio-
lent scenes that almost make peo-~
ple want to turn their heads when
they see it. You bring [youths] in 4
[the theater], you appall them, you
make them sick from the vio-
lence.” Agrees Albert: “That real-
ly messes with people.”

Advertiser fallout. [n Hol-
lywood, though, ethical is- < &
sues usually fall victim to the
bottom line. And these days,
economic currents provide the
most hope against purveyors
of violence. ABC’s made-
for-TV movie “Murder in
the Heartland” was so violent
that advertisers deserted it in
droves, costing the network sev-
eral million dollars. NBC has
reportedly rejected two proj-
ects for next season-a segquel
to its Koresh movie and a TV-
showing of Michael Douglas’s “Falling
Down”—because of fear the violence
may incite criticism. “This is an industry
based on trends,” says independent
producer Jennifer Alward. “The net-
works are turning away from violence.
The buzzword these days is ‘family trau-
ma stories with an edge.’”

To promote the new antiviolence
ethos, President Clinton’s staff and key
congressional figures are reportedly con-
sidering convening a gathering this fall to
which they would invite big corporate
advertisers and encourage them to with-
hold support for blood-stained shows,
U.S. News has learned. In a paradoxical
way, this all could strengthen the efficacy
of the network warning system. The mere
threat of a warning being slapped on a
show might be enough to deter the pro-
ducers and advertisers, And, these days,
the deterrence of violence —real and in
the media—is what everybody craves. M

BY HARRISON RAINIE, BETSY STREISAND AND
MONIKA GUTTMAN WITH GORDON WITKIN

‘Science looks at TV violence

fter more than 1,000 scientific.

, studies,’the notion that violenc
“ portrayed in‘popular culture has an
- impact on’behavior is finally coming,
- through —although the pictire’is still:
a bit fuzzy: Résearch shows that 1

| of violent “superhero” cartoons ex-
hibited more-aggressive play than a
‘group shown episodes of “Mister
:Rogers’ Neighborhood” or documen-
taries Another study of aremote Cn- |
_nadjan town showed that aggressive
‘behavior in kids rose after the town
gained access to television broadcast-
ng.’A long-term study found a link
between children who preferred to
:‘watch violent programs as 8-year-clds
“and their propensity {o commit vio-
‘lent ‘crimes by the age of 30: '
. 5till, the leap from scientific stud-

s to the real world is tricky, says
-+ sociologist David Phillips of the
F  University of California at San
" Diego, who found that the U.S.
bomicide tate briefly in- |
creases by nearly 10 percent’
several days after a national-
ly televised heavyweight
championship fight. “It’s
like watching rain fall on a
pond and trying to figure
out which drop causes
which ripple,” he says. Ob-
viously, not every child who
watches violent images be-
comes a criminal —and there
islittle evidence of long-term ef- .
fects on youngsters whose first
exposure to violent TV comes
&% after age 12. Research also
- suggests that kids are far less swayed
"% | by violent cartoon characters than
they are by the violence of live actors,
And sometimes, images of violence
elicit sympathy. When one group of
Berkowitz’s subjects was told the los-
ing boxer died as a result of his beat-
ing —thus making the consequences
of the violence more vivid —its aggres-
sive response was lower.

The real danger of violence in pop-
ular culture may result from the fact
that it sometimes reinforces existing
prejudices. The most aggressive re-
sponses in Berkowitz's study, for in-
stance, arose in those subjects who
were told that the loser was an abusive
man. Apparently, seeing images of a
bad person being violently punished
motivated viewers to mete out harsh-
er punishments of their own. That’s
when the primordial urge for ven-
geance can get pushed too far.

Impact. Does this inspire aggression?

lence may be those that reinforce the
moral message of right over wrong.
Punching back. The clearest evi-
dence comes from lab studies show-
ing that depicted violence can lead
to a short-term rise in aggressive be-
havior. In a series of landmark stud-
© ies in the 1960s, psychologist Leon-
ard Berkowitz of the University of
Wisconsin found that college stu-
dents who had seen a clip of the.
bloody boxing match in the film
classic “Champion” responded to
provocation much more aggressively
than students who had not seen it.
Field studies also suggest that vio-
lent TV may lead to more-combative
behavior in children. In one study,
preschoolers given a monthlong diet

By WiLLIaM F. ALLMAN
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Networks’ Plan
to Label Violent

By ROBERT L. JACKSON

and DANIEL CERONE
TIMES STAFF WRITERS

WASHINGTON—Staunch op-
ponents of TV violence criticized a
parental advisory plan offered by
the major television networks on
Wednesday while television exec-
utives defended it against accusa-
tions that it does not resolve the
problem. .

Lawmakers and aetivists who
have pushed hard in recent months
for a dramatic reduction in the
level of TV violence, which they
contend is directly related to vio-
lence in society, said the network
labeling plan is not enough. -

“IU's like having a chemical com-
pany paint their smokestack red to
say here's where the pollution is
being emitted,” said Sen. Byron L.
Dorgan (D-N.D.), one of at least
half a dazen members of Congress
who have threatened measures
bordering on censorship if the
industry fails to police itself.

Adding to the skepticism about
the plan's effectiveness was the
networks’ contention that none of
their current series are violent
enough to warrant the label, al-
though they expect an occasional
TV movie and one new police show
on ABC, "NYPD Blue,” to carry it.

“Under the guise of ‘empower-
ing’ parents, the industry is aveid-
ing its own responsibility for the
violent content of the entertain-
ment it produces,” said Rep.
Charles E. Schumer (D-N.Y.).
“The networks, cable and film
industry efforts should be focused
on lowering the amount of vialence
on TV and reducing children's
exposure tojt.”

Executives from NBC, ABC, CBS
and Fox defended the plan at a
Washington press conference,
however, hailing it as a major move
to give parerits “timely information

Plense see VIOLENCE, A6

Source: Los Angeles Times, July 1, 1993, pp. Al, A6. (National Edition)

Continued from At

about depictions of viclence” that
will help shield children from the
harmful effects of televised may-
hem,

They were joined by two leading
lawmakers concerned about the
psychological impact of violent
pregramming on children—Sen.
Paul Simon (D-IIL) and Rep. Ed-
ward J. Markey (D-Mass.),

In a joint statement, the net-
works said the parental advisory
plan—which is'to be given a two-
year test—adds to “the ongaing
commitment of each network to
eliminate inappropriate depictions
of vielence on television.”

Beginning with their program-
ming this fall, the networks wil]
label viglence-prone shows with
an eight-word advisory: "Due to
some violent content, parental dis-
cretion advised.”

Each network will decide for
itself when to issue the advisory. It
will run at the beginning of the
program and during commerecial
breaks, and also will be included in
advertising and promotional mate-
rial for the program.

Warren Littlefield, president of
NBC Entertainment, rejected criti-
cism that the networks could not
regulate themselves regarding the
amount of violence they portray on

A4

“There was one research group
that said cur recent 20th anniver-
sary special of “Laugh In" was too
violent,” he noted. “Well, 40 mil-
lion viewers saw that program and

‘we didn’t get one complaint it was

teo violent.”

Simon, chief sponsor of 1950
legislation that frees industry offi-
clals from antitrust sanctions to
work out voluntary guidelines by
the end of this year, called the
parental warning label “a signifi-
cant step in the direction of assur-
ing that a powerful medjum can be
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a force for good in our society.”

Markey, chairman of a House
subcommittee that has conducted
hearings on television violence,
said the industry’s decision to label
its most violent shows marked “the
dawning of a new era" in.which the
television industry no longer is
challenging findings by psycholo-
gists and others thal violence-
prone programs strongly affect
young viewers. .

Both, however, said more action
is needed.

Markey said he will continue to
push for enactment of legislation
requiring manufacturers to equip
new television sets with a “block-
ing" mechanism allowing parents
to screen out shows they deem
unsuitable for their children.

“In teday’s world of two working
parents, it's unrealistic to believe
that Mom or Dad can be silting
with their children whenever
they're watching TV," Markey said
at the press conference,

Jack Valenti, president of the
Motion Picture Assn. of America,
joined i the press conference and
said the movie indusiry would
cooperate in the plan where films
are shown on television,

Valenti noted that an industry-
wide conference would be held in
Los Angeles on Aug. 2 to discuss
further measures, and that a series
of meetings would take place “dur-
ing the next several months” to
solicit support from writers, direc-
tors, producers and TV-movie de-
velopers to eliminale gratuitous
viclence from televised tramas.

There were conflicting reactions
to the plan in the advertising
community, where some applauded
it and others predicted problems.

“How far will they take this?"
asked Kenneth Olshan, chairman
of New York ad giant Wells Rich
Green BDDP. “I suppose they
could brand the ‘Wizdrd of Oz' as

.,

Reuters

Jack Valent], Motion Picture Assn. of America president, said the movie
Industry would cooperate In the plan where films are shown on TV.

being violent.”

Olshan said a violence warning
for TV shows could clearly scare
advertisers away from any show
“that-has the brand on its fore-
head."

But the chairman of the ad
industry’s largest trade organiza-
tion said the new warnings could
help viewers and advertisers make
better decisions. Many advertisers
now hire outside specialists to ad-

vise them about violence in specifie -

TV shows,

“It is annoying to many adver-
tisers to have Lo screen each show,
and this could help eliminate some
of that,” said John G'Toole, presi-
dent of the New York-based
American Assn. of Advertising
Agencies.

Opponents, however, insisted
that the plan is too conservative.

The parental advisories may
even inflame the problem by driv-
ing up ratings for violent program-
ming, sugpested Terry Rakolta,
founder of the advocacy group
Americans for Responsible TV.

“The advisories will make it a lot

easier for kids to find the stuff,”
said Rakolta, who wants to remove
all programming with violence
from the airwaves during hours
when children are most likely to be
watching—4 p.m. to 9 p.m.

The networks are not the first to
suggest a labeling system. Jim
Hedlund, president of the Assn. of
Independent TV Stations, said his
trade group last week sent out
suggested advisories to its 300-
member stations to accompany the
host of syndicated action-adven-
ture series and theatrical maovies,
which tend to contain more vio-
lence than network offerings.

"The networks were simply pro-
posing to do what we already
decided to do. Welcome aboard,”
said Hedlund. "I'm somewhat dis-

- appointed that they didn't place a

call to us to see if we wantedtobe a
part of this.” ’

Jackson reported from Washington
and Cerons from Los Angelss. Times
staff writors Bruce Horovitz and John
Uppman in Los Angeles also contribut-
od to this story.
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By DOUG HALONEN

Washington bureau chief

WasHingTon—Firing a wamning shot across the televi-
sion industry’s bow, Federal Communications Commis-
sion Chairman Jim Quello last week announced his sup-
port for escalating efforts by activists to curb TV
violence,

In addition, Mr. Quello endorsed a legislative pro-
posal that would give the
FCC the same enforcement
authority over violent pro-
graming that it already has over indecent programing.

“We've got to do something about this excessive vio-
lence,” said Mr. Quello, in an interview last week.

“We're desensitizing society. Kids are now beginning
to imitate what they see on TV,” the chairman added.

Mr. Quello also specifically endorsed an ongoing ef-
fort by Terry Rakolta's Americans for Responsible Tele-
vision to win legislation that would oblige the agency to
crack down on viclent programing during children's
viewing hours.

Ms. Rakolta formally pitched the proposal in a letter
lo House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman
John Dingell, D-Mich., last weel.

“Society and our children are suffering due to the
irresponsible use of our public airwaves by networlk
moguls,” the letter said.

As of press time, an aide said the lawmalker had not
decided whether to sponsor such a bill.

Nonetheless, the FCC's Mr. Quello made clear that
Ms. Rakolta will be able to count on his support.

“If she gets the legislation introduced, I will support
the concept and we'll enforce it,” Mr. Quello said.

{Continued on Page 30)

Quello to

fight TV
violence

(Continued from Page 3)

Mr. Quello added that
he was well aware that his
position would not please
“First Amendment abso-
lutists.”

However, he said there
is sometimes a conflict be-
tween the First Amend-
ment and the agency's

duty to ensure that the
public interest is served.
*If the First Amend-
ment rights conflict with
the public interest, as far
as the FCC is concerned,
the public interest should
prevail," Mr. Quello said.
Ms. Rakolta'’s letter as-
serts that the American
Medical Association, the
National Institute of Men-
tal Health and other
groups have concluded
that “childhood watching
of TV violence is directly
related to criminally vio-
lent behavior later on."#
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Primal Screen

Kids: TV Violence &
Real-Life Behavior

By Deon Oldenburg

Washingten Post Stall Writer

The 8-year-old New York girl was
used to petting her way with the TV
remote control. But when she per-
suaded her parents to rent the video
“Child's Play 2,” an R-rated horror
movie about a possessed doll named
“Chucky” that maims and kills, for
days afterward she pleaded at bedtime
that her mother check under the bed
and keep the lights on.*

Her parents dismissed it as “normal™
fears,” no different than the willies
they used to get watching werewolf
and chain-saw flicks. That was until
they chanced upon their .daughter
measuring her grip around her little
brother’s neck. “She wasn't really try-
ing to hurt him,” says the mother now,
“hut it did make me stop and think.”

A 15-year-old suburban Maryland
boy says he watched police shows and
“glayed guns” with neighbor kids
when he was younger. Among his
friends were kids who wanted to be
cops some day so they could shoot
people like on television and Hulk
Hogan fiends whose choke holds and
full nelsons got old fast.

Yately, reallife seems to have
caught up with the TV fantasies for
him. He was attacked by punks from a
nearby high school a year ago. Toughs
Hanging out in school hallways mim-
icking the macho rhetoric of MTV rap
artists intimidate him. Talk of guns
stashed in lockers bothers him,

“] guess you could say TV takes its
toll on a lot of people,” he sighs.

Researchers have been saying as
much, with the preponderance of evi-
dence. from moare than 3,000 studies
over two decades finding that viclence
portrayed on television influences the
attitudes and behavior of children who
watch it. Justice Department figures
showing the youth arrest rate for
murder, manslaughter, forcible rape,
robbery and aggravated assault in-
creased by 16 percent between 1989
and 1990 have turned up the volume
of that message recently.

In late February, the American
Psychological Assaciation (APA) re-
leased a task force report, five years
in the making and heraided as the

LI T TETurY g S SR J TR e
most comprehiensive Joolkk ever, al the s

role of television in society. Titled
“Big World, Small Screen,” it estimat-
ed that the child who. watches an
average two to four hours of televi-
sion daily will have witnessed 8,000
murders and 100,000 other acts of
TV viclence by the time he leaves
elementary school, “Television can
cause aggressive behavior and can
cidtivate values favoring the use of
aggression,” it concluded. The task
force called for a federal TV policy
“protecting citizens and society from
harmful effects.”

Last Tuesday, psychologist Leon-

_ard Eren, a research professor emeri-

tus at the University of Illinois, deliv-
ered a harder-hitting indictment of
America's favorite pastime at the U.S,
Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs hearing on vinlence and the
media. “There can no longer be any
doubt,” he said, “that heavy exposure
to televised violence is one of the
causes of aggressive behavior, crime
and viclence in society,”

Channeled Aggression

Researchers, however, only now
are beginning to tune in to which
youngsters couched obediently before
TV are most “at risk.”

Not every child mesmerized by on-
screen viglence (about five violent
acts per hour prime-time; 26.4 violent
acts per hour on children's program-
ming, including cartcons) grows into a
troubled adolescent or sociopathic
criminal. And those headline-grabbers
that do (the 12-year-old Florida boy
who set himself ablaze imitating his
favorite Motley Crué video; the 13-
year-old California murderer who con-
fessed his idea to pour salt on his
victim's wounds came “from TV")
tend to convince parents that violent
programming affects only other peo-
ple’s children. But despite a fuzzy
picture of who is most vulnerable,
researchers have determined that
“bad kids" aren’t the only ones.

“[t is the crucial question that has
never been answered: Are some chil-
dren more likely to be affected nega-

tively by violence on television than
others? says Diana Zuckerman, a
Washington psychologist and a mem-

ber of the APA Task Force on Televi-

siont and Society,

Zuckerman says she saw the neg-
ative conditioning of TV violence in a
1981 study in which she worked with
third-, fourth- and fifth-graders, With-
out knowing what TV shows their
students regularly watched, teachers
at the school rated the children on a
variety of measures—including ag-
gressiveness and violence. Zuckerman
and her colleagues meanwhile docu-
mented the kids' TV-viewing habits
by hours and content.

“These were upper-middle-class el-
ementary school kids who were func-
tioning very nicely,” says Zuckerman.
“There was a definite relationship be-
tween what they watched and how
they behaved,”

Amang the questions asked of the
students: Had they ever imitated the
violence they saw on television? “Most
of them said they did," says Zucker-
man. “Mostly things like, they'd
watched some program on the TV
and then they'd hit their little sister.”

But if all children are potentially at
risk, some researchers fear most for
those whose community and home
environments already overdose them
with violence, “Children in the inner
city, children who live in the high
crime areas, kids who are on their
way home from school who . have to
dodge bullets,” says Eron, chairman of
APA’s Commission on Violence and
Youth, “these are the ones who are
most affected,

“Watching TV violence for those
kids validates that kind of behavior.
They see it on television and think it’s
happening all over and it's normative.
They don't see any other alternatives.
Kids who live in middfe-class suburban
areas are affected too. But [the vio-
lence] is not as central to their lives.”

Carol Beck says she sees that influ-
ence among her students at Brook-
lyn's Thomas Jefferson High School, If
bitterness rings in Beck's words when
talking about the negative impact of
television, videos and films on chil-
dren, there's good reason: In the five
years she has served as principal at
the school located in a neighborhood

(continued on next page)
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where children are jolted from sleep
by the sound of gunfire, where sirens
- ~nd angry voices are the norm, 50 of
ir students have been killed in street
viglence.

“The many decisions our young
people make regarding behaviar,
dress, future aspirations, and nour-
ishment for their bodies are shaped by
forces outside of the home,” she testi-
fied at the Senate committee hearing
Jast week. “Our children are the end
result of the saying that ‘The media is
the message’ [sic]. Our children are
being brainwashed by the constant
and insidious violence portrayed in the
media.”

TV Guidance?

Thirty vears ago, when Eron began
researching how children learn to be
aggressive, he was skeptical that tele=
vision could have such a deleterious
effect. He believed it probably kad no
greater impact than did Saturday af-
ternaon westerns of his youth or tra-
ditional though violent fairy tales of
childhood. But a survey he conducted
in 1960 of 875 third-graders and their
parents in a semi-rural New York
county changed his mind.

Looking for clues as to how par-

nting practices related to children's
violence at school, Eron unexpectedly
uncovered a link between violence on
the TV shows the boys watched and
their aggressive behavior at school.

Returning 10 years later to rein-
terview more than half of the eriginal
subjects, Eron discovered a striking
connection between the boys who
viewed violent TV shows at age 8 and
their apgressiveness at 18, Control-
ling other variables (IQ, sccial status,
etc.), he also found that boys who had
ranked low on aggression 10 years
earlier but watched violent television
turned out “significantly more aggres-
sive” than boys who originally ranked
high on aggression but didn't watch
vinlent shows.

Two years ago, Eron revisited
those subjects. Most were about 30
years old. Locking into additional data
such as criminal records, he found “no
relation to what they were watching
at age 19 and how aggressive they
were at 19, or at age 30,” he says.
“But there was a strong relation be-
tween what they watched at age 8 and
their aggressive behavior at age 19
and at age 30."

If the staying power of TV's violent
messages is alarming, so is a tangen-
tial finding from the study that serves
as a major clue to what kids are at
risk: “The more hours of television
the children watched when they were
8 years old,” says Eren, “the more
serious were the crimes they were
convicted of by the time they were
ape 30, and the more aggressive they
were under the influence of alcohal,
and the more severely they punished
their own children.”

Adjust That Dial

To profile whe's at risk, research-
ers are trying to define the psycholog-
ical dynamics at work when children
fine-tune their minds to programs that
range from reenacted murders on
“America’s Most Wanted” to Wiley
Coyote flattened like a pancake on
“Roadnunner” cartoons.

The most risky age range for TV
violenice is from the voungest viewers
up to ages 8 to 10, they believe. Until
children reach the double digits, says
Eron, “they find it very difficult to
differentiate what's real and what's
not real on TV. After age 10, they
know pretty much what's not real and
it has less effect on them.”

Young children tend to rehearse
mentally the sequence of behavior
they see on television over and over.
“By seeing these displays of violence,
by fantasizing about them, they re-
hearse them and they are more likely
to understand them as normal behav-
ior,” says Eron, clarifying that TV
violence is one of many “contributing
factors” to today’s viclence. “It teach-
es them ways of solving interpersonal
prablems , .. and contributes to the
development of certain attitudes and

‘norms of behavior.”

) {.ast month, the Naticnal Behav-
ioral Science Research Agenda Com-
mittee, a mental health coalition at-

tempting to identify areas of national

concern, reported that “children whe
watch a great deal of violence on TV
are Jess likely to recoil at the violence
of others ... That some children
choose to watch violent television pro-
grams and are influenced by them,
whereas others are not, suggests
some characteristics of children that
make them more prane to the attrac-
tions of violence.”

One of those characteristics is a
predisposition  ta  aggressiveness.

“The research cn media violence sug-
gests that those children already with
a history of aggressive behavior that's
recognized by peers and teachers are
the kids who search out violent mate-
rial, identify more with violent charac-
ters, and are most susceptible to this
type of programming,” says psycholo-
gist Edward Donnerstein,

A professor of communications at
the University of California at Santa
Barbara, Donnerstein’s research fo-
cusing on sexually violent material has
found some “very disturbing” effects
extending into the teenage years that
aren’t necessarily blatant, “The notion
that I watched a lot of violence on TV
and never killed anybody doesn't
mean there aren’t other effects,” he
says. “We don't say everybody is go-
ing to go out and commit a rape, but
they certainly might have a different
attitude about victims of rape, or
about what rape is. They might be
desensitized about viclence and have a
callous attitude toward victims of vio-
lence which, given the events of our
times, we should be concerned about.”

To expect a child to recognize ac-
tions portrayed on television to be
wrong or unreal is expecting too
much, says Zuckerman. “The tricky
part is that what you or I think is 2
horrible turn-off might unfortunately
for some impressionable children
strike them as neat or awesome.

“The concern is about imprinting or
engraining the association of sex with
violence in the impressionable minds
of children whose limited life experi-
ence can’t counter the influence. . ..
Some kids may be learning what they
think " is appropriate behavier from
these programs.”

Staying Tuned

Leenard Eron cautions that other
characteristics also put children at
risk. Those who are socially less popu-
lar and those who aren't good stu-
dents seem to be affected more—es-
pecially when combined with an
already aggressive nature. “Kids who
are aggressive don't get along so well
with other kids so they don't spend $o
much time with them,” he says. “But
they do spend more time watching
TV. And if they don't find schoolwork
satisfying, they spend more time
watching TV.”

Emphasizing that "a whole host of
factors” contribute to increasing the

(continued on next page)
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risks of watching TV violence, Don-
nerstein says "effect-size” estimates
attribute between 5 and 15 percent of
kids' apgressive behavior to televi-
sion's influence. “That's a lot,” he
says, “And most of this research has
heen done with traditional program-
ming. What_has.changed in tha last
five years is access to cable, to pay-
per-view. Children have an easier
time heing exposed to very graphic
material. A film rated ‘R’ that once
was only in a theater has a great
chance of heing seen hy children at
home now. So we're really talking
about a much more violent content
that's only beginning to be looked at,
“The strange thing is we don't
know what the effect of this will be.
For some kids, it will be very powerful
stimuli. These possibilities exist now
much more than they did a decade
ago.” )

What

Parenis
Can Do

What frustrates research-
ers is that despite alarming
findings over two decades, the
message that violent TV pro-
gramming affects children’s
attitude and behavior is large-
ly ignored and often denied by
those in the best position to
control the problem—parents.

The solution is not “all or
none.” Research indicates that
wiile children who spend a lot
of tirme in front of the TV set
do poorly in school, those whe
spend moderate time watching
TV actually perform better
than those who watch none at
all. So, realistically, parents
need to learn not how to bhan

their children from watching

TV, not how to censor the
violence and sex and glamorous
beer ads and bad attitudes por-
trayed on the screen, but rath-
er how to cut the losses. The
key to that, researchers be-
lieve, is being there when your
child watches television.

Some pointers from the ex-
perts:

w “Tf you start talking about it

with your children, they really
do start thinking about these
issues,” says Kansas State
University psychologist John
P. Murray, author of “Using
TV Sensibly,” a brochure
available free by sending a

self-addressed stamped enve-’

lope to HDFS—TYV, Kansas
State University, Justin Hall,
Manhattan, Kan. 66506-1403.
 "Too often adulits think it is
impolite to interrupt a TV pro-
gram, to comment on it,” says
Murray, “but it's the best way
to get yolr message across in
a comfortable environment
rather than preaching.”

w “The whole idea would he to
make it a less passive activi-
ty," says psychologist Diana
Zuckerman, coauthor of “Use
TV To Your Child's Advan-
tage” (Acropolis Books,
$9.95), “lt can be made a
shared experience where you
learn important lessons. If par-
ents talk to their kids, ask
them ‘What do yon think hap-
pened there? ‘What are the
alternatives to hehaving like
that? You can teach kids how
to be skeptical about the TV
commercials they watch, how
ta tell the difference between
reality and fantasy, how to
think of alternative solutions
to the ones they're seeing on
V. .
m Teach your children that
when they're watching TV,
says Zuckerman, “They aren’t
playing ‘Candy Land,’ or jump-
ing rope, or reading, or learn-
ing to share with other kids.
Even if they're watching all
great TV programs, they
would still be missing out on
all those other parts of grow-
ing up—like playing."

- —Don Oldenburg
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