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ABSTRA¢ T

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Report
and Policy Statementc on Children's Television Programs susmarizes the
findings of a series of hearings held in response to a petition of
Action for Children's Television (ACT), urging that the FCC prohibit
sponsorship and commercials in children's programing, forbid product
mention by program hosts and require a minimum of 14 hours®
children's programss per station per week. The PCC held that
elimination of commercial sponsorship was financially impractical,
and refused to establish a specific nuaber of hours for children's
prograas, but stated that stations have a clear obligation to provide
children's programing which would be considered in license renewal.
The industry was criticized for confining programing to weekends and
urged to increase weekday offerings. Restrictions were placed on the
nunber of minutes devoted to commercials and on separation of progranm
and commercial matter. Broadcasters were given time to comply, and
further review of compliance was promised. Appendixes includes an
issue-oriented summary of hearing testimony, plus nases of
participants in public panel discussions and oral arguments. (SK)
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
' COMMISSION

[Docket No. 10143; OO 74-1:74)
CHILDREN'S TELEVISION PROGRAMS
Report and Policy Statement

In the matter of petition of action for
children’s television {ACT) for rulemak-
ing looking toward the eimination of
sponsorship and commercial content {n
children’s programming and the astab-
lishment of a weekly 14 hour quota’ of
children's television rrograms, Docked
No. 19142,

I Introduction, 1. 3y notice Issued
January 26, 1971 (Docket 19142, 28 FCC
2d 368, 36 FR 14219) we instituted a
wide-ranging inquiry into children's Pro-
gramming and advertising practices.

2. This inquiry was instituled at tie
request of Action for Children’s Televi-
sion (ACT) and our notice specifically
called for comment on ACT's proposal
that the Commission adopt certain guice-
lines for television programming for chil-
dren. These guidelines are as follows:

(a) There shall be no sponsorship and
no commercials on children's television.

(b) No perfos mer shall be permitted to
tuse or mentic.: products, services or
stores by brana : imes during children’s
programs, nor shall such naies be in-
cluded in any way during chiluren’s pro-
grams,

() Each station shal! provide daily
programming for children and in no case
shall this be less than 14 hours s week, 85§
part of its public service requirement.
Provision shall be made for program-
ming in each of the age groups specifiad
below, and during the time periods speci-
fled: (b Pre-school: Ages 2-5 7 a.m.—6
p.am, daily, 7 a.m.—-6 p.m. weekends: (i)
Primary: Ages 6-9 4 pm.-8 p.m. dally,
8§ am-8 p.m. weekends: (iil) Elemen-
tary: Ages 10-12 5 pm.-9 pm daily,
9 am.-9 p.m, weekends.

3. In addition to comments on the
specific ACT proposal, the Commiscion
requested interested parties to submit
thelr views on such issues as the proper
definition of what constitutes “children’s
Programming”, the appropriate hours
for broadessting children's programa,
the desirability of proviung programs
designed for different age Jroups, com-
mercial time limitations, separation of
advertising from progratuming content,
and other areas of concern. The Com-
mission also requested all television U-
censees and networks to submit detalled
information on their current children's
programming practices, including a
classification of programs as being either
entertaltunent or educational. We gave
notice that this informsation might be
used 8s & basis for formulating rules
concerning programming and advertise
ing in children's televiston.!

*The scope of the Commission's inquiry
in this procseding did not extend to the ts-
sues of violence and obscenity in television
programming. The House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations, however, have
requested the Commission to submit s re-
port by December 31, 1974, outlining the
sctions we pian to take in these areas, We

will, therefore, address the problems of vio- .

lence and obscenity at that time.

NOTICES

4. The response Lo our notice was over-
whelming. More than 100,000 citizens ex-
pressad their opinions {n writing and the
sccumulated fllings fill 63 docket vol-
umea. This material falls into three main
categories: formal pleadings, programe-
ming data from stations and networks,
and informal expressions of opinton (let-
ters and cards) !

5. To mpprise itself furtl:er of the
various issues involved in cliflilren’s tele-
vision, the Commission condu.ted panel

~discussions focusing on specific areas of

thterest on Ogtober 2, 8, and 4 of 19722
Forty-four individunls took part in these
discusstons, including representatives of
citizens groups, broadcasters, advertisers
and performers. These panel discussions
were followed by oral argument which
was presented before the Commission on
January 8, 8, and 10 of 19783, ¢ Forty-one
persons participated in the oml argu-
ment, representing public interest
Sroups, advertisers, educators, licensees,
producers and performers.

6. The record in this procesding in-
cludes 1252 pages of transcript in addi-
tion to further comments and the previ~
ously mentioned 63 docket volumes.

I1. Children's Television Programming.,
7. We believe that proposals for a set
athount of programming for children of
various age groups should appropriately
be considered {n terms of our statutory
authority and against the background of
the Commission’s traditional approach to
program regulation,

A, Scope of Commission guthority con-

cerning propramming, 8, Section 303 of

the Communications Act, 47 US.C. 3083,
confers upon the Commission broad au-
thority to regulate broadessting as the
“public convenience, interest, or neces-
sity™ requires. On the basis of this stand-
ard, the Commission is empowered by
section 303(b), 47 US.C. §303(b), to
“[plrescribe the nature of the service to
be rendered by each class of licansed sta-~
tions and each station within any class.”
(emphasis supplied.) The Commission is
further authorized to: [cllassify radio
stations”; provide for experimental uses
of frequencies, and generally encourage
the larger and more effective use of radio
in the public interest”: and “[mlake
such rules and regulations and prescribe
suggis rcst.rite ! :E‘!&mhmd condltign, not in-
co n W, 83 may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.”
47 U.8.C. 303 (), () and ().

9. The Supreme Court has made it
clear that these provisions do not limit
the Commission to the role of a “trufiic
officer, policing the wave lengths to pre-
vent stations from interfering with each
other.” “National Broadcasting Co. v,
United States,” 319 U.S. 190, 215 (1943),
“ITIhe Act,” the Court held, *does not
rentrict the Commission merely to super-
vision of th; trafe.” Id. at 2:5-16. The
Commission neither exceeds its powers
under the Act nor transgresses the First

T A digest of comments appears in Appen-
dix A,

*Participants in the pane! discussions
ane listed in Appendix B,

¢ Oral argument participants ate listed o
Appendix C.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Amendment -in interesting itself in gen-
eral program format and the kinds of
programs broadcasts by lcensees.” “Red
Lion Broadcasting Co. v, FOC,” 395 U.S.
367, 380 (1869). But, while the Commis-
sion’s statutory authority is indeed broad,
it 1s certalinly not unlimited. Broadcast-
ing is plainly a medium which s entitled
to First Amendment protection, “United
States v. Paramount Pictures, Inc.”, 334
U.S. 131, 166 (1548). Although the unique
nature of the broadeasting medfum may
Justify some differences in the First

Amendment standsrd applied to it, it is’

clear that any regulation of program-
ing must be reconciled with free speech
corsiderations. In Section 326 of the Act,
47 U.8.C. 328, Congress has expressed its
concern by expressly prohibiting “censor-
ship” by the Commission. For thess rea-
sons, the Commission historically has ex-
ercised caution in approaching the reg-
ulation of pregraming:

[I]n applying the pubMe intereat stancard
0 programing, the Commission walks o
tightrops batween saying too much and say-
ing foo little, In most casea it has resolved
this dilemma by Lmpoaing only general af-
firmative dutlea—epg., to strike a balance
balwesns various interests of the community,
or {0 provide a reasonable amount of time for

the preasatation of programas davotsd to the
ciscussion of publl issues. The licensse has

Droad discretion in giving specific content to
these dities ¢ * *, Given its long-sstablished
suthority t0 consider program content, this
fpproach probably minimizes the dangsrs of
censorship or pervasive supesrvidon, Banshaf
¥v. NCO, 406 P, 24 1082, 1085 (D.C. Cir 1963),
o, denlad “subnom, Tobacoo Institute v,
FOO," 898 U.S, 842 (1089),

‘Wo belfeve that this traditional approach
is, in most cases, an appropriate response
to our obligation to assure programing
service in the public Interest and, at the
same tims, avold excessive governmental
tntarference with specliic program deci-

B. History 0of general program cate-
pories. 10. In 1029, the Federa! Radio
Commission adopted the position that
Yoansess were expected to provide s bal-
‘anced program schedule designed to serve
all substantial groups in their commu-
nitles, “Oreat Lakes Broadeasting Co.”,
3 FR.C. Ann. Rep. 32, 34 (1929), rev'd
on ofhui grounds 37 P, 2d 993, cert. dis-
misssd 281 U.S. 706 (1830), At this time,
the Commissioner set forth s number of
general programming categories which it
believed should be included in the broad-
cast sexvioe of each station:

IT]he tastes, neods, and desires of all sub-
stv.ntial among the listening public
sbhouid be mat, in soee falr proportion, by
& well-rounded progmm, in which entertain.
ment, pyoe of :11\313 orogot.huohu::;
ant n, education

o tmmm ¢ p‘{zht;uc eventa, disous.
sions of public questions, weathsr, market
Teports, And news, snd matters of intorest
tosumhnnotm{mnynnd.pm. Id.

In listing these programming categories,
the Commixsion made it clear that it did
not “propose to erect & rigid scheduls
speelfying the hours or minutes that may
be devoted to one kind of program or
another,” Id Its purpose was only to
emphsaaise tha general character of pro-
sramming to which licensees must con-
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form {n order to fulfill their public service
responsibility. While the Commission’s
st did inciude “matters of interest to all
members of the family”, children's pro-
grams were not :peclﬂcsuy recognised

A8 » distinet category entitled to special
conaideration.

11. In 1848, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission reafiirmed the ;™RC’s
omphasis on & “well-balanced program
structure”, and noted that since at least
1828 license renewal applications had
been required “to set {~rth the average
amount of time, or percentage of time,
devoied to entertainment programs, re-
lgious promams, educational programs,
agricultural programs, fraternal pro-
grams, ete.” FCC, “Report on Public
Bervice Responsibility of Broadcast Li-
censees” 12-13 (1048 (hereinafter cited
a8 The Blue Book). In line with the views
of 1ts predecessor, the FCC did not recog-
nize programs for children as an inde-
pendent category and no suggestion was
made as the percentage of time that
should be devoted to any category.

12. The Commission’s first recognition
of children’s programs as & distinct cate-
gory came in the 18680 statement of basic
programming policy. “Report and State-
ment of Policy Re: Programming’, 20
PLF R.R. 1801 (186u). In this report,
“Programs for Children” was listed as
one of fourteen “major elements usually
necessary to meet the public interest,
needs and desires of the community.”
Id. at 1913. The fourteen elements in-
cluded such matters ss educational pro-
grams, political broadcasts, public affatrs
programs, sports, entertainment and
service to minority groups. No special
emphasis was given to childrens pro-
gramming over and above these other
categories, and again the Commission
made it clear that its list was “neither
all-embracing nor constant” and that it
was not “intended as a rigid mold or
fixed formula for station operation.” Id.
The ultimate decision as to the presenta-
tion of programs was left to the licensee,
who was expected, however, to make a
positive effort to provide a schedule
designed to serve the varled needs and
interests of the people in s community,

13. The Supreme Court, In its land-
mark decision in “Red Lion Brosdcast~
ing Co. v. ’CC,” 395 U.8. 367 (18697, gave
considerable support to the principle that
the FOC could properly interest {tself in
prograum cafegories, In this decision, the

Court specifically affirmed the Conunis-
sion’s fairness doctrine and noted that
the doctrine (In addition to requiring a
balance of opposing views) obligates the
broadesster to devote & “reasonable per-
centage” of broadeast time to the discus-
sion of controversial issues of public tm-
portance, The Court made it plain that
“the Commission 15 not powerless to in-
sist that they give adequate . . |, atten-
tion to public issues.” Id. at 893.

14, While the holding of the Red Lion
case was limited to the fairness doctrine,
the Court’s opinion hss a significance
which reaches far beyond the category
of prommmina' dealing with public is-
sues, Court resolved the PFirst
Amendment fssues in broadeasting by
stating that “iilt 15 the right of the

NOTICES

viewers and Ilisteners, not the right of the
broadeasters, which is paramoune.” Id.
at 380. It stated further, that “[ilf ir
the right of the public to receive suitable
access to socla’, political, csthetic, moml,
and other ideas and experiences which
iz crucial here. That right may not con-
stituticnally be abridged either by the
Congzress or by the FCC.” Id. This lan-
guage, In our judgment, clearly poiats
to & wide range of programming respon-
sibilities on the part of the broadeaster.

C. Programs designed for children. 15.
Ome of the questions to be decided here
{s whether broadcasters have a special
obligation to serve children. We belleve
that they clearly do have such a respon-
sibility.

16. As we have long recognized, broad-
casters have a duty to serve all substan-
tial and important groupe in theis come-
nmnities, and children cbviously repre-
sent such a group. Further, because of
their immaturity and their special needs,
children require programming designed
specifically for them, Accordingly, we ex-
pect television broadcasters as trustees of
& valuable public resource, to develop
aud present programs which will serve
the unique needs of the child sudience.

17. As noted above, the Federal Radio
Commission and the Federal Communi-
cations Commission have consistently
maintained the position that broadeast~
ers have a responsibility to provide a wide
range of different types of programs to
serve their communities, Children, like
adults, have a variety of different needs
and interests., Most children, however,
lack the experience and intellectual so-
phistication to enjoy or bwe:cfit from
much of the non-entertainment material
broadcast for the general public. We be-
leve, therefore, that the broadcaster's
public service cbligation includes a re-
sponsibility to provide diversified pro-
gramming designed to meet the varied
needs and interests of the child audience.

18. In this regard, educational or in-
formational programming for children is
of particular importance, It seems to us
that the use of television to further the
educational and cultural development of
America's children bears a direct rela-
tionship to the licansee’s obligation under
the Cormmunications Act to opverate in
the “public interest.” Once these children
reach the sge of elghteer years they are
expected to participate fully in the na-
tion’s democratic process, and, as one
commentalor has stated:

Education, in all its plases, i the attempt
10 s0 tnform and cuitivate the mind and wi'l
of a citizen that he rhall have the wisdom,
the independence, and, therefore, the dignity
of a governing citizen, Froeedom of education
u.t.hul.ummmog.“ , & basic postulate
in the planning of & soolety. A. Meikle-
john, The First Amendment {8 an Absolute,
in 1061 Supreme Court Reviow 245, 357 (Kur-
land ed.); see penemlly Srennan, The Su-
premes Court and the Meikiefohn Interpreta-
:h(x; o%‘a ﬁhf Pirst Amendment, 7¢ Harv, L. Rev,

¢In the words of the Supreme Court, “[a]
demoaratic society resta, for {ts continuanoce,
upon the healthy, well-rounded growih of
young people into mxmstuﬂtyudulun.
with all that impites.” ¥, Massachu-
setts, $31 U S, 158, 168 mu)
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We believe that the medium of television
can do much to conwribute to this educa-
tional effort.

Amnunt of programming for chillren.
19. While we are convinced that tele-
vision must provide programs for chil-
dren, and that a reasonable part of this

should be educational in
nature, we do not belleve that it 1s neces-
s&ry for the Commission to presoribe by
rule the number of hours per waek to be
carried in each category. As noted above,
weé are involve. in 8 sensitive First
Amendment area, and we feel that it is
wise to avoid detalled governmental su-
pervision of programming whenever pos=
sible. Furthermore, while the amount of
time devoted to & certain category of
program service i1s an important indi-
cator, we believe that this question can
be handled appropriately on an ad hoe
basis' Rules would, in all probability,
have been necessary had we decided to
adopt ACT's proposal to ban sdvertising
from children’'s progiams. As explained
below, however, we have not adopted that
proposal and it mey be expected that the
commercial marketplace will continue to
provide an incentive to carry these pro-
grams,

20. Even though we are not adopting
rules specifying a set number of hours to
be presented, we wish to emphasize that
we do expect stations to make 2 mean-
ingful effort in this srex. During the
course of this inquiry, we heve found that
a few stations present no programs at all
for children. We trust that this Report
will make it clear that such performance
will not be acceptable for commercial
television stations which are expected to
provide diversified program service to
their communities.

Educational and informationgl! pro-
gramming for children. 21, Our studies
have indicated that, over the years, there
have been considerable fluctuations in
amount of educational and informational

programming carried by broadcasters—
and that t.he level has sometinies been so
low as to demonstrate a lsck of serious
commitment to the responsibilities which
stetions have in this area.! Even today,
many stations are doing less than they
should.

22, We belleve that, in the future, sta-
tions’ license renewal applications lhould
refiect & reasonsble amount of programe
ming which is designed to educate and
inform—and not simply to entertain,
This does not mean that stations must

run hours of dull “classroom” instruc- -

tion. There sre many imaginative and

¢ We are just beginning o roceive complete
information on the chiidren’s programniing
performance of stations through question 8
in section €-B of the new renewal form, MOC
Form 303. It may be that the guestion of
rules will be revisited as we gain experience
under the new form. The Commimion’s
Notice of Inquiry requested licensess to pro.
vide it with complete {nformation oa their
program service to ochildren on a voluntary
basis; unfortunately, t0o faw responded to
provide a valid sample,

'In 1968 and 1060, for example, none of the
networke carried s -lnslo informational pro-
gam (n s Saturday morning line-up of
children’s shows, and only ons network pre-
::1::! an educational program during ihe
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exciting ways in which the medium can
be used to further a child's understand-
ing of & wide range of areas: History,
science, literature, the enviroament,
Grama, music, fine arts, human r:lations,
other cultures and languages, and basic
skills such as reading and machemastics
which are crucial to s child's develop-
ment. Although children’s entertain-
ment programs may have some educa-
tional value (in a very broad sense of the
term), we expect to see a reasonable
amount of programming which is par-
ticularly designed with an educational
goal in mind*

23. We would like to make it clear,
howeves, that we do not necessarily ex-
pect the broadeaster to have programs
designed to cover every subject or fleld
of interest, We simply expect the lcensee
to select the particular areas where he
believes that he can make the best con-
tribution to the educational and cultural
development of the children in his com-
munity—and then to present program-
ming designed to serve these needs. The
Commission will, of course, defer to the
reasonable, good faith judgments which
licensees make in this areq.?

Age-specific programming. 24. In Hs
original petition, ACT requested the
Commission to require broadcasters to
present programming designed to meet
the neceds of three sperific age groups:
(1) Pre-school children, (2) primary
school aged children, and () elementatry
school aged children. During the panel
discussions before the Commission, how-
ever, ACT and several of the other par-
ties agreed that the presentation of
programming designed to meet the needs
of just two groups, pre-school and school
aged children, would be sufficlent to
meet the broadcaster's responsibilities to
the child audience.

25, While we agree that a detalled
breakdown of prugramming into thres

*As s general masatier, programs of this
type are loggad ss “Inatruotional” 1a socord
with the proviaions of Section 73.670 of the
Commission’s rules. The rule defines ingteuc.
tional programming so as to include “pro-
grams * ¢ * {neolving the discusston of, or
primarily designed to further an apprectation
or understanding of, literature, music, fine
arty, history, phy, and the naturmal and
soclal aclences ¢ ¢ ¢ 47 OFR 73.760, Note
1(f). Typkally, such programs as Captain

, Multiplieation Rock, and Wi
Kingdotn are loggad as instructional.

* Another area of concern to many of the
critica of children's programming in this
proceeding was the emphasis on fantasy in
the animated cartoons and {n other “fanci-
ful” programs which dominate the chil~
dren’s scheadule, Such P fug, it ix
Argued, does not offer children the diversi-
fied view of the world of which television
is capable. While the Commission recognises
that cartoons can do much to provide whole-
rome entertainment for young chitdren, we
note that the networks have broadened thetr
schadules for this Fall to inciude more live-
astion shows snd more representations of
“real” people interacting with their familtes
and the world around them, We commend
the networks for being respoilaive to these
oconoesns and for having made an effort to
provide programming which moeets the yaried
needs aud intarests of the child audiance,

&5
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or more specific age groups Is unneces-
sary, we do helieve that some effort
should be made for both pre-school and
school gged children. Age-specificity is
ﬁa;frﬂcularly important in tt;l; aes of
ormational programming because pre-
school children generally cannot read and
otherwise differ markedly from alder
children in their level of intellectual de-
velopment.10 A recent schedule indicated
that, although one network presented s
commendable five hours 8 week for the
pre-school audience, the others did not
appear to present any programs for these
younger children, In the future, however,
we will expect all licensees to make 4
meaningiul effort in this area.

Scheduling. 28. Evidence presented in
this inquiry indicates that there is tend-
ency on the part of many stations to con-
fine all or most of thelr children's
programming to Saturday and Sunday
mornings. We recogniza the fact that
these are appropriste time periods for
such shows, but are nevertheless con-
cerned with the relative absence of chil-
dren’s programming on woekdays, It ap-
pears that this lack of weekday chil-
dren's programs is & fairly recent de-
velopment. In the early 1950's, the three
networks broadcast twenty to thirty
hours of children's programming during
the week. During the late fifties and eurly
sixties many popular shows such gas
“Howdy Doody", "Mickey Mousa Club”
and “Kukla, Fran and Ollis* disappeared,
and by the late sixties, “Captain Kan-
Faroo” was the only weekday children’s
show regularly presented by & network,
While some stations, particularly thoss
not affiliated with networks, do ‘provide
weekday programming for rHdldren, thers
is nevertheless 8 great overall imbslancs
in scheduling.

27. It is clear that children do not
Hmit their viewing in this manner. They
form a substantial segment of the audi-
ence on weekday sfternoons and early
evmumuweuasmmkenda.lntsc&

television

average, only '1(0&%mem of thelr total
viswing time. . Nitlsen Company,
February, 1973). Accordingly, we do not
belisve that it 45 & reasonable scheduling
practice to relegute all of ths program-
ming for this important audience to one
or two days. Although W& A not pre-
mredtondopts;pectﬂcmhedunngnue.
we do expect to sees considerable im-
provement in scheduling practices in the
future,

IOI. Advertising practices—A. Back-
pround. 28. The second msajor ares of
ooncern in this inguiry has to do with
sdvertising practices in programs de-
signed for children, In its original peti.

* With regard to entertalnment program-
ming, there is connlderable evidence that pre-
school children, unifke older children, can-
not distinguish fantasy from reality. It does
not follow, howsver, that because s program
ia not sge-specific, it cannot provide whole-
some entsrtainment for all ages. Theesfore,
while thece may be o0 value in sge-spacifio
sntertainmeat programuning, we cannot aay
that this {s DACsMATY ID everY Case.
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tion, ACT requested that the Commfs-~
sion eliminate all commercials on pro-
grams designed for children and pro-
hibit any other use or mention of fuy
Frodict by brand name, During the
course of the proceading various paities
criticized the amount of commercial mat-
ter now directsd toward children, the
frequency of program interruptions and
a variety of other specific advertising
practices: these tncluded the use of pro-
gram talent to deliver commetcisls
(“host selling”) or comment on them
(“lead-ins and/or outs") ; the prominsnt
display of brand name products on & .
show's set (“tie-ins”); the presentation
of an unrealistic plcturs of the product
being promoted: and the
generally of products which some parties
constder harmfyl to children (e.g., snsck
foods, vitamins and drugs).

29, The Commission's statutory respon.
sibilities inciude sn oblgation to insure
that broadeastars do not engage in ex-
cessive or abusive advertising practices.
The Federal Radio Commission warned
in 1828 that *advertising must not be
of & nature such as to destroy or harm
the benefit to which the public is en-
titied from the proper use of broadcast-
ing.” 2 IR.C. Ann. Rep,. 20 (1928), In
1929 the FRO asn.li: mﬂdemd the ad-
vertising problem
licesises’

the pu.ii-. L:terest. Great Lakes Broad-
casting \v, 3 F.R.C. Ann. Rep. 32 (1929).
The Comini-ston noted that broadeasters
aro lcenst¢ to serve the public and not
the privai. o selfish interests of indi-
viduals or ,oups. It then stated that
“[tlhe on'v exception that can be made
fo this rv+ has to do with advertising:
the exception, however, 15 only apparent
advertising furnishes ths eco-

nomic support for the service and thus
makes it possible.” I/d. The FRC 1ecog-
nisad “that, without advertising, broad-
casting would not exist, and {that 11
must confine itsel! to liniting this ad-
vertising in amount and {n character so
s {0 preserve the largest possible amount
of service for the public.” Id, at 5. The
FCC, over the years, has maintained a
similar position. See “The Blue Book,"
SUpTR, 40-41; “Report and Statement of
Policy Re: . supra, at 1913,
30. Traditionally, however, the Com-
mission has not attempted to exercise
direct supervision over all types of sd-
vertising abuses. Since the Federal Trads
Commission has far greater sxpertise in,
and resources for, the regulation of falss
or deceptive practices, ths
FCC has largely confined its role in this
ares to notifying stations that the broad-
cash of material found to be false or de-
ceptive by the F'IC will raiss questions as
to waether the station is operating in the
public interest. Ses Public Notice entitlad

Pt

X , FCC 61-1318
(1961); “Consumers Association of Dis-
trict of Columbia,” 32 FOC 24 400 (1971).
We ¢t1: t!:)ot beuev:hta:t miﬁ wum lpnro;
pria change oy prasen
time. The Fedaral Trade Comniisston s
currently conducting inquiries into ad-
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vertising practics on children’s brograms
(F.'T.C. File No, 7375150 snd food adver~
tising (F.T.C. File No. 7328054) which
cover many of the advertising practices
oblected to by the parties before the
Commission, In iight of the actions of the
PFTC, we have chosen not to address some
of these specific promotional practices.
On the basis of this proceeding, however,
we are persuaded that an examination of
the broadeaster’s responsjbility to chil-
dren is warranted in the areas of the
overall level of commercialization and
the need for maintaining a cleur sep-
aration between programming =and
advertising.

B. Overcommercialization. 31. Whtle it
is recornized that advertising ie the sole
economic foundation of the American
commeteial broadeasting system and
that continued service to the public Ae-
pends on broadcasters’ ability to main-
tain adequate revenues with which to
finance programming, the Commission
has a responsibility to insure that the
*public interest” does not become sub-
ondinate to financial and commereisl in-
terests, Although this proceeding marks
the first instance in which the level of
advertising on programs designed for
children has been singled out as possibly
abhusive, the Foderal Government has
been concerned siout the problem of
overcommercialization in general since
the Deginning of brosadeast regulation. In
1829, the Federal Radio Commisston took
the position that the “amount and char-
scter of advertising must be rigidly con~
fined within the limits consistent with
the public service expected of the sta-
tion.” “Great Lakes Brosdeasting Co.,”
3 FR.C. Ann. Rep. at 35 (1920). The
Federal Communications Commisston
has continued this poliey. In 1848, for ex-
ample, the Commission noted that, “(als
the broadcasting system {tself has in-
sisted, the public interest clearly requires
that the amount of time devoted to ad-
vertising shall bear a reasonable relation
to the smount of time devoicd to pro-
grams.” “The Blue Book, supra.” 58. In
the definitive 1860 policy statement,
Heensees were admonished to “agvoid
abuses with respect to the total amount
of time devoted to advertising continuity
as well as the frequency with which
regular programs are interrupted for ad-
vertising messages.” “Report and State-
ment of Poliocy Re: Programming, supra,”
at 1912-1613.

32, Although some of the parties to
this proceeding questioned the Commis-
ston’s authority to limit the 1evel of com-
mercialization on children’s programs,
the Commission bellieves that it hss
ample suthority to set in this grea. This
issue was raised in conjunction with the
Commission’s general inquiry into over~
commercinlization in 1963-1964, when
the Commission concluded that it could
adopt rules prescribing the maximum
amount of time & lcensce may devote
{0 advertising:

Numerous sectionn of ihe act refer to the
public interest, ono element of which clearly
is the appropria‘e division as between pro-
gram material and advertising * ¢ ¢, We
conceive that our authority to deal with

NOTICES

overcommercialization, by whatever reasou-
able sud appropriate means iz well estab-
itshed. Ainendment of Part § of the Coun-
mission's Rules and Regulations with Re-
spect to Advertising on Standard, FM, and
Televisicon Brosdeast Stations, 36 FOO 45, 46
(1964),

I 8 licensee devoted an excessive
amount of his broadcast time to adver-
tising, the Commission could certsinly
consider that factor in deciding whether
8 renewal of the license would serve the
“public interest”, See WMOZ, 36 FCC
201 (1864); Gordon County Broadcast-
ing Co., 24 PLF R.R. 315 (1962); Mis-
sissippi Arkansas Broadeasting Co., 22
P&F R.R. 305 (1861), If a given policy is
an appropriate consideration in indi-
vidual cases, then, as the Supreme Court
has suggested, “there I8 no reason why
[the policy] may not be stated in ad-
vance by the Commission in interpreta-
tive regulations defining the prohibited
conduet with greater clarity.” “Federal
Communications Commission v, Ameri-
can Broadeasting Company,” 347 U.S.
284, 280290, note 7 (1854).

33. A restriction on the amount of time
a broadcaster may devote to advertising
does not constitute censorship or an
abridgement of freedom of speech. The
courts have traditionally held that com-
mercial spsech has little Mrst Amend-
ment protection. “Valentine v, Christen-
sen,” 316 U.S. 52 (1942) ; “Breard v, City
of Alexandria,” 341 U.S. 622 (1951). A
Congressional ban on cigarette advertis-
ing on television was held not to viclate
the First Amendment, in part, because
broadcasters “fhadl lost no right to
speak—they [had] only lost an ability to
collect revenue from others for broad-
easting their commercial messages.™
“Capital Broadeasting Co. v. Mitchell,”
333 F. Supp. 582, 584 (1871); afi'd 405
U.8. 1000 ¢1872).

3¢. If our pollcy against overcom-
mercialization {s an important one, and
we believe that it is, it is particularly
important in programs designed for
children, Proadoasters have & special re=-
sponsibility to children. Many of the
parties testified, and we agree, that par-
ticular care sbould be taken to insure
that they are not exposed to an excessive
amount of advertising. It is & matter of
common understanding that, because of
their youth and inexperience, children
are far more trusting of and vulnerablas
to commercial “pitches” than sdults,
There is, in addition, evidence that very
young children eannot distinguish con-
ceptually between programming and ad-
vertising: they do not understand that
the purpoee of & commescial s to sell &
product. See Report to the Surgeon Gen-
eral, “Televiston and Growing Up: The
Impact of Tplevised Violence,”"” Vol. IV
at 469, 474 (1870). Since children watch
television long before they can read,
television provides advertisers acceas to
& younger and mote impreossionable age
group than can be reached through any
other medium, Sea “Capital Broadcast-
ing Co., supra,” at 585-8. For these rea-
sonys, special safeguards may be required
to frsura that the advertising privilege i»
ot ebused. As the SBupreme Court
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astated, *iilt s the Interest of youth
ftsalf, and of the whole community that
children ¢ . .. safeguarded from
abuses.” “Prince v. Massachusetts,” 321,
U.S. 168, 165 (143).

85. Despite these concerns, we have
chosen not to adopt ACT's proposal to
eliminate all sponsnrship oan programs
designed for children. The Commission
believer that the question of abolishing
advertising must be resolved by balanc-
{ing the competing juterests in light of
the public {nterest." Banning the cpone
sorship of programs designed for chil-
dren could have a8 very damaging effect
on the aniount and quality of such pro-
gramming. Advertising is the basis for
the commercial broadessting system,
and revenues from the sale of commer-
¢ial vime provide the financing for pro-
gram production. Ellminating the eco-
nomic base and incentive for children’s
programs would inevitably result in some
curtailment of broadcasters’ efforts in
this ares, Moreover, it seems unrealistie,
on the one hand, to expect icensees to
improve significantly their program serv-
ice to children and, on the other hand, to
withdraw & major source of funding for
this ask,

36. Bome suggestions were made dv:-
ing the proceeding that institutional ad-
vertising or underwriting would replace
product advertising if the latter were
prohibited. Although we would encourage
broadcasters to explore alternative
methods of financing, at this time there
is little evidence that the millions of dol-
1ars necessary to produce children's pro-
grams would, in iact, e forthcoming
from these sources, Since eliminating
product advertising could hsave a seri-
ous impact on program service to chil~-
dren, we do not believe that the publie
interest would be served by adopting
ACT's proposal.

37. Ths present proceeding has indie
cated, however, that there is a sertous
basis for concern about overcommercial-
fzation on programs designed for chil-
dren. Since children are less able to
understand and withstand advertising
appeals than adults, brosdcasters should
take the special characteristics of the
child sudience into consideration when
determining the sppropriste level of ad-
vertising in programs designed for them.
Many broadecasters substantially exceed
the level of advertising that represents
the best standard followed generally in
the industry. The Television Code of the
National Associrticn of Broadcasters, for

® At one time the Commission msintained
the posftion that “sustaining® programming
(which was not comumercially sponivored)
playsd an important role in bromicacting.
The Commisston’'s 1M@ policy statenent
pisced consideradle emphasis on sustaining
prograins t0 assure balanosd programming
and to serve minority tastes and interests.
The Blue Book, supra, 12, In 1960, howeaver,
the Commission reversed its position on the
grounds that “under modarn oonditions
sponsorship fosters rather than diminishes
the avallabiiity of important public afairs
and ‘cultural’ broadcast progr " Ree
port and Statement of FPolisy Re: Programe
ming, supra, at 1914,
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example, permits only nine minutes and
thirty seconds of non-program material
(including commercials) in *

time” programming (Le., 7:00-11:00), In
contrast, many stations specify ag much
As sixteen minutes of commercial mat-
ter an hour for ¢hose time periods in
which mast children's programs are
hroadenst,

38. Although advertlsing should be
adequate t0 insure that the station will
have sufficient revenues with which to
produce programming which will serve
the children of its community meaning-
fully, the public interest does not pro-
tect advertising which s substantially in
excess of that amount. These revenues,
moreover, need not be derived solely from
drograms designed for chiidren,

39.0nt.hebuuntuu-pmeeed1ng.the

; believea that in many cases
the current levels of sdvertising in pro-
S o B S ey o e
cesk ol Whas is necessary for try
to provids programming which serves the
Public futerest. Recently, following ex-
teasive discussions with the Commis-
slon’s Chatrman, the National Associs-
tion of Broadcasters agreed to amend its
code to limit non-program material on
children’s programs to nine minutes
and thirty seconds per hour on week-
<nds and twelve minutes during the week
by 1078; the Association of Indepeandent
Television Stations (INTV) hag agreed

while
continuing to tmprove service to children.
40, The Commission’s own economic
studies support this assumpéion, The ec-
onomic data indicates that there is aa
“fnelasticity of damand® for advertising
on children’s programs. It APpears,
therefore, that the level of advertising
on children’s program oan be reduced
substantially without significantly af.
fecting revenues because the price for
the remsining time tends to increase.
In 1972, for example, the NAB reducad
the pernissible amount of non-program
materfal on weekend children’s programs
from 16 to 12 mt iutes per hour; sithough
the amount of natwwk advertising was
cut by 23 percent, the networks’ gross
revenues for children's programs fell
by only § peroent. The Commission an-
tictpates aimilar results if advertisiag

ductions, and the fact that 12 minutss
per hour will still be permitted on week-
days (when most of these stations pro-
gram for children) should soften sny sd-

41. The fsatis remaing, however, wheth-
er the Conwnission should adopt per se
mleanmmn:themmtotdm
on progratus designed for children or
awsit the resuits of the tadustry's at-
tempt to regulate itself. The decisions of
the NAB and the INTV to restrict ad-
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vertlsing voluntarily are recent develop-
ments which occurred during the course
of this inquiry and after consultation
with the Commission’s Chairman and
stafl. The Commission commends the L1
dustry for showing a willingness to reg-
ulate itself. Broadeasting which serves
the public intersst results from acilons
such as these which reflect a responaive
and responsible attitude on the part of
broadeasters toward their public service
obligations,

42. In light of these actions, the Com-
mission has chosen not to adopt per se
rules limiting commescial matter on PIY-
grams designed for children at this time,
The standards 2dopted by the two asso-
ciations are comparable to the stand-
ards which we would have considered
adopting by rule In the absence of in-
dusiry reform.* We are willing to nost-
pone dirset Commission action, there-
fore, until we have an opportunity to as-
sesa the effectiveness of these self-regu-
Intory measures. The Commission will
expect all licensees, however, to review
thelr commercial practices tn programs
deaigned for children in 1ight of ths pol-
icies outlthed by the Commission and the
standands now agreed upon by substan-
tial segments of the industry, and to
limit advertising to children to the
lowest level consistent with their pro-
gramming responsibiitiess. I & should
appear that self-regulation is not effec-

 The actual proposals of the two induastey
groups we as follows: (1) Baginning in
January, 1975, the NASB Cods will permit
broadcasters 0 ‘ainutes of Don-program
material por hour oo Satunday and Sunday
chikiren's progracys and 14 minutes dquring

lsvels will be further restricted to © minutes
and thirty ssoconds on weekands and 12 min.
utes during the week; (2) bdeginning in
Janusry, 1875, the Association of Independ-
ent Televizion Stations will reduce its ad-
vertising %0 13 minhutes per hour on Saturday
and Sunday and 14 minutes during the
wesk; begiuning in January, 1978, advertis-
ing will be limited to § minutes and thirty
seconds on the wasksad sad 13 during the
week,

Ths Comnission i willing to socept the
phased-in reduction proposed by the indus
try. Although the Commissfon’s ooonomic
studiss indtoate that afiltates probably
would not suffer signiicant sccoomic hand-
siip from an tmmediste reduction, noa-
afiltated hosdoasters could be afected. TRe
Commission’s own esconoosic analysis [
Sested a gradus!l tmpismentation of the
propassd reduction. Sincs ths NAS membaern
include non-afMilisted stattons, we Dajtevs
that both the NAB and INTV proposals are
reanonable,

The Commission, in sddition, Ands the pro-
posed differentials between weskend and
woekday programming to be acceptabie, Un-
Uke Sstundsy snd Sunday morning whan
there 1 10 algmificant sudieccs other than
Ry e by

3
The more mbttsxg;i.u “mmm be-
tween *he permissible level of advertising on
chitdren’s and aduli during the
15 e diaincsative 0 pro-

mk.::l
gram on weekdays. Sinoe we are
already concerned about the econocentration
of ehiidren's

on the weskend,
nmwmmtom Salance which
the industry has on this i,

afternoons -
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'Y
formance. The Commniasion will, in ad-
dition, continually review boomdcssters’
performance on an industry-wide baais '

» Broadcasters who ane not membars of
eimrmmarmmm.otcoum.
not bound by their propossd phased-in rs-
Report, however, the Comsmimin o it

] s Commiasion expects
licensess 00 maks » geod taith e¥art to being
conformance

their adve insa
nmmmmmmmmmamm
period i, 1974.

Wo wish to strews thet sell.regulation
soceptable tn this ares if it 1s

effective generally throughout the industry.
As the Chairman has stated: “1t & important
that certaln stamdards apply industry wide
ad not solely to thoss brvadcastars who vol-
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1f self-regulation does not prove to be a
successful device for regulating the in-
dustry as a whole, then further action
may be required of the Commission (o
insure that licensees operate in & man-
ner consistent with their public service
odbligntions.

C. Separation of program matter and
commercial matter, 48. The Commission
is ooncerned, in sddition, thut many
broadcasters do not presently :naintain
an adequate separrtion between pro-
sramming and sdvertising on programs
designed for children. The Commission
has ample authority under the Commu-
nications Act to require broadeasters to
maintaln such & separstion. Any prac-
tice which s unfair or deceptive when
directed to children would clearly be in-
consistent with a broadcaster's duty to
operate in the "public interest” and may
be prohibited by the Commission. Section
317 of the Communications Act, in addi-
tion, specifically requires that all sdver-
tisements Indicate elearly that they are
paid for and by whom, 47 U.8.C. 8117
The rationale behind this provision is,
in part, that an advertiser would have an
unfair advantage over listeners  they
could not differentiate between the pro-
Eram and the commercial message and
were, therefore, unable to take its pald
status into consideration in assessing the
message. Hen:iugs on HR 5585 before
the “House Committes on the Merchant
Marine and Pisheries,” 690th Cong., 1st
Sess, at p. 83 (1926). If inadequate sepa~
=ation contributes to an inability to dif-
{ferentiate programming from sdvertis-
ing, then Commission action designed to
maintain a ciear separation would fur-
ther the policles of section 317.

47. Gn the basis of the information
gRathered in the course of the Commis-
slon's inquiry, it has become apparent
that children, especially young children,
have oconsiderable difficulty distinguish-
ing ecommercial matter from program
matter. Many of the participants knowl-
edgeable in the areas of child devalop~
ment sad chiild psychuology msintained
that young children lack the necessary
sophistication to appreciate the nature
and purpose of advertising. Also, & study
sponsored by the govermment concluded
that children did not begin to understand
that commercials were designed to sell
products until starting grade school. Re-
port to the Surgeon General, ""Television
and Growing Up: The Impact of Tele-
visad Violence,” Vol: IV at 460 (1970).
Kindergarteners, for example, did not
understand the purpose of sommereials:
the only way they could distinguish pro-
grams from commercials was on the basis
that commercisls were shorter than
programs, Id. &t 469, 474. The Commis~
sion recognizes that, as many broad-
casters noted, these are not con-
clusive; peychological and behaviorsl
questions can seldom be resolved to the'
point of mathematical certainty. The
evidence oconfirms, however, what our
sccumulated knowledge, experience and
common sense tell us: That many chil-
dren do not have the sophistication or

experience needed {0 understand that
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advertising is not just another form of
informational programming,

48. The Commission believea, there-
fore, that lcensses, when the
adequacy of their comunercial cles,
must consider the fact that children—
especially yornig children—have greater
difficulty distinguishing programming
from advertising than sdwts.® If adver-
tisements are t0 be directsd to children,
then basic fairmess requires that at least
& clear separation be maintained between
the program content and the commerocial
message 80 as to ald the child in develop-
ing an ability to distinguish between die
two

49, Specinl measures should, therefore,
be taken hy leensees to insure that an
adequate separation s maintained on
programs designed for children, One
technique would be to brc “cast an an-

nouncement to clarify wh- & program
is being interrupted for ¢ retal mes.
sages and when the prog.: . resuming

after the commercial “break.” * Another
would be to broadeast some form of vis-
ual segment before and after cach com-
mercial {nterruption which would con-
trast sufficiently with boua the program-
ing and advertising segmen s of the pro-
gram so as to ald the young child in un-
derstanding that the commercials are
different from the program, In this con-
text, again following discussions with the
Commission’s Chairman and staff, the
NAB (Code Authority has recently
amended its advertising rules to require
8 comparable separation device. We ap-
plaud this action by the industry to
improve advertising practices dirvected
to chiydren.’*

50. We recognize that this may be an
incomplete solution to the problem. In-
deed, {n view of the lack of sophistication
of the child audience, no complete solu-
tion may be possible. The Lroadcest of
an announcement and/or s visugl de-
vice can only sid children in tdentifying
commercials. The Commission belfeves,
however, that the licensee who directs
advertising {0 children has a responsi-
bility to take action to insure that it {5
gfesuentednumirsmmnernpw-

e,

§1. The Commission {s also concerned
that some hrosdcastess are now engaging

@ Although the evidence indicates that this
problem {8 most scute among poe-school
chiiiren, they can be to make up
& substantisl portion of the audience of vire
tual]ly all chiidren’s programming,

# The Commission notes in this context
that similar practices are found in adult
programs. Moderators on ta.x shows and an-
nouncers on sports programs often finish a
program segment by announcing that the
program will resumie after the commercial
break; sections of sntertatnment programa
are sometimes entitled “Part L™ *“Part IL™
and so forth,

¥ The Commission notes in this context
that while INTV does not bave a code, it has
establishad & committes t0 counsider sdopt~
ing pemeral siandards and guidelines on
commerocial practioss in children’s programs
in addition t0 time Htmitations.

»In this broadoss may
wizh t0 consider a suggestion made by asver-
al of the partiss that Hmiting the Dumbder
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in a commercial practice which takes un-
fair advantage of the difficulty children
Lave distinguishing advertising from pro-
gramming: the use of program charac-
ters to promote products (‘“‘host-seli-
ing"). In some programs designed for
children, the program host actually de.
livers the commercial in his character
role on the program #et. In others, al-
though the host does not actually deliver
the commercial, he may comment on the
advertisement in such 8 manner as to
appear to endorse the product (“lead-in/
lead-out"),

62, The Commission does not believe
that the use of & program host, or other
program personality, to promote prod-
uots {n the program {n which he sppears
is a practice which 13 consistent with
licenseas' obligation fo operate in the
public interest. One effect of “Lost-
selling” is to intarweave the program and
the commercial, exacerbating the difi-
culty children have distinguishing be-
tween the two. In addition, the practice
ailows advertisers to take unfair advan-
tage of the trust which children place in
program charscters. Even performers
themselves recognize that, since a specisl
relationship tends to develop between
Bhosts snd young children in the audience,
commercial messagos are likely to be
viewed s advice from a f{riend.® The
Commission balievas that, in these situs-
tions, programming is being used to serve
the financial intarests of the station and
the advertiser in a manner {nconsistent

with i{ts primsary function as & service to .
children. In this regard, it should be
noted that many stotions, in particular
NAB Code member stations, have already
eliminated host selling.™

of program interruptions by grouping com-
mercials can oontribute to maintaining s
olear separation between programming and
advertising. We do pot belleve that it is
at this time for the Commission
0 require “clustering” of conuuercials, al-
further considaration of this matter
may be appropriate in the future, But, as we
notad {n the 1990 Programuning Report, .
oensess should “avold aduses with respect
to . . . the frequency with waich regular
programs are interrupted for sadvertising
Dlessages.” Report and Statement of Folicy
Re: Programming, supras, at 1012-1018. In
this regard, particular care shouid be taken
to avoid such sbuses in programs designed
for the pre-achodl audisnce.
* Az & children’s show hoatess testifiad be-
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53, Finally, the Commission wishes to
caution locxisess sgainst engeging in
practices tn the body of the program it-
self which promote products in such a
way that they may constitute advertis-
ing® The ingmiry revealad thai some

weave the prominent dis.
play of the trand names of products into
the program sets and activities. One pro-
sTaau's set, for example, featured a large
billboard announcing the *“[Brand

Name] Candy Corner” under which chil~

dren were regularly given samples of the
brand name candy as prizes. The hostess
on another program, before serving a
snack to the children on the show, con-
cluded o piuyer with the words, “Now you
may have your [Brand Name) orange
juice from the [ XYZ) Dairy.” The anal-
yais of the same program showed, in
addition, that the children had been
glven “[the title of the showi”™ brand
toys with which to play; these were care-
fully displayed to the viewing audience
and children were encouraged to pur-
chaso these toys so that they could play
along at home. One of the clearest ex-
amples of incorporating promotional
matter into a program was a cartoon
series entitled “Hot Wheels” which was
the trade name of a toy manufacturers
miniature racing cars; the manufacturer
developed an additional line of cars mod-
eled after those fertured in the ecartoon
series, The Comumission found that the
brogram itself promoted the use of the
produet and raquired the licenses to log
more of the program as commercial mat-
ter. See Topper Corporation, 21 FOC 2d
148  (1969): American Broadcasting
Compantes, 23 FCC 2d 132 (1970),

54. Licensees should exercise care to
insure that such practices are in come
Pliance with the sponsorship identifica.-
tion requirements of section 317 of the
Communications Act and the Commis-
aon’s rulss on logging commercial mat-
ter. Not every mention of a braad name
or prominent display thereof necessarily
constitutes advertlsing, All such mate-

advantage may be taken of the trust relation-
ship whichi has bean developed Detwwen the
child and the performer, We recognize, how-
over, thas it may not be fessible, as a prac-
tical mstter, for small stations with limited
stalfs to avold using childrens show per-
sonnel {n commercial messages on other
progranis. While we are not prohibiting the
use of seiling by personalities on other pro-
Erams, droadcasters should be cognizant of
the special trust that = child may Bave for
the performer and should exercise caution in
the use of such selling techniques. This may
be partictilarly important where the person-
olity appears inn & distinctive character ooa-
tume or other efforta are made to emphasize
his prograns rote,

8 ACT originally requestod that we ban any
mention of products by bdrand name during
the body of a children’s program. We are con-
cerned, however, that such s ban would go so
far ar to prohibit even the critical mention

of products and other comment for which’

40 oconsideration i received. Such a rule
mﬂd.nmtmmm.fo&mct&ﬁ
cessorship of programming, . 1

Co. v. Michell, supm. Indesd.
nmahsﬂnch.unngccmoumym
to provide comtaumer education information
for children,
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rial, however, should be strictly scrutl-
nized hy the broadcaster to determine
whether or not it should be tieated as
commercial matter. See 47 U.8.C. 317(a) ;
FOC Public Notice 63-409, entitled “Ap-
blicability of Sponsorship Tdentification
Rules” (1063);: 47 CFR 73, 670(a) 2y,
Note 3.

55. Licensces who engage in program
bractices which {nvolve the mention or
prominent display of brand names in
children's programs, moreover, should re-
examine such programming in light of
their public service responsibilitioes to
children. We believe that most young
children do not understand that there
is & "commercial” incentive for the use
of these products and that it is, in fact,
& form of merchandising. Any material
which constitutes advertising should be
confined to identifisble commereial seg-
ments which are set off in some clear
manner from tie entertainment portion
of the program. When providing pro-
Sramming designed for children, the con-
sclentious broadeaster “hould hold him-
self to the highest standaid of responst-
hie practices.

56. The Commission. thus, wishes to
stress that this poliey statement does not
cover every potential ghuse {n current aud-
vertising practices directed to children.
Licensees will be expected to reduce the
current level of commercialization onh
prograuus designed for children, maintain
Rn appropriate separation between pro-
gramming and advertising, and eliminate
practices whick take advantage of the
immaturity of children. The failure by
the Cammisafon to comment on any par-
ticuln: praciice, however, does not con-
stitute an adorsement of that practice.
Many of taese mattars are currently
under inves.igation at the Federal Trade
Commissloa. Licensees are again re-
minded that the broadcast of any mate-
rial or the use of any practice found to be
false or misleading by the Federal Trade
Commission will ratse serlous questions
&s to whether the station is operating in
the public tntorest. Broadcasters have, in
addition, an independent obligation to
take all reasonable meastires to aliminate
false or mislending material. See Public
Notice entitled “Licerse Responaibility
with Raspect to ti:e Broadcast of False,
Misleading and Doceptive Advertising,”
supra, We will expect leensees to exercise
great cale In evaluating advertising in
programs dasigned for children and re-
frain fr.m broadcasting any matter
which, when directed to children, wouid
be inconsistent with their public service
responsibilities.

IV, Conclnsion. §7 It is believed that
this Report will help to clarify the re-
sponsibilities of broadc: sters with respect
to programming and adve tsing de-
signad for the child audience. We bellave
that in thess areas every opportunity
shotdd be sccorded to the broadeast in-
dustry to reform itself because selif-regu-
Iation preserves flexibility and an oppor-
tunity for adjustment which is not pos-
sible with per se rulss. In this respact,
we that many brmdcli:;:

BEST LORY AviLapyE

Report constitutes the first detasled ex-
amination of broadcasters’ responsibilf-
ties to children, we do not wish to penal-
iza the media for past practices. The pur-
pose of thizs Report is to set out what
will be expected from stations in the
future,

58. We also realize that it will noces-
sarily take some period of time for broad-
casters, program producers, advertizers
and the networks to make the anticipated
changes.” Staticus, therefore, will not be
expected to come into full compliance
with our policles in the arens of either
advertlsing or programming untfl Jany-
ary 1, 1976, In the Interim period, how-
ever, broadcasters should take immediate
action in the direction of bringing their
advertising and programming practices
into conformance with thetr puble serv-
ire responsibilities as outlined in this
Revort.

59. In the final analysis, the modium
of television cannot live up to its poten-
tal In serving Ameriea’s children unless
individual broadcasters are genuinely
committed to that task, and are will-
ing—to a considerabls extent—to put
profit in second place and the childron
in first. While Government reports and
regulations can correct some of the more
apparent abuses, they cannot creats a
sense of commitment to chiidren where
it does not already exist,

60. In view of the fact that we plan
to ewnluate the improvements in chil-
dren's programming and advertising
which are now expected, the proceed-
ings in Docket No. 19142 will not be ter-
minated at this time,

Adopted: October 24, 1974,
Released : October 31, 1074,

FEpERAL CoMMUNICATIONS
CoMMISSION,™
VINCENT J, LIULLINS,
Secretary.

{sxaLl

ArrvDix A
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS DOCKET NO. 19148
CHILDRKN'S TELEVISION PFROCEKOING

1. Becsuse of the volumy of material
which was filsd in this procesding s digest

& The Commission anticipstes that the
natworks will take the lead io producing
varisd programsing for chiidrer. THhe Det-
WOrks are neaponsiiie for the bulk of the pro-
Srans now being broadcast: they provide
D0st of the children's shows carried by net-
work-ownad of afliiated stations and orig-
inally produced most of the ted mate-
ris! presented by independent statifons.
Changes In nstwork programming  will,
thecefore, have both an immediat and a
long-range impact as programs gaadually e-
come svalable on & syndicated basla. It ia
Als0 clear thas the networks have the fAnan-
clal resources to make & significant efort ia
thia ares. The Commision’s economic studios
indicate that notwork chidren's program-
ming has been oconsistently profitadle for
m:ugomnm ors Lee pnd Reid concurring
in the remtlt; Commtmionsr Wooks congus-
Fing and issuing s statement: Commissiones
Wmabburo issuing additional views: Com-
missionsr Robiuedn lwuing s ssparats state-
ment. Separate statements of Commisatoness
Nooks, Washburn and Robinson filed as part
of the original dosument,
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©f the pleadings and the tssues ralsed in them
on & party=hiv-party basia would ba repeti-
tious and confuasing, Since the same point or
opiniot may have been expressed by as
many as 100 partiss in Almost a3 many
pieadings, littls purposs would be served by
specine tdentifieation of the sources of e
particulrr view, Mor this reason, the dlscus-
atol which follows proceads on an issue orie
eniad baats. The discusxion will indicate, for
sxampls, that » Point was made by & number
of oensees, by independent UHF stations,
ete, Specific attribution will be reserved for
those aituations where tho views f{ullow an
independent path,

RESPONER TO GENRAL QUESTIONS

2. Quertton: WAat types of children's pro-
grams not mow avalable do part.cs beliepe
commercial TV stallons should presext? For
the most part, the licensers who mnawered
this question indicated that they belleved
that virtuaily all types of programing for
children was already offered. A fow licensees
expressed the view that more programing of
a momlly of spiritually uplifting quality
oould be offered and a fow others expressed
a preference for mawe programing dealing
with real-1tfe situations in an informative
or aducational approach. ACT, NOCB, and
others of the opposite persuasion oontended
thet current offerings were disproportion.
ately weighted toward vfolent and sterso-
typad entertainment proprams with letle in
the way of eniightened, informative and
educational programing fare DdDeing offared.
Similar ony came from meambers of
the public who decriad the abeence or potie
city of quality programing for children, with
the often noted exception of Sesame Strect.
Many were quite specific in their objections
to particulsr programs, commarcials or the
methods Zollowed in the area of children's
television programing. The networks pointed
to specific new to be presented ba-
girning in the of 1971 as Alling ANy geps
or inkdequaciss in their previous children's
schediile: The answars to this quastion
dealt not s0 much with the total absence of &
particular type or category of program® as
with reiative weight given to the oatagosi-3
in the mix ofered or to the approach taken
in regard to the formulation of entertain-
ment programing. -

3. Quastion. To what exient, penerally and
with respect fo partioular programs and fype
of programs, does “chikiren’s programing’
hooe Denefitz o oNhildren Ddegond the faot
that 1t holds their interest and attention snd
thuz remonas the meed for other artivity or

Plad watching telavision they do not require
parental attention to kesp ou

chief. and parents {reed of their need to pay
close sttention o0 their children were sald to
thus be able to devote themsolvea to house-
hoid or other activities. A number of licensees

tion of children becomes particularly tme
portant when, for exampls, Poor Weather pre~
cludes outaide play,

4. Moat lHooensees, however, did not strems
the tportance of the attontion-holding as-

1 It sbould be pointed out that this {nfore
mation s in part dated,

#The omly exception was the objection,
voiced in & amall portion of the letters, to thw
absence of religious mmmfddmnd for
and specifically directed to chfldren oo any
station i several of the markets,
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poct of the programs but instead put thelir
etaphasis ol the lnaulfold bDencita they b
{feved were provided by the which
are ofered, Many lcanseen, 10 fact, critdeined
the notion that television should he used as
A baby-aitter, especially whedh it a used a2 &
means of avolding parental reaponsibility.?
What did not seem to be in dispute was the
idea that children’s programs did tend to
hold & child's attention, ACT and others con-
tended that the means of doing so were far
from worthy snd were utilized because of the
need to attract the attention of children.in
the sniire 2-12 age ratige i order {0 maxi-
mize the audience for the program. No one,
of courss, sdvocated dull or uninterseting
programing which wouid .ot hotd attention,
Rather, the dispute centered on the eans
which legitimately ocould bo used to gufuer
the sttontion of a child,

§. By far the majority of conunents, for-
mal us well a8 Informal, wete in agraement
pboutl the significant contributions which
televislon and specifically childreas televi-
slon ocould offert What they did not agree
on was the degree {0 which current programe-
fng made such pontributions, This differenco
often was refiected evon in the evaluation of
a parttcular program. ACT pointed up this
distinction {n one of its pleadings in which
it contrasted a network's description of a pro-
gram with ita own deacription. Thua, CBS
doscribod A pnetwork children’s program as a

whitich “deals with recognizable
soung humnan beings in bhasio situstions math~
er than the way-out world of the tradi-
tional animated cartoon”, According to ACT,
the episode it monitored dealt with the cap-
turs of & frozen caveman who lster chasea
tiie main characters frisnds. each trying to
capture the other until the caveman falls
into a giant clam tank and i discovered to
be a profeggor intent on stealing avother
sciantist’s inventions.

8. A similar pattern nould be found in the
difference expressed regarding the general
quality of ohildren’s programing and the
benefits to be derived from this programing.
Opponenta of the ACT wiew pointed to the
M'ghly informed level of chikiren of today
{much of which they attridbited to talevi-
sion) and ocontended that all of television
viewing ia informative, dridgse gape Detween
individuals and groups, and broadens
awsreness of the world at large and

§

f
?
£

a solution to human prolilsms, poeeents false
role models and takes advantage of children

view was that far t00 fow programa reach the
Jovel television ts cupable of reaching,

7. Quastion: What, penorally specking,
8 SefANition Of “children’s Rg” Ao
oould serve fOr the Comm ‘s uss I8 IRl

wﬁo?r&'amhm do ehtidren,
partioularly er age P meR-
tioned Dy ACT, view and Densftt from gen-
eral TV mrogramiing? As to the Arst part of
the quesiion, ¢he answers fell into three

s What is meant here is the

the dispute regurding
responsibility in the area of
tion and prassntation as contrasted with pa-~
rental responsibility to screen programs,

39403

basic oategories: those who agreed with the
definition offared in the Notioe, thase who
wanted a twoader definfilon atd those who
found the concept of children's progmming
to te beyund dsfinition. The supporters of
Conunission regulatory action and some -
censecs A8 Well agread that the only ssnsi-
ble definition was onie bhased ond the audienoce
fol' whom the program was primarily ine
tended (usually with the qualifier that it be
presentad when children are 1ikely to watch),
Other: found this too restricted ad wanted
& broader definition to include programa of
broad tamily appeal which had a large audi=
ence of children; some would include any
program watched by large aumbers of chil-
drent A large number of broadcasters simply
felt no workabie definition could be found.
As they saw it, there were to0 many disparate
elamenta t0 be taken into account; and as to
thesd eicments they were troubled about
using a definition basad vither on subcotive
intent of the Tal producer of on the
vagaries of aduling or of the viewing
babits of the child audichoa,

8, Thcre was pencral agrsement among the
parties that children, particularly older onss,
spend a substantial portion of their viawing
time watching programa other than those
produced specifically for children. They dit
N0t alWays agree, how *ver, of how worth-
while this was, although there were & Dum-
ber of programs which met with acceptance
by all or virtually all of the commenting
parting, particulariy those programs of an in.
formative nature.! As to the re-run situation
cainedies which were broadoast during hours
whon many children were watching, the
oriticiam was Dot no much directad to the
Prograius themselses ' as to the fallure o
offer programing specifically designed for
chiidron for viawing in these time periods,
From the critios’ point of view, thes “fam-
{y" programu did not provide the same
banefita to chikiren as programs created par-
ticulariy for them would have, and it was

the week, which .

9. Quartion: What restriction on commer-
clals short of prontdition—e ., on types of
Proprams or servioes, what cas ¢ sald, num-
der, divorcemant from grogram  comtent,

~ould De dastrcdle?! Commants should
taks into sccount in this nonnection the
olsions of the NAB Television Code s
{540, In fact, this question conxists of

3
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Rrenter care In screentng not Just the moerst
of the annouacement'a rokis but the suita.
bility of the approach s well, More generally,
Uhlections were made to the advertising for
Certaln products ohh the basts that these
commerciala for these products encouraged
chulidren along paths detrimental to thelr
Liealth or well being,

10, Frequent concern was expressed about
vitamins and shack-foods—both constderad
< food ndvertising by the industry. Dy, Mary
€. Mclaughlin, Commissioner of Health for
New York City, decried the worsening eating
habits of New York City (snd American)
children, manifested in their reduced con-
Sumption of fruits and vegetables and thelr
f1n1creased consuimption of high calorie snank
fooda having little nutritive value, Accorde
ing to Dr. McLaughitn, televiston Rdvertising,
e<pecially to children, Lins fostered the eme
Phasis on snack foods, a trend which resulta
in poor nuteition and high incidence of
ohesity, She urged adoption of the cade of
fivxistuff advertising developed by Dr. Ohoate
which would require disclosurs of A& prod-
Uet's nutritive value and calorle content in
sll televistion advertising for the prat‘uct,

1. A number of people were gresatly cone
cerned about vitamin sdvertising. T 1oy ob-
Jected to the fallure to provide v.arninge
about the danger of possible overdises, and
{0 the suggestion they said was implieis in
tiiese advertisuments, that vitamins were o
Bubstituts for proper attention to eating a
well balanced diet. Many of those writing
charged that vitamin an other such adver.
tising was fostering if nnt croating a drug
dependent generation. They particularly
despised the notion that people should be
encouraged to bellevs that they only have
to take a pill to solive their probiems. Action
to restrict or ban such ads Was urgad by these
eritica. Those CPPORINg rewtricting such ade
vertising pointed to the legality of the prod-
ucts and insisted that many ftems in the
home ware unsafe in the hands of a child.
Thus, the answer woas sad to be proper pa-
rental control of the situation and the sxer.
€150 of proper precatitions to keep these proda-
ucts away from children.,

12, A large portion of the people who ob-
jected toall advertising to shildron sald that,
At & minimum, the Comm|saion ourht to act
to require a reduction in the amonnt of
comnercial time and the number of intera
fuptions of program continuity. There waa
fnother but much smaller group, that con.
rentrated their fire on the intrusiveneas of
the commenciala rather than on commeniale
:at00 a8 such, and they echioed the often
fXprased desire to treat children's pPrograme-
ing on Saturday morning the MAMIC WAY a8
fdult prime time s treated in tearnu of lime
its on the amount of Non-program matesrial
and the number of permissible interruptions,
A number of lcensess disagreed, nding
nothing unfalr to children or contrary to
the pudlic interest in the use of a stardard
which appiled to all non-prime time pro.
framing whether for sduits or children,
None of the ifoensees thought this to be &
suitable ares for Comnisston action.

13. On the question of divorcoment of
Commercials from program content, indus.
1y reaction was divide.. Some ontended
that the varfous compniercial approaches
that blended program and sominercial were
entirely legitimate and d!d not take advan-
tage of the child. In their view, delt of
& commercial by a program host or o
Program talent was a long used legitimate
method of advertising, not something do-
srloped to take sdvantage of children. 4
few licenseen took the position that switche.
{198 back and forth between program and
¢ ‘mmercial could be disruptive to a child’s
] -exwmg and um:! there would be bs’ hbeneflt to
& lead-in or lead-cut provided program
tilent or the dcnwu'ypo: & comuerstal dy
taem. Opponents of this Lroup of comnyers

NOTICES

clal practicos argued that ehildren cannot
scparate ths commnercials from the program
under such ¢ircumatances and that tiis situa=
atlon takes unfair advantage of the spvinl
trust children have in the characters (live
Or ¢artoon) on the programs. It dnes this,
they charged, “ecause childron believe that
the commercial advice given them, particu-
larly by program hosts, is given on a dis-
interested bLasis % promote thelr welfare,
and they do not know or cannot ungerstang
the nature of a situation in which the poo-
ple are pald to dellver commeroial copy.
Various other, tie-in, practices came in for
eriticlsm, and somie programa were attacked
A8 being a showcase for tied-ln products,

14, NAB Code supporters talked of its
value in tearms of self-reguliation and the ex-
ercise of licenses Teaponsibility ang ita ability
to change to relect changed circumstances
or demonstrated need. Opponanta gquastionad
its capacity to deal effectively with these
matters.

18, Question: To what extent should any
restrictios on commercial tessages in chil-
dren's proprams also apply to such messages
edfacent to children's programs? Most of the
parties commenting agreed that commerciala
adfrcent to a children's program atiould bde
treated on the same basis ms are commaercials
Actually within the program. Sometimes,
howaver, materia! pressanted ia adjscency
positions did caure objections to be voiced,
R4 when promos were pressntsd for night.
time programs which were intended for [y
more mature audience of when non-
children's moviss were advertized, Most
of these people did not object to the nature
of the adult programs or movies A3 suoh or
even necessarily to commaercials on behalf of
them. Rather, they objected to plscing them
in a time slot v which many children would
have occaston to view material they con-
sidered tnappropriate bdecauss 't contained
fcenos of violencs or had obrious sexual
overtones,

CURRKNT STATY OF CHILDREN'S FROCRANMING

18, The three commercial televiaion net-
worka offer a large block of Saturday mormn-
ing and early afternoon Programning directad
&t children and a lesser amount of such proe
framing ia offered on Sunday, Cwrently, OBS
is the only network that prasonts & waekly
program for children, Captain Kangaroo, pre-
sented for an hour each day, Monday
through Friday, ACT criticized the paucity of
children‘'s ‘g“nrngrmmg during weskdays ang
the total o8 of network chikiren's pro-
framing during weekday afternoons.  Al.
though there ta no current petwork of
directed towards children that ls presented
by the thres networks ¢ these hours,
Such was not always the case. In Iact, weck-
day pr used to constitute the major
part of the chidren's schedute, According to
ACT, children‘'s programing offered dy New
York City network aflliates was ss follews:

Tours and mingtes

Weakdayy Saturdayy Sandays
INStoINM9...... 0:0 Nooe 5:28
Gl to108a..... 27:48 10:00 9:48
1054 to 1986, .... 2:48 13:00 5:5
1657 o 1068 ... ‘9: 18 18 11:0
100 to 1081, ... T:15 15:00 §:48
memcs  Bp g8 M
1908 €0 1PN -0 #:08 17:00 5:6

17. On weekiays, during the hours men-
tionad by ACT, independsnt stations par-
ticularly UHP stations, do offer programing
amm-tmnmmumw
Sppears to be from syndication rather
Jocal sources and it tooludes s
smount of material that had besc presen
by the networks previouslyt Some of

esgi

BEST COPY AVMLABLE

materiul comen from other sources and movie
cartoons and shorts are often a part
of loeal ahows. Few shown ate truly focal in
character. By far the most frequently en-
countered local show (although the format
is not looally derived) ia Room.”

18. Networks, The wAjority of network
Progranis were anipated cartoons and enter.
tainiment continued sa the principal focus.
In describing their own programs, licensegs
used such terms ad informative, enjoyable,
fanciful, diverting and certainly hurmleas,
The critios charged that these PRORTANS Whte
vacuous, trite, mechanical, violent, stereo-
typed and harmful to the apirit of the catld,

10. On  weekdayn, extept for Captaln
Rangaroe, children must turn elsowhere
than the networka for programas spacifically
designed for them, or they can and do Watah
Programs not spacifically designed for them?
The aftertioon housrs after school-age chil-
dren have returned from achool are onss
which network afiliates i1l with non=network

rograming, usially famitly shows or movies,
® nstworks do offer s cons!derabls number
of hours of programing at other times during
the day, mostly tn two categorios; game
shows and soap opera. Throughout the day,
independent atations are more iikely to offer
Programa produceii for children, usually ob.
tained from syndiation.

20. Syndication. Syudicators provide pro.
gTaming that formas the dulk of the schedule
on most independent stations. To a lemacr
extent network aflliates rely on this source
As well, Although some of this prograzaing is
spacifically for children, more of it & family
fare and some was thought not to be appro-
Priste for & child audlence at all. Although
data submitted in thiz Procsading 8 not die
fectad specifically to thig Doint, ¢ dosa ap»
Psar that there are two major categories of
Programs produced for ohlldren. Ons W the
motion piciure material conststing of car-
touns ang much programs as “Little Razonls™;
the other is off-nstwork re-runs. There ap-
pears (o be little tn the way of domastic
sources for original non-network programing
specifically for childpen.

21. Local origingtfons. The vaat majority of
programing directed to children doss not
originate locally, Even these ‘ocal ahows that
Ao presented often include syndicated
(usually cartoon) matevial snd this often
constitutes the dulk of the PIOZTAM M-
terial on the show. One Lotadle cxoeption s
- Room®, which while it i locally
produced, follows

Prograins specifically deeigned for children—
programg of bigh quality, informative and
humane—but thetr concern WAS with what s

THE NATURE AND PURFOSES OF CHILDREN'S
FROGRAMING

23, Depning children's programing, One
SToup, consisting of ACT and a number of
lcensees; defined children's Programing as

It has been alleged that the programas
which the nstworks removed from  their
schedules because of & concern about their
exoosatve violenoe are Low frequently seen
in syndication. No Sgurms are avaliable on
this

* This discussion s restrioted to commarcial
teloviaioh Where availadle,
alto anlaot public televisian
Seseme Street, Mistesoger's
The Rectrio Company, and oth
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programs dedlgned for childrer. prasented at
times wien they can watch. A sixeable group
(moatly booadcasters) either rejected the
notion that a suitable dafinition is poasible,
i light of the variad wiswing habdits of
childreds, or insisted onn » deBuition that
included ams other than those specis-
fcully intendsd for children. What they had
in oiind are family ahows, typically situation
comadiss, that wers thought to apepal to
chilkiren. Many children do watcli the.d pro-
£rams and sometimes form a majority of the
prograin’'s viewers,

24. Although ACT and the others acknowl.
edged the fact that children wstch many
programs created for family audiences or for
sdults, they attributed much of this to the
ahaetice during many of the houm children
are likely t0 be watching television of pro-
graming created sapecially for childres. They
did not deny the Appoal that thees programs
hawe for chifidren but th+y attributad much
0 the lack of choice of other, more suitable
prograiuing. The conocern they expresacd waa
two-fold: not eixwugh child-orientad pro-
graming is being offered snd the schedule of
whit i& being afersed is 20 waighted against
weskday viewing that the child ia left little
oF Do choioe but to watah A progmam which
was DOt designed for him, Although they
recognisad that independent stations did
offer children's progrsming during st least
soase of these hours, they strongly objected to
thiade programs on tiie sane basis as they axt
ot of those in the weekend network
schadule,

25. On the other side, llosnsee comments
stredsed the algnificant contributions they
felt the stations were making in thetr pro-
grming for children '‘and the persence of
chtldren’s programs in the weekday schedule
of many stations. They coutended that Yamily
programs which are schedulad during week-
day houre do have valus for children. In their
visw, children as they grow older mature in
their programing tastes and even in early
years demonstrate a desire to imitate aduit
behavior, including their viswing habdita.
Thus, thsy concluded that thess Programs
ATe respotsive to children’s needs and desires,

28, Ape specificity. One of the principal ob-
Jections raised by opponents of current pro
graming practioss was the lack of age spect-
fcity. They charged most stations with ig-
soring the notable gifarences Detween chiil-

of real

peal t0 All ages, and pinoce the stations are not
willing lose part of their sudience, they
seek the lowwst common denominator in ore
der fo attract them all. In partioular, they
charged that this ts dooe by the practioe of
asploiting activity and violence (in its many
Torms) to capture the interest of this diverse

i

.

27, So long, the critics continuad, as the
must collect a large audience that

inclixiew the entire range of from 2-12
in order to be atiractive to advertisers and
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by ridding the programs of advertising pres-
surfed Cab improvatuents be mada. In their
view, it 1s the ertificial conatraiut of sseking
$0 capture all ages In order to meot the neads
of advertisers rather than viewers that pre-
vents the couskierable programing talenta in
the fleld from being used humsnely aid ef-
fectively.

28. Broadceasters atd othars who {ook the
oppoiite view held that stations could and
did precent entertatning and enjoyshle pro-
grams for children. No purpose, they belleved,
would be served by s requireiient that pro-
Erams be Age-spocific with the lnevitable M-
sult of excludiug » large portion of the chilg
audience. These licensoss pointed to proe
grams which they stated were seiective ln age
level, but disputed the idca that those which
are not could be fauited on that acocouut.
Ovarall, they insisted that legitimate cri-
ticisms have been met, p havs been
improvidi, 00 that there ia no nsed to follow
the drastic approach wrgad by AQT. Tuey
laboled AOT's approach exclusionary and

that it runs counter tc the broad
appeal that they belisve has snabled Ameri-
cah telavision to bring so much t0 80 maly.
Moreovar, they feared that the sconomic con-
sequences of an exclus approach would
be dlsastrous. Nor, financial questions axids,
did they accept the notion that this approach
would he feasible. Because children differ so
markedly in 50 many respecta, they inslated
that thero forever would de disputes about
the proper categorization of programa. They
foresaw the Commisaion as he arbiter of such
disputes, placing 1t in the poaition (wn un-
ccustitutional one they inaisted) of oversee-
ing day-to-day p dacistons. These
licensees assorted that whatover problems
there might de in dist ng children's
televiaion from non-children’s would de ule
tipisd {f such sub-categoriss were created. In
their visw, the eniire t and the preine
tsss o which it rests were faulty and une
workable,

29. What types of programas, fo what pur-
pose. Ancther important point of coaten-
tion betwecen the partics was ths matter of
the types of programs that should be offered
and the extent to which they ama in fact
pressntad. The broadcasters coutended that
programs of wide range abd approach, enter-
taining and informative, ate preac.ited; and
while in an ¢ ares like this one, RO
ons can be satisfied with the status quo, the
tndustry could take real pride {n its accome-
int with satisfaction to lru-
portant racent ovemant. Particularly in
regard fo moent improvamaenta, the networks
went on at graat jength about naw programs
that had deen or ahortiy wuuld de tn thefr
schedules,

90. Although droadssstets were unwilling
10 socept ACT™s view that {formative av dis~
tinguished from entertainnent programing
sbould predominate, they Dellsved that »
good portfan of their current
war, in fact, informative or even educational.
As they saw msatters, such a distinction was
mone appanent than real, for they considered

today as L. good messure a product of tele-
vision contribution to the dissemination of
informarion.

81, Children, too, broadoasterw insited,
were sntitlad to » chanoe t0 eacape the rigom
of their lives—the siressss of school, the
strictures of growing up—and should not be
Aeprived of an opportunity to simpiy enfoy
& program for iis sheer enterteinment vuite,

-Thelr comments took the view that children

need wn: for fun, tno;huam; ntchtn&d enter-
talnmen . A n out,
ahould nom. occluwum other mote
sectowus fare oo televiston or of othar, uon-
telavision, aotivity.
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42, ACT and the othigr parties sharing ita
views, t00k rn entirely different poaition re-
garding the antertainment and informational
qualitias of children’a television. They -
oeptad ths dea that purely enfertainment
programing does have a place, but they
atrougly objected t0 what they saw as 8 ne-
rious Unbalance in favor of the sntortaining,
to the detriment of the infortmative. While
they agreed that all programs inform in the
sansg that, they convey information, they were
greatly diztrossed about what is conveyed, In
thelr view, miuch of it they saw as fostiring
sternotypaa, prejudices and questichiable so-
cial standards. They saw Ro inhersnt rewron
why programs could not b {nformative ss
wall as enterteining, but they found little in
the way of current programing that creatively
responds to Lhese Lwin goals.

53. Licensee and parental raspossibilities,
Exsertially all agreed that broadcasters were
not absolvet of responstbility for what s
broadceast marely becaiise parents are re-
aponsible for their children. Tha Code and
other v astry statemesata of pasitions have
poltitzd to ti:e Neaponatbility of the hroad-
caster to the youthfu! ssgnyant of his audi-
ence and the nead for special care and con-
ocarn In this area of . Broadcaaters
asserted similar vicwa In the various individ-
ual sutuissions.

S4. Broadcasters did contend, howevar, that
they ocould not warrant that svery program
i suitable for viewing by every chld., They
assarted that only parents are in & position
to recognizs the unique character, personals-
ity and neads of each individual ohild, Thua,
PIOgeanms of real marit (of which in Ay avent
1ack obfecticnadbles qualitiss for the typioal
crild) might not be appropriste for viewing
by s particular child in a gives altustion.
Mote generally, they charged parents with the
responaibility for making sure caildren did
uot abuse talevision, A3 t0 the programs
themasivos, Droadoaiters spoke with pride
about current oferingy (in both amount and
Quality) and were partioularly proud of re-
ocent improvementa. They did not agnee with
the critios’ charges neganding viclsuce,
Irenetic pace, unreality, commaerciai sxploitar
tion, stereotyped presntations and the like.
Instead they saw s balanoe, » giving of at-
tantion to the real world and to subjects
of genuine conoen fo chlikiren's lives, as well
as t0 fantasy and fun, ‘

35. The critios view was » vary diffarent
ones. They inslsted that it the brosdosstecs
truly wanted to follow cn approach based on
A genuine conoern for ahildren, tie nt
situation coud not possibly exist. They calld
for basio changes and s# & regult dig not
attach the same importatos as broadoasters
did to recent changes in the Sad. Nor did
they have much faith in salf- . AQe
cording to thair appralaal of the situation,
whan “the pressure is oa” changes for {the
batter will cgour, but unless the Comumiasion
acta to adopt effective requiremants, maitars
will return to whers they /.ad besn before.
Thess parties insist that this has bean the
past expsrience with self-regulation, and
they sse 1o basis for sxpacting s difecent
rosult on this oocasion.

38. Whils ACT and the others ackpowledged
the responaibility that parenta have, they
aaked fust how much I} CAD legitie
mately DO requires or expected of parents,
They ackno the fact that sdme par-
enta aMe not fently conoarned with the
noads of thelr children and agreed that this
was refiected in o fallure 0 adequately acreen
the programs to v watched by their chil-
dren, Altough conowTing with the broad-
castors’ view that this mitustion should nnt
exist, they insisted that, s¢ fong as it does, it
must be recognised by broadcasters. How-
evsr, this was pot the principal basts for
their insistance o more bie action
by the troadosster o protect the child audi-

.
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ence. That insistence was premised on the
view that parents, no matter how attentive,
sincere or knowledgeable, are not in s post-
tion to roally exercise effective control. The
critics assertad that in order for parents to
exercise this control, 1t would be NECESSATY
for them to be present at all times when the
child is watching television and it would
requirs them to make instant decisions on
the acceptability of material. As ACT ex-
plained it, if they could agree that the prob-
lems which arise in this area pertain only
to & few children or only to unusual circumea
stances, they would be more accepting of the
arguments presented by the broadcasters.
Their point, kowever, was that the problem
s not limited to isolated presentations that
may be troublesome to a few children. The
essence of thelir objection was that the major
part of children's programing is not only de-
void of meorit, 1t is actually harmful. Com-
mercials, t0o, came in for heavy eriticlsm,
and here again, it is what they saw as the
premise for such advertising—uaing children
to sell products—that offended them, not a
FArY example of excess. In the view of those
parents who have written to the Commission,
there 19 no effective means open to the in-
dividual household to ameliorate the prob=~
lem. Thé only possible answer they saw,
niamely turning off the television got entirely,
raised separate problems and to them pointed
to the great fallure of American broadcasting
to meet the needs of children, ACT and oth-
ers likened the problem to that posed by an
“attractive nufsance”. Just as society holds a
Property owner having an attractive nuisance
responsible for injuries to a trespassing child,
80 should it act in velation to current broad-
casting fare. The core of the attractive nufe
sance doctrine ia that, Iacking mature judg-
ment, children may be attracted to dangera
ous situations and protective meastres there-
fore are necessary to avoid 11ability. They
Were no more persuaded about absolving
broadessters res sding thelr programing
than tha courts huve been in absolving prop-
erty owners. Ir both cases they wished the
Tesponsibility to be placed on the persons
having effective control, in this case, the
broadceaster, According to ACT. broadcasters
appeal to children by uss of unfair mechga-
nisms snd the resulting interest children
show in television fare, however suthentio, ts
no answer; {n fact, {¢ is part of the probiem,
Since, in the critics’ viow, children cannot be
the fudge of what is best for them and
Parental control cannot be effective when
the problem i pervasive, the only answer
they saw was a basic change in the nature of
the programs that are presented.

37. Some suggested that ons of the means
for improving chiidren’s television is the
utilization of experts in the fleld of child-
hood dovelopment, Few of the critical com-
ments and fewer atill of the comments from
broadceasters dealt with this subject to any
sigmificsnt degree. Qenorally, those favoring
such an approach believed that the two
EToups of experts involved—the broasdcasters
&nd those knowledgeable aboyt children—
should foin forces so that esch could con-
tribute to the creation of mors skiilful, bene-
flclal and constructive television fare for
children. Some would have the Commission
&dopt rules to requis pil broadeasters to
forms & group of experts on which it coutd
rely for guidance: others would merely en-
courage it, None of the parties expressing
this view denfed the expertise of the broad-
caster in connection with adult programing.
Nor did they chailenge the workability of the
current method of program selection for
. Thus, whiie critics may bemoan the

Iack of & particular type of aduit fare, they
kccopted the fact that adults are proper
Judges of what appeals to them and Agres
that cutrent fare does have this appeal. Wity
children, howsver, they argued that this testt
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Is faulty because children do not have the
requisite maturity to make the n
judgments oh which such a process depends.
Rather. they Contendad, children are open to
exploitation by use of highly poputar, but
Nonetheless objectionabdle sttention gathere
ing techniques, Thus, tn effect, they argued
that since children cannot make & judgnient
in the same WRY 88 an adult can, the pupular-
ity of a television program with children ine
dicates nothing about its acceptability, much
less {ts worth,

38. To remedy this situstion several partiew
believed that childhood experts should be
utilized to evaluate the impact of programing
on the child audience, Not only did the pro-
ponents of this approach belleve that 1t
would avoid material of possible harm to
children, but folt that it could lead to a fuller
use of the great potentfal of television for
reaching and informing children about them-
selves and the world in which they oxist,

38. To some rather iimited degree such
eXperis are already being consulted by
broadcasters. Although the broadcasters’
comments did not deal oxtansively with this
topie, it appeared that except possibly for
the networks, matters have not developed to
the point where there is a continuing dis-
Ic;rguz and certalnly not a partnership of
effor

COMMERCIALIZATION IN CHILDREN'S TELEVISION

40. Generaily, As matters now stand,
broadesstess depend on comuniercial sdvera
tising for support of children's telovision in
much the same manner ag they do for adult
televis!an, Broadeasters defended this ap.
preach & the only workable one, as subject
to adequate safeguards and consistent with
the profit moiive implicit {n the American
system of broadcasting. The critics Argued
that this dependsnce on advertiser support
forces children's Programing to be directed
to the lowest common denominator and
charged that the commercials themsslves ox-
ploit children by taking advantage of their
immaturity. AOT would have the Commis-
sion bar commercials in children's television
{or «* least product commercials) and othera
{belfsving that complete abolition {8 not
likely to occur) zozk a reduction {n the num-
ber of commercials and comn.orofal inter
fuptions and a restriction on what products
can be advertised and what techniques can
he smployed, Broadoasters did not accept the
idea that commercials exploft children or
that any public benefit could POSEibly result
from barring commercials, Al thoy foresaw
under such oircumstances would be a de-
oline in program quantity and quality. They
rojected the argument that children are
singled out for mosre Commercialization, stat-
ing that all Programing in non prime time
slots is governcd by the same code standard
Tegarding amount of commercialization.x
Likewise they rejected the various charges
regarding deleterfous effects said to result
from current commercials or current come
mereial practices.

1. The relationship between programs
and commerofals. Disagreeing with much
that was advanced in the critical commentas,
the broadcasters concentrated on the eco-
nomic consequences of a ban on advertising
in children's programing. As they saw it,
the consequences would be severe for =il
and catastrophic for some., They argued that
children's programs, eapecially of the kind
ACT favors, are expensive to produce; =
requiremont that they brosdeast s minimum

' Effective Januasy 1, 1073, the NAB Code
required reduced amounts of commercializa-
tion in week-end programs for children and
barred use of program hosta oy p Car-
toon characters in commsroials or in gde
Jacent to children's programs,

Week would increase thots
without providing an 0ppore
tunity to even recoup these costs, much less
mske a profit, Even if they accepted the
Proposition that statifons could absorb thess
ocosts (which they do not accept), thoy 13-
belod such an spproach unfair snd contrary
to the purposes of commercial broadcasting,
In their view, ACT's Proncsal was based on in-
correct allegations regarding high profits in
the industry, when in fact, the statistios show
that a sizeable number of Atations operate
8t & loss or make only minimal Profits. They
asserted that for many stations the losa of
rovenue from children's programing could
have very serious adverse consequences. In
their view, the loss of these services would
sirike especially hard at independent UHF
stations, whose success (or ut least survival)
s based on counter Programing. This was
the case, thay asserted becauss these stations
Bought to serve segments of the audieuce
rather than oompeting for mass aSppeal. They
contended thav children's graming is
AL important part of their countar programe-
ing, with a number offering more than 14
hours per week. Thus, they asserted, ths
losses would fall heaviest on stations doing
the most and who would be least able to bear
the burden. Moreover, they argued. these very
stations make & great contribution to pro-
ETam diversity and the public would Pay a
great price for following the ACT approach
Sinee it could only lesd to the virtually cer.
tain demise of many of these stations. More-
oVer, they charged that 1t would clearly be
contrary to the Commission's policy to foster
UHF growth and mare impartantiy would be
contrary to the overall Public intereat,

43. ACT, et al. They insisted
that the fingacial problems created by a loss
of children's program advertising would have
& serious effect on only a rolatively few sta-
tions. In ACT's visw, the Proper way- t0 deal
with financial hardship s through the mech-
anism of granting exceptions or wsaivery,
ACT asserted that this has been the usual
Commission approach, as for example, when
the Comimssion acted to curtall AM-FPM
duplication ia the larger markets and many
stations were able to obtatn waivers, As to
the majority of stationa, ACT asserted that
extraordinary profit levels do obtain in the
industry and that thelr current revenues
Wwers not a falr guide because of the offects
of the current sconomic downturn and the
need to And substitutes for cigaretts adver-
tising. As the economy improved, they fully
oexpected stations to return to thelr Previous
high profit position,

43. Moreover, according to ACT, alterns-
tive revenue sources would be available but
would nevar be tapped so long as the exist-
ing situation was allowed to continue. First
of all, they insisted that considerable revenue
could be derived from inst{tutional (non-
product) advertising. This is not to say, they
pointed out, that advertisers would neces.
sarily prefer such an approach, only that they
would follow it if that were the only method
open to them. They also believed that under-
writing represented another important
source of funding, but they did not fesl any
resl effort has yet been made to develop
this etther,

44, As to the iatter point, underwriting,
concern was exprassed by educationsi broad-
casters who feared that thetr fundiag from
such sources could be seriously diiuted, and
by commercial brosdessters who doubted ity
workability and opposed it Philosophteally,
R4 contrary to the American system of come
mercial broadeasting.

45. Broadossters insisted that the adver-
tiser-supported posture of chitdren’s televt-
sion was & healthy and productive one that
has enabled networks and individual ata-
Hons to produre and pressnt high quality
programs to wide audiences throughout the
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ocountry. Not only did they fear the direct
consequencea of the revenues which would be
lost, but they also 1sere concerned about an
exodus ©f talented and creative people to
what they contend would be more remunera-
tive activities, In aum, they feit oconfid~nt
that the reaulis ¢ould only be fewer chil-
dren’s programs, or ones of lesser quality, or
both

48. According to ACT, if advertising-ori-
ented decisionmaking woere c¢h to 8
chitd-oriented approach, stntions would be
able to produce programs of real worth as
well a8 Into=eat, gearing them to particular
age groups. Without such sge-specificity,
they delleve that & good part of the benefit
which otherwise could come from programs
tailored for their particular sudiences would
be lost. Broadcasters, on the other hand, at-
tack sge-specificity as unworkable and ex-
clusionary. They do not belleve that pro-
grams of such narrow appekl form a sensible
basis for ohildren‘'s or any other program-
ming. They also deny that sponsorship or
the lack of tt is & dotermining factor and
contend that a number of prozrams have
Leen presented even though advertising sup-
port was lacking. What they do not accept
1. the view that the commercialfzation as
such Is wrong or harmful; ratl.er they see it
and the profit motive as commendable and
part of the important underpinnings of the
crentive force behind our brokdcasting syse
tem’s achievements,

47. Commercials: their co--tent, effect and
implications. Two very different views weore
expressed regarding the impact of the com-
nercials themselves arnd the legitimacy of
directing them to children, On the one hand,
ACT, the other organirations and many crit-
ica, decried such advertising as unfair. This
critioism focused on two aspects of the im-
pact of commaercials: first, the efect on the
child viewer, and second, the effect on the
family. The critics assert that commercials
directed to children do not present a fair
or realistic ploture of the commercial prod-
uct being advertised. Rather, they ch
the commerciais employ skiliful techniques
to take adwantage of a child's vulnerability,
trust and lack of maturity.

48. Specifically, the critics charged that
notwithstanding seif-regulatory efforts, com-
mercisls rely on unfalr methods, such as the
specific directive (¢ ¢ ¢ get it * ¢ * now!),
that have a great effact on children of an
« age when they seek to follow directions that

are given them, The critics cited other ap-

proachas gearad to particular age groupa, to
which they also objected including the use
of sexually-orientad themes fn doll ecom-
maercials and a reliznce oo the child's fears
of social feclation. Toy advertising came in
for critictsm for presenting ads that used
gimmicks to mislead the child about the ftem,
thus lesding to disappointment. Theee state-
ments were echoed tuo thousands of the lei-
tery filed in this proceseding. Unilike adult sd-
veriising where such a result could lead to
disaster for the company involved, the aritice

to these Sechinigues until sventually their
trust {s turned tnto cynicisam by these re-
peated dissppointments. These parties feared
that childrenn will becomes oyntoal

trustiul of all in the society, and it is
they viewnd ae & rea! danger to society. Some
of these people pointed to disruptive sctivi-

agreaing that the purpose of advertising is
to pessusade, they inafstod that this does ot
constitule an abuse, They pointed to Code
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provistons established to avold deception and
Eave exampiss of advertising that was re-
Jected as not being supported by actual ex-
perience with the product. Rather than being
deceptive or unfair, they saw advertising as
tnformative. Through such advertising ohil-
dren were sald to learn about the working of
the fres enterprise systom and about producta
of Interest to them,

50. It is just the matter of consumer deci-
sion making that comes in for much critic{sm
from ACT et al. They guestioned whether
products should bs advertised to non-con-
sumers, especlally when they lack the neces-
sary maturity and judgment to make 8 deoi-
sion and the parents lack the informational
impute. Morcover, they charged that the dee
mand created by these sdvertisemeonts drives
& wedge heotween parent and child, putting
parents under unceasing pressure to buy
the advertised products.

51. Broadcasters did not accept the idea
that television commsroials mye responsibie
for creating this situsation. They argued that
if television commercials were snded, the
child would continue to heve commercial
pressures from othar sources and wouid cone
tinue tG see {tams of interest cod demgnc
them of his parents. The problom that re-
sults they saw as & function of the unwill
ingness of parents to say no or at least thelr
diffculty {n saying no. .

§2. The partics gave considerablo attention
to tho question of s child's ability to separate
the program from the ad matarial
in it or adjacent to it. In addition to the
general observations by the parties on this
point, they offersd specific commaents on
practices which solne saw as having a par-
ticular affect on the child's ability to dis-
tinguish the two,

63, On the one hand, critics wrgued that
the impact of advertising in children’s pro-
grams iz exaggerated by virtue of the fact
that young children are unable to make a

sparsed
this situation in and of itaslf takes sdvantage
of young children, particularly aince at that
age thoy are unsble to grasp the concept
advertising or the purpose of commancials,
, charged the coritios, warious tech-
niques were smpiloyed to blur the diatinction
hetwean program and commarcial this ex-
scerbating this problem.
54. Broadoasters

]

the
it J» harmful to draw a sharp line of demar-
cation, In fact, they insisted that switching
from pEgoran $o cosunercial and
can be disruptive to young children;
argued that it is more comfortable as well a8
;mo&mmmummumm

) 4 vasious technigues that can be usag,
particulariy those involving use of the pro-
gram host.#

55. The technigiies of having program tal
ant (real oF cartoon characters) deliver com.
mercials, the uss of a lead-in/out by a pro-
gTam host ana tie-ins were the mafor onos
which have come {n for serutiny fo the come-
mants. Use of program talent was considersd
bymag:autoh;nl:‘?mudmthm-

dlviding Detvreers  program
and commarcial, with whe reeait that the
commercial obtains the unfalr denadt of

i

also objected strongly to the pre-recorded
tepes/films containing cartoon charscters
(eg. the Flintatones on behalf of the vitamin

= This {s not an industrywide view.
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bearing their name), especiaily when pre-
santed during hroaks in the very program in
which they appesar. They osdrves, however,
their strongest attacks for the live program
host who actually delivers the commercial
or a children’s program. Not only doas this
biur distinctions, they insisted, but more im-
poriantiy in their view, it takes advantape
of the special ralationship that exists be~
tween the host and the chiid,

§6. The filings in this proceeding did not
provide complete data on the extant to
which program talent wss used or sven the
number of oases {n which it occurs, and
anly a relatively small number of broad-
casters directed themselves to a discussion
of this point in thelr comments. Some
viswad this mothod s inappropriate and in-
dicated that they had or would discontinue
the practice or never had in {t,
Thelr comments indicated that they feit
that the declsion not to engage in this prac-
tios was the product of thelr own judgment
A8 & lcenses rather than being®an

cormmarcials reached s damagingly high
Javel, Acoording o thia study, Ceptain Billy
Jength on the -

|
|

ing was appropriate at all, they considercd
the Fedsral Trace

timid or inadequate to the taak,
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tween advertiser and programer and con-
sicered 1t quite logical to develop products
which would be named after or otherwise
connected with a program. Others, citing the
Jyxample of “Hot Wheels"”, charged that these
Pragranis can become long-run commercialy
rather than programs. Moreover, they con-
tended that in these situations it is the ad-
vartising that becomes dominant and the
programing secondary so that the latter is
tallored to fit the needs of the former, If this
13 carried far enough, the program cessss to
be & program and becomes one long com-
mercial. The critics did not charge that this
extrems is frequently encountered: but they
argusd that {his practice, even when it ex-
ista to a lesser degree, is Of concern beuvause
it warps the program decisionmaking process.
60. Special produoct categories, Soms sds
wene also attacked as promoting activities
Or approaches to life that are or could be
to children. Along this itne ths
critics criticized the spending of vast sums
10 encourage the eating of snack foods and
low nutritional cersals and charged that this
has had s significant impact in terms of
helping to cause the poor nutritional habits
that have led to serious dietary deficiencies
prevalling among Amercans, both rich and
poor. Brosdcasters and advertissrs disputed
any casual connection batween the two and
insisted that these products were not in-
tended to gupplant other food items in a
person’s diet. Instead, they saw a fallure on
the part of parants to assume their ime
portanut respousibility for insuring good nu-
trition,

81, Vitamin advertising was attacked s
creating false impressions about what con-
stitutes & balanced diet and as enco ng
the taking of vitamins as a substitute for
proper eating habits. Moreover, these critics
charged such sds as being part of a pat-
tern of advertising that is creating a dane
gerous trend toward drug dependence and
coniributing to the worsening of the drug
abuse probiem which Already afflicts our so-
clety. Finally, they charged that the tech-
niques employed in advertising vitaming to
children inevitably creates the danger of
accidental overdoses.i

62. Broadcasters and advertisers insisted
that there s nothing tn these commarcials
to encourage or exaggerate such a risk, Rath-
or, a8 with saack foods and cereals, they
belleved that parsnts must exercise cautifon
to xeep children from the harm which could
result from misuse of the préduci, Theese,
they contended, ave legitimate and bene-
flolal products and interfering in the right
to present vitamin commercialy is unwar-
fanted. They rejected the ides that adver-
tising for over-the-counter, medicines gone«
erally or ochildren's vitamins particulariy,
has anything whatever to do with ancourag-
ing drug abuse,

63, Amouns of Commercia} Matter. Unlike
& number of points at issue in this Proceed-

, the sudbfects of cluttes and/or excossive
Were not oast {n tarms of
distinotions betwesen adult and children'’s
programing. They obfected to allowin
mone commerciala and & greater number
interrupésons oo children's programing than
in aduit prime time, Broadoasters dofendag

mother,
what he saw in the commerncial,
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their curtent practices % as consistent with
other noa-prime time programing, and point
out that a children’s program in prime time
I8 subject to the loww Lmit applicalle to
that time period. On (his basxis they ocon-
aluded that current pra:.ices are non-ghusive
and in faot ane neceasary te insure adequate
flnanoces »..h which to produce quality pro-
graming,

APPENDIX 13

PARTICIPANTS IN PUBLIC #Ai fL DISCUSSIONS ON
CHILDREN'S TELYL7SION

Eugene Accas, Leo Burnett Company, Inc,,
New York, New York (%anel o).

Richard C. Block, Vice-Prestdent and Gen.
eral Manager, Kaiser Ce.ater, Oakland, Cali.

fornia (Panel I).
Stophen Bluestone, District of Columbla

(Panal VI),

Fred Oalvert, President, Fred Calvert Pro-
duotions, California (Panel II).

Dr. Neue Candenas, Bilingual Children's
Televislon (Fanal 1),

Peggy Charren, Action for Children's Tele.
vision, Boston, Massachusetts (Fanel IV B),

Dr, Joseph G, Colmen, Sducation and Pub-
lic Af¥atrs, Washington, D.O, .

Dr, John Co » Départment of Human
Development, Cornell University, Ithace, N.Y.
(Pansl III),

Mr, David Connalj, Chlldren's Television
Workshop, Executive Producer, New York,
New York (Panell),

Mrs. Joan Gang Cooney, President, Chil-
dren's Television Workshop, New York, New
York (Panel 1),

Eljot Daley, Family Communications, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania (Pans I1),

Michae! Eianer, Vics-Preaident, Daytime

, ABC, New York, New York
(Panel II), ‘

Mr, Al Plelds, Vice-Fresident, Merchandig-
ing, Health Tex, Inc, New York, New York
( My Igazry Fran Director, Programm(

. ols, , ng
Bervices, Meroadith Broadcasting, New York,
New York (Panel I).

Dr. Froderick Greene, Office of Child De-
velopment, HEW, District of Columbia {(Panal
I.

Mrs, Ruth Handler, President, Mattel Toys,
California (Panel VI). :
Larry Larry Harmon Pictures Cor~
poration, New York, New Yock (Panel IV B).
Shermstt K, Headley, Ceneral A
Minneapolis, Minnessota {(Panal
IV D).

Stockton Heiffrich, Director, NAB Code
Authority, Now York, New Yok {Panal VI),

Ray Hubbard, WTOP-TV, -
tor, Distriot of Oolumbia (Fanel IV B).

Robert Keeshan, OBS, New York, New York

(Panel IV B),
Aroh Knowiton, Director, Medis Services,
White Plains,

B Nng, Philadelphia, nnsylvania
(Panel II),
Lorraine M Leo-Benner, WOSO- A
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Katherine Lustman, Early Childhood Edu.
cation, Yale Child Study Center, New Haven,
CSnnscticut (Panel IV B),

Donald MeGannon, President and Chair-
man of the Board, Westinghouses Broadcsst-
ing, Inc,, New York, New York (Panel VI),

K, Weeks MeKinnsy-Smith, Owner, WDRX-
TV, Kentucky (Panei nI).

Dr. Willlam Melody, Esonomis|. Univorsity
of Pennsplvania, Philageiphis, Penmglmh_
(Panel IV B),
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PARTICIPANTS IN ORAL ARGUMENTS ON
CHILDREN'S TELEVISION

Feter W. Allport, On Behalt of Assoolation
of Natlonal Advertisers, Inc,

Ma. Lillian Ambrosino,

Dr, Juan Aragon, On Behalf of Bilingual
Children’s Televiaion.

Rick Baoigalupo, On Behalf of Viewers In-
tent on Listing Violent Eplsodes on Nation-
wide Television,

Dr. Seymour Banks, On Behalf of Amarican
Assoclation of Advertising Agenciesa,

Dr, Carolyn B. Block.

Stephen Bluestone,

Jerome 8, Boroa,

Waren Braren, On Behalf of National
Citirens Committes for Broadoaating, con-
sumer Federation of America and Consumers
Union of United States, .

-Richard Burdisk, On Behslf of Creative

Services, Station WOBV-TV, Boston, Massa-
chusetts,
Ms, Pg Charren, On Behalf of Action for

Ohildren’s Televiston,
Robert B, Choate, On Bshalf of Councll on
Children, Media and Merchandtsing,
Phiilp €. Ohin, OMce of Aslan Amarican
airs, HEW .

Mp. Katheryn M, Fong.

Mr. James Frooman,

Thomas N, Frohock, On Behalf of ABC, Inc,

Galll, On Baha¥ of Amerioan

Faderation of Stats, County, and Municipal
exployees, AFL-CIO,

Michsel J. Gokiey, On Behalf of OB8, Inc.

Frederick €. Green, M.C., Associatad Chief,
Children’s Bureat,

Anne Hanley, On Behalf of National Cable
Telovislon Associstion,

Mr, Lasry Harmon.

Richard D, Heffner, On Bohalf of Richard
Heffner Associates, Ino,

Stockton Helfrich, On Behalf of National
A:;?.cnnun of B
" Mrs, Carol K. Kimmel,

AMr. Manue! Lares,

lorraine F, Lee-Bonner,

Aaron Locker, On Behalf of Toy Manufac.

titrers of Ine,
Marks, On Behalf of Mvas

Richard
Licensecs,

Janis Marvin, On BehaMN of American
Women in Radio and Television, Ine.

Dr. Willam H, Mslody, On Behalf of
Annenberg Sohoal of Communioations,

Howard Monderer, On Eohalf of NSO,

Earle X, M , On Behalf of Action for
Children’s Television.

Paul J. Mundie, On Betwals of the Commit-
tew on Chiidren's Television, Inc,

Robert X, O'Brien, On Bahialt of O'Brisn
Communications,
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Sister leo vincent Short, On Behalf of
National Catholk Educational Association,

Mr, Robart Jay Stain,

John B. Summers, On Bahalf of National
Assoclation of Brosdoasters,

Arthur Weinberg, On Bohalf of Three
Licensces.

P, Kent Mitchel, Vice-srresident, Corporate
Marheting Services, Gensral Foods Corpo-
ration, White Platns, New York (Panoel IV B).

Neil Morse, Co-Chalrman, Childron's Com-
tuittee on Television, Californta (Panel II).

Jeanotte Neff, Director of Educetional
Product Coordination, Children’s Television
Workshop, New York, New York (Panal IV B).
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Dr, Everett Inarkor, Ofice of Conmunica-
tions, United Church of Christ, New York,
New ¥York (Panel VI).

Mr, Fred Pleive, Vice-Fresident, Carporate
Planning, ARC, New York, New York (Panel
).

Mr. Wand L. Quaal, Presldent, WGN-TV,
Ohicago, ™llinols (Panasl V),

Mr. Christopher Sarson, Producer, WGBH,
Boston, Massachusetts (Panel I).

Ms. Evelyn Sarson, Aotion for Ohildren’s
Telovision, Boaston, Massschusetts (Panel
.

Mr. Fred Silverman, Vice-Prasident, Net-
work Programming, CBS, New York, New
York (Panel I).
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Mr. Edmund Smarden, Carson-Robarts, Tna,
Advertising, Californis (Panel V).

Dr. Ithiel de Sola FPool, Center for Intere
national Studiss, MIT, Cambvridge, Massa-
suusetts (Panel VI).

Les Towne, Wice-Fresident, and
Dartners, New York, New York (Penyal III),

Mr. Robert Thurwton, Viee-President, Cor-
porats Planning, Quaker Oata, Chivagoe, Intt-
nois (Pansd I).

Herminio Traviesas, Vice-President, De-
partmeant of Broadosst Standards, NBC, New
York, New York (Panel VI).

Dy, Scott Ward, Harvard University, Boston,
Massachusetts (Psnel IV B).
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JEST COPY AWULABLE
NOTICE TO FEDERAL REGISTER READERS ’

As part of its continuing program to improve the quality of the daily FEDERAL REGISTER and CODE OF
FEDERAL REGULATIONS, the Office of the Federal Register is soliciting the views of interested persons on the
effectiveness of individual Federal Register documents and on regulations contained in the CODE OF FEDERAL
REGULATIONS.

Our goal is twofold:

First—to make each document published in the FEDERAL REGISTER easily understandable, thus making
compliance easier, more efficient, and less costly; and ,

Second—to identify and correct any existing Federal regulations which are obsolete, unnecessarily wordy,
or unclearly stated.

We believe this effort is consistent with the objectives stated by President Ford in his October 8th speech on
the economy in which he announced “a joint effort by the Congress, the executive branch and the private sector to
identify and eliminate existing Federal rules and regulations that increase costs to the consumer without any good
reason in today's economic climate.”

The Office of the Federal Register welcomes your comments and suggestions. The survey blank below is
provided for that purpose. Ail comments received will be maintained in a public docket and will be available for
inspection in the Office of the Federal Register to any interested persons or agencies. Comments which point out
the need for substantive changes in existing regulations also will be fornarded to the responsible agency.

.—-—-————-_——————-—-——--—-———--—--—--—.-——-——-

L Yor the following reasons 1 found it difficult to understand the document from
A . ncolumn | page of the o issuc of the
Cidenen p—— . e T

FipERal. REGISTER:

C] only technical language was used; [J document contained long and difficult sentences;
[J preambic did not contain a clear and concise explanation of the document's purposc;
[ other (explain)

o, T A e e e L e e, ra

e e e e o c—— . —— - -

——— [P

II. I believe that the requirement (s) contained in:

s-

A. The document fmm_ e incolumn . page of the
{agency)
e issuc of the FepeRraL REGISTER, or
{dite)
B. Section(s) of Tidle __ of the Conk or FEDERAL ReguLiTIONS

imposc (s) an: [J unnecessary; [ unreasonable; [ impractical; or [0 obsolete
requirement on those persons subject to that regulation,
My reasons arc:

T U

e i e - B i U o m e t—————— e e e

T e s e e e

IIT. (Optional) I suggest that the provision(s) mentioned above be rewritten as follows:

T T T e e e e et ———— e s e ¢ e e
B

——. - ———

T v s s e e e e - -

Please mail to: : , Name and address (optional)
Office of the Federal Register
National Archives and Records Service

General Services Administration
Washington, D.C. 20408

——————




