»

-¢

.

DOCUMENT RESUME

’

ED 217 881 . L (IR 010 267
TITLE . ' Soc1al/Behav1ora1 Effects of Vlolence on Telev1s1on.
. "Hearing before the Subcommittee on
\ Telecommupications, Consumer Protect1on, and Finanaee
* of the Committee on Energy and Commerce. House of
Representatives, N1nety-Seventh\Congress, First .
Session ‘(October 21, 1981), g
INSTITUTION Congress of the U.S., Washington, DC. House Comm1ttee
: on Energy. and Commerce. ’
PUB DATE . -
NOTE 252p.; Some -sections may not reproduce on m1crof1che
. due to'size of type in original document. Not
- * available in paper copy due to small print.
EDRS PRICE . MFO1 Plus Postage. PC Not Available from EDRS.
DESCRIPTORS *Adolescents; *Behavior Change; Children; Ch11drens
. Television; *Programing (Broadcast); Social
Influences; *Sociocultural Patterns, Telev1sxon' .
. . Television Research; *Television’ Viewing;
* *Violence - -
IDENTIF IERS House of gepresentatives .
ABSTRACT - . -

¢

+

-

.Th:s suhcomm1ttee hear1ng veport presents test1mony
of teledﬁszon network off1c1als, ‘academic researchers:, and cons
repreSentatives concernang the social .and behavioral effects of
portrayed V1olence on, television, espectially as it relates to’
ch1ldren. It’also. prov;des documents used as attachments to° the oral
testimony aind writt n statements submitted for the record. The
network attachments énclude prime-time violence tabulations for the
- 1980-81 Sbasgn, a research paper on television v1olence, and an

. exchange of views on the violence index; consunier group attachments

of TV programm1ng Tor ch;ldren.

in¢lude" newsletters, a brochure on television wiewing,jand a summary
(RAA) .

***********************************************************************

* Reproduct1ons sypplied by EDRS are ther best that can be made ook

L from the original document. - *
***************t*******************************************************
; o

- v Mg 4 . -~
A Ll

EKC ’ ) . , ., : o

ulToxtProvided by ERIC 8 N .

ot




SOCIAL/BEHAVIORAL EFFECTS OF |
VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION ’°

US. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCAYIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
~CENTER (ERIC)
J-Yhdmxhabee ood ced as
recewved from the person or rgarhzauon

iginating A .

' Minor changes havesbeen made 10 improve
+eproduction qualit

v . p -
Y e pod HEARI
® Poi 'o( view Of optn (!dmlh,SODCw

ment do not n essalv epre: z%f al NIE
080N Of DOKCY BEFORE THE

SUBOOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS,
CONSUMER PROTECTION, AND FINANCE

OF THE
o

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

NINETY-SEVENTH CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

—_—
.

OCTOBER 21, 1981

Serial No. 97-84

L4

\}nted for the use of the

Committee on Energy and Commerce

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE R
WASHINGTON : 1982




<

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

~

s, z
! ) [4
, 2 COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE .
JOHN D DINGELL. Michigan. Chairman ¢
JAMES H SCHEUER. New York—~ JAMES T BROYHILL, Né&rth Carollm
RICHARD L OTTINGER. New York CLARENCE J BROWN. Ohio
HENRY A WAXMAN. Cahfornia JA M COLLINS, Texas
TIMOTHY E WIRTH. Colorado . NORMAN F LENT, New York
PHILIP R. SHARP. Indiana EDWARD R MADIGAN, Illinos
JAMES J FLORIO. New Jersey CARLOS J MOORHEAD. Cal.fornia
ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT, Connecticut MATTHEW J RINALDO. New Jersey
JIM SANTINL Nevada . | MARC'L MARKS, Pennsylvama *
EDWARD J MARKEY, Massachusetts TOM CORCORAN, lllinois - ;
THOMAS A LUKEN. Ohiwo . GARY A LEE, New York' . H
DOUG WALGREN, Pennsylvania . WILLIAM E DANNEMEYER, Cahformu .
ALBERT GORE, Jr. Tennessee BOB WHITTAKER, Kansas
BARBARA A MIKULSKL Maryland * THOMAS J TAUKE. fowa’
RONALD M MOTTL, Ohio - DON RITTER, Pennsylvania
PHIL GRAMM, Texas , HAROLD, ROGERS. Kentucky
AL SWIFT, Washington ’ CLEVE BENEDICT, West Virginia
MICKEY LELAND, Texas * DANIEL R COATS. Indiana
RICHARD C SHELBY. Alabama THOMAS J BLILEY, Jr. Virginia

CARDISS COLLINS; Hlinois

MIKE SYNAR, Oklahoma

W. J “BILLY" TAUZIN, Loutstans LR

RON WYDEN, Oregon . ' ’

RALPH M HALL, Texas i .
FRANK M. POTTER, Jr., Chief Counsel and Staff Digector

. N SitaroN E Dawvis, Chief Cgrk/Admzmstrame Asszslant

DoNaLD A WATT, Printing Editor
RanpaiL E Davis{ Minority Counsel

Ky

* | § \ -
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS, CONSUMER PROTECTION, ‘AND FINANCE

TIMOTHY E WIRTH, lorado, Charsman

RONALD M. MOTTL, Ohto JAMES M COLLINS, Texas
JAMES H. SCHEUER, New York ATTHEW J. RINALDO, New Jersey *

S

o

EDWARD J MABKEY, Massachusetts CARLOS-J MOORHEAD, California
THOMAS A. LUKEN, Ohio : MARC L MARKS, Pennsylvania
AL SWIFT, Washington - . THOMAS J TAUKE, lowa s
HENRY A WAXMAN, California THOMAS J BLILEY. Jr, Virginia
CARDISS COLLINS, Hhnois . JAMES T. BROYHILL, North Carolhna
W J “BILLY" TAUZIN, Lougiana . (Ex Offici0)
JOHN D DINGELL,-Michigan " ~

(Ex Officio) .

, Davip K. AvLwarp, Chref Counsel/Staff Director
N Tromas RoGens, Lounsel .
CeCiLE SRODES, Associate Minoruty Counsel

" () 4




¥
<
’
-~

‘ AY
\ ¢ \\
CONTENTS
. ' . » \ \‘ ' . ) Page
. Statement of . :
Blank, Davxd vice president.and chlef economlst CBS Broadcast Group 48
Charren, Peggy, president, Action for Children’s Television. . . .. 188
Daniels, Ralph vice president, broadcast standards, National Broadcast—
ing "Co, Inc.. e - .1
. - Gerbner, George researcher, Phlladelphl ‘Pa s 148
Mater, Gene P., senior vice president, policy, CBS Broadcast Group %, 48
Pear], David, Ph. D, Chief, Behavioral Sciences Reséarch Branch, Nation-
al Institutes of Health, Public Health Service, Department of Health e .
o . __and Human Services o rvarerenst o pee T T s s — 1
. - Ra{’ieclk.l Thomas, M.D,, chalrperson National Coahhon on Televnslon '
0J@MEE. ... 1ie covnars + cere st sennsberebenes e

- Schnerder, Alfred R ‘vice presxdent American Broadcastmg Compames

Inc
Turner, R. E., 1iI, pres1dent “Turner Commumcatlons Corp
Wildmon, Rev Donald Coalition for Better Television...
Wurtzel, Alan H, d1rector developmental and social research Amerlcan
. Broadcasting Compames Inc..... +voeeenen . oo e o e e
Additional material submitted for the record by:
» Action of Children’s Television, attachments toeMs Charren’s prepared ’

4
219

« statement:

New views on TV viewing (brochure)...... .. 575 wevvesmesennins core suvvvnne oee 193

Su?mary of weekday, Jdaytime commercial television® programing for

children.. .

CBS Broadcast Group, attachments to Mr Mgters prepared ‘statement-

Network prime time violence tabulations for 1980-81 season, high-
\ . 1ights of the FEPOTt.. ... iieves eeririteceies et srciiinies soriss boresn sibiniens 96
Research on television violence? the fact of dlssent e et b e et 50
» Violence index, the: an exchange of views. 64

Nath%al Coalition dn Television Violence, newsletter NCTV news vol 1,

A D10, Dev s oeeet i et eeerreiren cee teaeeens setes ST Feessstees ies ses tiser @ Asbnieses

Turner Commumcatlons Corp., ,attachment to Mr Turner’s prepared

> statement, article Go Get &Jme Milk and Cookies and Watch the
R Murders on TeleviSIOn” . ........c.iocomiis siomiesstisporiciiiens siosciiise saisenes « sirss o 11
Statement submitted for the record by, Boys Town Center ................ L. 237

. ’ () s . &




e M

- and behavioral effects of violence on televisioil.
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SOCIAL/BEHAVIORAL EFFEC S OF VIOLENCE
ON TELEVISION' :

¢

<
& WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER

- SUBCOMMITTEE ON*TELECOMMUNICATIONS, -
CONSUMER PROTECTION, AND FINANCE,\ .
CoMMITTEE ON ENERGY|AND COMMERCE,
\ Washington, D.C.
at 9 a.m., in room
. Timothy E. Wirth

v
v

The subcommittee met, pursuant to noti
2322, Rayburn House Office Building, H
(chairman) presiding. . i

Mr.. WirTH. If the subcommittee could pleate come to order, this
morning we hold hearings on the very important issue of the social

-

This subcommittee has had 1& longstanding concern with the
causal relationship between te ised .viplence and the manifesta-
tion of aggressive and violent behavior among members of the tele-
vision viewing public, particularly. children. - .

When this subcommittee last examined-thislissue in 1977, culmi-
nating in a subcomndjttee report, “which was éxtremely controver-
sial at that time, I was concerned withsthe rol¢ of the networks on
providing excessively violent programing and the harmful effects of
such programing on society. : .. .

As the father of two young children, I continue to be particularly

' concerned with the amount of televised violence to which the

Nation’s young are exposed and the detrimen 1 effects it clearly
can have on their behavioral devélopment. -

The subcommittee’s focus over the last several fnonths has been
primarily on issues relating to economic conbpetition and regula-
tion. g’hese are vitdlly important issues to address as we look
toward encouraging the development of a telecommunicatiéns in- .
dustry which will provide the viewer of tomorrow with a high
degree of chojce and diversity so that there can ?3 numerous_alter-
natives available, unlike the case with the viewer of today who
rr;ﬁy find his limited viewing options often distasteful or objection-
abple. , @ " v,

In* a gition to questions of. economic competition though, we
cannot l0se sight of the vast social impact television has on society,
and thus it is important that we return to an examination of this
critical issue of the effects of viclence on television. -~

It must be'kept in mind, however, that while Congress clearly
has a duty to explore the problem of the excessive viewing of tele-

_vised violence, in dealing with the area of program content there

L - . (1)
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are significant constraints imposed by the fitst amendment to the
Constitution as to any governmental action in this area. ..

I want to commend my colleague, Congressmag Ron Mottl, who
has been instrumental in arranging these hearings and seeing to it
that this subcommittee continues to provide a forum for dialog
among interested parties so that viable solutions’to the problems
connected with the effects of televised violence may be found.

Congressman Mott] has demonsttated a profoind concern for the
problem of violence throughout American society. I want to thank .
him for his willingness to agree to chair these hearings this morn-

. ing, and I also want to thank today’s witnesses for taking time

from their busy schedules to be with us.
Mr. Morre. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairma\. Lkt me say’
that this hearing certainly could not be possible’ wathout your con-

-.cern and interest in this vital issue.-

My-compliments to you and your ablé subcommittee staff for the
hard work that was put jnto organizing this very important forum.

Today we will take a look into one of the most pervasive influ-
estes in today’s society and that is television. We will gather opin-
ions from leading authorities in the field on what causal effects, if
any, violence on television has on later aggressive, behavior by chil-
dren and adults. ' .

Theré have been arguments advanced that this is strictly an
issue of viewer discretion—that someone can simply choose to turn’
off the television set if he or she feels the programing is too violent.

However, if much of the research study done in this area is co'r-'
rect, the person who turned off the violent program might still
become a victim of ity | - .

He or she could Be at the mercy of aggressive behavior by an-
other viewer who chose to.watch repeated acts of gratuitous vio--
lence and was adversely affetted by seeing them. This is one of the
-major reasons why I asked this subcommittee to hold this hearing.

We as policymakers. must also be' acutely aware of the first
‘amendment jssues associated with the regulation of content and we
must fully fecognize the restraint in legislative and regulatory ac- -
tivity imposéd by the first amendment and section ‘326 of the Com-
munications Act, which prohibits Government cehsorship of broad-
casbing. - . : . : )

Simply by providing a forum to study and coordinate infonmation
available on the effects’of violent- programing, we are taking a big
step in the right directjon toward rsmedying the problem.

It is frightening that thid Nation is in the midsf of a crime ep
demic that has become so previlent and recurrent each year that it
Js vitually being accepted by t{;e American public as part of our
way of life. - : ! : > .

~

Many factors, incfudihg poyerty, unemployiﬁenf, family break- )

downs and a host of social ills have been cited-for today’s unprec-
edented crime epidemic, but excessively violent, televisien. program-
ing has also been targeted by eritics as a cause of this malady.

The pervasiveness of the television medium is evidenced by the
fact that the average American views 30 hours of television a week.
A TV set iyon about 6.5 hours a day in the average home. On the *
day of ng;l: school graduation, the average student .has already

4 L ! .,
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speft:lt 4,000 more hours in front of the TV set than in the class-

roofn. L .

Critics of television programing complain of a high amount of
gratuitous violence and aggressive acts on TV. The average high
school graduate has been exposed to 18,000 television murders b

# These acts of violence are pften portrayed in unrealflife situa-
tions devoid of trauma, fear, Jpain, remorse and sorrow] therefore
they provide an unreal and deceptive view of violence th inhibits
sensitivity against such violentacts. . ..

Obviously in view of the e accessible influence of television’
and’ the growing number of restarch studj}es that show a correla-
tion between violence on TV and.in society, it is incumbent upon
this subcommittee to take a look at the social behavioral effects of
violence on television. )

In this and past years I have been active with a comprehensive
legislative program to combat violence in-socigty ranging from Fed-
eral penalties for outrageous acts of violencd by professional ath-
letes to mandatory longer sentences with no probation and no
parble for use of a gun in the commission of a felony. ..

1 have also called for use of capital .punishment for heinous
crimes. | welcome the opportunity to participate irr these hearings
as we look at what the authorities and research studies in the field
have found in regard to the effects of watching violent televised
shows. Does any other member have a statement to make at this
time? . :

Mr. MotrL. Mr. Marks? -

Mr. Marks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciatg the opportu-
nity of being here. It wasn't too long ago we participated in hear-
ings similar to these in an effort to try to find out what effect, if
any, violence on television has on not only our young people, but
the citizenry generally. N .

I note in looking at the listwof witnesses that some of the same
people that were at the first hearing are back again. We look for-
ward to hearing them and seeing “vhether or not perhaps their
views have changed somewhat. \ ‘ '

_+ -Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ) i

Mr.’WIRTH. Agairi! as Mr. Mott] pointed out and as I pointed out,’

.., ..there is a very delicate line here between inquiry, discussion, re-

. “séponsib'ili‘ty on the patt of the networks and the first amendment
issues. .

We try to tréad that line. * |’ .
_In 1977 Congressman Waxman and I, as well as others, were.tHe
authors of a report related to the causes and roots of violence on

~television, which was a.highly controversial piece of work.

That report never saw the light of day with any teeth to it; but I
think that that iliustrates the controversy surrounding this issue,
and it perhaps also illustrates our continuing concern for greater ¢
responsibility being- exercised by those who are presenting to the
American public as much programing as they receive—particularly
whepn that programing is as violent as it may be. ’

Our. first witness this morning is Mr. Ted Turner, president of
Turner Broadcasting System, Inc., from Atlanta. :

Mr Turner, welcome. We are delighted to have you here. Please
join ys, if you wijll. . .

v
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Mrt. MorTL. Mr. Chairman, may I also join at thi® time\, in wel-
coming Mr. Ted Turner, president and chairman of the bfard of
Turner Broadcasting System. _ . Lo

Mr. Turner, one of the great. innovators of the rapidly changing
telecommunications industry, has broken new ground in program-
ing with the all-news format of the Cable News Network. ‘

He has been consistent and unrelenting in his own effo
against excessives violent television programing.. :

Welcome. - :

"STATEMENT OF R. E. TURNER III, PRESIDENT, TURNER
COMMUNICATIONS CORP.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my
name is Ted Turner. I am president and chairman of the board of
Turner Broadcasting System. ",

I appreciate this opportunity to testify before you on the behav-
ioral effects of violence on television. -

I would like to say after reading over the prepared statements of
some of the witnesses that were available yesterday, I felt these
hearings were of such importance td the American people that we
worked lat¢ into the night preparing to cover these hearings live,
not only on Cable News Network, which reaches some 9.5 million
homes, but also on the super station WTBS, which reaches over 18
million hondes. 02 -t

So over 23 percent of the people in the Unilted States will have
the opportunity to see these hearings in their entirety today, and if
they go on beyond this, we will televise the balance of it live.

Unfortunately, we were not able to get this schedule in the news-
papers because the decision was made last night to, televise, but I
am sure we do have a substantial audience out there.across this

~

wonderful country that will have an opportunity to see these delib-

erations today. \ .

I would like to start by reading a short letter from a vidwer that
is typical of thousands of letters that I receive during the year
from viewers across the country.

going to read and then I will read this letter. * -
Then I will deliver my statement.:
The headline is “More Mindless Junk.”

Ted Turner, head of Cable’ News Network and superstation WTBS, Atlanta, has
contunued his attack on the television\networks " e e - .
In a recent talk at the Rochesterginstitute ofTechnology in Rochestdr, New,_ York,
“he askedestudents, “What is the pdint of going to college, spending a lot ofémoney
and time getting an education and then have your mind turned to water with all
the mindless junk that the netwogks are putting on?’ But he admitted that the net-
works occasionally do something good. - N . N
It is impossible to be bad all the time. Even Adolph Hitler was niceto his dog!
Speaking to the Milwaukee Advertising Club last week, Turner blamed television
for a 400 percent increase in crime in the last twenty years. .

“This letter is from Francis Palmer.. The letter is short.

" DEAR MR. TurnEer: Read your commétg to’the Rochester Institute while vi ting
in Denver Your point was well made. Having put three kids through. college,

. Georgia’s'own Georgia Tech-and Notre Dame Law School, I quite agree that most
network TV 15 diseased and pathetically, addictively contagious at that.

0 . .

» L]
Enclosed with it is a small newspaper article, clipping, that I am
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It 15 a pleasure to see entrepengurs like yourself with the will and staying power

+ *  to produce television programs. Don't let go. !

We can be thankful TV has ‘taught our kids how to deal, cut cocaine, pimp, waste
someone, what ever happened to the good old-fashioned killer? Murder, rgug, violate )
and all the othér assorted TV sports? . ‘ . A

Without TV and media sensationalism ‘they might never have known anything
but decency, respect and working for a living, f~

I don’t especially consider inyself a do-gooder and will never turn the wotld
around, still I cry a little inside when someone burns my flag and think it 13 great
when a guy #ith a few butks takes a lgok around and speaks out.

Mr. MorTL. Mr. Turner, that lettér will be made part of the
récord without objection. ~
{The information follows;] < - . . .
.- Mr. TURNER. Gentlemen, I ans going to make a strong statement -
andastrong accysations, because I‘ feel that, our society is threat-
ened. . . . . '
Mr. Marks. Mr Turner, that is nothingl.unusual for you to do.
Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Marks. ' L
A large portion—in¢identally, you' have my prepared written
statement. which was done primarily ‘in conjunction with lawyers.
I wrote this last night after reading the testimony of the other *
more expert witnesses that I think will appear later in the day. -

' Mr. MoTTL. Your prepared statement will be made part of the *
record without objection. ' .
Mr. TURNER. A large portion of our populace is sick and the
major culprits are the tremendous television networks and the
motion picture companies that make the horrible movies and TV
programs that are turning out young people into a society of law-

breakers, murdérers, drug addicts, and perverts. .
They glorify violence, illicit sex, reckless ‘driving, materialism,
. and just plain stupidity. : -
. _Their entertainment programs make a mockery of all our institu-
. tions- that ‘have made our’ Nafion the greatest, freest, best gov-,
ertted, most -prosperous, and most genewous the v'vorld-ha's ever
seen. : :

family, antireligion, antilaw; antieducation, antibusiness and anti-'
government., - . . .

They have sold us down the river to fatten their ppcﬁetbqoks.
Théy were given their use of the public’s airwaves with a promise
and understanding’ that they would use our airwaves to serve the’
public interest. PR o :

It can and will be proven beyond reasonable .doubt here if
enough time and study is given'to the problem that they havg.done’
Just the opposite. —

The network television® licerises “should immedjately be- revoked
and given to someone else who will use our” airwaves for the fur-
therance of the public good. Th‘s will not interfere with the first
amendment in any way. | N e e

Ithopgh if the guthors of the Bill of Rights could see what~has .
happened, they would,-like taand so mamy millions of others who
. love this gountry, be sicken by what the television and motion
cpicture industry has done to thjs Nation..~  ° . S

Our Founding Fathers were talking about the written private
press and free speech among individuals and groups. There was no

K‘[‘C L ; s i

For at legst\the'la’s,i; 10 yéars their programing has bécb,me anti- , -

e

o

-

5




. . television or*motion picture industry 200 years ago, nor was ones
even envisioned atrthat time. . e Y .
. No. newspaper or group of papers could have Had the destructive
effect that television nefworks have caused. . :
. Thank God 1t is not too late. While there’s life, there’s hope.

Our Nation is étill alive. Countless millions of our’citizens have
awakened to the ‘damage these enemies of our <ivilization have -
done andjare doing You will hear some of their representatives .
‘here later today. I have read their written statements; Mr. Radecki
in particular touched me geeply. I agree with him neagly 100 per- . °*
cent . ,

. - I have been a broadcaster aitd seén with my own eyes what has
' sbeen happening. We can change and we must change. Crime is up;
‘ 400) percent in the last 20 years. . <
a It is accepted The President gets shot. Mr. Sadat, even the Pope.

\ ‘:American television programs -and movies#‘are distributed all
over the free world. The *Dukes of Hazzard,” ‘Dallas;” “Three’s
“Corhpany” show our Nation and our people much worse than we -

,\v , .really are. : ..

. No wonder our fareign friends around the world hold us in such

low esteem. " o . ’
Gentlgmen’ only our Go‘gernment ‘can save us from _this terrible
. threat to our society. : .-
.. America can last another 200 years. Let’s in the futire use the
electronic media wisely and constructively, not foolishly, as®we

+ |, havein the past. - .

Let's not commit national suicide. I have made this same basic
speech recently before the Veterans of Foreign Wars, who present-

) ed me with their media award last month in Philadelphia.

° When I asked the night before at dinner with their léaders in my
dcceptance speech if I could attack the networks, they said, “You

g(l) get, ‘em, Ted. That's why we gave you the award ih'the firsb .

place. . .

. This is the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 5,000 people. They.gave me

a >minute standing ovation. That is not any rgligious group. Those

. are the men_that fought and risked their lives for our Nation
during the pat wars that we fought. :

_The. people that make and present these programs make them to

sell, not to watch. - ) .

Recently I made a speech to the Hollywéod Radio and TV Soci- .
ety. There were more than 1,000 people in the room, the largest

crowd they had ever had. - _ ) .

. ) Theses were the people that make those shows. I was introduced
‘ the new president of ABC. I asked them to raise their hands if
ey were regular viewers of the “Dukes of\Hazzard.” 1 ask this .
group here to do the same. )
- " Who in this room is a regular viewer of the “Dukes of Hazzard?” .
’ hat, is one of the highest rated shows in the country.

One. Good. You are probably with CBS, aren’t you?

Theronly person that raised his hand there was the president of

arner Bros., that makes that crummy program. .
ow about “Dallas’’? Wha'is a regular viewer of “Dallas’? .

. | “Three's Company”'? : :

-

¥

‘Not one. . ‘
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. The groups crying out for a‘cure to our national diseases are not

just the Southern Baptists, by any means. ThHey include the VEW,

and even most tecently the Catholics and:the Knights of Columbus,
who recently came our publicly with a boycott threat of their own
Many television and network executives have teld.me privately
that they agree with me, but what can they do?
The station manager of one of the affiliated stations in Atlanta,
Ga., my hometown, told me privately that his own’children were
forbidden to watch his station. . ‘

The networks will say if people don’t like ‘the shows, they can_

just turn them off. What a joke.

. Children are impressiénable and can’t make that decision Tele-
vision is habit-forming,and has created mlliors upon millions of
addicts to those terrible’ programs.

We didn’t expect the German people to urtelect Hitler He had“o

be-destroyed by outside action. , . . ' .

Only our Government can save us from this perverse and damag-

.ing_plague. We gave them control of our airwaves 30 years ago.
They, have brutally misused them. ) ) -

ke these licenses back, please, for the sake of our future.

< Aftér careful defining of what we.,mean by the public interest
and careful thought on your part, these licenses could then be auc-
tioned .off to the highest bidder the same way we set stgndards for

" .ol leasing of the publio lands that may contain oil 'and sell these

>

licenses to the highest bidder with stringent requirements of what

« kind of—what we mean by the public interest, so that they can't do

-what has been done in the past. R .
- By my estimate half-a trillion dollars could be r'aiéed that way
We could pay off the national débt and cut out inflation rates down
¢ accordingly. There is no reason television licenses should be given
away free any more than you would give Exxon the right to drill in
Alaska or off our shores. R .
We will be able to*reduce the.national debt substantially in the
process. : : - N .
Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify. . .
I will try and answer any questions you may have.
, [Mr. Turner’s prepared statement and attachment follow?]
3 - 4 t T -
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- Mr. Chairman, Memb?rs of the Subcommittee, my name is Ted Turner. »
N . 3
. e -

’ ' .
« 1 am Presfdent and Chairman of the Board of Turner Broadcasting System.
B U . . .

I appreciatesthis oppor[unlt*fto testify before you on the BehavioYal

P
b

. « S !
< Effects of*Viclence on Tg).giﬁigrf:~ . Y N
€ D ——
. RN -

- . . r T
l o

; » .- . ST
. Your interest s this issue is understapdable.and corzitndable.  ~
. : -

- .
LI .

The prevalence of violence in our society has reached truly'r':pidemic
N . AN . - '
. proportions. As noted recently by Preside&t Reagan, one nurder,is.
. -

comnitted every 30 minutes,, and 778 Burglaries, 194 assaults amd .

N »
134 robberies are committled every hour in this clsuntry. Ci.early, ’ ’

~ ’
we age facing a énaj‘or problenm,
S FNC .

Al B
’ .
. * - ? . . . 2 N - .
R ’ . 2 - B
' . R B c
The causes of-violence in society are undoubtedly numerous and  *
- LY . . M -

- “« e 3 x* 2
complex. N-vertheless, the single most significant factor coptributing 4
~ ' . ,
. . e~
} to violence in America, I believe, is the widespread and.coptinued deZ,
- A} a -

v
?

L]
piction and glamorization of gratuitous’yiolpnce in movies and network
. g . \
. . television programming. we'e e '
{ 4 . 4 ’
- L4
3
'} Socumented by over 10 years of s*udy by government commissions and
’ . ~ \ . .
behavioral scientists in leading un’iversities, the

.

correlation between ©

’ .
television viglence and real violence has been proven beypnd reasonable

. L 4 o
doubt. Codoon sense and experience support the conclusion as well.

-7 :

- . L
There have been too gany instances in which children or disturbed peopleg
. . z

o N . - - . - N -
have imitatedsmovie or television violence. We cannot ignore pr continue -
.
1

. . ] :
to deny this ismpact. The hijacking of airliners, the rape of a young . "
/\}irl in the "Born Innocent™ case, the immolation of derelicts, the d&2*

saruction>ff young boy‘,s imitating the Russian roulette scenes of the
] ’
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"« Network's Sénior Correspondent Daniel Schorr.

) vt -
A4 ’

. "Deerhunter” are eXamples of the power of movles and tele}lisxon

.

, to Jdnstigate and rexnforce antisocial qctivit}es . .

. * . i "l
- .

Attachéd to hy testimony is an article uritten by ,CaLle News

The articlle was’, \publish-

ed in this month s WASHINGTONIAN ‘MGAAIVE‘:md 1s a thord gh and thought-

. "

ful analysi)s &\éhe subJect of televxsxon violence. Mor eloquently .
. v

than I, Mr. Schon‘ documents the case against gratultous Miolence in

movies and television.
« -

‘I respectfully request that his=a t/icle be' -
. v

included in the recox:d with*my testimony. *

.

4 .
. . . . 3 x? -
~ .

Finaily, Mr. Ch#hrman, a question: How do”we solve the problem

- { -
5f television violence’ Primary responsibility for this wad state of: o

! R

affalrs’'must *be accepted by the movie pro@ucers and _th'e television
v 7 ~ -
Having used the mechanism' of gratuitous and glamorized -

.

networks

vipl.ence to shock, titillate ana,'att'ract audignces (and, thex“eby,

espand profits), they are Gn’"a merry-go-round in which each successive

o> . :
effort mus’ge more violent, more horrible Qﬁan the last., The con- ¢

,tinuing high,levels of violence in the socalled "Family'Hour" period

of prime-time, demonstrate that ratings continue to be more. lmport%_t
.

to the networks than any sense af social rasponslbility.

- A ) 2 - ,t
N . . . . , ’
Both the movie :lndustx-),s and the networks, as th‘e ‘first link in the
M - *

production chain, must be encoqraged, or forced, to exercise greater
. L

self—iestraint . They nust ‘recognize their«inpq‘cc\nn 3oc*£'ety and acaept

' . W
P
accordlugly, greater responsibxlity for thelr ac:.ions.
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\ oty we beiow Tadt ©oe TSt Amondirent i1s Ant an ahsolute,” The

Wovme fourt huis 3. 1o omized that televisaen is iatrusive anti
.

.
o a1 lewt.aet vioagl 1mpact not eharacteristis nf the print -
“ 1 »
. ,
., L, e uRMLa pormtt the drmpoaition of cele~tive reliatiom Meither -
.
oL mrsae W0liLtr, 307 the networks (an esfape sresponsrhility by huling
;e ’ s ~
boehayd the arsr Acernlinent therefore, thes must tespord to the valid
- . .
pUDlIC Ol T tiised in o« riogs lice this and dedicate themselves -

£, tte 2iamawts 8 of erooosive violence in televisilon progfaiming
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ok you for ,.ving me this opportunity to testify, and T .
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By Daniel Schorr

1 believe selevision 13 going Lo be the test
of the modern world and that 1 this
new gpportunity tu See bevond the range
of our wiswon we shall discover a new
and unbegable disturbance uf the mod
ern peaWor a saving radiance in the
sky We shall stand or fall by television—
of that | am quite sure
~EB Whae (1938)

John W Hinckley Jr causes me to fe-
flect. having recently tumed 65 on what
the medta age has wrought Hanckley's
unhappy lifctime of some 26 yean co-
ncides roughly with my life n telev
ston Whatever else him want to
shoot a Pressdent, Hinckley epstomizes
the perverse effects of our violence pronc
culture of entenarnment .

Hinckley weaves together strands of
media-stmulated fantasy fan frenzy, and
the urge to proclaim entity by stamng
in a televised event  His success 1s at
tested 10 by everything that has happened
stnce March 30, when he managed to
disrupt Whe reguldr programs histed 10 his
copy of TV Guide 10 bring on command
performances by Dan Rather, Frank
Reynolds, Roger Mudd. and Jhe other
news superstars  Since November 22
1963. these clectronic specral reports—
the modem equivaleft of the old newse
paper extra—have been Amena s way
of certifymng a ''histonc event

Much nas been shown to Hinckley's
generation 1o lower the threshold of re-
sistance 10 viglent acts When the ime
came for Hinckley to act—to plug him-
self into this continuumof television and
movic violence—the scteenplay was
casily wntten, the rolés nearly preas-
signed The media-conscious *public™
President, Rohald Reagan. attracted the

190 The Washgionsan'Ocwber 1981

Waich the

°

cameras which attracted the crowds,

which provided both the arena and the

cover fos the assatant The network

cameras routinely assigned. since the

Kennedy assassination, to “the presi-

dential watch'' recorded the  actuality”’

andkshowed 1t tn hypnotic, incessant re- -
plays The audicnce tingled to the all-

too-famihar  special report  emblat

zoned actoss the screen

To nobody 's surpnse, the celebration
of violence stirred would-be tmitators
The Secret Service recorded an aston-
1shing numbet’ of subscquent threats on
the President s life Once of them came
from Edward Michacl Robinson, 22, who
had watched the TV ¢overage and later
told police that Hinckley had appeared
to him 1n a dream tellisig him to *‘bnng
completion to Hinckley's reality ™'

fsychiatnst Walter Menninger ex-
amined Sara Jane Moore, who tned to
kil President Ford in 1975, and found
1t no cornuadence that two weeks eashier
a well-publicized attempt on Ford s hfe
had been made by Squeaky Fromme

There 1s no doubt,”” Dr Menninger
told me, of the effect of the broad.
rapid, and intense dissemination of such
anevent The scencn front of the Wash-
ingten Hilton must have been indelibly
coded n everybody s mind with an 1m-
mediacy that does not happen with the
prnt media We™have learaed frém the
studies of television that people do get
influenced by what they expenence on
television '

The broadcasting industry saysitcan't
help it 1f occasionally a disturbed person
tries 10 act out depicted violence—fic-
uonal or actual In 1975, a Vietnam vet-
eran 1n Hyattsviike, Maryland, who had
tokd his wife, 'l watch television too
much,” began smping at passersby i a
way he had noted dunng an episode of
S W A T —and, like the fictional smiper,
was killed by a police sharpshooter,

The Amencan Mcdical Associstion
reponed 1n 1977 that physictans were
teJling of cases of njury from TV 1mi-

ution showing up m thewr offices and

hospitals One doctor treated two chul-
dren who. playing Batman, had jumped
off a roof Another satd a child who had
set fire to a hquse was Copying an arson
incident viewed on television.

No court has yet held television legally
culpable for the violence 1t 1s accused of

sumulating In Flonda 1n. 1978, fifteen- |

year-old Roany Zainora was convict-
ed- affer a televesed trial—of killing his
elderly nesghbor despite the novel plea
of 1nvoluntary subliminal television in-
toxication ' The parents of a Califorma
gul who had been sexually assaulted
1974 1n a manncr depicted three days
carlicr 1n an NBC television drama lost
thetr suit aganst the network

That's as it should be 1 su the
constitutional nght Of the ing
industry (g depact violence, just as T'sup-
pon Hustlér magazine’s nght to depict
pornagraphy—with distaste As Jules
Faiffer. the cartoomst and cival hibertar-
1an, has noted, one sometimes finds one-
self 1n the position of defending people
one wouldn't dinc with What troubles
me, as 1 reflect on the case of John
Hinckley. 1s the reluctance of televisior
to acknowkdgegts contnbution to fos
fenng an Ame culture of wiolence.
not only by the way it presents fantdsy
but by the way 1t conveys reality—and
by the way 1t blurs the hine between the
two

.

Violeace is bne of the manyestations of
the quest for wdentiry. When vou've lost
your tdennty, you become a violent per-

son looking for Wdennny
—Marshall McLuban (1977)
In 1974 Reg Murphy, then editor of
the Atlunta Consntution (he 15 now pudb-
lisher of the Balumore Sun), was kig-

-

\

X




gong to see another first—an attempt at
suicsde " Whereupon she pulled a gun
out of a shopping bag and shot herself
fatally in the head
These, tncidents—the list could go op
—  and on—were all aspects of the phenont-
enon of the mass media as grand arbiter
of :denuty, vahdator ofexistence Des.
cartes mught say . 'l appear on
. television, therefore | am ™
Oric becomes accustomed, after work
- ng a long ime 1n the medium, to heanng
strangers remark, without elabogation,
#l saw you on television'"" One even
gets tnured to betng hauled over to meet
. somebody’s relatives 1t s as though the
TV personality has an existence of ts
own | expenenced the other side of this
phénomenon 1n 1976 when 1 stopped
» nipped He says his abductors imme-
R diately sped 1o an aparument and turned
" o a TV set 1o see whether their act had
. 7 fhade the evening news
- YIn 1971 pnson noters in Attica, New
.+ York. listed as a pnimary demand that
" gnevances be ared on TV
In 1977 1n Iadianspolis. Anthony
George Kintsis wired a sawed-off shot-
gun to the neck of a mortgage company
officer. led hum out :n front of the police
and TV.camenas, and yelled **Get those
dd. on' I'm a godd.

national bero'"’
In 1974 i3 Sarasota, Flopda, an an-
chorwoman on television station WXLT
. said on the uir, ** In keeping with Channel
40's policy of bnnging you the latest in
blood and guts 1n living color, you're
broadcgsung for CBS People asked,
sohicitously, if everything was all nght—
as though, being off the air, [ had ceased
to be 1n some existental sense .
*Getuing on televisjon'" has become
& preoccupation of people 1n govem-
ment, politics, and tadustry, not to men.
ton all manner of single-tssue advo.
cates  Capdidates will fashion their
csmpaigns around ‘‘photo uni-
tes ** Senators will be drawn by the
p of to leg ', hear-
ings they otherwise would skip’
Many people will do almost anything
1o get on TV Some wifl even kill M
Arhony Quaraton, former head of the
State  Depantment's Office for Combat-

of the department of psychiatry st North-
westemn University **Derang!
have a passion for keeping up wl J.th :

azpped 3 politician tn 1975 as hostage
for the release of five imprisoned com-
rades, it forced German televasion to show
éach pnsoner boarding a plane and to
broadcast _ dictated da state-

fnends of nune praused a **documentry s
shown by NBC. The Raid at Entebbe,
and had 10 be rcnunded that 1t was a

: propag
ments **For 72 hours we lost control of
our med; ** a German ¢} ex-
ecutive later sad

When Amd terronsts seized the Vi-°
enna hcadquarters of OPEC 1n 19785, -
killing three.persons and taking oil mun-
1sters hostage, the terronsts’ plan called
for them to occupy the building until TV
cameras amved

A central feature of the plan of the San~
Francisco **Symbionese Liberation
Anmy."" whach Patncis Hearst,
was the exploitation of the medis—forc-
wng radio and elevision to play its tapes
and carry. 1ts messages

The Hanafi Mushms *hostage-taking
occupagon of three locations in Wash-
n 1976 was a classic case of media-
age feronsm The

on what was being broad-

cast . o
“These cnmes are highly conta-
" wams Dr Harold Vsotsky, head

news and (mutating 1t ' .

. 1t docs not seem to matter much if
they are keeping up wit?'*the news'’ or
with “entertanment,” for more and more
the distinction 1s thinly drawn A real »
attempt on the President’s life produces

a rash of threats A prime-time drama

K

The gradual erosign "of the line be-
tween fact and fantasy, between news
and theater, can have senous conse-
quences People slow to react to accr-
dents and muggings may be expenencing
the existential question of whether these .
things are really happening A woman
wrste columnist Abigail vag Buren of

“being bound and gagged by a robber who

told the victim's four-year-old boy to
watch television for a while before call-
1ng for help The child looked at TV for
the next three hours, ignoring his mothes’s
desperate efforts to get hus attention
Perhaps, (0 the child. the show was more
real than hus mother's muffled screams
Having obscured the difference be-
tween fantasy and reality, television of-
fers incentives to people who arc seeking |
emphatic ways of getung recogmtion
Innocent hand-waving, as an attention-

~getung device. yields to demonstrations,

which’in tum yie

unrest for CBS in . threatening
rhetonc tended to ef moderate
rhetorieand be select the network's

Evening News because it made *better
levision * | have no doubt that tele-

; visonhelped 10 build up militant blacks

like Stokely Carmichacl 3nd H Rap
Brown within the black community by
fHiving them preferred exposure Noa-
violeht leaders found themselves obliged
to Jate the militancy of thewr own

about 2 bomb on an airphanc p a,
rash of reports of bombscon auplanes

In all of this, teloigion clams to be
innocent—a helpless ey&witness, some-
tmeseven ahostage I¢'s not that simple

To begin with, televisionBas helped blur
the fincs between reality and fantasy 1n
the general consciousness

. Television ngws itself—obliged 10 co-
exist with 1ts entertainment environment,
secking to present facts with the tools of
fantasy—ends up with 2 gramatized ver-
sion of life Everything that goes into
making a well-paced, smoothly edjted

‘package’’ subtly changes realfty into a

g allegory of events The '
fi 18 ded by the use of

wng Terronsm, the n N

casualtied dunng hyjackings and hostage-

takings with the desire of o Y
3 insore " Delib cinéma réahité

xts of hormor—hike the tossing out of
« sfan vicums—are planned as media
eventa - On the other hand, the failure of
the hijacking of a Turkush plane to Bul-
gana m May was at least partly due to
the fact that two of the terronsts had left
the plane o give a press conference
Sometimes the aim 18 to hyjack teke-
vision ttselfl When the radical Baader-
Meinhof gang 1n West Germany kid-

LRIC

v
-

techniques 1n fic-
tional dramas, and the modem forms of
fact-and-fiction ‘‘docudramas’’ and
““reenactments’” of evente

It began tocome Home to me that au-

rhetonc When Mastin Luther King Jr
came t0 Washington 1 1968 10 discuss
plans for the **poor people's march'* that
he did not live 10 lead, be told me he
had 10 allude 10 possibilities for disrup-
tion as a way of getting media attention
At a community mecting after the first
night of noting 1n the Watts area of Los
Angeles 1n 1965, most of those who spoke
appealed for qatm Bot a teenager who
se1zed the microphone and called for
*'goipg after the whiteys'* was featured
on efening TV news programs A mod-
commented, | to me like he
{the.white man] waf®us to not ** An-
othet said, “If that's the way they read
it that's the way we'll wate the book **
In recent years, elevision news; com-
pelied to comg to terms with its own
potency, has sought 1o enforce gurde-
lines for coverage of group violence
Television tnes to guard against being
an & gator of violence, but

diefices were bluming the d be-
twéen reality and entertaifinent when 1
recerved telephone calls from several
persops, dunng the 1973 Senate Water-
gate heanngs that preempted soap op,
cras, asking that the networks ““cancel’

2 boning witness and *‘put back John

11) 4

“. v

8 £Eact1on 1s too litle and too late to
overdome the cumulative consequences
of a gencratton of depicted violence It
1s like trying to control proliferation of
car weapons after distnbuting nu-
cleal reactors over a prolonged penod

~r
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hmmeIlm when

there were 10 million TV sets 1n Amer:

xa, | have waiched gfforts t0°determine

obyctively the effects of televised vio-
lerce while the TV Jndustry strove to
sweep the tssue under the carpet”

What television hated most of~all to ’

acknowlkedge was that widlence on TV

“was not incdental or accidental but a

Q
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PAruntext provided by exic [

.

consciously fostered clement in the rat-
ings race 10 1976 Dawid Runtels, pres-

\dent of the Wnters Guild in Los An-

geles, where most of the blodd-and-guts

- A ¥

. 'There 15 so much violence on tele-
vision."* he said, **because the networks
want it They want it because they think
they can attract viewers by 1t It attracts
sponsors Affiliate statons welcome t

A personal expenence brought home
to me the industry’s sensitivity to the
subject In January 1969 my report for
an Evening News telocast, summanzing
the intenm findings of the National Com-
mussion oa the Causes and Prevention of

SCTIPLS &FC S d. told a congr
committee ‘The networks not oaly
prove viokence on TV, they have boen
knowp 10 request and 1nspire 1t

¥iok was altered shortly before air

time at the direction of Richard N Sal-
ant, president of CBS News. to elimuinate
F commen} ;b_out television The passage

El

-

Cited the cdmussion’s view th while
*'most pergons will not kill after sceing
a single violent television program,
1t 15 possible that many leam some of
their attitudes abou"l%lolence from years
of TV exposure may be lkely to
engage in violence ' For management
to override the news judgment of the
*‘Cronkite show') was extremely rare
Riots and assassinations would bang
the 1s8uc peniodically to the fore, but the
research had pogn going on for a long
time For more than a quarter of a century
social scientusts’ have the ef-
fects of violence-Viewing 1ally on
children

“The average Amenican watches tele-
vision for four hoursand 30 seconds
every day. accordipg to A C Niclsen
figures Women watch the most four
hours and 47 minutes aday Men watch
four hours and six munutes Children
age two 10 cleven watch three hours
and 52 minutes a day. and children age

~
i reference to John Hinckley *
The Cole Residence in Northeast DC
13 a group home for boys 1610 18 who
are awatting tnal for minor offenses
Rick Brgcher, assistant admunistrator,
says no restnctions are placed on tel-
evision viewing Bricher says the staff
dents 10 watch special

twelve gp seventeen watch the least
threcthours and scventeen minutes
For. many -Washingtonians, televi-
wg100 15 keptin it pmmuce and pet-
spective Research shows that Wash-
ingtorians read more and watch less
television than fgsidents of any other
major ity tn the country But television
1s used mcreasingly as a babysiner or
an opiate 1n instrutions To find out

who might have trouble discnminating
between television and real life, we
surveyed the TV habuts at five area
nstitutions -

At St Elizabeths Hospital, mental
p?knls are permitted 10 watch unhm-
1ed television  Social worker Heien
Bergman, who deals with men and

, womeri'aged 25 to 35. says the tele-
1ston 15 on in the patient lounge all
day long Patients watdh soap operas
during the day, and 1n the evening they
vote when there's a conflict over which
show to waich Bergman says that many
paticats afe upset by excessive vio-
lence. and that some of the more dis-
turbed patients talk 1o the television and
laugh inappropniately at it She per-
sonally dishkes television because it
discourages patient wteraction One staff
member says the employees watch as
much TV as the patients and wduld be

- -unhappy If iy use werk restricted

Patients are encouraged to watch news
events. and they were particularly in-
terested 1n the coverage of the Reagan
shooting Bergman recalls that one pa-

how much television is watched by those”

gnm?. particuiarly those that focus

* A1 St E, the Patients Thought Hinckley “Was Nuts?

manly adolescents. are not restncted in
what they watch However, 2 busy
schedule. which includes a full day of
school, leaves Ittle tume for television

Stein adds that the center docs not want
10 shelter patients from normal activi-
ties and that the time and effort of
momitonng television could be put o
better use by the staff Like Bergman

pro,
on black issues Sports progr are
popular. as wel as network -programs
featunng black actors, suchwas The Jef-
fersons What will be watched 15 de-
termined by magonty rule

Inmates at DC's Lorton Reformatory
are permutted to watch unrestricted tel-
evision The set is on every day from
around noon until 11 PM, except when
inmates are being counted Salanda
Whatfield, a Lorton administrator, says
cach dormitory has 2 25-inch color set
and the inmates vote on what to watch
Because inmates work on different
schedules, someone 15 watching tele-
vision allthe time Soap operas, sports,
police, and adventure shows are the
most Some of the 1nmates watch
the Jocal news to find out who got caught
doing Wi ause they often know
the people involved in arca cnme Oc-
casionally they speculate on who might
be the perpatrator of as unsolved cime
When the Supreme Court 18 10 session,
many inmates watch the Monday-night
news to sec 1f any deeisions affecting
their cases have been handed down

Whitfield says 1omajes admire the
“flashy types'” n afion shows He
doesn't think Lortoff inmates are so-
phisticated enough to pick up any new

1dcas from television cniminals. though

they might get a new *'wrinkle

Dr Martin Stein, an admunistrator at
the Dominmon Psychiatric Treatment
Centér 1n Falls Church. says the use of
televiSion is an arca of great concem

at St Ehzabeths, Stein €xp con-
cem that television hinders patient 1n-
teraction

Stein says the p!uenxs prefer com-
edies such as M*A*S*H and Faniasy
Island 10 dramaand action shows They
tend to avoid ptogrygns that contain
excessive violence! ome- anx-
10us when such programs are on Ac-
cording 1o Stein, schizéphrenic patients
oftenthink the television 1s tatking to
ot about them of sending them special
messages

For children aged four 10 ten at the
Fairfax Brewster School. 2 private
school for normal students at Bailey's
Crosstoads, the Dukes of Haz:zard 1s
the overwheimingly favogte show
Nearly all named 2 character on that
show when asked who they would be
if they could be a television character
Sports were also popular, along with
Bugs Bunny, Woodv Woodpecker and
The Greatest American Hero The chil-|
dren dishiked the news (bonng). soap

. and Fhe Incredible Hulk (dumb)

Out of seven childgen. only one had'a
parent who specified the programs she
could and could not watch Most
watched some programs with their fam-
\lies and more than half, frequently ate
dinaer 1n front of the television

LY

~“When asked the type of program he |

enjoyed most, one nine-year-old said
he liked shows In which stuntmen were
shot or pushed over cliffs because ' it's
neat how they dan't bleed or get

uent remarked. **Boy. was he nuts.” (o the faciliy s staff The panents. pni-  hurt " , —Heamer PERRAM
’ ) - Ocaobss 1981/ The Washingiomsan 193 *
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8 At Sunford University, Professorg
Albert Bandura reported that chikdren three

10 S1x yaars of age whose loys were taken
away after they had seen fitms shx

14

cem in the wake of the urban rols and

assassinapons of the 1960s In 1968, after
the assassination of Robert Kennedy,
President loh named

. aggression would be more hikely to pouns
i an inflategl doll 1n thewr frustration than

1 students who had viewed 2g&res-

admimister strong electnic shocks to
nts making ¢rrors On an exam
® An cxpenment conducied in Many-
land for the Nationa! Institute of Mental
Health found senous fights  school more
commoo among high school stdents who
watched violent TV programs
@ Bradley Greenberg and Joseph
Domintck. Studying Michigan pubhc-
’ ‘school pupils, found that ““migher ex-
posure to television violence in enter-
tainment was assocrated with geeater 2p-
proval of viokence and greater willingness
touseitnreal hic " |+ ¢
@ Dry Dorothy and Jerome Singer of
Yale Unsversity concluded from an ex-
haustive senes of interviews that the chil-
dren who watched the most television
were likely to &t most aggressively
famly situations Although they cguld
* not produce a *‘smoking gun’ that would
fluencegpe TV industry, they argued
that they chrminated every other fac-
tor that could account for the high cor-
relation between aggressive behavior and
viewing of *‘action-onented’ shows
# Dt Leonard Berkowitz of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, in two cxperiments
ten years apart, found that third-graders
walching a great many violent programs
were hikely to be rated by other pupils
as high in aggressive beMavior and that,
at mioeteen s most of them were stll de-
scribed as “aggressive”” by their peers
fn fact, reported Dr Berkowntz, the
amount of television viewed at the age
of ninc 15 " oni¢ of the best predictors of
. whether a person wili be found to.be
aggressive 1n later hife ™

question of violencesn TV programs In
1952 the House Commerce Commitice
. held heanings on excessive sex and vio-
lence on leJevision Senatg heanngs on »
TV violence and juvenile dehquency,
* conduted by Senators Estes Kefauver
of Tennesce and Thomas Dodd of Con-
necticut, Starred episodic pubhic interest
The heanng transcripts make a tall stack.
adding up 1o fificen years of congres-
sional alarm over television, and indus-

iy that it ,' dd: g the
problem .
. The controversy over television as-
sumed & Rew dimension of national con-
‘-
— \
. .
.
Ll
.o .
»
. .
. Q

fitms were more likely than others -

Congress took an carly intetest 1n the |

¥ a
headed by.Dr  Milion Eisenhower. to

|m1u|Mh; causes of violence and
how 1t might be preventeds

Between October and December 1968,
the Eisenhower Commission beld hear-
Ings on television. questioning social
scientists and 1ndustry executives about
the extent to which the medium mght
be the instigator or abettor of vioknt acts
One commission member, Legn Jawor-
ski. later 10 be the Watergate prosecutor,
expressed the belief that television might
have * a remendous respgnsibility” for
violence 1n Amenca

The television networks acknowi-
edged no such responsibility  When
Commissioner Albert E Jenner asked
whether  the depiction of violence has
an effect upon the viewer  Dr Frank
Stanton, president of CBS, rephied "It
may or may not haye That s the ques-
tiof we don t have The answer to ™

Nevertheless. the commission decided
to formulate an answer After a long
debate—from which Lloyd N Cutler
the executive director disquahified him-
self because of his law firm g TVan-
dustry clients—2the pancl declared 1n its

vividness of its bloodietting
However, Congress. on the imtiatige
of Rhode Island Senator John O Rastorq «
a long-standing cntic of tekevision movel
to’mandate a completely new investt o
gation calling on the US Surgeon Ger Lo
eral for a reporton TV and vwlence th
would. 1n effect, paralle! the report a
. sociating cigarette smoking with cance
Wormed about what might emerge fror
wucha study the televisian industry lob
bied with President Nixon's Secretan «
Health, Education. and Welfare Robe;
Finch to influence the vrganization 4n
conduct of the Investigation It suceey
fully opposed seven candidates for ap
pointment to the committee includin
the best known researchers in the field]
The Surgeon General v Cemnutiee o
Tetevision and Social Behavior as con
+ wtuted, comprined five €xpens attiiate
with the broadcasting industry and fou
behavioral scientists innocent of mass
media background
Three yearsand S| 8 milhion later thd
committee produced its report
*Television and Growing Up The Im
pact of Televised Violence ' supported
by five volumes of technical studies Thd
full report., read by few. provided telliny
data on the role of TV violence as n
stigator of aggression in young people

fing) report that 1t was  deeply bled
by Ielevision s constant portrayal of vio-
lence pandering 10 a public preoc-
cupation with violence that television ttself
has helped to generate

The panel's report concluded A
constant diet of violence on TV has an
adverse effect on human character and
attitudes  Violence on television en-
courages violent forms of behavior and
fosters moral and social values 1n daily,
life which are unacceptable in a civilized
society We do not suggest that televi-
ston 1s 3 prncipal cause of violence 1n
our soctety We do suggest that'itis a
contributyng facfor ™

A two-volume report of the commis~
sion's Task Force on Mass Media and
Viotence' concluded that, as a shont-
range cffect, those who see violent acts
portrayed leam to perform the m and may
imitate them I1n 2 Slmlh.\' situation. and
that as a long-term effect re t0
media violence *sociatizes audtences in-
10 the norms. atntudes. and valves for
violence ™

The Eisenbower (8mmission s report
on television had httle impact—it was

overshadowed In the news media by its

more headhine.making findings about
nots, civil disobédience. Snd pohice bru-
tality The ngtworks acted 1o reduce the
w~olence 1n amimated cartoons for chil-
dren and killings 1n adult pgegrams and
the motion picture indgstry.quickly com-
p::nsalcd bv increasing the in¢idence and

butthe -page summary that would|
determine the public perception emerged
opaque and ambiguous. after an intense]
struggle wathin the commutsee
*Under the ercumstances,’ 1t said,
walching violent fare on tedevision eould,
Cause 2 young person to act aggressively,
but "children imitate and learn from
everything they see ** The research stud
1es. 1t said, indpcated a2 modest asso-
clation between viewing of television and|
violence among at least some children,
but ""television ty oalv onc of the many
factors which 1n ume may precede ag-
gresstve behavior '
The summary danced around the cru-
7 ualissue of causation  Several findings
of the survey studied can be cited to sus-
tain the hypothesis that viewing of vio-
lent television has 3 causal relation to
aggressive behavior though neither in
dividually nor collectively are the find
ngs conclusive ' \
The ambiguity was furrored in the *
. puges of the New York Tumes A front-
pagé story on January 2 1972, based
on a leak. was headlined Tv viALEME
HELD UNHARMELL 1O YOUTH But when
the report was officialty released 4 week
later. the Times story said  The study
shows for the first time a causal con
nection betweeh violence shown on tel
cvision, and subscquent behavior by
shildren * »
“Itas clear o me " said Surgeon
General Jesse Steinfeld presenting b
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TEPUIt at 4 beanng condusted by Senaton
siore  that the vausal relationship
hetween televnd  wotepee and anlis

<1al behavior o sathnt o wartant ap- o

propoatc and ramedial agon

There v as 0o sienttiant seniedial g
irbdn viofense
and assassinanon ehbed the sssue vt t
ovivion violeme faded to Come e,
Ahother dav - And another day would bring
an (hcArcpon

ven htore the atost modonts of vio
e 4 e ingu N Nad started Dr Fh

AY Rubinstein had tirsteome tothe Sur

Rewun LENCTAL s (oMMt ds a*vive
harman rosh trom the National st
tute 1 Mental Hoadh Hi oaxnenee
Wwith the investigation 'ad Pt "o makg
the study Of the avs media Ris vareer
fn b1s0 Dr Rubinstern now protes
~or ab psschology at the Lanersin ot
North Caroling persuadad President
Gurter » Surgeon Getieral Dr Jyhus ©
Richmond 10 assemble an ad b com-
mitke to prepare ap upddted sersion of
the 1972 Surgeon General « zepurton 1ty
tenth annsversary  Two volumses of new
techaieal studind have already beencom
pilcd The vonciusions are yet to be wnit-
ten byt there 1s no doubt that they will
reintorge and espand the oaginal fnmidly
stated tindings
One thing the new report wiil do I
Rubnstetn <aid 1 to Jas to rest the the
oy that deprted violence can Ktually
decteass .nggremun by serving as a°
vathartiy  -the (leanving sndpurging
ot an sudiene v emotions that Anstotle
held to be the highest test of tragedy
Advanied Dy some behavioral saentists
studvingglevision the theory was ea
smuned duning the 1972 study tor the
Surgeon General which condluded that™
there was O wvidenne O sUPPORt 2 ¢ d-
tharsis interpretation * The updated re
port ating new empincal studies will
mabe that point more stirongly
A tremendous amount ot work has
been done over the past ten veats and
the wilume of literature hygs probably tn-
pled  Dr Rubiastein %s It any
Mistghe Was Made 1N years ago, It was
10 be too qualified sbout the relstionship
between Thesolince and aggressive-
ness Mo hase o ot of new evidence
about csusality and about what consti-
rutes Jausalts We know much more
about now whkaision produces sggnes-
stve hehavior Weknow more about how
taptasy van crowd out teabity and the
Toattluenes of tefevision on dis
(urbcd minds
The Tundamental stentitic ewdence
idieates that tovision attects the siewgr
Al

. 4y

ul more wavs than we realized intially
You will recall that the origing smoking
and health study was himited to the lungs
and later it was feamed how smokng
altcars the heant and other parts of the
bodv o I same was we now know

{ Hou Many Murders
Can Your Kids Watch:

. .

] The Nauonal Codhtion on Telesiv
Violenee savs those are the mont o
olent programs on national teles e
The data was comprled between ot
ruery and May o1 1981 and the seor
for cach progrun are in viokent s

Lot hour

1
|
|
|
i
i

Prime-time Acts of
Shows Network  Violenc
Walking Tal NBU 28
\ cgan “AB( I
1 oba NB(C I
Lircatest .
) American .
i tHero ABC I
’ Incredible Hulk  (BS 4
! Magnune I° CBN" 14
| Hartto Han ABC 14
| bukes ot .
Hazrard BS 4
, B Xthe e
b Bear NBC 14
! bantaw Wand  ABC 1
1t oos €BS 1
! Saturday ' *
| Morning Acts of
' artoons Network Violence
' Thundarr the
. Barhanian Al &~
) Datty Dudck NB( §2
" Bugs Bunny
| Rosdrunncr  CRS s1
! Supertricas At 5
Richic Rich
Saxby oo ABC 0
L, Plastiiman .
Baby Plas ARC 28
Heathoitf &
idabn ABC 28
' tons ABC 28
Tom & Jumy (@15 27
i Popeve (RS 26
Johony Quast © NH( Al
Dok Pak BN M
' Botmun Nae 19
5 Guodeitla Hong
’ Kong
o Phooey 0 NBC 18
|+ tstong s NBC Ot &
. Tarzan | one ! .
Ranger CBS IR}
! L)
" o,
.
N
17
A
>
[ X N .

v
that i urigingl cmphasts on TV vio-
fence was o narow Teloviston atlects
fot onlv g predisposition wowards vio-
lecc hut the whole range of soxtal and
pyschologieal devedopaent of the \oungcr
Feneration

The new Surgeon General s report
sheduled for release hy the Reagan ad
usnistration in 1982 4 hkely to be chal
lenged by the TV ndustry with ail the
vigor displaved by the tobacliw lobby when -
oppasing the reportun smoking and can
cer Inevitably it will be read for (ues
W0 wolent behavior of people like John
Hindkiey

In the absence of fumily peer and « hml‘
refutiomshipy relevision becomes the
most compatthle \ubstitute for I(al ifte
Liperience ‘
—Natiohal Comnussion on the Cauw and
- Presention at Violenc (19691
What madg Hinckley ditferent what made
him shoot the Prosident are, witimagels
matters for psvahiatry and the law to
dktermine Butthe  media factor  plaved
4 pand !

As Hincklev withdrew from schoot und
tamily life hesretreuted progressivels into
a waiting world, ot violent tantasw
spegiitg more and<mote ime alone with
television—an _exeiting companion that
made no demands on him

But televivion was not the only pan
of the media working tq merge tact snd
fantasy for Hinckly  He was strongly
nflenced by Taxt Driver 3 motion pe

s anxietws through his oh
olene ke the taxr dnver
Hinckley oscillated between wanting to
hill & puhllc tigure to impre#Pthe obyt
of his affecvorts and wanting o res
her from  evil  surroundings  Paul
Schrader, author of the screenplay, teflc
me that the moment he hpard thatPres
ident Reagan had beo shot s reaction
was, There goes anod®T taxi driver'
Hinckley weas also 3tfected by tan

frenzy. 2 spc\lal manifestation o the

media culture’ It tocused not onlv on
Jodic Foster Fhe temale fead in Tux
Driver but also on tormyr Roatle lohn
Lennon whose music heplaved on the
guttar a New Yesrsbae atterlen
non s murder Hinckley lapcd 4 mono
fogue 16 his moted room near Denver
in which he mourned  John and Jodic
and now one ol ciites dead

‘Sometimes’ by wad  F think Bd
rather just see her not 4 not on carth
than hetng with othes guvs § wouldn
wanng stav on carth wahout her oncarth
1t d have to be yonn hind of pact l’\NCcn
Jodie and me

.
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« Andthe nlluencesworking on Hinck.  room in the Rarh Centrat Horel tapesal - the aiccracking death-detymg feader
ley extendod bevopd the vinval media,  his guttar plaving his New Year v bve 0F the Free Warld

- The sdeaol awuicade pact wasapparenthy  sohloquy and 4 telephone conyersation The citecf was 1o reinforee the per
drawn from The Fan 4 novel by Bob  with Foster . VNG aense al unreahity engendered by
Randall that Hinckics had borrowed— (A failure at most things Hinckles was 4 generation ol televinion short-outs
along with books about the Renneds  a pectacular medig suteess who had,  the impression that being shet docan (
tamaty and Gordon Luddv ~ WiHl—1trom )/urvucd o enjor his celebnitvhood a really hurt that Gversthing will tuen aa
a public library 1 Excrgreen Colorado # “lesson that won { by lost on other driven 41l 0ghlintme for the hinal comnnreval
Inthe bopk the paranoid fan of a Broad  pervons One can undentand Ihe dewire to as
way star teching rejected 10 by advam es No one could doubt his importance or T 1he world that the gemment
*bv matl il the witrewaand himselt o challenge his wentity as the news cam  Juncliomng But e Daved HangRe
he opens in g theater production bark €Pas Wustered arwnd the tederal woun the puvchuateist and forgier prevident ol
lant March av Foster wat prepanng to,=~house when he armived lor hus araign 1€ Intitute o Medwane of the Nationad
open 10 4 New Haven stk company  ment 0 prestdential size liiousine Avademy of Scrmes blicwes it haria
plav Hinckley shipped adetier under her  Bertlded by police airens 1ul 1o 1mply that 4 shooting can be with
L Joor saving Altcrtomghtonal conon In the great made-lor TV deama par OUT4PPARENT physicalcomequence
and | will haye 3 ot in common ucipants more  normal  than Henckies Getting shatws nof like lalhng otl o

The plan that hinallv conguleg thi seemed abo to play assigned roles vl y‘ De Hamburgaays - Tosamtize
welter ol umedia drawn insprrgtions g C3Ught up 1n some ineluctable wren at of violence g divenvie T
impelted the voung misht to awton was Py The TV anchor were eeviewed for UnWIse to minimi/C the laut that o Pres |
a presidential assasvnation Betore st NmOothaess composure and Tue Tyal ac wentean get hurt and that he can blec '
ung out he—Nike the tictlonal tan- Iett , €Uracy under atress Secretary of State One mare contribution had been ny
behind 4 letter 10 be read posthumously — HONR making a gnpping appearance in 10 obscuring the pain and seality of +
Il was 10 tell Toser that b ntended e White House press room, was panned fere o bluming the Lriticat dntincs
trdugh  this histoneal deed to gain vour © for gasping and lor misseading hus iines !:clwccn ftion and tact The me.
respect and tove ., Presdent Reagan with considerable lfzdcm wav I i ways s mua

A though 1o dowumnent his place 1 SUPport rom Whit House adovand from Préductal the age of unrealiy as «
the medis hall of tame  he dated and N smoothly reasupmg D Donms John Hinckles, the media reak In
timed the fetter and ket behind o hy O Leary limelt annsiant hit won - media age realite had boen the

- K plaudity for~a Mawless pertormance v ¢ Casudlty

[} \
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Dansel Schorr formerty CBS nauonal and

foreign correspondent, 13 POW SERION

comespondent of Ted Tumct s Cable News

Network Donna Rockwell contnibuted to thus ‘.
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+ Mr. MortL. Thank you very much for your very enlightened
statement. Both' your prepared teXt and the text you read from

re will be made part of the record, as well as the letter you read,

ithout objbetion. ' . :

Let me start off the questioning, if I\may.

In your prepared statement you cite an example, “The Deer
Hunter,” and ‘also “Born Innocent,” as a correlation between the
program: that was viewed over television and the .accidents or the
excessiyg violent acts that occurred thereafter. * .

Can you cite any other examples for the subcommittee at this
time thatthere was a direct correlation in you opinion?

Mr.\TURNER. Mr. Mottl, I spend most of my time trying to stay
alive in competition with these networks. That is why it is so won-
derfu] that you have these real experts who spend the bulk of their
time going into details. .

. In my prepared statement I included an article from Daniel
Schorr who has studied this subject when he was with CBS for
many years.

He studied as—they are better able to answer the specific ques-
tions of how many incidents of this and that from particular pro-
grams. . . .

I know in my own experience, I have five children. I used to,,
when I first entered the television business and started.really
watching TV for the first time to any degree—because I was in the
business and didh’t have any rules for my children—I watched my

-own children aggressively get in fights with each other after watch-
ing some-of these programs.

-
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., American society?

we wouldn’t be here if it wasn’t for sex. Sex, properly presented, is

17 . o

I started watching some of the shows with them. Afterward I
passed a rule that,they couldn’t watch these programs any more.
Now they get along fine. .o 4

I think the people that have dealt with the children and the
young people here, these gentlemen here, will be able to give you
better specific examples than I because I am not like a college pro-
fessor, an expert on the subject. . .

I just know from my travels around and talking with hundreds
of groups, and so forth, that it is definitely the cause of this in-
crease in vialence in our society, because the schools aren’t teach-
ing violence. - ’ " . .

I mean, what has changed in the last 20 years? It has caused
crime and drugs and immorality and all the other things to become ~
such an epidemic. What has cuased our young people for the first
time in our history not to want to have anything to do with the
military, and so forth? )

It has been the destructive influence of those networks and the
emotion picture industry in the programs that they produce.

Mr. MorrL. One last question before 1 recognize $he other mem-
bers of the panel under 'the 5-minute rule. - [
_..It has. been alleged that-there, is gxcessive violence and excessive
sex on television. Which of the-two more adversely affects the

oo )
Mr. TurNER. Oh, I think violence by far. I mean sex—obviously

.

a wonderful thing, but obviously violence by far. Bukit is still—it
botherd the and many other people that their presentations of sex
aré on such a low and greasy level. ’
Mr. Morre. Thank you, Mr. Turner. RS .
The Chaix will recognize the people as they came to the subcom-
tnittee this mornifg. ) ‘
First the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Marks. . - ‘ ,
Mr. Magrks. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. no , ,
Mr. Turner, in, your testimony, that testimony that at least is
pointed specifically to the problem that we are discussing today,
you would suggest the. possibility of interventiormr by the Goverim-
ment, by perhaps Congress, in an effort to reduce what you say is
the excessive showing of violence in programs. < e .
What I hgven’t heard from you, but perhaps you have an opinion
on that, how would you suggest that this be achieved, considering
the first amendment rights? ‘ -
Mr. Turner. That is why I suggested what ] did. ¢
In order—if these—if enough time and investigation is done—
and I think from reading the testimony of the expert witnesses on
behalf of the country rather than the witnesses of.the networks, I
think. that yqu will see that there is enough evidence to check into,
it further. ‘ - N - .
If you do check into it, you will find that they have—that the
television networks_ and their licensees have not fulfilled their obli-
gation which they promised to do of serving the public interest
when tHey were given those licenses free of charge.
So if that can be proven, arid I think it can, then you have the
_rigpt by—Congress can order the FCC to recapturé those licenses.
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Then you can define the pubhc interest g hfﬁle.bit be‘t@gr lll'{e you B
do {o’protect the environment in these offshere erlling ,Qsmgs that
e ve already worl;ed“{:ut and then ‘zgyt}‘lgi ehce@eé up for , |
i N o ¥
Mr. Marks. I am not sure you are an%ﬁré’rlng th? ques p“that It
posed to you. - - PR LR WL
My question to you is, How do we pr otettig

_rights by any deernment intervention in tHiggA
I.don’t think you have answered that questiaa.
portant to you as a broadcaster, as well as to th‘évpet i apd ev- o
erydne else. SRR Y ¥ i o
*” Mr. TurNEr, I agree. It is abhorrent to me that Corigfe ssm‘ﬁpuld
have to pass standards for programing. It shouldn E\Be‘*n sa¥y”™

l\gr Magks. You mean censorship? Is that what youe esg-‘ &, g

ing’ i’ N
Mr. TuRNER. I am not. I don’t really know wha%th'é’é@sﬁef’ is, :

-The hearings aré just beginning. I would say that t tﬂhlng LS

to jnvestigate and perhaps during the investigation ‘thou o

____ ful processes-afterward; if sifis havé been committed, and you
agree to that, then mayhe a solution might come as an idea to syou
of how it could be done without changing the first amendment' but
I don’t think, as I pointed out——
Mr. Marks. Excuse me. You weren’t saymg changmg the first
amendment? .
Mr. TUrNER. No; some sort of standard Maybe therg do have to -
) be—it would be——you are the.Congressman. I am just a c1tlzen You,
. all are supposed to be—— :
* .. Mr. MaArks. You are here to adv1se us today. That is why T think
it is pertinent. -~ . - o
Mr. TurNER. Maybe there would have to be some sort of* censor- .
- Shlp of certaim aspects of prograrning, not perhaps in the editorial
aréa, .which is the free speech’ area, really, not censorship of the
news, but some sort of standards for entertainment ‘programing
that would in some sort of way limit the excesswe 1olence ;
CAl§o—— TS e
~Mr. Marks. May I ask you a question? That i interesting. What
_you are suggesting is censor the nonrews progams but not the
news programs" . . - .
" Mr. TurNER. Yes, sir. : ) -
. Mr. Marks. If that is your suggestion, I thigkthatgis a rather,
interesting idea considering first amendment rights. _
Let me go one step further with you. - ’ L.
- Your own network, your own cable industry produces many of
the programs tha&have been on the networks, 1s that correqt"

0y

Mr. TURNER. Absolutely.. 3~
Mr. Magks. You do that—how many hours a day are you on the
air? -
+ Mr. TurNEr. Twenty-four hours a day w1th the,super station and -
. \ 24 hours with Cable News Network. Cable.News, of course, is all
news. - ¢
Mr. MARKS. My understanding is, you are cr1t1c1zmg the pro- .

graming that is shown on the national networks, yet your qwn
cable system replays those shows throughout the country on a24--
hour basis? .

05 . '
«;"%m bt bt m
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. a What have you done in an effort to minimize thi$ excessive vio-
? lence that you claimasbeing shown on the networks? ) -
Mr. TURNER. By just selecting certain programs. For instance, we
run “Andy Griffith,” “Gomer Pyle,.’ “Sanford and Son,” “Father
) Knows Best.” We don't run “Kojak,” *Mannix;" we didn’t buy the
~ s"Dukes of Hazzard.” We didn't buy “Three’s Company.” We didn’'t -
buy '‘The Incredible Hulk™ or "The Six Million Dollar Man.™ We
just used the good shows. . .

s A

We run a lot of movies too. They are the old movfes,-many of _

N

- them made before the networks were even started, like “Going My
Way’! and “Fhe Bells of St. Mary's,” Bing Crosby, Bob Hope, and
) John Wayne. . v

My. Marks. In your way, what you are saying is that you have-fo:
some degree yourself personally censored that which you put out
over your own network? s .
Mr. TurNER. Absolutely. Completely. I am not perfect.
Mr. Radecki said professional wrestling shouldn’t be on. I have to
take another look at that. Tongue-in-cheek I felt like. Nobody ever
kills anybody. They just beat each other up a little bit.
o Mr. Marks. I know time is running out. I would like to ask one
other question, if | may. ~ . -

. .Mr. MorrL. He has to be out of here at a quarter to ten. This will
be the last question. - ‘ - .

Mr. Magks. Do you think that the showing of the violence in the
news programs.that you put out 24 hours.a day has any effect on
our children or any’or all of us in the same fashion that the pro-
graming of crime has in the nonnews programs?

My. FURNER. Absolutely. D

But not so mut® on children, perhaps, becausé children don’t

+* watch news very much, the rating service show, thank goodness.

» The sensationaljsm aspects, where the Gary Gilmores, that
fellow that tried to murder the President, and so forth, they are
given—and the sensational things, pickets, riots, everything, and

. Daniel Schorr’s article add’x’esies that. - -
v,  Thatis part of my written testimony. .
r Mr. Marks What do you do on your own network to hold that
+  down? You have 24 hours of news. There is violence.
Mr. TURNER. We are going to cover all this today. There will be
no violence here; I think. ot ' .
Mr. Marks. We hope. ) ' 3 C
Mr. TurNer. By lots of interviews with Senators and Congress
men, business news, sports news, with medical news, editorials\
fashion news. Our news program is more like a newspaper.
In my own personal checks of network and local television news
which is in a rating battle trying to be number one and they resort
so often to yellow journalism and sensationalism, I woyld say 85
: percent of the things—if you watch a local newscagt in Washing-
ton, 85 percent of the stuff will be negative,.sensationalistic.
On a check on Cable News, you find it is about 50-50. At least it
is more balanced. You have to report the bad things that are hap-
pening, but there is no reason to make heroes of nuts, as has been
done so often by these broadcasters, e
. Mr. Marks. Thank you very much. ¥
Mr. MortL. Mr. Scheuer, do you have questions?

\ +
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<« ' Mr. Scueper| Thank you, Mr. Chairman. - .
*  Mr. MorrL. We haye quite a few on the subcommittée, and Mr.
Turner has to gét out of here—— . -
0 Mr. TurNER || will wait. I will stay as long as you wish me to,
. Mr. ScHeuEr| We, enjoyed your provocative tesfimony, Mr.
Turner. \ . .
We have gone{through a generation of television violence. I am
- going to ask you {two questions on the effects of that television wio- \
lence both on ourjyoung people and our elderly people. '
Y- We have had algeneration of kids who are now adults who have .
.+ been subjected top systematic inundation of violence.
; -Now, your very distinguished and eminent correspondent, Dan
Schorr, g you noted, wrote an article in the Washingtonian Maga-
zine in which he $uggested that John Hinckley, who is a kid like .
all other Kids, subjected to this barrage of violence on television; in
his attempted assabsination of Pregldent Reagan, is symptomatic of
the effects of television violence on this whole generation of young
people who have jukt lattained, adulthood. That is my first question.
My second questi is about the effects of violence on the elderly. ¢ -
. So frequently in viplence infused television shows, the elderly are
victims of violence, pitiful, pathetic, tragic victims, helpless victims-

- -of violence. . S
. That not only may stimulate violence among the aggressors, but
_it 'tends to make all felderly people who watch television even more ,
fearful of their wellibeing, even more imprisoned in their homes,
- . even more unwilling to even cross the stregt to a synagogue or
church service. .
What are your reattions (a) as to the—as to whether Mr. Hinc¢k-
ley is symbolic o th effects of violence on this new generation of
adults who Have Dgen |permeated by violence in their whole lives,
tHe ambience for a‘geperation; and (b)-on the fear that it instills in
the elderly? g
Mr. TURNER. Absoliltely. I agree with you 100 percent and with
Mr. Schorr who addredbed both of those issues.
> Mr. Radecki has do Ll‘l- it perhaps even better than Daniel Scherr. * .
In reading hi§ testilnony at midnight last night, his prepared -
statement, I think he handles it even better, but he is a real expest’ .
- in-this field. . . ’ . !
- ‘But you must rememper that the movie, “Taxi Driver,” which ig
this committee goes of you should get a print of “Taxi Driver,”
“The Warriors,” “The| Deer Hunteg,” “Apocalypse Now,” and
“Prom Night.” You shoj}ld watch those five movies. The movies‘are Lo
rjust agresponsible as the television programs. - :
When I saw “The Tax{ Driver,” £hat 1s the one that inspired this .
many/to kill the Presideht. He even said sp, along with televisidn.
' r. SCHEUER. If the witness will yield, I don’t think there s any -
question that television|has far more impact on the young of our -
Nation .than movies. Thie average kid watches television 4 or 5 |

hours a day, and it is an|invasive instrument to penetrate the mind
and effect the psyche of/ohr young people. _
There is ne instrumentin the history of civilization equal to tele-

vision. It far surpassed !lnovies in its impact on young people’s
mimds. - R ‘ :
This is what we are having to deal with. . s
. o .
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Mr. TURNER. These movies dre now on television. The pay televi-
sion services have, no standards whatsoever. They are bringing

.these movies that even the netwerks, that are so horrible the net:

works won't touch them, like “Taxi Driver,” like “The Warriors.” |

“The Warriors” and “Taxi Driver’’ .were not run on the networks.
They were Tun on HBO, Showtime, and these services have no
standards whatsoever. . 3 .

They are being presented in the horhe and 15 percent of ‘the U.S.
homes now have pay television. These movies that wouldn’t even

be shown on the networks because they would be afraid to do it, .

because they would.lose their licenseg¥or doing them, are on televi-
siqn in the homes of the American people. i '

I agree with you 100 percent about the other things.

I stand up and cheer, you are absolutely right. The elderly in -

this country are easy targets for criminals because they don’t have
the strength to defend themselves against young hooligans. They
are in tQrror. ' : . . . .

Mr. ScHEUER. I thank the witness. Do, '

I thank the-Chairman. * . - :

Mr. MorrL. Thank. you very much, Mr. Scheuer.

Next the Chair will recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
Collifis, - . - 4 :

Mr." CoLuins. Mr. Turner,. in getting your mail and your re-
sporises from listenérs, how oftén do they write? What percent of

" the objections pertains to violence?

Mr. TURNER. Well, sincésour television—normally they, write and

" “ tell us how great they think Cable News and the superstation are.

Y

[y

. statiqn, lots of them....”

s

.

ro-

Like the letter I read to the gentleman earlier; we don’t get very
many complaints at all. About 90 percent of our mail, or_9§ per-
cent,.is complimentary. . "
~When I make speeches and it gets in newspapers, people will

-
.

write and tell me thank Gad someone is taking the'stand against*

the networks and the motion pictures that-youare. - -

I would say—we save the tetters. I have thousands of them.

Mr. CoLuns. You think basically your type of programing is of a
high enough level that it does not invite criticism? S

Mr. TURNER. | just select it very catefully mygself. .

Mr. CoLuins. For many years I have thought we need more of the
inspiring types of shows on television instead of shows that down-

-t

.

e

grade people. I'have wondered why we can’t have more of the Ho- . ‘

ratio Alger type? = . . !
Mr. TurNER. We are doing programs likeé that néw on thesupér-

Mr. CoLuins. Horatio Alger type?

Mr. TURNER. Yes, sir. We arg doing a show called “Nice People” *

which is a half-hour show that picks three people who help others.
We have a program called “The Winners,” about people who have
come up by their bootstraps and been a success in the country and -
made a success of theirlives. .
Right now we are preparing todo a series ‘“Portrait of America,”
" a series of 60 documentaries on every State and possession of the
United States, showing how beaygiful and wonderful, along the line
of Alistair Cooke's “America’ series, which was produced by the”
BBC because none of our networks wanted to do Tnything decent.

~
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Mr. .COLL!N§ I like that show about the winners/How long ig
that show running? ‘7

Mr. TURNER. It i§ a-half-haur also. o

Mr. CoLLINs. And you tell the complete story in @ halt’ hour?

. Mr. TURNER. Yes, we can. Pretly well. In fact, if you would like
‘tapes®of some of these shows, we would be happy to send them to
you to watch on your machlne

Mr: COLLINS. What time of the day do you run that show?
Mr. TUrNER. “The Wlnners runs at 7 o'clock on Friday even-

" ings, and ‘‘Nice People”’ runs at 6:30 on Sunday evening.

Mr. QCOLLINS Are these shows prepared so they could be used for
reruns?

.Mr. TurNER. Yes, sir. We intend to syndicate them worldwide as, i

soon as we get off the ground We are still in.an embryonic stagé.

» Mr. CoLLINs. Do you glve your afﬁhates an opportunity to censor

you programs?

Mr. TurNer. Our cable systems" They are our afﬁllates They
are_not supposed to. They could, but here is nothing really to
censor. I wouldn't mind anybody censoripg anything they wanted
to. I think there is not enough ‘censorship.

~ Mr. CoLLins. Have you had any feedback from your afﬁhates"

Mr. TurRNER. Not negative. Just positive.  °

Mr. CoLrins. Let me come back to this Horatio Alger concept

You seem to have more of a positive outlook on it than the net-
works do. How long have you been pushing this position idea, the
idea of a program,about a youngster starting from nothing and be-
coming a success in America?

r. TUrNER. All my life, sir- My father did that when he was a
yoing man. He instilled me with those valugs! I have tried to do
th me to my sons and daughters .

J CoLLiNs. You would make a good show* yourself Have you.
ever run an hour og you?

Mr. TurNER: No, sir. We have ryn some of my speeches. It ds
pretty hard to run programing about yourself on your own net-
works. Better {6 run stuff about others. I would rather run an hour
on you - ’

Mr. C Iin{Ns Thank you Mr Chd)rman -

Mr. MoirrL. Thank you, Mr. Collifis. -

Mr. Scheuer? A ‘

Mr. SCHEUER. Just one brief question.” |

Mr. Turner, why don’t we have cable telev1sxon in Washington?

Mr. TURNER..It is the District of Columbia. Don’t you-all run the
District of Columbia? Tell them they have 30 days to give a frap-
chise. I will start wiring tomorrow if you give me a franchise.

I'will have it wired in 2 years. They,are diddling around. It is
absolutely ridiculous. There is no excuse for it. There are a number
of companies that would be’happy to wire it tomorrow. .

There is a minority group that is well financed here that is ready
to roll. That would be a great thing to do. Maybe you all could®
overrule'the l6cal government and give the franchlse or give them
an order to franchise within 60 days

It is not.that.big a deal. ’ ’

Mr. ScHEUER. Why can‘f they get their act together" -

’
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Mr. TurNer. Sir, I don’t run the Governmen® 1 have enough
trouble running my operation. There is no excuse for it, simply and
explicitly. * - B .
Mr. ScHeuER. Do you have any idea’ of the amount of revenues
they are losing? . i )
Mr. Turner. They are losing a lot of money, that’s for sure. Even.
worse than that, the peoplé of this city—and there is a crimg prob-
lem here—need the better programs that cable can provide. '
. Mr. MortL. The gentlewoman from Illinois, Ms. Collins. .
. Ms. CoLLINS. Mr. Turner, I have been very interested in your tes-
timony and the way in which you have presented it. .
I think it is very effective. Let me ask you one’question in partic-
ular. You talked a-lot about programing.’ T .
What can be done in the area of cconsciousness raising? We
- always find ourselves running into the first améndment which I be-
lieve is certainly overused and overinterpreted a great deal by the
networks in their programing. SR
If we can’'t get narrower interpretations of first amendment
rights, and the very fine line drawn there; what can’you do to raise
the consciousness of those who put the programs on the networks?
Mr. TURNER. This is going to help. Right now, as'I pointed out, I
don’t know how many people are watching, but there are probably
a couple million'out there watching. A problem recognized is a
problem half solved. People like Donald Wildmon, the Knights of
Columbus, the various, other groups, the Coalition Against Televi-
sion Violence, there ‘are a number -of groups, even the VFW, Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars and so fothh, that are a great groundswell
which is occurring right now. * - . ’ . .
I think that is probably the reason for these hearings. We are
going to scare them to death, if nothing else. T
-~ Ms. CoLLiNs. What about John Q. Public? Have you seen an
active intere$t on the part of the public, aside from public interest
‘groups. and *councils in saying they don’t want this kind of pro-

gramihg? - : “

Until the public detides’they don’t want the kinds of, violent pro-
graming, which is the subject of this hearing, I don’t think too
much is going to be done about it. “

- Mr:TURNER. Well, you saw. There is not one person éf} the room
that watches those shows, their most popular programs, because
they are so crummy. . :

' The public is speaking out. The problem is that the networks
control the airways. When I called for an investigation, when I
called for an investigation of the networks by Congress, the net-
. works didn’t ‘coverit. . . .

In other words, they only cover the news that is good for them.
- They. don’t cover the news that isé)ad for them. E

Let’s watch the evening néws fonight and see how much of this
runs on the evening néws tonight on ABC, CBS, and NBC. Let’s see
how much of my testi{nony runs.. - =

Ms. Cotrins. OK. - i |
> Mr. TUurNER. Or Mr, Radecki’s or Mr. Wildmon’s.

. Ms. CoLuins. When do you think the.public is going to be out-

raged by this? Do you think it is happening now?
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Mr. TURNER. Yes, | deﬁnitelg do. The public isn’t that well.in-
formed because they control the information. They haven’t been

telling them.

They tell them it is wonderful, t}lgse programs are great for
them. :

Ms. CoLrins. Wouldn't the public generate that kind of interest?’
If T decide I don’t want to watch a program because I don’t want
my children to see it, I would turnit off. I'might even talk to my
neighbors about that sort of thing.

Isn’t it usually the case that action takes place to cogrect a given
situation in this country when the grassroots gets together and de-
cides to right a wrong? .

It is my belief until they take the action, no matter how many
hearings we have, nothing is going to change on the networks. -

Mr. TurNER. Pretty hard to fight the most powerful communica-
tions the world has ever seen, which is being used to brainwash
them the other way.

Ms. CoLLins. I have to agree with that point.

Thank yeu.

Mr. TURNER. It is not a fair fight. That is why, thank God, you
all are here to protect us from attack without and within. Wiser
people. We elect the Congressmen and the Senators because they
have the time and the smarts to study all this stuff and solve out
problems for us. -

Ms. CoLuins. With that great statement, I hope this is certainly
going to be shown in Chicago.

Mr. TURNER. There is no cable in Chicago either, Ms. Collins.

Mr. MorrL. Thank you, Ms. Collins. .

The gentleman from California, Mr. Moorhead? 4

Mr. MoorHEAD. Mr. Turner, you are certainly to be commended
for pointing out to the American people the danger of too much sex
and too much violence on television.

The big problém we seem to havé is that those shows are getting
an awful lot of play; they rate high in the ratings wher they have
the sex and violence in it. - !

*How are we going to educate the American people to the point
where they turn their dial to something else?

If they watch something else, the networks will want_to put on
more uplifting programs. Those that will actually be beneficial to
our people, rather than damaging. - .

Mr. TurNer. I don’t know whether you were here”Congressman,
when I asked this group how many of them watched those ‘shows.

The only one of the shows—the only person in the room that_

*

-watched the Dukes of Hazzard was the genfleman from CBS.

When I talked to the Hollywood Radio¥and Television Society,
over 1,000 people in the room, I think only 3 out of 1,000 watched
the “Dukes of Hazzard.” Only,about—that is a high-rate show.
Those are the people that make tHe shows. They make them to sell,
like cigarette <;%}-npanies make the cigarettes.

Yy

Cigarettes o kill a few people. These television programs and -

movies kill millions.

Mr. MOORrHEAD. I think one of the things that a lot of people are
concerned with, of coyrse, is outright censorship by the Govern-
ment. Who is going to Set the standards that we have?

. o) .
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Are they going to})uy the religious programs as well as the pro”
grams that are violent and others that have other objections?

If you have a Government agency actually setting those stand-
ards, we don’t always come up with the best programing.

Mr. TurNER.  You couldn’t do mucle worse. *

Mr. MoaorHEAD. How are we going to make these changes with-
out the Government trying to step in and being the one that tells
them what they can and what they can’t have? /'==

Mr. TURNER. A good point, Mr. Moorhead. .

I could only—back when I was a little boy, I remember my father
smoked three packs of Lucky Strikes and Camels. In those days the
cigarette companies advertised that cigarette smoking was good for
you. -

But we learned that cigarettes cause cancer. Now we rmake ciga-
rettes even when they advertise do a disclaimer and so forth. That
was congressional action there. That was—you took action to pro-
tect people from cigarettes. We have only had television for 30
years, about as long as we had cigarettes when we realized wha
damage they were causing. . .

But television’s damage to this society is far greater than ciga-
rettes ever were. :

I think some action is going to have to be taken to protect the
country. I don’t know exactly what it would be, but something.

Mr. Moordeap. You wouldn’t want to put a statement under-
neath, in the caption of the show, that watching this program
would be—— -

Mr. TurnNer. Yes. Mr. Radecki suggests that. I definitely do. I ,
think in general people watch too much television. They shouldn’t
be spending 85 percent of all their free time watching television.

They should be talking with their children, taking walks, playing
bridge with théir neighbors, reading. .

I think every television network around-should have to run an
hourly disclaimer saying “Warning: Too much television viewing
can be damaging to your mental health.” .

I would support that if everybody did it. I would run it on my -
channel, even though I‘am trying to run good programing. =

You bet. I am not joking. \ *

Mr. MoorHEAD. | agree with you that too much of anything is
damaging to individuals and especially if the kids do nothing but
watch TV. - - E .

I know what happens in a lot of our homes.

I don’t think though it is going to be changed or can be changed
by law. It has to be chdnged by education and by changing the pat-
terns of American life. That is not.going to be done by——

Mr. Tyurner. How did you knock cigarette advertising off televi-
sion? That was done somewhere up here. ° )

Mr. MoorHEAD. Voluntary. f ' ‘

Mr. TurNEr. Maybe you all could twist a few volunteer arms
-some kind of way. I will certainly go along with whatever you do. I
would rather have you set the standards than those guys.

"At least you are the elected’ representatives of the people. All
they are is a bunch of greedy, no-good, you-know-whats.

Mr. MoorHEAD. | d‘on’t necessarily agree with your last state-

ment. ) ,
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Mr. TurnEr. Generally.

Mr. MoorHeAD. | do ti;ink\ that your drive to educate the Ameri-
can people to the danger of too much of this violerice and too' much
sex can have a very good resul‘tn%h that it may change the viewing
habits of the American people and their desires and if we can get
some of those more wholesome shows up at the top of the ratings,
then I am sure that the networks are going to follow. ’

Mr. TurNer. We are working on it..-

Mr. MorrL. Thank you very much, Mr. Moorhead.

The next questioner will be the gentleman from Massachusetts,
Mr. Markey. -

Mr. Markey. Welcome, Mr. Turner.* -

One of the arguments that the networks make—and¢you have al-
ready alluded to it—is that they don’t decide programing; the view-
ers decide programing, and they decide every week by turning
their dial to a particular station, and if they vote for the “Dukes of
Hazzard,” if they sant Kojak, if they want all these programs that
are highly populated by violent acts, then who is it but them who
‘has to decide that there has to'be a ¢ertain amount of self censor-
ship which is exercised by. American familiey?

And although among higher educated, upper, income groups
there may not be a higher level of viewership, that among lower
socioeconomic groups those who_do rot have a tendency to either |
populate broadcast feétings or congressional hearings, that there
is a very great aftraction that these programs hold out for them in

T, a sort of escapism? s

What do,we say to the networks that if there is some validity to

their argument that the Nielsen’s or the Arbitrons, or whatever,

. are an accurate reflection of what the public wants, how do we dis-_

count that public interest in and affifmation of their desire to have
this kind of programing? -

. Mr. TURNER. Raw, ruthless capifalism is restrained in many
ways by our Government. We have:the FTC and the FDA that
stops drugs that don’t work from coming on the market.

Food products and automobiles that don’t have proper safety.de-
vices and so forth. g .

* We have lots of controls. Cigarettes now haye to carry disclaim-
ers on them. Television is far morg pervasive, more influential
than anything the world has ever seen. N '

It operates—and it is using the public’s airways at no charge.

Our Government somehow gave CBS, NBC, and ABC those li-
censes 30 something years ago free of charge. There was dne con-

_*  trol: that they operdte in the public interest. This hearing will
- show that they are not operating in the public interest. .

There.are unfortunately, or fortunately, children dre not in a po-
sition to make the decisions. ‘There is not adequate parental super-
vision. Many times parents aren’t even home when the children
are watching these programs. . ‘

That is why we have a government to protect us. Why do we
?\gdpoan army? An individual can’t: make the decision on what

ns, whether to build ghe B-1, the MX; that is what we are
paying you all and electing §ou all to=do.

It is obvjous that there is a problem here and a problem recog-

&

nized is a problem half-solved. . .
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Once the problem is recognized, you all can figure out how to
solve it. Hopefully.

Mr. MARKEY. gome people would argue that it is the job of the
parents; that is is not the job of the networks; that the networks
have presented the programing and that now the program has
come into the shome and why aren’t the parents there and why ~
don’t the parents turn off that khob? - ) _

That'is the most effective and constitutionally acceptable formeof
censorship. . . .

Parents turning off the TV set. What is wrong with thatﬁ‘he net-
works will say? Why shouldn't that be the ultimate repository of
this responsibility? : . \
. Mr. Turner. Why should the public have to turn off the televi-
sion sets? Why, since it is the public airways that these broadcast-
ers are \using, ‘why should they have to turn the set off? Why
shouldn’t they at least on one network have an alternative?

All three networks run the same stuff. They are all crummy. If
one of them was good, I don’t think this hearing would possibly be
held. They have as much responsibility as the pacents do, in my. -

- opinion.

-

Mr. MarkEY. The networks would go even further. They would
argue that there is not any proven: scientific causal connection be-
tween the showing of these television programs and any subse-
quent violent action on the part of children or adults, that it
cannot be scientifically or legally proven that such links exist, and
as a result what we are dealing with here is a world of dpinion
rather than anything that has been scientifically proved?

How would you respond to that?

Mr. TurNeR. I would disagree. When Mr.'Radecki\speakq this
afternoon, I think that he has and can bfing forward a number of

witnesses that can prove the case beyond a reasonable doubt.

I really think that they can.'I think it can be shown.

Mr. MARKEY. Let. me ask you this: This is just something that I
have over the years, been interested in. I have always believed that
the first amendment should be made sacrosanct. At the same time,
we have to recognize that there are differences between, let us say,
newspapers and television networks, but I guess the analogy gets
downto UP and AP or the\New York Times News Service being
the networks and the local newspapers on'the local level having
the opportunity of accepting or rejecting television programing as
it comes to them as local newspapers can decide which stories they
want to put in their local newspapers. o

So that a newspaper in Boston might decide that something is
completely appropriate for printing whereas somebody in Des
Moines, Albuquerque, whatever, their newspaper editors would sdy
no, we are not going to accept that AP, UP, or New York Times -
News Service story. _ b

How about the locdl affiliates? . ;

Mr. SCHEUER. I thought the New York Times would be offering
that kind of story. The New; York Times prints only news that is fit °
to print.

Mr. MaRkEY. The question I have for-you is this: What kind of
responsibility should wé put on the local affiliates? They have the
opportunity, each individual general manager, to accept or reject
- f . . -
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televisiont programing as it is sent down to them from the networks
to make a determination as to the appropriateness of thls particu-
lar type of program for their local audience.

What kind of responsibility do you put.on their shoulders?

Mr. TurNEg, 1 think their licenses should be lifted too, when this
committee has determined they have not operated in the public in-
terest. They are doing it for one reason: money.

I have talked to—well, just recently to one of the heads of the
independent broadcast groups. I made this speech to a group in
Cincinnati.

Multimedia was the company. I can’t remember the man’s name.’

I think he operates television sstations out of Cincinnati. He said I
agree with you 100 percent; the network programing is trash, He
said we preempt all of it we can

There are a lot of people that admitsit is trash.

Mr. MARKEY. Just one second. They argue that they don’t get the
programing enough in advance that they are able to reject or
accept a substitute, to substitute “The Bells of St. Mary’s” for the
local programing because the TV Guides and the Sunddy supple-
ments are already printed up 2 and 3 weeks in adyance and so as a
result they are forced through economics and logistics to accept
this programing that comes down from the néetworks and slam i in

there because they haven't seen it but a week or 10 days in ad-

vance and they don’t have an opportunity ta advertise alternative
programing; their stations would become noncompetltlve What do
we_say to them?

Mr. Turner. Did you ever read the transcripts of the Nuremberg
trials? That is what the.¥azis a1d “We, had to go along w1th the
system. We were followifig or \

We still roasted a bunch df them. A lot of these guys deserve
roasting.

Mr. Markey. You would say if you were Jooking at it—I just
want to follow this for a second, Mr. Chairmah—if you were trying
not to impose any censorship by the Government, but were trying
to give local affiliates an opportunity to be able to exercise a sort of
censorshlp upon the networks as local newspapers do upon the na-
tional news services; they decide what is fit for their local newspa-
pers to print, although something might be fit for New York that—

what is fit for New York or Los Angeles may rot be fit for Peoria.
» . That is a decision that now perhaps is not able to be effectively
exercised because they do not have ample opportunity to see this
programing enough in advance to be able to make that decision

and to be able to substitute altérnative programmg ‘

You do not accept that argument?

Mr. TURNER. Eighty percent of the network’s programing is
trash. It 18"pretty hard to screw up the World Series or the NFL on

Sunday afternoons when all they are doing is televising a game -

going on. Most of their entertainment programing, the soap operas
are godawful. Their entertainment programs—and the networks
put pressure in various ways, network compensation on-the-affili~
ates to carry the progfams, but the affiliates havé gone along with
it. They are part of the system.

I feel they are just as guilty as the networks.,

]
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I had a network affiliated station. I affiliated with, NBC. I wagn’t
watching the programs very much. After 1 got the affiliation—I
thought it would be better for me and it was because I sold the sta-
tion for $20 million and started Cable News Network. I got out of-
the business. I got out of it ha;;iily. .

Mr. MorTL. Mr. Markey, go'ahead.

Mr. Markey: Congresswoman Collins has mentioned only when
there is a consciousness on the part of local community groups,

. only when that bubbling, boiling cauldron of controversy starts to
boil over are we ever goihg to have any effective attempt at regu-
lating the amount ‘an level of violence that is present on televi-
s10n. '

And I guess just thinking mt):;})f, it must be very difficult for an
ordinary viewer to write a letter'to Hollywood or write a letter to”

—New York and believe it is going to have any effect at all.
_You can protest something in city hall; you can protest séme-
thing that is happening in your own State government. ) :

The further away it.gets, the more impotent you feel. The real -
opportunity for a voice that s effective is that which is closest to
you, and for the ordinary viewer that is the local affliate. )

That is the person who is accepting these programs, these
Kojaks, these Dukes of Hazzards.

It is coming into their local community by way of th% local affili-
ate. . . . -

The question, it seems to me, if .you want to really build public
opposition to and also an effective means for opposition to the .
levels of violence on televisibn, you have to build in some account-
ability on the part of the local affiliates so that they have a stake
in going to the networks as the representative of tﬁeir local com-
munities and saying, “We reject on behalf of our local communities
f};lhe types of programing which you are—that you are sending down
ere’” ‘ :
Would you not accept that as a logical premise for the leverag-
ing, the power leveraging which is going to have to occur in order
for this kind of dramatic change to occur in the kinds of program-

ing? ~’

%/Ir. TurNER. The thing about it is, of course, when we polled’ this
room I would say—I would really be surprised if any of you gentle-
men are—watch those network programs. .

The intelligent people in this country don’t watch the shows. If
you don’t watch them, they do other things, thank God. .

They are the ones that are keeping their head above water,
paying their bills on time, and making advancements.

eople that watch network television 45 or 50 hours a week are
committed to a form of slavery. It is a habit as bad as any drug
habit. Fortunately none of you gentlemen have that-habit. ’
. Ircan tell that or you wouldn’t be Congressmen. The people that
would be doing the writing aren’t watching it so they aren’'t aware
_of what is going on. .

It is like if you don’t take cocaine and your friends don't take it,
or heroin, it doesn’t exist as far as you are concerned. .y

It i¥ the litfle people, the children, the innoceént, the uneducated,
that are being ruined and being converted over to criminals by

, these programs. : '
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They are not going to write. When I*told my own children they
couldnt watch the “Dukes of Hazzard” any more because 1
watched it with them, they.almost ¢ried. They were hooked on it.
Mr. MARKEY. | want to say in conclus‘ion, thank you, Mr. Turner.
I agree with you what we are seeing in our society is ah acceptance
of nonviolent resolution of human conflict being substituted by vio-
lent resolution of human conduct and beirrg considered an accept-
able means of human response by young people. "
~ That kind of exposure by_ these young people over a prolonged
period of time becomes inculcated, not just in 1nd1v1d,uaPls but in
our society. That is a very real problem It is one that, without a
proper recognition by out society as a whole and you are bringing
attention to it today, 1 thmk that it augurs very ,poorly for the
future of America.
I thank you
Mr Motrr. Mr. Swift, the gentleman from Washington, do you
have any questions for Mr Turner?
_ --Mr SwiFr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am interested in your
' use of statistics Eighty percent of‘what 1s on network television is
strash you say. Do you have a_stud {}; you refer to or is that just a
figure ‘you plucked out of your head’
Mr. TurNeR. Sir, I am-sorry. I was just given a message. | d1dn t
know how important it was. [ am sorry.
Mr Swirr. You said- é’? percent of verything on network télevi-
-sion is trash. How did you arrive at 8 §percent”
Mr. TURNER Well, I use that ﬁgure—l use that figure. “Roots”
there is “Little House on the Prairie” and there are a couple—

“White Shadow”—I don't know whether it is still rugtning or nat.

There are a few shows that a family can watch together.-

I said 80 percent——

Mr. SwiFt. What 4bout “Lou Grant’.?

Mr. TurNER. It is probably OK. ) .

Mr. SwiFT. What about ‘‘Mary Tyler Moore’? '

“Hill Street Blues™? ‘

Mr. TURNER. “Mary Tyler.Moore” was canceled 5 years ago.
] Mr. Swipr. _So was “White Shadow”, whlch you used. So that’s
air.

What about “Hlll Street Blues v

Mr. TurNER. “Hill Street Blues” is fine. )

Mr. Swirt. “Archie Burfker’s Place’’? )

“M*A’S*H’”?

Mr. TURNER. I mentioned “M*A*S*H”.

Mr. Swirr. What about “60 Minutes”? ““20/20’"? “The Johnny
Carson Show”’? What about “Today”?

What about “Good Morning, America’?

Mr TurNER. I was only talking about entertamment programs?,

M. SwiFT. What about “Gunsmoke”? It is not on the air rlght
now..

Do you consider that trash?

What about “Have Gun—Will Travel™?

Let’s go back to a Jittle old one. A little half-hour pot boiler west-
ern. Was that trash?

Mr. TURNER. - kind of liked it. . .

Mr, SwiFr. It was cited by—— . \
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Mr. TURNER: Violent.

* Mr. Swirr. It was cited by the American Society of English Pro-
. fessors as one of the most consistently good uses of the short story
: form on television. : T -
er-. TURNER. | said in my testimony 10 years g0 is when it start-
ed. . -
Mr. SwiFT. I have gone over 20 percent of the-entertainment pro- Y
' grams in prime time already. )
- Mr. TUrRNER. No, you haven’t.

Mr. SwiFr. Oh, yes, I have indeed.
No further questions, Mr. Chairman. . . .
. Mr. TURNER. Mast of the shows you mentioned were' canceled,
. . years ago. /" : .
Mr, MorrL. Mr. Scireuer? ) »
Mr ScHEUER. My problem with the District of Columbia not
: having moved more effectively in franchising cable TV, it seems it
. would offer two advantages. y
i First, it would give people some options—like your network and '
* ., other options—to the persistent tide of violence people areoffered Y
¢, on the networks. - '
-+ Second, I am told by experts that the income from framchises
would provide at least a mipimum of $50 million a year to the city,
-which they desperately and urgently need.
3 * Yet they don’t seem to be moving in the direction of an orderly,
reasoned procedure to alldcate those licenses. ’ .
Now, what can you Suggest that we could do to encourage, to
"really encourage the city to move forward in an orderly ‘and well
—planned way to allocate cable TV franchises?
. Mr. TURNER. Doesn’t Congress run the District of Columbia?
) Mr. ScHEUER. Well, not exactly. They have a form of self-govern-
.ment that wehave given thém, and properly so. ’ .
~ Mr. TurNEr. Why don’t 'you just pass a House resolution that .
you give them 60 days to franchise and let them get it worked out .

© by then? They could do it. ! = .
.. *”We have to decide on the AWACS planes next week. You all are

going tto do it one way or the other. - .
Mr. MorTL. Mr. Turner, on behalf of the subcommittee, thank
you for the outstanding job you have done here this morning. We
certainly appreciate your efforts in this area of eliminating exces-
sive violence on television. ) 4

. Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Mottl. )
Mr. MorTL. Our third panel of network officihls will feature Mr.

Alfred Schneider, vice president of ABC. He will be accompanied
by Mr. Alan Wurtzel, director of. developmental and social re-

. search. ; S - ——
Mr. Gene P. Mater, senior.vice president of . policy for the CBS

Broadcast Group will be accompanigd by Mr. David Blank, vice

presjdent and chief economist. & .
Mr. Ralph Daniels, vice president of eNBC will make t7hat

network’s -presentation.
Mr. Mater. As long as Mr. Turner’s remarks are fresh in

éverybody’s mind, I wonder if I might say a word or two about
them? LI :

e ]
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_bylr.'Mo'rrL. As part of your presentation, why dofi’t you give
your presentation arid then you can follow up? *© . i
Mr. MaATER. If he is in the room’ he might like'to hear it. .
"Mr. MorTL. Mr. Schneider, all of your official Statements wi be
accepted into the record without objection. M
We would appreciate-if you could summarize or read whateyer-
you feel more comfortable doing. Thank you for being here with s
this morning. . ) < .
* U . -
STATEMENTS OF. ALFRED R. SCHNEIDER, VICE PRESlDENT,f
AMERICAN BROADCASTING COMPANIES, INC,, ACCOMPANIED - 1
BY ALAN H. WURTZEL, DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENTAL AND T *
SOCIAL ‘RESEARCH; GENE P. MATER, SENIOR VICGE PRESIDENT, / -
POLICY, CBS BROADCAST GROUP, ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID
BLANK, VICE PRESIDENT-AND CHIEF ECONOMIST; AND RALPH
DANIELS, VICE PRESIDENT, BROADCAST STANDARDS, NATION- .
AL BROADCASTING COMPANY, INC. v &t

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, members of the ‘subcomnittee,
we will submit a prepared statement for the record, -

I would just excerpt certain portions of that for this short testi-
mony.

My name is Alfred R. Schneider. I am a vice president of Ameri-
can Broadcasting Companies, Inc. With .me this morning is Dr. ..
Agxg Wurtzel, director of developmental and secial research for ~
My responsibilities include development and implementation. of
the American Broadcasting Co. policies and standards concerning* ~
the acceptability of program ahd commercial material scheduled
for broadcast. over our facilities. . ' .

The American Broadcasting Co. Department§f Broadcast Stand-
ards and Practices reports to me. ‘ o

That department has the responsibility of reviewing, prior to
broadcast, all network commercial and programing material other &
than nes, public &fairs and sports. e 7

I appreciate this dpportunity to summarize the.policies and pro-
cedures (utilized by the departmept to ensure compliance with gov-
ernmentyl laws and regulations, the television Code of the Nation-
al Association of Broadcasters, and the internal policies of ‘the
American Broadcasting Co. i -7
" The Department of Broadcast Standards and Practices operates
independent of the ABC Television Network so that there is, in
effect, a system of checks and balances. = S

The department is separate from the program department’s cre-
ative evaluations as well as ‘the economic considerations of the: ,
sales department. . . -

. . The Department of Broadcast Standards and Practices has a full- .
time staff of 72 persons based in the two major centers of prodiic-

tion, New York'and Los Angeles. .o v L 2
The executive, managerial, and editorial staff, consisting of 45 Mg;x
persons, brings to the department expertise in fields ranging” from | =%
aw, teaching, English and social sciences to communicatigns, psy- -
ology, journalism, and early ¢hildhood education., B ’
. YA
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" This diversity makes for a whole gyeater than the sum of sits
parts, contributing to the insight and sensitivity needed to make
sound judgments on matters of law, good taste, and acceptability.

The Broadcast Standardg’and Practices Department annually
screens and analyzes about.45,000 commercials and 100 theatrical
features, and in accordance with the procedures-outlined below it
reviews over 3,000 hours of entertainment programs and program-
ing in development. - . gy

Each entertainment prograum, series, and made-for-television
movie is reviewed by an editorin the Department of Broadcast
Standards and Practices from the treatment, story concept, and
script stage through final production and editing. -

Where a particular television program, series, or made-for-televi-
sion movie is expected to include sensitive, controversial, or violent
portrayals, extensive discussions are held with the producer to as-
certain the manner in which he intends to treat the material and .
to insure that he understands fully the applicablé poljgcies and ,
standards. : s,

A report is prepared for the producer indicating the acceptability
of the script or any appropriate revisions. Prior to broadcast the
program is also reviewed at the rough cut, final cut, and editing
stages, and appropriate revisions are made if deemed necessary:

Feature films that have been produced by others for initial theat-
rical release are scregned prior to acquisition by ABC to determine
whether major or minor deletions shall be required or, as is not un-
common, whether a particular film is completely unacceptalle.

In certain circumstances, an audio and video advisory is broad-
cast before the start of programs te give parents the opportunity to
exercise discretion with regard to_younger viewers.

We are careful, however, not to use Such an advisory in a
manney that could cause it to become an invitation for viewing,

Prior to broadcast, we send to all our affiliated stations, includ-
ing our owned television stations, detailed information about pro-
grams scheduled for broadcast. .

As Congressman Markey has recommended, we are going back
and trying to increase the lead time during which affiliates can see
programs in order to make their individual decisions.

As you are aware, we have recently gone through a major strike-
which has troubled us in terms of production capability in dealing
with the creative community to attempt to get materiél out as fast
as we possibly can, but it is not without a sense of responsibility
that we seek to.achieve the results that you have suggested.

Violent behavior, when it is portrayed, must be reasonably relat-
Zg to the story line or plot development and be responsibly depict-

We will not permit the portrayal of violence for the sake of vio-
lence itself, or as a device to titilate the viewers, to shock, or to -
sensationalize a story line.

We will not permit authors who have written themselves into a
corner to extricaté themselves quickly with a little bloodshed.

* The consequences of violent behavior upon both the aggressor
and the victim should be portrdyed.” .

In addition, we minimize the use of acts of personal violence in

teasers, prologues, and promotional announcements.




It is clear that gratuitous vidlence serves no useful purpose and

should be carefully avoided.

* Similarly, while any a¢t may be emulated, we are extremely cau-
tious in avoiding the portrayallof specific, detailed techniques in-

olved in the use of weapons,
ance of detection.
In short, every e

t

ffort is mad

lence for its own sake, or unnecgssary depictions of excessive forcé;
are excluded from our presentation.

A practice begun in 1973, whi
cedure, is the conducting of peri

e commissiqn of crimes, or avoid-

i&

to insure’ that portrayals of v

h has since become a regular pro-
dic in-service training workshops

for editors under the supervisic
consultant, Dr. Melvin Heller, a
under Dr. Wurtzel. |

Each 3-day intensive session,,
concentrated on the areas of chi

als, and adult program themes,

By utilizing scripts and r"ecenﬁ‘”

dialog is pursued. o
As a result. of these workshogs
book entitled “Broadcast Standa

great assistance to the departmeﬂ .
e

This manual, which I would b
currently the definitive work for

theoretical and practical bases fo

broadcasting.

ABC has made a special effort
_vised violence on children. We ¢
lion, two studies which were co

n of our independent psychiatric

d the social research department

onducted on the west coast has
dren’s programs, violent portray-

televised'programs, an ongoing

Dr. Heller aut‘hored a reference
+ds Editing,” which has been of

happy to submit for the record, is
understanding and applying the
rational standards in television

o understand the effects of tele-
missioned, at a cost of $l.mil-
Ipleted several years ago after_5

o,

years' work. These studies, which|ll would also be happy to submit

for the record, resulted in findings

our work. .

Among a number of findings, t
cluded that while imitafive risks
by certain youngsters, television
antisocial behavior in children; t

content did not read to heightene
but did increase aggressive tende
fantasies, and play; that there w
ity of vidlent b
with more aggressive content pro
and exposure to programs with less
decreased aggressive fantasies, pla

Mr. MorrL. Can you summarize

between the inte

Mr. ScHNEIDER. I am .trying to.

statements. I think we should be a
Mr. MorrL. I think you wil! have

tioning.

Mr. ScHNEIDER. In order to im
tively with respect to tHe portraya

workshops and studies, ABC has
tion and analysis form—a device

ards in deciding whether the amou

vision program is excessive.
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which have subsequently guided

b reports, in summary form, con-
isted in post-viewing aggression
did not cause assaultive, violent
ht exposure to violent television
aggressive behavioral violence,
ies in psychological test scores,
#s no demonstrable relationship-
1’ avior; that television programs
uced more aggressive fantasies,
; aggressive content resulted in
{ and preoccupation.

br us? . »
think Mr. Tn4ner made a lot of
le to reply to that.
adequate time during the ques-

plement our policies more objec-
of violence, and in light of our-
pveloped the incident classifica-
htended to aid broadcast stand-

t of*violence, overall, in a tele-
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Although Dr. Wurtzel will address this project il more ‘detail, in
Y brief, the ICAF is a method designed to examine[and review the
portrayal of violence on both a qualitative and uEntitative basis.
We feel that it is improper not to make distihctions between
those incidents that may ¢ause tension, distress, br increased ag-
gressive behavior in audiences, and those that-are unlikely to do

_ We also believe it is a mistake not to make a didtinction between
a comedic aggressive act.and a violent criminal ane. :

“Thus this system relates an episode of violence in tex%s of its se-
rigusness; its realism; its relationship in context tq humor, to fanta-
sy, to human consequences.

One of the principal features of the® ICAF| methodology is a
weighting system to develop a numerical scorg/fgr every program.
The rationate<behind a weightening system is t different types

 of violent behaviors have different effects upon ibwers.

It is logical to assume that a murder depict d on a television
show will have a different impact on the average viewer than 2 TV
depiction of a child slapping a playmate. ~—

* The weighting of various acts according to (1) their severity, and
-~ (2 the context within which the viewer perceives them, enables us
to more accurately reflect the violence which is contained within
any television program. . .
Another important reason behind the develdpent of the weight-’
. ing system is to provide broadcast standards with a reliable meas-
ure:of program content so that comparisons befween program epi-
sodes and among different programs can be made relatively quickly
and accurately. . : i

It should be noted that programs. which tontains portrayals of
violence comprise only a part of our total broadcast day and only a
portion of our prime time offering. “ >

. - Our programing philosophy proceeds from-the fact that we are a

\ mass medium. . ‘ s

We present material primarily for a national audience, while
providing programing for specialized audiences as well. &

We realize it is not possible to satisfy all of the people all of the
time. We can, however, satisfy most of the people most of the time
through a commitment to diversity within dur.program service.

In.sum, our goals are, on the one hand, to develop and encourage
a diversified program schédule which seeks to evolve new forms,
varied program fare, and broader.choice for the audience while, on
the other hand, to direct and intensify our efforts in the broadcast

., standards area-toward responsible presentation of-acts of violence

- in acting proggzsms. ' -
. ‘[Testimony resiimes on p.48.] - ‘
[Mr. Schneider’s prepared statement follows:] _

.
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; PRrEPARED Srnwzm oxr ALFRED R. SCHNEIDER, VicE anmsm-, AMERICAN
BroapcasTiNG ColtpaNigs, Inc. . ¥
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcomfiittee:
- * ’ -
_ 8 My name is Alfred R. Schneider. I am a Vice President
. 9
. ! of American Broadcasting Companies, Inc. With me this morning .

b .
is Dr. Alan Wurtzel, Director of Developmental and Social
. . # - -

Research’ for .ABC. - . : * >

-
My responsibilities include development and imple-

mentation of the American Broadcasting Company's policies and »

standards concerrring the acceptability of p:ogram and commercial d,‘
7 m.aterial scheduled for broadcast over our facilities.’ The Amer- ] b
ican Broadcasting Company's Department of Broaﬁcast Standards
. and P:ac‘tices réports to ﬁle. That departnent l_\as the :esponsi- .
R . bility of reviewing, prior to broadcast, ali.\‘network commercial
adnd Progranmming material other than news, Public affairs and
sports, I appreciate this opportunity to summarize the policies -
and Procedures-Utilized by the Department to ensure compliance . -
with governmental laws and :‘e‘gulations, ihe Television Code of
" the Nationai Association of Broadcasters, and the internal poli-
cies 'of sthe American Broadcasting Company.. * * . 0= :
'l‘he Department of Broadcast Standards and "Practices

.

R operates independent of the ABC Teleai/ision Network so that thére .

is, in e;éect, a system of "chelks and balances." ‘%As a result»,'
¢ the work ’of the Department is, separate from the frogram
. Departme}:rt's creative evaluations as “well as _the economic
.considerations'of the Sales Department, all of which are factors
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considered irrelevant to issues of broadcalt acceptability. Its
function in 1mp1emeﬁt1ng .the  policies .and star\d%f:ds of our
tion the mandate of each licensee who

1\ .
b:oadcasts both come:cial and. p:og:amming ‘material to ‘operate

company takes into :ecog

in the public interest.: .
°! In existence since 1942, the Depa:tment of Broadcast

<
Sttanda:ds and P:aceices haS\a full time staff of 72 persons
basea *in ‘the two majo: centers of p:oduction, New York and Los’

'Angeles. The .executive, manage:ial, and. edito:ial staff, con-

sisting of 45 pe:sons, brings to the Depa:tment expe:tise in
tields :anging«f:om ldw, teaching, English, and social sciences

to communications, psychology,“jou:nalism, and early o.hildhood

education. Fhis diversity makes for a'whole greater than the

sum of its pa:ts, c&nt:ibuting_ to the insight and sensitivity"’

‘'needed to make sound judgments on matters of law, good taste,

~
’

.and acceptability.

and Ptactices Department

‘N.The' Btoadcast Standards

annually screens and analyzes about 45, 000 comme:cials and 100

“lay

theat:ical _features, and 1n accordance with the procedures out- .

lined below, it :eviews over 3, 090 hou:s of entertainment pro-~ .
! .
grams and p:og:aming in develdpment. , '

Each - entertainment program, series, and -made‘-fo:-

" television mbvie is reviewed’ by an editor in the Department of

1
Broadcast® Standards and Practices from the treatment (story con-

_ cept) and script stage through final production and editing.
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Matters relating to program acceptability are carefully dis-
cussed and reviewed in ;exail with members of the program
departient as well as the production community. Where a partic-
uiar television p:ograﬁ, series, or méde—for-television movie is
expected to include sensitive, controversial, or violent por~
trayals, extensive discﬁssiqps are held with the producer to

ascertain the manner in which he intends to treat the material
and to6 insure tﬁat he unde:st;;ds fully the —applicable policies
and st§gﬁards, A report is prepared for the producer indicating
the &céeptability of the script or any appropriate revisions.
Prior to brqadcast the program is also :eviewgd at the rough
cut, final cdtrsand editing stages, .and appropriate revisions
are made if deemed necessary. .

Feature film§ that have been produced by othe;§ for

initial theatrical release* are screened prior to acauisitioh by

ABC to determine whether major or minor deletions will be’.

required or, as is not uncommon, whether a particular film is

completely unacceptable. After acquisition, the,films are
. - -
screened again to review prior judgments and, as an additional

" measure,” the edited versions are viewed prior to telecast to

RIC

&

°

~ * /
insure compliance with broadcast standards and practices direc-
tives. Pilms which are acceptable with revisions’are edited by

Broédcast-stanQards, in conjunction with a f£ilm editor and,
- L 3 . .,
often, wi%h the original director. Editinq is done with the

¥

intention of preserving the integrity of the original film,
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while maklnﬁkit suitable for alring by a wide and diverse; aud-

. N

ience. i ~
- In certain circumstances, an audio’and video advisory
is broadcast before the start of programs to §§ve parents the
opportunity to exercise disretion with regard to Yyounger
viewers, We are careful, however, not to use such an advisory
in a manner that could cause it to become an invitation for

viewing.

- fPrior=to b\padcast,‘we send to all our affiliated sta-
tions; including our owned teievision stations, detailad inform-
ation about progtams scheduled for broadcast. This information
consists of Advanced Program Advisory bulletins detailing the
content of prime time entertainment programs, and closed—circuit
previews of these programs on a regularly scheduled rotational
baeis.' We also hold.annual meetings for affiliate managers
where we discuss programming plamrs.

Before producing’any new program series, the American

Broadcasting Company's policies and standards are reviewed with

“the producer of each series and his staff. At these meetings,

0y
Y N

we stress ABC'S policies concerning violence: 1~:

’

sonably related to the,storyline or plot develophent and be

<

. Violent behavior, when it is portrayed, must be rea—

responsibly depicted. We will not permit the portrayal of vio-‘

lence for the sake of violence 1tse1£, or as a device to titi-

late the viewers, to 8hock, or to eensationalize a story line.
A ) . o !
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We will not permit ‘authors .who have written themselves into -a

~

corner to extricate themselves quickl{;with a tittle bloodshed.
The-consequences of violent behqvior~u§bn both the aggressor and

the victim should be portrayed. 1In Sodition, we minimize the
’

use of acts of psrsonal,violence in teaéers,uprologues, and pro-

=Y

~

M

motional announcements. i

R It is clear that gratuitous violence serves no useful
picpose.
_extremely cautious in avoiding the ‘portrayal of specific,

detailed techniques involved in the use of weapons, the commis-

Similarl% while any act may be emulated, we ‘are

sion of crimes, or avoidance of detection. In short, every

efﬁort is made to insure that p&otrayals of Qiolence for its own .

sake, or unnecessary depictions of excessive forcé, are excluded\k *

©

from oui-presentation. - &

There are, of course, pro-social agpects of aggression -

that deserve note, Competing to win and fighting back ar® posi-
. 2

tive values in our social heritage. Force in the service of

discipline and in the preservation of gociety and social order

L

are forms of aggression that can.be used positively. Enforce-
h / Ll

.

ment of parental standards, community qténdards, and the law
itself often regg)(zathe element of aggression. The limits sep-

f % '
arating all these

from gratuitous y&olence are not always .

G

clearly defiﬁgd in our culture and society, but are part of the

responsibility we assume in developing Qur guidelines.

Moreover, in those, programs that contain violent

.depictions and criminal activities, glo:ificaEion is avoided so-
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that the protrayals may have the effect of reinforcing real-life
prohibitione, thereby acting as a suppressor of violence. 1In
this regard, strongyanti-violent statements, requiring viplent
portrayals for adequate plot development, were contained as a
rcentral theme in "Pueblo", 'I erl Fight No More Forever", "21
.. %Hours at Munich' "Victory at Entebbe , "Rootg", "Attica", "When

She Was Bad", -"Off the Mipnesota Strip',,'Revenge for a Rape",
- *Intimate Strangers", and "Masada". '

With respect to programming which deals with signifi-
‘ cant moral or social issues and current topical treatments, it
o 19 a requrrhment that the presentation of this material be
accohpliﬂhed unexploitatively, non-sensatidﬁally, and <esponsi-

bly. ’ ' -
R ' A practite begun in 1973, which nas‘\}nce become a
regular procedure, is 'the’ conducting of periodic in-service
training workshops for editors under th& SUPetzision of our
independent psychiatric consultant, Dr. Melvin Heller, and the
Social Research- Department. Each three-day 1sten31ve séssion,
conducted on the West Coast, has concentrated on the areas of
- children s programs, violent portrayals, and adult program
themes. By utilizing scripts and recently-televised programs,

an on-going dialogue is pursued. In this manner, an effective
means is created for the continued development and refinenfent of
guiaglines to sharpen our practiceé,vto heli us avoid errors in

: ‘subjective judgment, and to meét the established criteria. -
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As a result of these workshops, Dr. Heller authored a

- <
reference book entitled "Broadcast Standards Editing", which has

been of great as;istance to ;he Department. This manuai, which
I would be happy to submit éo: the record, is cu::eﬁkly the
definitive work for understanding and applying the theoretical
and p:acticdl bases for rational standards in television broad- -

casting. It helps ed1to:s and othe:s responsible fo: broadcast

standards’ to make :esponsible, f:equently subtle and difficult
decisions ‘and judgments By bette: eddcating and equipping them

for the task of script evaluation,

ABC has made a special effort tor understand the

effects‘of televised violence on children. We commissioned,‘at
a cost of one million doilg:s; twp studies which were completed
se§9531 year$ ago after five yea:s' work. These studies, which '
I would Flso be h;ppy to submit for the rego:d, resulted in

findings which gave eubsequen;ly guided our wd:k. N

L One, series of studies, conducted by Lieberman

Regsearch, Inc., under the direction of D:. Seymour Lieberman,

.

Ph D., explored the effects of telev1ﬁed v1olence andxp:og:ams

“w . Y

with pro-social messages on 10,000 no:mal school children, aged

8-13. Dr. Lieberman developed an 1nst:ument and techniques
N 14

+ which employed a new behavioral device (e}ect:lc, pounding_

machine) %hich measures and records the force of a child's blow

beforé and after viewiﬁg of televised materials,‘assessing in -
§€ and, . 3 )

that manner the degree of aggressiveness in children.
M 1
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A separate five-year series of projects, supervised by

Dr. Heller and his colleague, the late Dr. Samuel Polsky, uti-

k}ized ndaetous psychological and behavioral measures for exa@—
ination of the effects of televised violence on emotionally-

- impaired youngsters and institutionalized youngstets from

broken homes who might be considered most susceptible to any

adverse effects of televised violence. In-additgen, the Heller

and Polsky studies focused on the impact of television on known

violent youthful offenders. *,

Among a number of 'findings, the reports, in summary

form, concluded that while imitative risks existed in poet-

viewing aggression by ‘certain youngsters, televi®ion did not

cause assaulgive, violent anti-social’ behavior in children; that

&xposure to violent television content did not lead to

heightened aggressive behavioral violence, but did increase

ﬁaggtessive tendenclies in psychological test scores, fantasies,
., and play; that there was 'X demonsttable relationship between
the intensity of violent behavior; that television ptograms with

more aggressive tontent produced more aggtessive fantasies, and

exposure to programs with less aggresgive content resulted in

s
4 decteased aggtessive fantasies, play, and pteoccupation. It wis

also found that though television viewing was not d causal fac-
' tor in the development of violent behavioral tendencies among
youthful offenders, television sometimeg provided a mpdel for

the lmitation of anti-social techniques in the commission of

crimes in persons‘predisposed to crime.p
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In order to implement our policies mo£e objectively
with respect to the portrayal of violence, and in light of our
workshops and studids, ABC has developed the, Incident Classifi-
cation ar¥ Analysis Porm .(*ICAP") --.a-deviee intended to aid
Broadcast Standards in deciding-whether the amount of violence,
overall, in a television program is excessive. Although Dr.
/ qutzel wil} address this project in more detail, in brief,-the

ICAF 18 a method designed to examine and review the portrayal of

violence-on both a qualitative and quantitative basis. We feel

. R
that it is improper. not to make distinctions between those
incidents that may cause tension, distpress, or increased aggres-

sive behavior in audiences, and those that are unlikely to do

s0. We also believe 1g is a mistake not to make a distinction
between a comedic aggressive .act and a violent minal one.

Thus, this system relates an episode of $1olence in terms of its

getf;;i::fs: its realism; its relationship in context to humor,
( to fanthsy, to human consequences., ' ¢

One of the principal geatures:of the ICAF methogology
1e'a Weighting Sysﬁem to develop a nume;ical'score for every
‘program,
ferent cypes of violent behaviors ‘have, dtfferent effects upon

The rationale bethd a weighting Sygtem is that dif-’

viewers. It 15 1oglca1 to assume that & murder depicted on a

televison show will have a different 1mpact on the average

A ..
viewer than a fv depiction of a child slappind a playmate. The
'yeighting of various agts according to: (1) their severity, and
$ . N . ) . 3
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day and only a portion, of our prime time' offerings.

(2) the context within which the viewer perceives them, enables

L .
us..to more accurately reflect the violence Which is contained

within any television program.

Another important reason behind the developnfent of the
Weighting System is to provide‘Bfﬁadcast Standards with a reli-

able measure of program content so that comparisons between pro-

gram episodes and among different programs can be made rela-
‘Fively quickly and accurately.

It should be noted that proqrams which. contain por-

* .

trayals of violence comprise only a part of our total broadcast
Our pro-
gramming philosophy proceeds from thg fact that'we are a mass

medigm. We present material primarily for a national audience,

.while providing programming for specialized audiences as well.

We realize it is not possible to satisfy‘all of the people all of
the time» We, can, however, satigfy most of the people most of
the time, through a commitment to diversity within our program

service. ‘We offer as variedﬁ;;menu of television fare as cre-

ative, talent can. provide == news, public affairs, information,

discussion, SpOttS, comedy, variety, action, history, drama,

Whether it is "Roots”
>
or "Masada}, the Olympics or the Fonz, "Code Red" or "Laverne

adVenture, mystery, biography, £fantasy.

and Shirley:, we. try tp have something in oQur schedule to appeal

Y ) o .
to everyone. %ur viewers are-old and young, rich and . poor,
urban"nd rural, male a/dlﬁemale, of all races, with aPvariety

of needs and interests of unimaginable scope.

>
. [
w
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ABC's dramatic program development reflects a contin-

uing effort to present new and different forms throughout th?

evening There are mrni -series, docudramas, and other new pro-

gram forms. 1In additron, we are emphasizing the development o{f
mélodrama, fantasy, and cont'emporar'y dEama. -

Notwithstanding this emphasis on diversity, programs = -

containing conflict have a legitimate place in a ;aried program ‘
schedule. Throughout history, th ence of some drama has . |

been con":flict, “and in such works:-violence has always been one -t
means to resolve conflict. "Hamlet", cqnsidered by -many the‘ .

finest play in the English 1anguage, contains a. poisoning, a

e . . »

stabbing, a suicxdé, two executions, and a fatal duel. Although .~
130 million people saw."Roots", few comp_lained to:ABC about the "V i
pdrtrayalls of violence therein, and certainly it_would have -been !
impossible to depict the conditions of slavery honestly withof;t
such portrayals. ‘Likewise, in' "Masada", it would have been i e |

" impossiblw depict the tragic plight of the Jewrsh "Zealots"

thhout portrayals of violence, . -
- <

B ' There is no questron‘ also, thdt violence is as much a
4

part oﬁ, 1i.fe today as in prevxo‘ga eras and wa‘?i'ﬁnts appropriate . |
re eMation in a diver%r%hedule A draugatic presentation
» %

Y '
that attempted a r-ealxgtit;@@tz;ayal wf} co porary u;ban life . i

.

1

withou addresgsing itse’:g' to h,uman cogilxc oulﬁ ]:ack credxbil- e
"t [ t. 4 ey > [
ity amj hg ‘most viewers PR - ; agg[ Lo P
s < @ ’ . “ PR s .
We are very proud gf“our Fi erasi‘fieﬂ.’ sr&c’hedule this
5

~year, including comedies SuchWas "B#Xxné b?il%el: ':."Mork and ¢ a i
. - o

9:
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. i
Mindy", “Happy Days , "Best of th'e West", and "Taxi";

2

action-adventure, such as "Strike Force", "%&ay s FBI", and

"Benson",

"Hart to Hart"; %ramas such as "Code Red" and "Dynasty"; and

v

news,and sports. . ) .

In sum, our goals are, on the one hand, to develop and
.

P

encourage a diversified program sﬂadule'which seeks to evolve
new forms, varied program fare, and broader choice for the aud-

iefnce, while, on the other hand, to direct and intensify our

efforts in the broadcast ;tandards ard#a toward responsibile pre-

sgnt'ation of acts of violence in action 'programs.

~—

And a final word: Wwhile we recognize our responsi-

bility to treat this concern in the .manner in which I have®
stated, we also recognize that 1t is a.'shared obligation. There

is no substitute for discriminating, a}:t‘enéive parental supér-

vision. wWhile we must exe:c‘ﬂe a great deal of care with

.respect to what children watch, we must also remember that we

serve the total awgience, and to do so we must ma:.n‘!ag:n..r:'k televi-

k\

sion as a vigorous, vital and ,Cha ging medium. .

Thank you for affording me the opportunity to share

ABC's views with you.

.

e
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. society than that of all other media

_ research community, for these effo
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Mr, MorrL. Next we will hear from Gene Mater.

STATEMENT OF GE ‘JE P. MATER

: Mr'MATER Mr. Chairman, I welclme this opportunity to discuss
the deplctlon of violence in televisipn programingland to outline
the views of CBS in this area.

With me is Dr. David Blank, v1ce president and chief economist
of CBS, and head of the CBS Depdrtment of Economics and Re-.
search.

,;Of all the media that have been blamed for the bad, and credited
with the godd of society, probhbly i ne has been studied«as much
as television. co .

Indeed, it is quite possible that mpre soclal scientists have spent
more time and more money studyi ' g the role of television in our

! ombined. ..

Unfortunately, we are no closer foday to a consensus regardmg
that impact than we were 10 years figo. If anything, today there is
probably a greater divergence of views about television’s social role
than was true a decade ago. .

Just as panels of respected social § c1ent1sts can be assembled who
beheve that there is a cause and e - ct relationship between televi-
sion viewing and one aspect or another of human behavior, equally
prest1g10us panels can be assemblped to offer a totally different

view.

I would hke to submit for the re¢prd some evidence of this d1ver-
gence. [See pp. 50, 96.]

Mr. MorrL. Without objection, t at will bé included.

Mr. MATER. In no way are we d1arag1ng the efforts of the social

‘are 1mportant to all of us. In-

stead, it is 1mportant to note that there is no unanimity r%ardmg
the results and meanings of these studies.

It is easy but unfortunate to, cgnsider television and television
alone ih the discussion: 6f soc1aL ues, easy because television is

the most pervasive medium we hve known, unfortunate because

awith this smgle focus we ignore mainy of the roet causes of societal

~

ills.

But in any examination of telev Bion’s role in our society, we sug-
gest that there are two elements that must be considered.

First, there is the fact that"we dp not hw ih a television vacuum;
we do not rely solely on that medium. We are supplied with infor-
mation and entertainment from j 4 host of other sources—newspa-
pers, magazines, books, motion pig ures and radio, which have been
attacked in the past as televisiof} is today, plus the new technol-
ogies already avallable such . as [cable, cassettes, discs "and other
means of commuhication.’

Further, there are other elements that greatly influence our. way
of life—the home, schodl, church an{l peer groups.

In examlmng factors that may|finf\pence our behavior, we consid-

er it unwise to place undue focygjon one factor—television. . .
Second, broadcasters recogm their responsﬂphty and are re-
sponsive to the audience. . kd i
The deplctlon of v1olence on [television became a magor pubhc
1ssue in 1972, with the i 1ssuan§e nf the Surgeon-General s report.

52 .
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Although that report was- not conclusive about a possible cause
and effect relationship between televised violence and aggressive
behavior, CBS and other broadcasters responded to the concerns re-

s flected in the rt. ) <

At the same Thme, CBS started its own scientific monitoring of .
the depiction of violence on television. Initially, we did so with two
sample weeks as other researchers do. - .

_ When it became apparent that there was no typical, sample
week of network television, we expanded our monitoring activities
. to include 13 alternate weeks to represent the entire season. 2
The result: In the most recent television season, 1980-1981, there
. were approximately 25 percent fewer acts of violence in prime time
H dramatic programing for the three networks combined than in our
f first monitoring some 10 years ago. This information/ys summa-
ized in a report which we would%e pleased to provide to this com- -
" mittee. LN -
Mr. Mort.. We would like to have it and will keef? the record
open for you to submit to us. ; ‘ R 1
Without objection, the report will be made part of the record.
[See p. 64.] <0 .
Mr. MaTER. Of couse, no responsible critic of televised viclence -
has suggested that the violence which is all too much a part of the

real 'world should be completely eliminated as a subject of dramatic -

treatment on television.

To remove all violence from televison would mean the nonbroad- -
\ cast of award-winning entertainment series®such as “M*A*S*H”
and “Phe Hill Street Blues,” such recent dramatic offerings as

“Roots,” “Holocaust,” “All’s Quiet on the Western Front;” and “I,

Claudius,” and even children’s classics stich as “The Wizard of 0z

While not attempting to eradicate violence as & legitimate ele- -

ment in televised ficti BS carefully scrutinizes.its programing -

“ to eliminate itous_ violence, to limit the number of violent in-

=i ~to assure that these depictions are appropriately. han-
i <

* !
. We will continue these efforts . -
~ We appreciate the opportunity to make this brief presentation
+ and are prepared to respond to your question. . #
.- (Testimony resumes on p. 114,] - . . )
’ =J{Attachments to Mr. Mater’s: prepared statement follow:] N
i L - . :

I3 . ,
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' October 21, 1981

_ RESEARCH ON TELEVISION VIOLENCE: ‘
THE FACT OF DISSENT .

»

Introduction . - f - )

. .
3

These hearings are being held just a few months ghort of a dec’ade after . .

release of the document popularly known as the Surgeon General's report.

That report touches on many topics but is chiefly remembered for its em-

phasis on the question of whether violence in television breeds violence .

in our society.

, . - \

X

. ., -

Different ansWers to that question existed among social scientists before o

the report appeared, and the report itself was variously interpreted by =

the popular px’ess. Such social scientists as wrote on the matter asserted

either that the report bad concluded that the caysal relationship did in . § .
fact exist, or that it should have done So more firmly than it did. Ero-

fessional dissent was extremely rare. B

.

In the yeatrs sihce the publication of the report, the report itself and . ‘

the undgglying res&ch have been examined and evaluated anew by social

scientists and Critics. A véritable mountain of research reports have 2

- .

issued from hundreds of new studies. Dissent, which was all but absent
in the years immediately following upon the report, began appearing in ‘
the ‘litetature blossomed by~mid—decade, and is vigot"ously with us.
Accdrding to E14 Rubinstein, fomerly Vice Chairman of the committee
uhich produced the report,
- . I'd * -

...the viewa today...are more black and white than grey. - 4
By thag I mean opinions are more sharply divi‘ded than .
they were then. Paradoxically, the hundt;eds of studies -
done in the past decade have appareantly served té support

NN fiidmetricaw opposing conclusions. (Rubinstein, 1981), K

< M 4 N

. “w
Rubinstein correctly notes that the prlesent division of professional
opinion is hardly 'balanced. The majority of those lvho have been'heard N -
from assert that the gumulative research genernlly'suppnrts what will

here “be-called, for shBrt. "the violence hypothesis"’-- the view that

television ¢iolence produces violence in real li«’f/e.<A smaller number - L.
- » -
s - 7 . ‘2 i N
- - - . - ) - . ’::
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dissent. But the width and the bases of that dissent are ‘nevertheless -
L. sufficient to refute the allegations of “consgnsus" that are from time
to time voiced by the proponents of the violence jhypothesis, 1ndeed,

'some of the proponents themselves di‘ssent X important ways. ¢

s L3

- .0,

This statement cannot undertake to present'a detailed or exhaustive’

gicture of the extent and naturé of dissent. It Wil demonstrate,

however, that the dissénc is considerable and basic, and that it

deals both with the research and the implications of that research,

LA . It will not here be claimed that the disgent nullifies all the data

- to which the proponents of the violence hypothesis point. But it will

’ . be shown that the dissent is quite strong enough and sufficiently exten-
M sive in the topicsait‘addresse§ to preelude‘f.or the.present any ‘valid‘

% s

. assertion that’ zhe questign is settled. . . .

N - “ B . .

R . >
LI - . .
. L

The Methodology of Individual Studies: A Basis of General Dissent
T 7

, .

T ’(Q}g;pa)"or basis of dissent ha’s\pe.en the methodology of particular studies

Iy

and what an therefore validly Bgzsaid about the stu'dles' in toto. Howist
and Cumberbatch .(1975), for example, critically examined virtually all of
the major studies on which the Surgeo;.l Ceneral’s report was bas; as well
B as‘ various ;ther studiés ‘outside the ‘Surgeon Ceneral's research program.

So also did Kaplan and Singer (19,76)‘, Lesser (1977), Brody (1977.), and <

Krat tenmaker and Powe (1978).-]*/k

’
. o ) “ . 1

1/ Virtually all authors cited, u?ss otherwise stated, are Or-“were at.
. the time. of writing their cited works, members of the staff or faculty
N of,a department of psychologysgsociology, ‘a’ communications research

center, or the like at an American, Canadian, or British college or
_university. Af#diklonally, Eli A. Rubimstein was formerly Vice Chairman
. . of the Surgeon Cenéral's Scientific Advisory C'ommlttge-.\ which produced
. the Surgeon- General's report; George Comstock was Senior “Researé¢h Co-

ordinator of that committee, and John P. Murray” was Research Co‘ordinatoi-;_

Thomas G. Krattenmaker and L.A. Powe, Jr. were Professors of Law and the

~ forter had just become Codirector of the Negwork Inquiry Special Staff,

‘ FCC; Bruce M. Owen wag with the Office of Telecommunications Policy, and

Stephen Brody was a member of the Resea Unit of the British, Home Of~

fice. David M. plahk is an executive a $ Inci, and Thomas E, Coffin,
Sam Tuchman, and J. Ronald Milavsky are or were executives with ghe

. National Broadcasting Company. -
- N -
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. °. In ':eference to experimentnl studies, these authors variously criticized -
’ such methodological and interpretive matters as the extreme differences

between the artificial laboratory settings and nonnal home viewing, the -
possibilit that the nature of the experiments contributed Lo t‘heir own ,

sults, and the dissimilarity between the behaviors operationally defined

* as aggressive and the intefp_ersonal violence with which society was con-

cerned. Correlational studies' were criticized for~such things as inadequate

coritrol of Z:rucia'i variables, the questionable validity of rat’ings of ag- -
\ ’ gression, and the inherent inability of the studief to demonstrate a
caygal relationship. The very few field experiments and Longitudinal R °
; studies were for the wrt individually criticized and found wanting. . .
3 ’ ~
[ 4 LI -
. In sum, these authors ‘found methodological Qr interpretive flaw$ in
\'virtually every study on which the proponents of the violence hypothesis -
’ +
re1ied and concluded that the hypothesis was therefore devoid of valjid
e
' resez}rch support. Lesser (1977), for example, 'aseerted that .
. l’
~ 1]
- ® .. .the overwhelming body of research that purports .
to demonstrate a relationship between telavised .
. vialence and violent behavior ig shackled to unten~ .
* able’ theqretical and methodological considerations ’
that render the r@search findings virtually useless :
. -as evidence in social policy considerations.... In
sumary, the .eyidence does ot provide support for
« the theses that televised violence is harmful to e
®  society or produces -antisocial behavior at an indi-
- vidual or group level. » r ~
LRY ! ) : .« *
v N .
Generally similar conclusions were reached by Kaplan and Singer (1976) and
, other critics. “Howitt and Cumberbatch (1375) went somewhat further to cdn-
clude that "Mass Media do not have any significant effect on the level of e
violence in sgclety,” a view echoed by Hallopan (1980), while Brody (1977) .
n\ed that "social research has not been able un,ambiguously to offer any
. f1fm assurance” for or agamsc the occurrence of "socially harmful effect[s] v
Krattenmaker and Powe (1978) asserted that R
- . . s o .
N ’ ¢ .
s+ When the premises of these published conclusions b
are carefully examined...they do not support the
. ¢ violence hypothesis in -any substantial way. Upon . .
. \ analyzing the methodologies and definitions em- o
ployed by the researchers, a reasonable person must e
* conclude that  no acceptable evidence supgorts the oY -
\ ' violence hypothesis, despite the expenditure of .
. several years and several million dollars. ’ R
- ' -
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1977), the "sole study...

)]

Some of the leading proponents of :I?e violence hypothesis readily agree
that most individual studies, including those on which they principally
rely, contain serious shortcomings and are vulnerable to criticism.
Comstock (1980), for example, professed the value of the pertinent lab-
oratory @xperiments for bﬁilding and specifying theory, but note‘d also
that by themselves -~ 2nd for many of the reasons cited by critics of the
research® -~ "the experimental findings provided presumptive but insuffi-
“cient evidence for effects on reﬂ 1ife behawdor."” He considers that the A
findings of the pertinent surveys are, "not readily amenable to causal
inference" and°notes that a key longitudinal study (Lefko»;itz, 1972,
that a:tempted such 1nference ..received such
methodological criticism...that despite many {defenses by the authors] ..
its inferential status remains problematical.”" As regards field experi-
ments, Comstock considers, on methodological grounds, that. "although edch
of these studies—/ makes its own valuable contribution as a group they
constitute a re\c‘ord that compelﬁ:aution in relying predominan:ly ©on the
field’experiment.” ~ . .
‘ : N
Statements of the inadequacies of specific studies or groups of studies
are also found., passim, in the wgitings of other proponents’ of the vio~

lence hypothesis, e.g., Murray and Kippax (1979). Such authors typically » |

'assert that the many studies, with various flaws, produce findings in the

same general, direction, and that this "convergence" speaks for the valid-

ity of the findings.

4 . - - '
Dissent Regarding the Works of Dr. Gerbmer .
P .

Since 1967, George Gerbner and his associates have issued an annual report

on the amount of violence in prime-time and Saturday morning televisiom.

Ol
. i
o »
-

Comstock's critique covers both field experiment's whose findings apbar-
ently support the violence hypothesis and field experiments whose .
findings do nots support that hypothesis.

& . . ),
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On the face of it, this seems like an authorltat'lve anal):s‘ls, but a +

closer look at.the components of this violencé count clearly indicates .

that Qerbner's measures go far beyond the areas that are a matter of .
public concern. Comic and accidental "violence," for example, are counted . -
equally with episodes of crime or brutality. When, for example, lightenlng
strikes, or Bugs Bunny falls into one of Elmer Rudd's traps, an lncident

’ of vlolence is recorded. Further, qubner counts as multlple lncldents -~
violent scenes in which a new person is brought into the action, a mul-
tiplier Uthl:l is related more to hou’a gcene is staged than how much
violence appears on the screen. . -

a
° - A

Gerbner's major measure of change from one season.to another is his
"Violence Index," which includes not only the number of ‘acts of violence
observed, but also the Proportion of ;;rograms containing any vioclence at
all, the percent of characters who engage i{n violence, an'd other measures,
allscombined into one arbitrarily weighted "Index." Thus, ‘as various
¢’ critics have noted (Owen, 1972; Coffin & ] chman, 1973; Blank, 1977; - .
Krattepmaker and Powe, 1978), the Violence

ndex is an exercise in
"adding 'apples and oranges.” It is {nsensitive to the long-té‘rm downward
trend in violence on television whlclgn has bee recorded by CBS' own monl— .
. toring (see attached monitoring report). Gerbnq:- analyzes only one week,
« Or at most two weeks, of television programming A year =- and thls at a
time when programs appear and dfsappear at a raevl rate and uhen movies
and specials that vary enormously in content from one week to another form r~
a significant proportion of programming. In contras&, thirteen alternate
weeks of programming are analyzed by the CBS monitoring unit each year {n
order to arrive at’'a more reliable f'igure. '\\ )
v
Gerbner and his associates have taken their measures one St';p'furthe;r an.d
proposed that violence on televlslon is creating an ﬁlage of the world as
a "mean and scary place" for vieuers. \Draulng on data from\warious surveys,
che ‘calgivation analysis,” as {t i called, cvompares light ar}d heavy
o viewers and.eoficludes that heavy viewers are more likely to overestimate
their*chances of being invplved in violence, to feel thler neighborhoods

are unsafe, to be afraid of walking alone at night, to be distrustful of

> people, and to show other signs of fearfulness and alienation. But other
o -
e oo -+
. . ) N 4 .
N .
. . L2
- / v - F
. * .
. ) .
. -
N /
. &~ .
:‘: N . v v ' .
-~
\; ' . . " y
72 N . )
v \ - ., o X o
ERIC. = 3 | |
- . "

\ . . : r




.[Elz\v

N

{

A\ ) 5 -

researchers who conducted their own investigations (Doob and Macdonald,
1979; Plepe et al 1977) found that where people live is considerably
more Important than-television in producing anxiety about Erime. I: is

the residents of high~crime areas that are the most fearful and are also
the heaviest viewers. ) .

g 4

BN
Paul Hirsch critically examingﬁ-the statistical evidence and conceptual
arguments presented by Gerbner and hisvassociates and found "no consis-

tent patterns to Support the cultivation hypothesis in any of its various

guises and formulations" (Hirsch, 1981) Using the same data—set analyzed

by the Gerbner team, he found that nonviewers are consistently more fear-
ful and distrustful than those who do watch television'(ﬂirsch 1980) .

He also questions how meaniﬂgful Gerbner's findings are in view of the
fact that relating television vieuing to astrological signs produces
“statistically significant™ associatioﬁs jery like those advanced by
Gerbner., The Gerbrier hypothesis is further brought into question by

the results of another study (Hughes, 1980) that showed no relation be-
tween television viewing and fearfulness. if other factors relating to

viewing, sueh as age, sex, and hours worked outside the home, are all

' properly takenr into account. \ ’

&

. N \ <
In sum, these various critiéisms suggest that Gerbner's dire wisions of
scared and unhappy heavy viewers should be considgged nothin e, than
an unsubstantiaced hypothesis., It 1s also ironic that while Gerbner at-
tacks television for its fear-inducing elements, he 1s quite doubtful of
the extent to which it generates serious violence. In his.own words,
"if the most consistent effect of viewing television violence were that

it incited real acts of violence, we would not need elaborate research

;;ﬁktudies. The average sibling, parent, and teacherouould be reeling from

the blows of television stimulated aggression" (Gerbner and Grogs, 1980).
To his mind, television s danger is not that it undermines the social

1
order but that it maintains it; not that it incites violence but that

it "cultivates acquiescence" to the powers that be, - * N

- ~ .
-
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Studies With, Dissenting Findings v - ) .
X .

\

Dissent does not derive solely from critical adalyses of studies whose
findings appear to support the violence hypothesis. Dissent has also - .

been engendered by studies whose findings quite explicitly do not -

‘ support that hypothesis. . . t
d : .

»

In one such study, completed before the Surgeon General's report was

- released, the investigators (Fechbach and Singer, 1971) manipulated the
television diet of residents of different cottages in boys' schools. '
They\fwnd that those who saw violent television programs exhibited less

aggression :han did those whose television diet included very.little vio- *

lence. 4 later replication (Wells, 1973) sugsested that otherrfactors N
' gititharsis theory —- the .
& aggression =- had

pr‘obably not been upheld. It may be, however, :ha: the study' really

might have caused the difference and that th

theory that viewing television violence dec

reflected violence on celevision‘mving no effect on viewer aggression

rather than having an aggression-suppressing effect. .

a
iy » -

Two major studies with findings that do not support the violence hypoth-

esis have been completed since the publication of the Surgeon General's

report, one shortly thereafter and the other only now about to be published.
@

The earlier study, Milgram and Shotland (1973) ,l/

°

involved, the exposure, .
in both captive and normal home viewing §ituaciqns, of large numbers'of
teenagers and adults to a specially produced episode of a populat tele-
vision. seriel (Heaical Center). The ephsode ciepi‘ctéd a somewhat violent -
crime agair‘usc property and the making\\of an abusive (though not obscene)
+ + telephone cali\. Samples of viewers were shortly afterward brought'inco
circumstances ;n which they could repeat either or both of these acts
with impunity. Those who viewed the test program brov’ed no more ‘likely -
than those who did not to cogpmit the antisocial acts, and ‘the authors .

1/ The principal findings of this study-were presented before 1:3 pubdica- f
tion to the committee working on the Surgeon General's report. The .
study is accordingly briefly described within the report.

-

!
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- concluded that if television was on trial for stimilating antisocial

, behavior; "the judgment of" this investigation must be the Scottish verdict: .

Not proven."

L 4

The more recent study, by Milavsky, involved the study of cohorts of

tae

young people over a several year period. Althoug}; the study has not yet

o

been released, Rubinstein (1981) has quoted, as its conclusion, that it
"did not find evidence that television violence was causally implicated
in the development oE aggfessive behavior patterns among children and —

adolescents over the time periods studied." >

The Feshbach ar{d Singer study and the Hngn}\m study have been shown to
have weaknesses or ar. the least to pertain to limited specific situations.
, The Milavsky study has already been described by Rubinstein as "likely

to provide a new argument about the relationship between televised vio-

‘ lence and viewer aggression," and also likely to "provoke much discussion

hs

pro*and con." Like the various strdies whose findings seem to support the ‘
violence hypothesis, the three major studies which do not have already
been said, or will be said, to be in gome respects vulnerable to criticism

N . or allegations of'inconclusiveness. They nevertheless provide a major
dissenting break in the alleged wall of con;ensus;.

B .

It should also be ox}f)Fed that the scientific adage that nuI‘I findings ére X .
v as imporr.anr, as confimatcry findings tends nor, to be honored by editors ; s
of scholarly journals. Studies whose findings do ﬂ support whatever
hypothesis ig under discussion a;‘e reportedly less likely to be accepted
for publication than are the more dramar,ic reportsQ hypotheses con=- ‘
fimed.ll Chinks of dissent, in short, seem Iess likely than assent to
] become publicly visible. T . .
. ‘ ‘e ‘ , w )
Aggression or Interpersonal Violence? The Unresolved Question

~
of Social Importance . N

3

As earlier noted, one of the bases of dissent among those who feel that
the violence hypoéhesis has not been confirmed mv:'olves the kind of
,behavior whith is labeled as “aggressive" in laborax':ory studies.

1/ Por fuller discussion, see Krattenmaker and Powe (1978Y, p. 1154, and
other works there cited. s Y
. -
4 N v

g? . . . -
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The critics contend that this behavior is very distant from the inger-
personal violence about which soclety is: concerned They note’ that, for
young children, such behavior typically involves the rough handl«ing of
toys which were meant to be handled roughly, while for adolescents and
adules "aggression" typically consists of tiny increases in the intensity*
' or dura:ion of supposed electric‘ shocks which the subjects have been
dir‘ec_ted to administer to a hiddén person. The crifics are unimpressed
with the‘ occasional variations in these prooedures, and questiOn whether
" the behaviors can even validly be regarded as ggression y' let alone .

interpersonal violence. Thus Lesser 1977) concluded that "the experi-

mentd]l measures do not appear to de(ine genuine aggtession and generally
similar or related views have been expressed by other critics (e.g.»,
«Brody, 1977; Krattenmaker and Powe, 1978). > ‘

. . , .
Sc‘me.prqponent; of :né \ziolence_ bypothes‘is agréee that aggression in the
lanoratory experiments is'quite limited, agd point to the problems in-
. yolved in pursuing such experiments with human subjects. Murray and
N Kippax (1979), for example, note that bevauge of the "obvious ethical \
concerns,” the exPerimenta.l studies necessarily deal with ' 'refracted
aggression.™ But these considerations, while und'erstandable, do not
dispel the critics’ contentions that the laboratoty behavior can hardly
be equated with true aggression or in:erpersonal violence.

»
4 .

[ 'I'l:es correlational a:d ;ongitudin,al studies have been less criticized e
from this point of vlew, although much of the behavior cited in th
stydies 1s limited to fanta'sy aggression or aggression in ve}y lim&
- farms. The correlational studies have, however, been more widely criti~
cized on other grounds and have beéh repeatedly cited as for the most ’

) part inherently incapable of demonstrating causality.
- ) ‘ M s

. s

. ~ 4
h(';n these¢b/ases, the whole 'body of pertinent regearch has been critibc{zed
by critics of the violence hypothesis for f4111ng to indicate that vio-
legce in t\elevision induced any meaningful amount ofxsoclally abhorrent
‘or Criminal aggression\ or.:xplicit interp&sonal violence. Some pro= i

ponients of the ylolenceghypothesis concede the lack A summary statement

»

o to this effect was made in 1976, for example‘ by George Comstock, who had

a ' t

.
b
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served as Senior Research Coordinator for the Surg'eon Ceneral's committee

and, who had later preside!d, as senior editor, thr the compilation of a -
definitive bibliography of some 2400 titles on tele»’is!on and human Ty -
behavior. - Lo , '

It is tempting to conclude tha® television violence - ' .

makes viewers more anti-socially aggressive, somewhat
callous, and generally more fearful of the soclety,in
which they live. = It may, but the social and behavioral
science evidence does not’ support such a broad indict-
ment. 4 B .

‘P

. +

The evidence on desensitization and fearfulness 1s too .
linited for such broad conclusions at this time. The
eviderice, on aggressiveness is much more extensive, but
" it does not support a conclusion of increased anti- [
social aggression. Such a conclusion rests on the

~ willingness of the person who chooses to sit in judg~ -
ment to extrapolate from the findings on lnt:erpersona
aggresslon to more serious, non-legal acts. . 3

Most important, the evidence goes not tell us’ anything

about the degree of social harm or criminal antisocial [sic]

violence that may be attributable to television. It '

may be great, negligible, or nil. (Quoted in Halloran, <

1980)

. . B R
. r ) e :

Subsequent to the publication of the above statements, Belson (1978)

published a study which "involved self-reports of the commission of violent, .

" crimifal Acts. Proponents of the violence hypothesis cited the study for <
Ed

dealing with such behavior while simultaneously conceding the controver=

siality of its techniques and some of ,its flndings (e s Murra‘y and

Kippax, 1979;-Comstock, 1980). And Comstock again stsated in a 1980 »

evaluation of the research literature, that although” that literature had,
—

in his opinion, "supported the hypothesis that such portrayals [1.e., tele-

vision and film violence] increase viewer aggressiveness,...there is no

'compellfn@ dem‘onstratlon that such portrayals contribute to harmful crime

O
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and violence.. :." »

.. . ' . -
As late as three months ago Rubinstein, summing up what had transpired
in’ the last ten years, noted that "no unequivocal conclusion has been
reached about the re1a:1onsh1p between violence and aggresslon...[that]
the full authenticity of cause and e&!'ect -~ let algone its power ~- is

still subject to honest disagreement." ’ ‘ -
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Policy Cnange? .

Citics who generally reject as invalid the research allegedly supporting
the violence hypothesis naturally f.ind in the research ne real basis for
social concern and no grounds for changes in policy. Thus Krattenmaker
and Pove (1978), both Professors of Law, studied the violence

controversy from the point of view of both the validity of the. research
On the basis of the re-

search alone, they concluded: < -

conclusfong and First Amendm;nt implications.

. ‘
In sum, we do not believe that the available -evidence ~
concerning the impact of televised violence or soclety
¢an or should lead one to conclude that any foreseeable
regulatory program designed to inhibit or channmel vio~ e
1 lent programming would be worth the costs of its imple- }
mentation or could be’ supported by any acceptable view

of rational polic#a formulation.

Psychologists Kaplan and Singer (1976) likewise concluded that "the evi-

v
dence that TV causes aggression is not strong enough to justify restrictions

in programming” and note the possibility: . : v
. . ..that focusing on television violence circumvents '
, explofation of the mdjor causes of violence in society. ’

In the 'real world,’ the effects of television violence .

on aggressive behavior may be mdnor. To uncover the

major causes of violence, researchers shauld turn their

attention to economic, developmental, socfal, and cul- -

tural factors -- as well as to further TV studies. The’ -

televigsion networks may ihave become an easy scapegoat,

dccepting undue blame for the violence in og world.

L3 v .
In taking this stance the critics of the violence hypothesis do not stand
alone. Here, as in regard to other topics, they are joined to one or *
another degree by some of the principal supporters of the violence hypoth-
esis. Murray and Kippax (19793, for example, consider it "quite clear
that there is "a relationship between viblence on television and violence
in society,” but they note that the "relationship“is not straightforward
and there are many aspects-which, in the absence of firm, replicated
t .

findings, must be dealt'with on the level of redsonable scientific

guésstimates." Nevertheless, they consider that "despite these caveats,
: i
' .
v ’ .
. L .
>
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there is sufficient cumulative evidence to warrant the view that televised

violence is one factor in the production and maintenances of vdolence in

j noge that “Other poverful candidates for the production
of viofence are such factors as the unequal A1str1bugion of income and

regoyrces as:mani.fested in ethnic,/raciallsocial class discrimination."

Perhaps most explicitly to the policy point are the conclusions of Dorr
and Kovaric in their 1980 article titled 2Sgde of the -People Some of the
Time -— But Which P;:ple? Televised Violence and Its Effects.” Afce:ug
review of v.;ha: is known aleat pertinent demogra'phic and 1nd1\:'£dual differ-
ences, the authors list a number of possible alternatives, including con-
trols on viewing at home} controls on what may be broadcast, and teathing

people to alter their viewing patterns and their psychological suscepti-

bility to "instigationg to aggress." Commenting on this array, they state:

t

When an alternative is inexpensive, voluntary, and !
unlikely to require much from the television industry .
or from regulatory agencles, it {s easy to suggest its
employment even if our evidence of need and efficacy
is limited. For other alternatives it becomes desir-
able to have a stronger evidential.basgy from which to
argue. -
Assuming that our?ractice and policy decisions were .
to be made in a logical, evidence-based way, we cer-
tainly could not argue at this time for many large~
scale changes. Only for delinquents and others who
would be rated as above the norm in aggressiveness
might one argue that serious changes in practice or
policy could be considered. Yet, evem here we lack
information on what propoftion of these individuals'
- aggressiveness is attributable to exposure to tele-
vised violefice; on methods (other than decreasing
exposure) for decreasing their susceptibility to
{uch content, and on other stretegies for decreas-
ng their aggressivemess or for lessening its un-
< desirable consequences.-

;? Dorr and Kovaric feel that the evidence justifies attempts to modify
the viewing habits or susceptibilities of some demographic groups and
persons "who are already considered to be more aggressive in their
daily actiTities." . - h

<c
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The Gerbner Vlolence Proﬁle -

I

’ e DAVID M. BLANK

-~

LY
£ a -

ance its xnceptxon in 1967 the Television Violence Profile | has
been the source of penodxc discussion between social scxentxsts .
and the networks. Recently, the debate was renewed with a
" series of letters and reports to Representatiye Lionel Van
Deerlin, Chairman of the House Commupications Subcom-
mittee. The first of these, .authored by CBS, questioned the
methodology and assumptions underlying the profile. The
Cultural Indicators Research Team, led by Dr. George Gerb-
ner of the Annenberg School of Communication, replied to
these criticisms in a siniilar report to Van Deerlin. Both par-
ties then submitted rejomders The entiré exchange follows in
, a*four-part series. (. Dueto the length of the statements, we
have, with permission of the authors, edited the reports to

N

include the key settions.) » N
The CBS reports were authored by Dr. David Blank Vice

Preszdent and Chief Economlst\wzth CBS, Inc. - .o

Each year for almost a decade Geqrge Gerbner and Kis associates
. at the Annenberg School of Communications have produced a re--
. port on depnctnons of violence on network televnsnon, titled the
onlence “Profile.! The current Violence Profile #8, reperting on fall
1976 television network programming, incorporates three distinct
areas of study. The first is the well-known Violence Index; the
. second deals with so-called Risk Ratios, and the third is.Gerbner’s
Cultivation Index. In this analysis, we deal with the first two areas
of' study

With regard to the Violence Index, our review mdlcates that the-
Index itself is not 4 measure of the amount of.violence on netw'qu .
television, thdt it may, and in fact often does, Change overtimein
different dlrectlons from the changes in The amount of television
violence and that it is, in substance, an arbxtranly weighted set of
arbitrarily chesen measures of aspects of violence on television, -
whose meaning is totally unclear: It cannot bé used as a measure

. of the trend of televised violence over the years, or as an indicator
of whether-that.violence i is increasing or decreasmg. X

’I'
N




@

274 . B ' JOB/21:3/Summer 1977

4
~ o

A

_Gerbner’s count of violent incidents, which is only ore compo-
nent of the overall Vq'o{once Index, ‘has numerous and fatal defi-
ciencies Tt includes kinds of dramatic incidents which should not

“be included—comic ‘violence, accidents, natural disasters. It
counts as multiple acts of.violence, single intcidents which should |
be counted as single incidents. And most importantly, it rests on
a single week’s sample at a time in the television industry’s history
when programs are constantly changing and when there are no
longer any typical weeks.

., The Risk Ratio analysis is equally defective. Instead of directly
measuring relative risks dmong varibus ‘population segments,
Gerbner devised indirect measures Whigh do not reffect the differ- '
ences in actual tisk among differing population segments nor, in

all likelihood, do they correspond at all.to viewer's perceptions. » .
Simpler and more d?reg:t measurements of risks often show a to- ,
taﬂlly diﬁerenﬁelatibnsﬁ'\p among socidbgroups from the Gerbner ,/'.
measures, ) T . . ' I,

. K 1 )

A - The Violence Index

The Gerbner Violence Index if deficient in’a number of impor-
tant ways and is, in fact, very misleading. First, the Violence Index
itself is not, and does not. purport to be, 'a measure of the amount
of violence on television, although that is the way it is generally N
interpreted. The Violence Indéx is the sum of a number of mea-* .

' sures, only one of which is Gerbner's count of violence. Another
" measure included in the Indef, for example, is the proportion of
leadihg characters eng,age;b‘ in violence. Because the Violehqe Indgx .
fs~cox;wposed ef-a numbeér of .facters in- addition to the violesice
count itself, it is quite congeivable that the Violence'Index could
show a rise in a given year at thé same time that Gerbner's own
count of the amount of violence.goes down: T

), That, in fact, is exaetly_what happened.in the ‘family viewing »
. houron CBS in the fal) of 1976. Gérnber’s Violence Profile #8 states -
that “CBS . . . liftedits two-season lid on ‘family viewing time’ -
violence in 1976.” In fact, the number of incidents of violence on
» CBS in the family viewing hour actually declined in 1906 “accord-
.ing to the’sampe Gerbner report. In the fall.of- 1975, according to
Gerbner (Table 31), family viewing hour programs on.'CBS con-
» tained’20 incidents of violence; CBS family viewing hour programs
in the fall of 1976, again according'to Geibner,’ contained only 11

L 1
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incidents of violence!? So the Vlolen*Index‘l_s a measure whiche

simply does not tell anyone whether violence on network program-
mlngqs 1ncreasmg or decreasing. - :

Other components .of the Violenge Index incliude-measures of thes
proportion of programs that week containing anP' violence, of the
rate of violence per program and per hour, and of the proportion
of allseading characters involved ig .killings. These measures are
combined by the use of a set of arbitrary weights. Indeed, the index
is composed of so-magy varied and incomparable elemepts which

are combined ip suéh an arbitrary fashlon that it is dlfhcult to .

know what it means.} . .

«

Bruce Owen of the Office of 'I‘e‘ecnmmumcatlons Policy, in a

staff research paper which gdd‘e.»aed the meaning and validity of
the Gerbner Index, stated that: “This exercise [i.e.; conibining
and arbitrarily weighting the various compondnts of the Violence
Index] involves adding apples and oranges. . . . One is always
free to add apples and Qranges if one wishes, but 1t isn "t"at all clear
-what the result means, and some people may take it seriously.”
* (See Measuring Violence on Television: The Gerbner Index. OTP
Staff Research Papler OTS:SP:7, Bruce M. Owen, June 1972,) Ug-
fortunhtely, many people have taken Gerbner’s Violence Index se-
riously. . : : :

When Gerbner’s violence count itself is examined, a variety of
deficienctes are apparent. leence is. counted presumabky tt mea-
sure the number of incidents deplcted on network telev151on which,
might conceivably make potentially wayward yoﬁths wayward. On’

. this view, Gerbner includes a number of kinds of dramatic action
which clearly ought not to be included in a count. of violence. Thus,
he includes corfiic violence (e. g, a custard pie in the face on an “I
Love Lucy” program), and injuries caused by accidents or acts of

" nature (e.g., injuries occurnng in eara]quakes or hugricanes). None

of these, we thihk, are 1ncluded in what reasonable cmzens would
consider to-be potentially harmful dramatxc forms.

A second difference in deﬁnmon is related to a very comnlex set
of social hypatheses which Genbner superimposes upon fns violence
counts. Because Gerbner’s hypotheses relate to the power relation-
shlpé among individugls (rhen vs.- wpmen, whites ¥s. nonwhites, ,
etc.), he counts as new violent actions, a p’enod of violence in

. Wthh a new person en'ters the action. Thus, if two" men are fighting

in a restatirant, and one of them knocks down a waiter while trying,
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to escape; Gerbner would count this 4s two separate episodes of
vialence. Since we do no§ believe that the count of violence should -
be distorted by extraneoug social theories, wg feel that the praper
count is the number of wlent incidents themselves, not aﬂ"ected
by changés in the participants ‘of the actlon

The result of these differences between the Gerbner measure of
violence, and what we consxder to be the more rational measure
that we use, is that Gerbner’s couht results.in a much higher num-
ber than is valid and may often move in an opposite direction than

> to that indicated by the count one would get on a more reasonable
basis. ., - L

- A final deficiency of the Gerbner violénce count s the size of the
sample Gerbner uses. Since its inception, the Gerbner effort has
measured violence during one week a year. In the last two seasons,
he has added a second.week in the spring, purportedly to verify the
results of the fall count, but he does not use this‘week in his year-

~  to-year comparisons of the madgnitude of violence.
L]

From the beginning of our monitormg we felt that there was too
much change between fall and spring network schedules to permit

— sreliance on a smgle week’s results. So we always measured two
weeks a year, ore in the initial network season"tind one in the $0-_
called - sec0nd network season. Several years ago, as the network

schedlles became increasingly variable from week to week, with
‘series being cancefled and new series being-brought on board all .
through the year and with mini-series becommg a new program- \
'mmg’category, we decided to review the statisticab basis of'our

count. AS a result of this review, we concluded.that one could no, ..

. longer make statistically valid comments about the leyel of viol- |

” ence on network television ut 8 much:larger °ample of wee .
i, Accordmgly, in the fall of 1975 e‘Beg@Q to monitor 13 weeks a
season and have contmued that practlce -

We have’ measured vnolence on the televxsxon networks for 13

weeks in each of two yeafs; on'the basis of these data we Jhave

learned that estimates of current year-to-year changés in telemsxon >

violence, based on si’ngle week samples, are normally subject t6Fo0

muchtandom, error to be valid. For we have found in the 197§:77 .

season that the range in the weekly number of “incidents of vxo’léwe
* on individual television networks is on the order of 21/20r3tol; . '
- thgt-is; the week with the highest number of in¢idents of violence

on any network was 2.1/2 or 3 times the number with the lowest
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number of incidents. Accordingly, we do niot believe, for statistical 7

reasons, that one can accept the Gerbner violence counts even if

- we waive the deficiencies of his definitions. -

. The Risk Rauo |

A\ Since 1969, Gerbner has made much of a statistic to which he
"variously refers as the:“Victimization Ratio,” “the Risk Ratio,”
the “Violence Victim Ratio,” and which will here simply be called

“RR.” This statistic is obtained by noting, in reference to specific -

population subgroups, the number of such characters in “printipal
roles” who are depicted as “violents” (aggressors) the number
who are depicted as victims, and dividing the larger number by the
smaller. If victims excced violents, 'the figure is preceded by a
minus'sign; if violents exceed victims, by a plus sign.

Gerbner considers that these RR’s “provide a calculus of life’s
chances for different groups of people in‘the world of television
drama" (p.8). He occasionally modifies this description in an im-
portant manner by stating that the RR’s are indices of “risks of
victimization (relative to the ability to inflict violence)” {p. 8). As
the terms “Victimization Ratio” and “Risk Ratio” sug"ut, he is
pnmanly ifiterested dn the groups’ with minus sign T.’'s—i.e,,

those in which victims exceed violents. He considers the RR’s in-

‘dexes, or at least clues, to “‘conceptions of social reality that televi-
sion viewing cultivates in the minds of viewers” (p. 8) regarding
“the structure of power.” In “Highlights of TV Vipolence Profile #8.’

" he notes especially the ‘high negative RR's of women‘ children, old

 as “vxolents” is, as he indicates, 184, or whetheritis 284 or 26? Fhe

women, unmarried women, and various oth®r grpups. Expllcxtly or -

implicitly, Gerbner regards the RR'’s as either distortions of social
reality or pexpetuatlons of exlstmg stereotypes, “regards negajive

RR’s as ttason to believe that viewers regard such groups as rela-
tively powerless, ‘and believes that viewers themselves become '

fearful .of becoming vxctxmkof violence.

-

At least two important questions arise regarding the meaning of

the RR and its presumed effects. First, the RR is not a measure of”

simple risk, in reference to which the number of “violehts” is irrel-
evant. If, as Gerbner’s tables show, 243.0f 697 women (34:9 per-
cent) i “principal roles” across 10 sample weeks since 1969 were
depicted as “victims,” what matter whether the number depicted
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“risk’’ is the same. (Comparative risks are further discussed
below.) - -

°* The RR is also not a measure of "victimizallion (relative to the
ability to inflict violence),” since the abslity to da so i§ not nor-
mally a theme of television drama. The fact that 513 of the 697
women were not portrayed as inflicting violence is not an indica-
tion of their jnability to do'so. What the RR actually measures is
victimization relative to the commission of viclence. The implica-
tion3 of such an index are somewhat difficult to conceive.

Second, it is very difficult to believe that viewers would Become
aware, consciously or unconsciously, of the differential RR'sZi.e.,

" the relative proportions of different groups which are depicted as

violents of victims, and the. differences between groups in this
regard. It is not at all difhcult to believe, however, that viewers
would become to one r another degree aware of something much
simpler and more easily statistically stated, namely, that certain
groups are more often victims than others (or more often violent
than others, or more often involved in violerice, one way or another,
than others).

Maintaining the emphasis on risk, the more telling statistics,
would seem to be the simple number of persons in that group who
are depicted as victims, or, for somewhat greater refinement, the
percentage so depi@ed (the number of victims'divided by the total
pumber of persons in that group who are depicted at all). These
are, to the best of our knowledge, the measures used in calculating

risks of contracting given diseases, the likelihood of being in an

automobile accident, and other “risk” statistics.

When Gerbner's tables are examined in terms of these simpler
statistics, what emerges is often a very different picture from the
RR. Briefly, it is frequently found that a group with a higher RR
than other groups is both numerically and proportionately.less
often depigted either as involved in violence at all or as victims.

By way of example, women have a higher RR.(-1.32) than do
*men (-1,20). The simpler-stgtistics (Gerbner’s Table 44) revgal
that Gerbner}abservgd 2,328 male characters, of who';n 1,604;(68.9
pgc‘t) were involved in violence and 1,400 (60.1 percent) de-
.picted’ as victims. In comparison, 697 femalesywere observed, -of
whom 311 (44.6-percent) were involved in violence and 243 (34.9
percent) depicted as victims. Of what is the viewer more likely to

4
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13
become aWware: the complex fact that female victims outnumbered
female violents to a greater degree than male victims outnumbered
male violents, or the simpler facts that, both in terms of absolute
numbers and proportionately, women were less often than men
mvolved in violence at all, and far less often than men depicted
as victims? This same gort of situation applies to various other
groups which Gerbner notes as having high RR’s. -

In summary, the RR is not a measure of risk as such, and the
simpler and more telling statistics often reveal that groups with
higher RR’s than others are in fact less often than the others de-
picted as victims, both numerically and proportionately to their
depfttion. ‘

. k X

| We are aware that the authurship of current Violence Profiles 1s credited to ag

. number of people 1n addition to George Gerbner. However, for ease of reference and

because Gerbner 1s nord&ally the spokesman for the group, we réfer to the various
materials produced by the group as it they were prepared by Gerbner alone.
¢ All-page and table references herein relate to Violence Profile #8.
} The formula for the Gerbner Violence index._1s:
., Pv 'R R | Nv+Nk
> 100 —— + 2= 42—+ 100 ;
P ¢ P H N

where, Py 15 the number of programs containing any violence, P is the number of
programs, R 1s the number of violent épisodes, H 1sthe number of hours o7 program-
ming. Ny the number of leading characters involved in violence, Nk thu number
of leading characters involved in killng or death; and N, the numbér of leading
characters. ’ 7

«+ On p.14 of his Violence Profile #8, Gerbner states that “The findings -umma-
rized n this report include the analysis of major characters only * He defines
“major characters” as those in “principle roles essential to the story.”’ whereas
“mnor characters (subjected to a less detailed analysis) are all other ~pesking
roles.” It is therefore here assumed that the RR applies only to **‘major ghamcuzrs."
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J “The Gerbner Violence Profile”’—An
‘ Analys1s of the CBS Report :

-

THE CULTURAL INDICATORS RESEARCH TEAM

The Cultural Indicators Research Team is composed of Gearge
Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michael F. Eleey, Marilyn Jackson-
+Beeck, Suzanne Jeffries-Fox and Nancy Signorielli. (Readers
are reminded that all four parts of this extended discussion are
best read together, as constant reference is made to remarks
in previous articles in the series.) .

The CBS report deals with two of three areas of the annual
Violence Profile. It discusses the Violence Index and the Risk Ra-
tios showing relative levels of victimization. . . .

Organized in logical order, the CBS report focuses on four main.
cntlcxsms

1. The Violence Index is deficient because (a) it defines
violence too broadly and (b) it is composed of “an arbitrarily
weighted set of arbltzanly chosen measures of violence on tele-
vision, whose meaning is totally unclear.”

2. The Violence Index employs faulty units of analysns
because “It counts as multiple acts of violence, single inci-
dents which should be counted as single incidents.”

3. Asingle week's sample isinadequate for representing an
entire television season. K L

4. “The Risk Ratio analysis is eﬂuw defective” because
it measures relative rather than vi¢timization which
“in all likelihood” does not correspond ‘to viewers' percep-
tions.” “ .

.

Each of these claims rests on erroneous—nf convement—-—
assumptions and result in highly mxsleadmg conclusxons We shall
analyze them in turn.

:

«

R, " The Index

CBS claims that the Violence Index is deﬁcxent because “It
mcludes kinds of dramatic mcxdents whxch should’ not be in-

t
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. &

cluded—comic violence, accidents, natural disasters.” The réeport
suggests the unlikekv example of a “pie in the face,” and amplifies
its conception of what should be included: violence “which might
conceivgbly make potentially wayward youths wayward" and viol-
ence “in what reasonable citizens would consider to be potentially
harmful dramatic formsf o B

]

The fact is that our analysis of television content as repofted in

* the Violence Index does not presume effects—useful or harmful.
" The reporting of trends in the Gross National Product, the Em-

ployment Index, or in weather eonditions, cannot, depend on the
presumed effects of the facts being reported, be they good, bad,

.indifferent, or mixed. CBS confuses communications content with

the scientific study of communications effécts and thus ignores our

study of television viewers. Yet only by studying the conceptions’
and behaviors of the public, rather than speculating about

“waywatd youth's’\er—w}iat eems “potentially harmful,” can one

determine the actual consequence of exposure to any form of viol-

ence. . . ©t

CBS would also prefer to discount all violence in a comic con-
text, which is especially frequent*‘fﬁ"children’s. programming. But
CBS recently published, “They Learn While They Laugh,” a
public relations booklet extolling the educationtal virtue- of its
childrer’§ programming, including cartoons. The weight of scien«
tific evidence, in¢lyding the recent Rand Corporation research
summaries. cQmpiled by George Cdmstock, indicates that a comic

context is a highly ’.eﬂ'ective form of conveiihg serious lészons. If .

CBS.wants to maintain that comedy teaches only what tk“.ey wish
for it to teach, the burden of proof lies with thems .

Overall, ‘the Violence Index for fall 1976 shows that violence.
occurs at the average rate of nearly 10 incidents per pro‘gmn hour.
Yet CBS—and other industry spokesmen—typically attack these
fipdings by the supposedly disarming example of the “pie in the
face.” First, we do not think there has been “a pie in the fdce” in
one of our samples of TV drama in a lorig igge. Second, the iol-
ence Index rules specifically exclude any don-credible comic’ ges-
ture ot verbal abuse. We classify as violence only-the credible
indication or actual infliction of overt physical pain, hurt, or Klll-
ing. Thus, if a pie in the face does that—which depends ogjghe
actual incident—it is violence and should be so recorded. -

. Yk C s . e
\. The ¢ontention that “serious’ violence,is only what * reaSOnleg
. A E - t
*
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" citizens would consrder harmful” is eqlally speo‘lous It again con-
fuses communication content with the assessment of effects. For
example, we know from independent studies $f the physical envi-
ronmént and of foods and pharmaceuticalsfhat citizens are not
necessarlly aware of the full’range of consefju%nces of many of our®
industrial activities and products including the ‘products of the
televisiorr industry. That is why independent resedrch is needed. *
\ That is. ‘why th¢ scientific diagnosis of a tomplex cultural-
‘2 mdustrlal phenomena—such as televi islon—cannot be left to con-
ventiona] wisdom, and even less to ratronahzatrons by the corpo-
rate mterests involved.

(‘BS also argues-for thé exclusion from the deﬁmtlon of ;I‘V
vrolence dramatlc incidents portraying “accidents,”” and “acts of
nature.”” Bit there are no “accidents” in fictidit. The author in-
vents for the producer inserts) dramatic disaster$ "and “'acts of
natué( for a purposc. The pattef of violent v1ct1mlzatlon through
~~ " such inventions may be 2 significant and telling part of television
-« ~ violénce. It is hardly accidental that tertain types of characters are

- accident-prone or disastér-prone in, the world of television. Such

é'l\v content -pa't!mm may have s1g.1vﬁeant eﬂ:ects on some v1ewers
conceptiorisof Iie and of their ows: risks in life. These patterns are?
therefore, . important to report if one is concerned wnth the full
range of potentnally s1gmﬁca‘nt consequences ..

Another o’b)ecnon raised by CBS i¢ that’ the Violence Index i in;
cludes’a sct of measuYes rather than only a sma;le indicator, and
that different measures may move in differeiit diréctions. The CBS,

. report “also cifes on OT P Staff paper by Brugce M. Owen as dom*
Lo plammg that thé Index “involves adding apples and oranges. "
CBS cbuld just as easily criticize any set of comprehensive indica-

o tors such. as.the GNP, labor smtnstncs, orthe weather report. *

- JAs pointel out in our response to the Ow¢n_ paber (dated July
13 1972, and also distributed through OTP but not tited by CBS),”
(a’lhe usefulness of any index’| {s precisely that it combmes measures”*
of drfferent aspects of a complex phenomenon. One rpust add ap-

0

The Violence Index reports all its components separately as well
as in* combination. That has made it possible for any user of the
Vielence Tndex, mcludmg CBS, to'observe thé movement of each

t:ombonent and to werght.each as they see fit. . 2
' . P : . . ‘ L
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ples and oranges )f one wants to know ab'out fruit. K ;
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‘ The CBS report correctly notes_‘;haﬁ; the absolute number of
- . violent incidents 1n CBS faruily hour programs declined in 1976,
- while uther cymponents of the Index showed an increase CBS fails
to discuss the nature of these other measures. It also ignores the
. reascns for xmlualng ¢hem in the Index. Mr. Schneider's letter
further confuses the issue by claiming that the Index rose
i “apparently because we had the wrongpeople mvolved in the

P 'actlon ve. . ot

.o The kind of people involved had T t'hmg to do thh l,tﬁA‘a Table
- 31 of Violence Profile. No 8 (to Wthh the CBS report refers) cléarly
.- shows, 23.1 percent of all leading CBS famlly hour gharacters were »
i-mv lved in vistehce in 1975, c“n‘pared to 31.8 percent 1n 1976.
* ® . ' Evén mée mpc’mﬁn violenee was more broadly distributed in
I-‘ . 197(.)'CBS Samily'! W Progra.nniig, making it more dithcult for
"\~ viewers to avma (o1 hwge their children avoid) violence during
mily viewing time. While in the 1975 sample only 27.3 percent,
of CBS famjly hour programs, contamed violence, in the 1976 sam-
ple 62.5 percent contained violence~ So. although the: number of
: violent acts was reduced jn 1976, the percent of leading characters
involved in violence intreased and violence was-found in mafly .
. more prog:ams Much as we, emphasxze with the CBS attemnpt td «
.- get credit for partial effort,'we cannot agree that such contrary,

n evidence should be covered up or omﬁted from the index.
‘ . L4 . ' e A . k4
" ‘; . - \ PO A : -
v J
s T iy Umts of Amalysis { e .o

The L£BS complaint about counting multiple acts of ‘violénce -
whe?i’smgle acts should be counted is unfourided. In the tradition
- of .such research since the first studies of the 1950's, oyr cedmg
instructions specify that a violent act is “a scéne of-some v_ﬂlgnce
confined to the same agents. Even if the scene is mtermpted by a
. flashback, etc., as long ds it continues in ‘real time’ it is the same
v e . .act. However, 1f new agent(s) enter the scene it ,becomes ﬂnothe;
.‘ 4 act:--. . .‘l S ) , , ." , [

.
. °

The €BS coding mstructno'\s define & v1o}ent act a “One sus- *

) ‘ ‘tamed dramancally soatinuous event involving “Violence, pithes-
. %' sentially thé same group of participants and with no major inter-
-, rubtion in continuity.” The two definitions are 51mrlar except for

the amblguous CBS qsialahcatlo‘n of “‘essentially.” AS the criteria

r for determinigigshe “pssential” set Jf agehts are not specified;"the
- CBS rute per/Jlil the arbitrary and sub)ectxve manipulatida ofthe
\) ;e i & LA P
. - O by 7 ' .
EMC : 4 -t . o’ J . . i
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umt of vnolence Such ambiguity not only tends to reduce the

.. [meliabilify of the measure but also gives the coder employed by

-

-4

-

- . -

CBS tlie opportinity to stretch the rule on which all other mea-

.| surgs depend. For exafple, under the CBS rule it would be possi-

ble to ignore shifting paRticipatisn in a long series of violent'scenes,

. possxbly involving an entire Program, as ndt “essential” and thus
. to-Code the whole sprogram 'as a single violen{: incident. Such a

defective nteasure” cannot be accepgzd as the basis for the sole
standard of network performance. A RO

[ t
1

[

= Sampling i , .

Al

CBS asserts that “Dr. Gerbner only measures one week of televis
sion, which can lead to statistical errors of horrendcus proportion.”
Elsewhere thereport states’that CBS research found-wide variabil-
ity in its own count of violent %cndents »&

Plausxble\as\that claim Seems, in-fact it reflects the limitations,
mstabxlxtxes. and ambwunhes of the CBS definition. Our own inter-
Jest in assessing the repreqentatlveness of the one-week sample led
to an initial anaiysis in 1969, to.regeated sprmg season test sam-
plings in 1975 and 1976 and to an analysis'of six additional weeks
of fall 1076 prowrammmo These studies indicate that while a
larger sample may increase precision, given out operational defini:.
tions and multi-dimensional measures that are sensitive to 4 vari-
ety” of sngmﬁcﬁt aspects of TV violence, the one-wetk sample
yxelds remarkably stable results with high cost-efficiency.

With respect to the number of violent actions per program (the
meéasure of most concern $8 CBS) our six-week analysis found the
same rank-order of the three networks no matter which week was
chosen, except for éne instance when ABC and CBS were tied (see

Tablel). N\,

CBS clalms it found that the week with the highest fiumber of
incidents' on any network had 2.5 to 3 times the number of inci-
dents of the lowest week. We found in our six-week test that this
multiple was 1.98'to one for CBS; for the others, it was even,less
1.29'to one fo[ NBC, 1.23 to one for ABC. {

The explanation for the discrepancy ,between our results and.
those of CBS lies more in differences of methodology than of sam-
pling. CBS limits its observation of violence to those acts its coders
presume to be intentionally harmful and exeludes the majority of

69 T
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TABLE 1

Analysis of Six Weeks of Fall 1976 Prggrammmg

-

Test Sz;'mple Week

*Pall 1976 week reported in Violence Profile No. 8.

violent presentations they judge to be * ‘comedic” or, “accidental.”
These arbitrary limitations involve much subjective speculation
and introduce variability and instability leadmg to gross stanstn\.al
aberratlons .-

Sharply reducing both the number and potentnal rehabmty of
-observations, and then limiting the analysis to a single unstable
‘measure, do indeed lead to “'statistical errors of horrendous propor-

. tion.” These are the errors that our broadly-based and precisely
operationalized methods are designed to overcome. . _

:

: ~
] - - g

90-291 0—B2——6  , °

..

- 1 -2 3 4, 5 F76* Total
Total !
N No. of programs 58 58 57 58 61 61 ¢ 353
. —wm No. of violent acts 345 342 3635 3865 341 342 2,100
Rate (Acts ; . ’
~ per program) 5.9. 59 64 63 56 ° 56 5.9
ABC T .
No. 6f programs 20- 20 15 19 20 19 117
No. of violent acts 114 107 112 132 116 110 691 °
Rate. (Acts
. wer program) ~ 57 54 59. 69 58 58 59
Network rank 2’ 2 16 2 2 2 2
CBS o
_No. of programs 22 21 22 21 21 .24 131
, "1 "No. of violent acts 90 91 130 97 66 84 558
) Ratb (Acts ‘. .
L . per program) 4.1 43 59, 46 3.1 3.5 4.3
. - Network rank 1 113 1 1 51 1
NBC :
No. ’rograms : 16 17 16 18 20 18 105
*No. of violent acts 1411 144. 123 136 159 148 851
Rate (Acts - '
° ° per program) g8 85 177 16 80 82 8.1
Network rank 3 ° 3 3 3 3 3 8
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Risk Ratios \

The Violence Index reports absolute as well ay reiative risks, It

makes clear, for example, that women are less likely to get involved

in violence on television than men. But it also finds that, when
involved, relatively more women than men end up as victims. .

13 - ~

CRS claims that relative victinyization (i.e. victimization com-
«  pared to the commission of violence across differest social types)
is difficult to grasp, and is, thefefore, a “meaningless statistic.”

We must repeat thatthe validity of a TV confent indicator does
not depend on viewers’ conscious understanding of its meahing.
Our Cultivation Analysis shows that exposure to violence-laden
television.drama cultivates a sense of exaggerated fear and mis-
trust ih the minds’af heavy viewers. Young women—with an espe-
cially unfavorable Risk Ratip—are particularly affected, despite
- the fact that in absolute terms they arenot as likely to get ihvolved
in violepce as are the men. What CBS terms “meaningless statis-
tic” tufns but to be potentially important in its consequences. . »

Our analysis of the CBS report and methodology confirms the
judgment of social scientists, legislators, and the general public
that only a scientifically tested, independent, and comprehensive
set of indicators, measuring, both TV content and effects, can be
the basis for judging network pérformance. Our experience indi- v
" - cates that the Violence Index and Profile provide such a set of
* indicators. For indépendent confirmation, we recommend the find-
ings of an international panel of distinguished industry-atfiliated -
. .and academic social scientists charged by the Social Science Re-
search Council conducting a year- long investigation *to <concep-
tualize and give scientific contéxt to the research required for the,
" development of a multi-dimensional profile of violence in televi- |
sion programming.” The recommendations, published in the
~Annual Report for 1974-75 of thfe Social Science Research Council-
(pages 67-72), provide broad scientific support for the general
direction and methodology of the Violence Index dnd Profile and
. offer ad\fice which is directly opposed to the CBS methodology. A -
detailed 'study compaking the Violence Index and Profile with CBS
methods ‘will be published_in the near future, providingfurther
documentation. ' =

v
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Fmal Comments on-theé Vlolence
Proﬁle o V :

L . : DAVID M. BLANK
' ? o, A - . ' t
" -
Bdow ‘are the Rey sections of the CBS résponse to the analysis -
‘of | the Cultaral lndlcators Resedarch Team. . .

’ reoe -
- - ° -

]

. " The Violence Index . ' :

The Gerbner responge to-our evaluation of the-Violence Jndex
touches on four areas of our disagreement: Gerbner's overly- bro
definition of violente, the arbitrary weighting of the compo
of the Gerbner Index, the definition of a violent incident in terms

» of the persons involved rather than thecontinuity of the incident
itself, and the statistically deficiént use of a single week s sample.

We discuss each of these. questlons in turn. o
’ A ’ * .
.- N “A
’ ‘ ‘. ".- T B » ) N *
: . Comic onlence _ ¥

I

By far the’ most attention is paid to our view that tgmic and
accidental violence, and vxolence resultmg from acts ‘of nature,
ought not to be includéd in any measure of the amount of v1olence
We contmue to believe that this is the correct pdsmon

To" support, his stand, Gerbner. makes four pomts First, hls mea-
suré is peutral—it “does pot- presume effects \)seful or harmful.”
**He justifies this view by analogizing with the reporting of trends
/in the Gross National Product on the\employment index or.in *

weather condnf:ons But thjs is nonsense! In all of these aread, what *

is reported is, in fact, reported becduse the devisers of these mea:

" sures, after much discussion within their respective proféssnons )
have concluded that thexr measures report on phenomeona which .

_are of consequence to scciéty. The’ inclusion in weather féports of
a wind-chill factor or.a sunbyrn index;, or-the proposals for changes
in“the employmgnt mdex oF exclusnon from the GNP measure of
financial transactions, all result from closely-reasoned etforts to
. fmeasure phenomeng’ whichgre of socia! or physxcal consequence

For Gerbner and his colleagues to say that they, don't Know what _
forms of vxolence are important and, therefore, they w,;ll by.de-

o
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fault, mclude;anvtbm that anyone might conceivably include

simply avoids the basic question of where the boundary line should

be drawn, and why. ‘

Second, Gerbner refers to our work at CBS or the significant
amount of transmission of social messakes in selected Saturday
morning children’s television programs, a research program in
which we have invested much time ard resources and.of which we
are very proud. He attacks our exclusion of comic violence on the
basis that our research demonstrated that children can receive pro-
social mess\aaes in a comic context He ignores the fact that these
programs were deswned to convey and reinforce messages of a
socially acceptable, socially reinforced nature. It is a long and
unsupported jump to the.assumption that children are picking up
hidden messages of violence from comie routines. .

Tlﬁrd Gerbner suggests that we have exaggerated the irrational-
ity of the inclusion of comic violence by giving “‘a-pie in the face”
as ap example of the kind of comic act he would include but which .
most others, would not. Gerbner says he ,does not think there has
been**‘a pie in the face” in dne of their samples of television drama
in a long time. Since Gerbnerrefuscs to identify the weeks he has
chosen as samples, we cannot completely determine the accuracy
of this comment. But, we have found many ircidénts of innocuous

“violence” in prime-time television during the current and prior
seasons that we know from our. dealings with the Gerbner group,
would be coumed as acts of violence. For example Ted Baxter on
the “Maty Tyier Moore” show did push a pie mto someone’s face,
‘and this would count as violent; when Phyllis’ grandmother, in a
fit of pique, kicked someone in the ankle, this was also a violent
act by Gerbner’s standards and when Charlie\Brown once again
_missed a plaeekick in a dramatio}:ll because Lucy pulled the balt
away, this is also considered violent. ’

Fourth, the reply comments on our view that serious violence is
that violence which reasonable citizens consider harmful. Gerbner
views this as a specious view and argues again that this “confuses

* communications content with the.assessment of effects.” But

¢

K

surely neither Gerbner nor anyone else would measure a#! aspects
of content. Only those aspects of-confeht which are meaningful in
some sense or other should be measured or else’ the researcher is
sxmply wasting time and money. ‘And somedne must decide what’

' is meaningfu}. In our view, comic and ]accldenta}_vmlence is simply

~
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. L
not meaningful in the context jin which the debate over television
~ %

violence is being conducted. - , IR

RN

‘o « 7
- Accidents
Gerbner then turns to our view that accidents dnd acts of nature
ought net to be included in the definition-of violence. His defense
of their inclusion in the Violence Index is that “there are no
- ‘accidents’ in fiction. The author invénts (or the producer ingerts)
. dramatic disaster and ‘acts of nature’ for a purpose.” But this is ;
sheer sophistry. It is equivalent to,saying that Greek tragedy does
vhot really portray the inexorable’ inevitability of fate bec=u-e the ~
dramatist could Have chousen to have written the play differently! /

In truth, the poirit here is not what is in the author’s mind but ,
- what is in the dramatic vehicle, “and we continue to believe that, .
- because accidents and agts of nature do not involve interpersonal
violénce, their inchision is inappropriate for any violence count - .
that attempts to measure dramatic ingidents that might engender
violente in the real world. ’ - '

3

]
. -

" “The Calculation of the Index .

We turn now to a discussion of our second major area of objec- ;
tion to ¥he Violence Index, nantely, (a) that it is not, and doesnot
purport to be, a si;m;:‘e measure of violence, and (b) that it is i - v

.fact an arbitrarily weighted sum of arbitrarily chosen program-
-+ ming characteristics; this weighted sum has some undefinéd rela-
“~~tidmship to violence. K S g )
. ' The first problem is that while the Index, as we have earlier -
- pointed out,\includes' measures ‘other than the number of acts of ’
,~~v'iole|%e_;ﬁs)ge‘nerally treated by others asif.that alone is what is §
being described. Gerbner states,that the “Violence Index reports

. all its components separately as well as in combination. That has o E

‘ made it possible for any usér of the Violence Index; including CBS, -
10 observe the movement of each-component, and to weigh each. .
as_they see fit.” But that is disengenuity at its worst. For years, in

. Gerbner’s own discugs‘lon of violence, in his testimony at hearings;

. and in his reports, little reference was made to any other measure .
° than his Vjolence Index:. . 4 . . ‘ .
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Thus, in his most reeent Violence Prolile No. 8 issued in March

1977 and covering.the 1976-77 season, Gerbner devotes ohly six
lines of text to any discussion of data for the, qguponents of the

.Violence Index and then only for the aggregate of dil programs and B
all nétworks. All-the detailed commentary on irdividual networks e
and day parts are based only on the total yiblence Index 1tself. i
While the 43 appendix-tables in Violence Profile No..& do give all "g

. the components of the Violence Index, ¥ho is going tu probe those -
more abstruse measures if Gerbher hinselr nurmally does not? The

s answer is essentially no one. Indeed, in all the public and profes-
sional discussion of the Violence Profile, we can think of only one
or two occasions other than our comments in whjch anyone has had .
* recourse to the coniponents of the Index. : : SRR

A current example of the confusion created by use of the Viol-
ence Index is Gerbner's ssertion, in Violence Profile No. 8, that
. “CBS, feadey in_the .‘fam?ly viewing’ concept, lifted its two-season ‘-
* lid on family viewing time violence. . .”” We had earlier pointed . |
.« , out that Gerbner's own figures, using his definition of violence,
showed a decline in the number of incidents of yiolence from 20 peér .
- week to 11 per week between 1975 and 1976. That scarcely appears ' .
to be lifting the 1id on violence. - R ot

L4

But Gerbner now defends his statement p\rimarily by arguing
that the proportion of programs containing -violence increased,
consequently raising the level of the Vigplence Index. This makes
sense, according to Gerbner, because “violence was more broadly-,

4 distributed in 1976 CBS family hour prograimming, making it mores
. “ difficult for viewers to avoid (or have their children avoid) violence™
during family viewing time.” But what are the family viewing-time '
-programs that suddenly became, so violent? Aside from “Sixty
Minutes” and variety programs (both of which Gerbner excludes
from his count), the following eight programs constituted the fam* -
- ily viéwing programs during the fall of 1976: “Rhoda”, “Phyllis”,
“Good Times”, “Ball Four”, “The Waltong?,»*“The Jeflersons”,
" “Doc”, and “Spencer’s Pilots”. Which of these prigrams did par-
*ents need to have-their children avoid because of violence? The
unreality of the definition of Gerbner's definition of violence and
- of the peculiar and arbitrary form of the Vi\olence Ladex.should be
apparent, - \ s Y . N

\
" Ne .

~

More fundamentally, the questic')n. remains as to what basis in
research or logic Gerbner has for the particular set 6f numbers and s
weights he uses for the develqgpment of his Violence Index. Whence i

Q ! N
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: effect of televigion violence on yiewers? Why nel mior (. acters .
as well2, And’ wiry i~ tha' proportion preciccly equal, in i rms of
* .+ importance to the Index, and prosumably in etfect on the . iicnce,

»
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. .
does he derive support for his view that the pr»oport,io\n of leading
characters involved in violence has any meamng in terms of the

to the propornm of progran.s containing violgnce, and vy oné-

\

half as important as the rate of violent incidents per hour? Is
Gerbner sure this ratio should not be one-third? Or oné- -fifth?

Tbe truth i> that thé components of the Violence Index have
been chosen by Gerbner without convmcmg scientific proof of thexr

relevance, ar}sﬁ the weights used in their combination have been
arbitrarily cllosen by Gerbner without any scientific support for

d

Y
.

their relative importance. So the weiglited combination of these
components—the Index itself— can vary over time with no one
being able to identify a valid meaning for such movéments,

It was prec1sely the arbitrariness of the entire cohstruct lhatgvas.
challenged by Bruce Owen of the Office of Telecommumcatlons
Policy and it is the S$ame arbitrariness which leads us to reject the
Index as a measure of anything.! It is true that “one must add :
apples and oranges if one wants tp know about fruit,” just as one
must add rabbits and elephauts if one wants to knbw about ani-

. *mals. But does one rabbit equal ¢ Sne elephant? Whether one rabbit

.~ and oranges, is'tepor

gals one elephant i3 of fundamental infportance in"determining
wheéther the summing of rabbits and elephgnts in a certain fashion
to measure sg& characteristic of animals is valid or notd

When the onSu s r Price Index, which does comhine apples
l&o have risen, some components have gone
up in price and some have gone down. But the Bureat: of Labor

Statistics gan validly report that the aggregaxe of the various tom+’

’ponents went up becaulse it has used & v.enghtmg progess in which ,

the weights have been derived from-experience in th# real world,

le., the distribution of the,act,gal market basket -of goods and }

.. dervices purchaaed by the families coyered by the survey.

Where does Gerbner.get his weights from""What ev1aence does
he have that his weights are superior to some other set of welghts"
Jor example,-assume that the rate of violence per hvour and rate of |

" sviolence per program, two of Gerbner’s Index ;ox’kponenrq were

given a weight of 90 percent, rather than the modesﬁ)wenghb théy

‘are actually glven Under- t,hese circumstances, Ge¥bper on the

-
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basis of his own data wauld have had to say that CBS red‘iced the
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amount of violence_in'the fanily hour Between 1975 and 1976,
instead of saying that “‘CBS lifted the lidwon violence.” And no-
where in tHe many pages, written by the Gerbner group on their
monitoring results is there any discussion of why one system of
weighting is better than another. ‘

) .

Units gf Analysis

Gerbner discusses our criticism that his definition of a violent
incident requires the participation of “the same agents.” Our defi-
nition is less restrictive and focuses in practice on the unity of a
dramatic incident, rather than.the idéntification of thé agents in-
volved.: , . - . N .

.

?

- Gerbner severely criticizes,our definition as “ambiguous™ and as
‘one that permits arbitrary+and subjective manipulation of the unit
of violence: He goes on to state that, “such ambiguity not only -
tends to reduce the reliability of the measure but also gives the
coder employed by-CBS the opportunity to stretch the rule on
which all other measures depend.” . .,
However, as Gerbner is well aware, “reliability” in content'anal- -

" ysis is a measurable dimension, rather than an ofthand assessment
based upon one’s view of whether a definition reeds well: Neither
Gerbner’s monitors nor ours can be handed & definition and set to
work without- further explanation through training and example,
That is tﬂgof our definition, and it is equally true of the Gerbner  *

- definitiog.”. . . »o Y “t

" v e

-

2 .

. - -~ . v
LY We ha%e applied measures of reliability to the CBS monitoring
. and very high levels of agreement among coders have; in fact, been
established. The basic measure—intraclass correlatibns—has con-
sistently exceeded 0.90. Since reliability is very high, the operating
definitions used by CBS are clearly effective,, efficient, and unam-

-

biguous. This information- has been published. I ‘

,Vgt‘ continue to believe that the unit of count should be defined'

*by the dramatic incident, no‘ by the paTticipation of particular  ~
cha'rag:gegs. The emphasis on changing participants in Gerbper's - }
procedures is a result of abstract considerations, related to his -
interest in,power relationships (about which we have more to say . -
below) and not intrinsic to any evaluation of the extent of violence.
Ofie could more validly propose that each blow or shot fired is a

6 7
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5

smgle act of violence than that a change in participants denotes a
new act of violence.

Finllly, Gerbner aswerts that under the CBS definition it i- con-
,ceivable that & whole prog um, mizht be coded as a singic «islent
incident. This, of covr-¢, vo i seerr just as well under hi- ecfini-
‘tion, as for example, if there were a prolonged md}mppmg stquence
covering essentially an entire program without any change in par- _ °
' ticipants. But, more to the point, we have tallied and published
data showing the average duration of violent episodes as calculated

by our monitoring system. During the current season, length of -
_incidents of violence was.only 1.4 mmutes : . Lo
Lk :
, Sampling

Finally, we turn to questions of sampling error and of statistical
significance. We had earlier pointet out the increasing statistical
dangers of choosing a single sample week a year, as the television
network schedules became more complex and as programming’
became more irregular. We indicated that the substantial varia-
tion in the amount of viglence from week to week makes yeat-to-
year comparigons drawn from smgle week samples highly suspect.
We showed this large vagiation in our momtormg data.

‘

Gerbner says he has now tested his procedures ovet an additional .
- & e weeks. And he concludes that he has found more stability thaf**
we did and that’*the one-wéek samples yields remarkably stable : s
Tesults with high cost efficiency.” Indeed, he charges that our evi- '
dgnce of instability stems from the “lumtatxon instabilities and
ambiguities’*of our deﬁmtnon ’ : ,

Several comments are in order on thns view. First, we have al- .
réady indicated that our results are highly }'ehable measured' in !
terms of intercoder agreement, and, therefore, th&re simply is no
problem with our definition—it is not ambiguous or unstable., - $

‘Second, Gerbner may be satisfied with the statistical results of
his extended sampling but we.are not. Thys, for the CBS Televi-
sion Network, the variance shown by the Gerbner extended sample
is-so large’ that, by standard statistical measure; no year-to-year | ’
change in the numb@¥of acts of pnme time violence’so fulsomely
-reported by Gerbnérir the years since 1967 has ‘been statistically
sngmﬁcant‘ Toput it another way, for CBS'the year-to-year change
in the number of incidents of violence, as deﬁqed and measured

- . \ . . . . .;, -’ L4 .,
. . b .
e 83 |
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by Ger, /ner between years that Gerbner has reported has been far

( It has been so much smaller that, by generally accepted
tific standards, Gerbner should have sa'd throughout this en-
tiye period that he couldn’t 1dent1fy any significant change in the
umber of acts of prime-time violence on CBS. This, of course, is
vastly ditferent from what he has actually said. "\ . r

But in addition, in reviewing the Gerbnes statistical data we
were reminded of an aspect of the.Gerbner technique which raises

, serious questions about the entire relationship between the Gerb-

ner sample and the universe of network programmmg from which
the sample is drawn. Gerbner'indicates that, in his one-week/sam-
ple, “when and ifan episode of a tegularly scheduled prdgram is
preempted by some special offering during the qe}ected week, the
next available episode of that series is video-tapéd.” It is perhaps
understandable why Gerbner chose this approach when he began
his monitoring a decade ago. During a period when.most programs
broadcast ®ere episodes of regularly-s¢heduled series, preempted
only occasionally by clearly-defined specials, it might have been.
reasonable for Gerbner, desiring to choose'a “represéntative”
week, to replace “specials” by the regular programs they
preempted. But television network programming has changed
enormously in the last decade. Variation in scheduling has become
the standard, rather thhn the unusual. Durmg this last season, and
even more durmg the upcommg season, it is alinost,impossible to
define what is a ‘‘regularly-scheduled” program and what is‘a,
“special.” Is a series of specials such as NBC's “Big Event” a
regularly-scheduled program? What about a program such as
“Roots,’™ which appeared with varying episode lengths on eight
consecutive ‘nights? How do we deal with hour programs which
0cca§mnally appear in two-hour for}n'7 Or with mir.i-series in epi-
sodes which vary in length? We don't know where we would draw
the*line, and Gerbner never discusses the crltena by \Nhach he
makes these decisions.

The arbitrariness of this technique is surely apparent. Further
the elimination, in whagever degree Gerbner ‘happens to decide, of

‘nonregtlar programming from the férbner Index leaves dut of-

network programming a large and inereasing fraction of actual
programs broadcast. The only, procedure that approprxately re-
flects telev1510r} entertainment p;ogrammmg as it in fact appears

~
<

on one's, television set is ‘the procedure CBS follows, namely, the -

- -
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inclusion of all prime-tinre entertainment programs actually
broadcast during a sample week and the inclusion of enouyh sam-
ple weeks to achieve statistical’ reliability. Whatever Gerdmer is
measuring these days, it is n.t the total array of current enteiain-
ment offerings by the televisicn networks. |

-\ Risk Ratios ° .

- For-some Srears Gerbner has defined the purpose for which he
measures his Risk Ratios. He has traditionally argued that televi-
sioan has become the tool by which society “demqnstrates an invidi-
. ous (but socially functional) sense of risk and power. [ . " . '

A

Television is considered by Gerbner tobea primary method by
. which society conveys to its underclasses that their role in life is
subservient to that of the rest of society. Among those groups de-
fined as “underclasses” by the Gerbner Risk Ratios dfe women and N
nonwhites. Accordingly, if one beliéved in this view of society and
.of television, one would expect women and nonwhites to’have been

taught their proper roles in society and to bel’ave appropriately.

However, about a decade after this hypothesis was first pro-
pounded, Gerbner himself. states (in Violence Profile No. 7), that
“we do not yet know whether it {the pattern of relative victimiza-
txonl culuvates a corresponding hierarchy of fear and aggres-

99' .

- sion’’!

Indeed, one-can mak\e a more positive statement. No one in his
-right mind would seriously suggest that, after 30 years of televi-
sion, women and nonwhites are meeker and less aggressive in de-
. fending their rights than’they psed to be. But for Gerbner's view

* of society and television to have any meaning, this is exactly what
should have happened. ’

The truth is that this hypothesis’ about the eﬂ"ects of dramatxc
portrayals on television"has no support in fact: The Risk Ratid
measure itself probably does not measure significant characteris-
tics of television drama in the mmds of viewers. Neither sogjety nor

. television has the kind of monolithic value system that Gerbner

resupposes. And there simply is no evidence: that the artificial .

___ - view of society and television that Gerbner has constructed has its
.o counterpart in the real world.

- | S VIR S~
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Summary ' o
in thi$ document and in our precedrw (ommonts, we have ex-
amined the.Gerbner Violence Profile and its components We have
concludedsthat, the—VnQrence Index does not measure the amount ¢
of violence on prime- -time televisjon nor is there objective suppo
«for the partlcular elements combined in that Index or the weigh
which are used to comnbin® them. Even the violence counts them-

overly-natrow samples

another of television program content and its pffect onSviewers;

% televnsxon on seciety. We do not feel it incumbent on us to com-_
~ ment on or respond to every such study or hypothesis, If the VIOI"

. '\ would not have expended as much effort in reviewing its validity
as we have. But, in fact, the Violence Profile has beerf in & fmique

been supportel in their work in this area by federal gevernment
. *funds for the 1dst decade. The Profile itself has been put forward
as an all-encompassing model of the way ‘in which depictions of
violence on television affect our society. And many peopf® con-
cerned with this‘issug have treated the Profile and its conclusions

. ~had major social lmpllcatlons e ,

. *

.,

* .. .
L . - (
- 7 The Socal Scaence Research ‘Council C mmittee on Television gnd Social Be-
havior, in thelr report on “'A Proffig of Televised Violence™ (July 1975), said that:
“Initially, the dggregation of thecomponents should be avoided and should not be
undertaken without prior research into the technical problems involved, the under-
- standing of the profile by its users, the consequences for the intended functions of
the violence profile, etc.” Mdte generally, we do'not consider this report either the
figorous reviewwf the Vlolence Profile or' the endorsement of the Profile that Gerb..
ner does,
. : Durmg the snx Gerbner sample weeks, the, acts of violence on CBS prime-time
programming, as reported by Gerbner, numbergd: 90, 91, 130, 97, €8, and 4.
/ ‘ ' 4w

’ - . ‘ - +
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N selves are based on overly-Broad deﬁmtlons of violence and on s

, These’ days ‘many “studies are being undertaken of one acpect or .

) numerous' hypotheses are being put forward-akout' the effect of
‘| “ence Profile had been simply, one among the many stugleq we * -

position and p gyed a unique role. Dr. Gerbner and his group hive: -

as if they were of demonstrated scientific validity &nd, therefore, )

s
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N cBS. “Frpal Co*nmcn{;on,the S
"~ Violence Proﬁ}e _x.,' BRI

- ST GFORQ_E GE RL\ER,/D.RRY GROSS, MARILYN °
sy - 1 JACKSON: BEECK, SUZANNE JEFFRIES-FQX, -
IR L 'AND NANCY SISNORIELLI, :
n'h.J " ) ::). l \—\% : [ ' : ! ’ '

.
-

Symmetry more than substancacompejs us to pursue a dxaTbgue
« ° that threatens to makedthe fively subject of television violencg bog
"~  -down in tédium, But behind thef contentions dnd techmc@el\iues
v Over a.mrxeﬂ}bag of issues, we perceive a deeper structure sh?ping
and strammg this colloquy. As our (we hope) final contribution in
. this context, we shall try to elaborate what thataconstramt might
be aﬁd wh‘at it suggests “for the future of research relevant ‘to -

[ - .t.elewson program policy. ' ., =T L
. N -

CBS bersists in claiming: “comic and, accx@ntal violence,
. %n vxolenceeresultﬁrg from acts of nature, ought,not be included
y measure of the amount of violence.” Olir previous analyfxs : -
ly dndicates that there dre no‘real “accidents’ .or *‘acts of . .
- “nature” in ﬁcflon They are srmply ways of presenting violence and -
. victi 1zatxon We have also noted that comic content is a h.ghly
. effective form of conveying serious lessons. Finally, we have indi-
.*  cated that idle threats, comic gestures, verbal abuse, or any non-
? " credible suggestions.of viclence are not included in our definition.
\ Also, our findings are reported separately for comic programs so
. *_ that any careful reader can dssess their mdependent contributiorfs’
., ‘tothetotal pattern. So why this insistence on excluding comic and
-“accidental” violence?

4

-~ . Of course, the more inclusive the count the higher the number
_CBS considers damaging. But there is also another clue in the

. " CRS attemnpt to determine what violence is “meamngful " Pre-
o vxously, that attempt led CBS to suggest that the criterion of
-7 meaningfulness” is ¥that violence which reasonable cxtfzens con

. = . sider harmful” But why" Why not that which reasonable citize
B r&srder helpful? Is that less meaningful? Our research does
’ it so. But it may be less troublesome from the point of view .
T_. of corpogate policy, ‘and, therefore, less “meaningful” fro :
™~ strictly policy-oriented point-of view.
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That point of view becomes even more sharply deflned in the
new CBS criterion of meanin, #fulness, now offered as an argumment -
, for exclusion: “In our wiew, comic and accidental violence is sxmply
" not me ngful.in the context in which the debate over television
vxo{ence is conductcd Our'rescarch has shown that context to be
relatively uninformed of a variety' of significant tessuns to be de-
rived from exposure to television violence. We belie vethat g scien-
tific effort to discover all socmlly important effects of television
violence, rather than to take the ter ms of the popular debate at
facc va h.c would serve both the public and CBS better than its

rigid defense of corporate policy in the face of often unwarranted
criticism. .

Apparently, CBS reaearchers aleo believe that comic and atei-
dental violence may be s1gmﬁc«nt eved if they continue to e:\clude
it from the “overall count.” There is a discrepancy between what
. Vice President Blank writes and whut the CBS Office of Social
Research reports E— At

. The May 1977 CBS Monitering Report states (ohqpages 15- 16)
that the CBS definition (1a0deled on and very similar to oursy
“included accidents or acts of nature whn,h occurred in a violent
contextas, for emmple a person belng killed 12 an automobile
accident while escaping from a crime.” In another pasqage the
CBS report notes (page 6, footndte)_ that *“In-this season’s tabula-
tions, episodes of dramatnc violence that occur’in sjtuation come-
dies were 1nc1uded in the totals for the “other programs’ category
We continue to exclude comic vxo‘ence from our overall
. count :

It.seems, therefore, that the need for the exclusion does not come
from research consnderatnons but from pressures for a “‘better bot-
tom line.” What is most at stake here is the area of children’s
programming, particularly cartoons, whnh contain the most fre-
quent (and. stereotyped) violence. We cannot agreo that such'a .
crxtncal area should be exempt from accounting and scrutiny. - °

Tl?e CBS dlscussnon of the ¢ neutrahty” of our contgnt measures
is puzzling. We said that’ measures of contentsshould not presume
effects. Rather, content measures facilitate the effective investi-
“gation of effects. Ecologists measure the amount of certain chemi-
cals in the air or water (as we do in the symbolic environment) in
order to ascertain their presence and then to test—rather than to
presume—thelr effects.on people. So the “boundary line” should

~ e

T .
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be drawn-not in accepting the popular pregumption of ill-d'eﬁned
etfects but in'the clear and unambigucus pbservation®of ke ele-
ment (in this cabe of vio'ence) in any contfxt. Only such ¢ i-frva-
ticn can lead 10 the invesiir fion of the Yhfhavioral andco.. . tual
correlates of exposure !, s rictly difined violence. Prbcr . ¢ in
that way, our research ind.cd touad several vety meaning, &icor-
relates of exposure, some of which may be qmte helpful to some
groups. . o

. ',

The underlying problem again may be that CBS is constramed ’

by the nature of critical public discussion which often Jumps to
unwarr&nted conclusions, One such conclusion is that the major or
only *“meanihgful” effect of exposure to television violence is the
instigation of aggression. That presumptlon forces on CBS the task

of corporate defense, even at.the risk of distorting the research

1ssue A . -

-

. In the course of accepting rather than attemptmg to transform
the terms of the populer debate about TV Violence, CBS gets into
even more hot water. CBS prides itself on its own research on a few
children'’s programs demonstmtmg “that children can rective pro-
social messages in a comic context.” CBS claims that we “ignore
the fact that these programs were designed to convey and reinforce
messages of a socfally acceptable, s *ially reinforced nature.”
Well, last fall's overall CBS weekend daytime fare hit a fiv e-year,
record of 19.2 violent episodes per hour (up from 14.2 thé year
before). Does CBS mean to suggest that all these other programs
-were designed to be socially unacceptable and destructive? Its de-
fense against simplistic criticism puts CBS in that box. CBS sinks
even deeper when it contends that‘our rheasures of the abundance
of gross and explicit violence in children’s programs constitutes *
long and unaupported jump to the assumption thatlchxldren are
picking up hidden messages of violence from comic réutines!”

Similar problems plague the CBS discussion of 'the Violence
Index itself. Vice President Blank as an economist can see the
" validity of multidimensional measures of GNP or unemployment
These and other measdtes he approves “result from closely-

. reasoned efforts to measue phenomena which are of social or phys-

ical consequences.” But similar efforts to establ’l’sh Cultural Indi-
cators (of whch the Violence Index is a Current example) gre dis-
missed as ‘‘nonsense,’ Why” .

The closest we can get toa cogent reasog‘ is that the weighting
nf the compenents going into the Index is “arbltrary and that we

N
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i e
have not given sufficient attention to the mdmdual tomponehts,
even though we have included thew}, in our repcrts.

What are these weightings and components? The Violence Index ,
is composed'of (1) the percent of pro )dms contammg any violence,

“plus (2) the rate of violent episodes”per program, plus (3)'the rate

of violent episodes per hour, plus (4) the percent of major charac-
ters involved in any violence, plus (5) the percent of major charac-
tera involved in any killing. Each of these mea. urss has a specifi-
cally defined meaning and function in our analyals The only

\xelgutmg is that we double two rates (2 and 3) in order to raise
the® lowk&_’mencal valzea of these ratios to the level of importance
that we believe the concepts of the freqéency and program satura-
tion of violent+incidents deserve when combired with the other

numbers which, being per&ntages typloally have much higher '

numerical value No one is forced. to agree with.or follow that

-simpte assumption. The individual.components for "all years_are

included i in our reports and are availablefQr any combmatlon

The bulk of the Violencé Index and Profile is & set of 71 Tabﬁes
Thousands of Profiies have been distributed. The composite Viol-
ence’ Index combines the components by-heans of the formula
explaine® above. Violence Profile No. § specifitally states*(on page
21) that the individual “ieasures of v1olencepa'e based on ana-
lysts’ observations.” They are prov:ded in all~tabulations and
should be useq as bssic indicators of trends, However, fot ease of

‘illustration 4nd” comparison, they are combined to form summary

scores and an index. These are not $tatistical findings in them— .

selves, andzshould not be treated as such. Rather they serve as
convenient lllustrators of the' basic findmgs and to facilitate gross
compansons '

L4 v

- . 7/ @

It is true that-mest phbl iscussion revolves eround, the com-

_ posite Index. Similarly, th broadcast industry refers’to overall
“Neilsen or Arbitron ratings, although these a‘re composed._. of

demographic and other separate——anﬁ'ﬁometlmes conﬂxctmg—

components. We believe that there is 2 general validity to the over-

all Index, and that consistently applied, it does show meanmgful
trénds in performance. As.CBS knows best, the detailed tabula-
tions do not get on network news or into newspaper headlines, We
dlssemmkte complete mformatxon it is up to the media to do their

homework and pse’such leence Index components br c0mbma-
3

tions of cOmponents as they seo fit. .
t> .‘ *e, . %

an - .

-
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CBS reflecis some irritation with the perhaps less than felicitous
. phrasing in.our 1977 Report that “/CUS, leader in the “fumily v zw-
) ing’ concept, lifted its two-zzucon lid on family wemng tinie ol ,
. ence. . ."Letus lOOk u[ the individual components of the “funily .
~ hour” Index for 1973, 72, 75. and 7€, - |
Percent of fdll season CBS (dnily Lour pfugrams containing any
violence: 50, 50, 27, 63. Percent of houts contdining violence: 60,
56, 31, 60. Rate of violent episodes per program: 4.4, 3.1, 1.8, 1 .4. .,
Rate of violent episodes per hour: 5.9, 3.9, 3.1, 2.2. Percent of -
leading characters involved in any violence: 43, 29, 23, 32. Percént
of leading characters involved in killing: 13, 7, 0, 0. It is clear as
= ' we report, that while the number and rate of “family hour” violent
. incidents declined, and killing by or of leading characters was
eliminated, the percent of programs with violence and characters
involved in some violence has increased, making the overall.
“family hour” Index 127 in 1973, 100 in 1974, 60 in 1975, and 101
in 1976. (The corresponding Index numbers for all CBS drama
\were 174, 174, 154 and 181.) The factors that determire these
movements are clearly ndt our measures but network pohcy and "~
its application by the network s department of Standards and
Practices. If next season’s program mix shows a policy of replacing
the “lid” on mdre or all aspects of violence, we shall be pleased ‘to'
report it.

-

) The CBS llst of family hour programs and the rhetorical ques-
tion “Which of these programs did parents need to Have their
children avoid because of v1olence"” continues the persistent enis-
reading of the issue and d{l our rep%rts Nothing we report suggests _
that parents have childrerf®void specific programs. The Violence s
Index and Profile measure aggregate programming policy and its ,
consequences. These are cumulative_over the years, do not stem
from single programs, and involve a variety of lessgns of different  *”
potential -value for different groups. Reducmg v;%‘nce to a.meé,
chanical and one-diniensional issue only reinforces the superﬁcml-
ity of the polear debate. N

.
-

“~ The CBS discussion of units of analysxs and sampling adds little-
. of substance to what we have discussed before. OQur,utits, deﬁned
acéording to participation of the same chgracters are easter to
. code, yield more irformation—and moré but briefer. inci-’

+ -, - dents—than those.of CBS. They furtherhelp to place the violence .
in a soctal context. Thet is-something CBS and othér networks
have long demanded, but refuse to dQ themselves. The investiga- .

[ A
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tion of such context is highly indicative of a variety of potential

' Iessons to be derived from TV violence. But it is 1ot a prime sub-

Jet.x Of pupulat uritictom aad is therefore of lrttle corporate mterest

The variability of year-to-year mudents of»vlolence has been
equally large in both our and the CBS samples {cf. the 1977 CBS
report, page 4). That is why we (unlike CBS) use the much more
btoadly-based Index which combines several measures, and dis-
cuss upward or downward trends over the years, rather than sta-
tistical ditferences from one year to artother. In fact, until the
sharp and surprising rise in violence last, year, cur reports tended
to emphasize| the lack of significant change, despite repeated net-,
work promlses and proteststions. »

The rationale for focusing on, regularly scheduled dramatic pro-
grams should be obvious. Our study is designed to investigate the
representative and repetitive patterns of programming, and not
the occasional or exceptional “specials.” It is ot at all difticult to
define what is a specral " the networks promote them heavily and

usually 2nnounce that “the regularly scheduled program wil) re- .

turn next week.” However, any dramatic production such as

“Roots” or a mini-series woald be included in our analysis if it fell .

within our sample week. If and when the actual variability of the
week-to- wﬁak programming pattern justifies enlarging the sample
to obtain representative results, we shall do so. At the present time
that is far from the case. Behind the revolving door of formats%nd
titles, there is a per_istent stability of basic content elements and
social patterns portrayed in the programs

This brings us to the last point of some substance. CBS claims
that our findings would suggest that “women and nonwhites are
meeker and less a;,gressrve in defending their rights than they used
tb be.” That is chreless reading and tendentious reporting of what
we actually found. We say nothing about what women and minori-
ties do because that is not what we study. We study the pattern
of television violence and find that it places a higher burden of -
relativé. victimizatiom™upon women, nonwhites, and other minority
groups such as ¢hildren ind the elderly than upon the white male
majority. We aiso find that heavy viewing of television, with other
factors kept constant, is related to a sense of exaggerated danger
and mistrust. An independent study by Dr. Nicholas Zill of the °
Foundation for Child Developinent has since come to the same
conclusion for children. Of course this does not mean that televi-
sion glone determines human behavior. What it indicates is that

K)
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¢

violence-laden tzicvision drama cultivates an unequal sense of vul-
nerability within a conventionally stereotyped power and value
structure. Both the gtowing militency of some groups and the
growing resistance to change of others; as well as the increasing
fear of most, -€akes place in that cultural environment:Television
i3 an important contributor to these trends. f

We are in the process of expanding and diversifying our monitor-
ing and cultivation studies. We are developing additional indica-
tors of family life, aging, health and medicine, and other key issues
regularly presented in television programming. What we have prof-
ited from this and other exchanges will.thus be put to use i our
continuing studies. -

Only an independeat #1501 civ at wrd 1o let the chips fal. where
they may. In the long run, that s the best protection for the public
and-also for the TV industry. As broadcasting policy develops in
new direttions, we will report the facts, as we have in the past.
Independent scientiric research is the.best defense against unin-
formed or unwarranted public ctiticiam and the best guide to poli-

quences. ) N
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NETQRK _PRIME-TIME VIOLENCE TABULATIONS FOR 1980-81 SEASON
Highlyghts of the Report R
7 -

1. Overall, there has been very-:lxctle change frum last season'in
violence. The number of violent incidents in prime time television
on all three networks cogbined varied little from the 1979-80 season.
Though the number of violdar cidentys 4s slightly less than last
season, this minor difference is not large enough to be considered »
statistically significant. * :

2, A1l three networks are about equal in violence level in the 1980-81
season. The small differences between one network and another in *
number of violent incidents are not statistically significant.® However,
NBC does rank abpve CBS in rate of violent incidents (number, of
tncidents per hour), with ABC falling between the other two networks
on this measure. None of the networks are significantly higher or

" lower in viclence level than {n the 1979-80 se'ason.

L ~

3. On a long-tern basis, the level of viplence in the current season is
considerably-lower than in previous years and 1s, in. fact,fone third
less than the high point of violence in 1974-75, Since that peak year,

s there has been a long-term downward trend in violence, with occasional
M fluctuations. (See chart A) This long-term decrease is primarily a

\ resuls of a reduction in the number of hours devoted to regularly-

scheduled ™action" programs (crime, mystery, wekstern and ad¥enture.)

P ) - M N .

4, Over the long-run, the networks have shown different 'pacterns in
violence level. CBS declined sharply in violence in the 1975-76

« , season and, despite some fluct@l fons, has gemained considerably below

tts earlier level since that time. ABC has 'generally followed a down-

N . ward trend violence since 1974-75. NBC has ghown a more variable .

pattern :haknthe other two networks over the same time period. (See
chart B) .. . N

'Y - .

5. A parallel decling'\hés,‘taken place in the amount of time devoted to
. violent action on pripe-time. Duration of violent episodes has been
measured since 1976-77, at which tio® an average of about three prime-
¢ time hours a week (184 minutes) involved scenes of violence. In the
current season, the average amount of time per week devoced\to violence
o all three networks combined is about half that amount. (100 m}nu:es),

' . \ . . 3 .
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Violence was defined as follows

and incidents of comic violence were®excluded from this count.

“

97

-

@,

"the use of physical force against
persons or animals, or the articulgred, explicit Chreat of physical
force to compel particular behaviot on the part of a personf!‘; Accident

AS in Che

past three years, thirteen weeks of prime-time television were monitored
in order to obtain a reliable measure that made allowance for week-to-week
variation in'incidenss of dramatic Vviolence.

Detarled Findings

\

. 3

)

Number ard Frequencv,zf Violent Incidents

.

The violence level in the 1980-31 season has changed little frbm last year.
In the average week, there were 105 incidents of violence durih% prime~time
9

on the three networks combined, abqut the same level as in the

79-80 season.

There were fewer than two incidents of violeace per hour. of prime time 1n
both this and last year's season.

(Table 1)

-

)

.

.

All three networks are very close in average rumber of vaolent incidents
For each of the networks,

per weck, ranging between 32 and 38 1incidents.
the current violence level shows only insignificant d

season.

4

»

Lfferences from last

Howevér, the rate of violence ts higher on NBC than it ts on‘CBS,_ with
ABC falliag in-between.

compared to about two incidents per hour on NBC.

CBS averages about l¥ incidents of violence per hopr,
None of the networks have

shown any marked change in rate of violence from last season.: (Table 2)

A

Freguency of Violence tn Different Types of Programmiiig

°

L

As has been generally true, violence 1s most likely to occur in regﬂarly
gcheduled "action" programming, which averages around 3 or 4 incidents of °
However, on each of the networks, this type of pro-

w~iolence per hour.

gramming makes up’ only a small pdrtion of programm

ing time.

The bulk of

prize tize consists of comédy. drama. varfety and "special" programs which

nave relatively little violence (averaging less than one

for the three networks.)

'

(Table 3}

\

l

ncident- per houy

Made- for TV, and feature films frequently includ® violence. In 198Q-81s
each of the netuorks devoted 20-30% of programming time Co movies, which
to 3 incidents per hour.
accounted for about one-third of the violence on CBS and ABC, and
one-half of all violent incidents on NBC. -

averaged between+ 2

3

Movies -on television

'

]



. 'Jeekh to vJeek Variat:ons ¢

» This year, and in the prevxous five seasogs, 13 weeks of programming were
monitored for each petwork, prpviding considerable information on the
extent of week-to-week variatian. The range of variation frgm weeke-to-
week 1S extensives In this season, there was at least oneweek'on each
network that had two po three fimes the violence of the/lowest week.

L]

- ~hen thgse tabulations were begun in 1972-73 "chey involved only two
» weeks of progfamming  An effort was made to select weeks that represented

as litzle variation from regularly scheduled programning as possible. The

~ *decision was fde in 1975 to expand the sample to a longer time,interval .

that would mofe closely approximate the true average incidence of\dramatic
violence 1in prime-time prograrming. This was done because ingecen years
television prime-ctime programiné has become less constant, a's "specials"
and mini-series have become more “frequent and program changes more rapid.

The_past five seasons have been charactenzed' by frequent changes ‘in —
scheduled program series and numerous "specials.” In the current season,
mdny series did not last out the year and some series were deliberately
scheduled for only a brief "try-out” tun. The numerous "specials” and pre-
dPemptions varied considerably in the extent to which violence was igvolved,
. ranging in type erom variety shows to westerns. Thus, in this year's
season, as in previous years, no "single " week can be'caned “typical™.

Another source of week-toaweek variatidn derived from differences in the
. natur¢ of the made-for-television and feature films shown. Euch of the net-
works had some weeks in which film material was_generally non-violent;
conversely, ea¢h of the 'networks had at least one week characteri%ed by
violent fi1lm content. 2 ¢
o> e -

of dramatic violence bécomes quite large, as shown in'Table 4. On each
of the networks, one o more ihdividual weeks varled considerably from the
- overall 13 week average.* {f only one or two weeks had been selected to
Tepresent ;his season, the outcomes might have beeh considerably higher.
or lower than those obtained. , The expansion of the number of weeks
monitored results if a much owrd realistic appraisal of the amount of
. violence on prime-time network programs. . > s

. )

-

) *Standard divxacxons of the mean mumber of incidents (a statistical
measure of dispers:on or variation from the average) were 7, 77, 11.72
and 10 49 for GBS, NBC, and ABC, respectively.. Means' are shown in Table 2.

LRIC
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Becausé of all these factors, the week-to-week variation in the extent v
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. Duration of Violent Incidents ’ *
P .
* [y .a ’ 3
As in previous.seasons, the averagé scene of violent action lLasts for
’ about & minute, Scenas of violence in film material tend to be slighely -
R longer than those in Other program materdial, but these differences are
2 . szall. (Yable 5) , Bt .
: 3
4, Singe the 1976-77 season, when the duration of violence wad first measured,
. the total time devoted to violent scenes in the average week of prime-time
= . has declined from about three hours (184 minutes) to about an Jhour and a
. ¢ chalf (108 minutes) o the current season The total time devoted to .
. violence declined sharply n the 1977-78 season, further declined in the
N . , « following year; and has remained at about the same level since then. . ‘
SV . - , r
CHART A ‘ v !
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: Table 1 ' .
f () . 5
. « Changes in Prime-Time Dgamatic Viclence =
. All Three Networks Combined ’
-
, .
v h . . Average N
- * nupber of Average X Change X Change
i N incidents .Average rate of froa prior froam prior
‘ of dramstic nusber , Violeat , years in year in
. . violence of hogk:s incidents number of tate
petr week per wedk* pet _hout i{ncidents pet hout
. . - N -
S, .
1972-73 (2-week average) 138.0 60.0 2,30t .’
A . R
. ’ " . ‘ *
1973=-74 ( | )/ 141.0 61.9 2.28 | +2% -12
. . - R .
. . ‘ ° @ ' -
L agneeds ) 1570 ° 62.3 2.52 sz, +l02
» AR -
° . L4 .
" 1975-76 * (13-veek average) 119.9 62.0 1.93 ~24% -23%
‘ » . L]
N . , . ' .
©1976-77 (" ) 136.2 ¢ 9.3+ o 2.30 ' +14% +192
Oy .
1977-78 ¢ " ¢) 117.5 ~ 60.8 1.93 =142 0 =162
v 1978-79 ( " ) s 97.4 $9.7 ‘% . 1.63 ~17% =162
. * . -
- #
. 1979-80 ( " ) 109.6 51.5 1.90 +12¢ - +16%
i 1980-81 ¢ " ) . 105.2 60.1 1.75 S TR
- . . . . .
4
*Documentarics, nev&'and sports prograsy ave excluded from this count,
reducing the total nusber of prime-time hours monitored.
o . Note: Minor vfrisations [ of \.1 or .2] in the tables may occasionally
cccut Yue to rounding of figures. . . .
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. , Table 2 .
1] . . .
: Changes in Prise-Time Dramatic Violence ‘
.
. ~ . Bz' Network ' < P
- . ‘ v,
. Average number Avetage  Average rate ZChange froa % Change from
of inctidents of nunber of violent PYior year in Pprior year in .
N drazatic violence of hours 1nc1deq:s . nuzber of rate
per week per week per nour incidents per hour
. * a » N -
‘ . 1
CBS C N . - . !
. .. ]
1973~73 (2-veek average) 480 ) 20.5 2.3 ~ B -
1973-74 ( " ) 405 " 210 1.9 -161 -17% ’
1974-7% { " ) 51,0 V210 2.4, A6 +26 .
1975-76 (13 week average), 32.5 21,3 153 -3 - t
4 N - v ¥ .
1976=72 ( H ) 380 ° 19.7 1.57 -5 oo o+ 3.
’ . * - v
1977-78 ( o ) 38.2 20.3 1.88 +23 +20 s
A .
1978-79 ¢, " ) 3.1 20.4 S N -6
5 . - . -
1979-80 ( e 6.2 20.3 1.79 0 1 S }

1930-81 ¢
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. O 103 . -
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’ - Table 2 cent.
- . . -
, Changes {n Prime=-Tise Dramatic Violence [
o
By Network s T g
' . s Average nuzber A\;eraae Averagetrata, XChange from 2 Change from
of incidents of umbar of*violent prior year in prior year in
’ Jdrazmatic violeace of hours incidents number of rate .
) _per week per week per hour  i.cidents per nour
- < . N d v : -
- . . .
A
\ .
N . ‘[}i - s :
1972-3 (2~ 49, 20, s . f
- ) 9 3 (2-week average) R ‘) ”9 S s 0.0 Y 4/
. \ ) © 193t ( " ) 54.5 20.9 2.6 +10% + 4%
N “~ :
1974=75 ( " ) 47.5 21,2 2.2 S ¥ -15
- .
"L973-76 §L3-veex average) 37l 7 20.5 1.35 -0 -13 ’
- - R
. .
. s 197677 ¢ " ) 55.9 L2002 2,77 +47 +50
- N v » .
. . .
, ()7'-73 ( " ) 1.0 20.5 2.00 -2f -28
M 3
I CEETLN " ) %3, 203 1.64 -16 -16
. . @
. . .
4 1979-80 ¢+ . ™ ) 42.3 20.4 . 2.08 +23 27
. ~ . .
= Al9303731 " ) 35.0 19.9 * 1.91 =10 -3 '
* o o A . * :
< . K . 1]
> ABC
L] . .
1972-73 (2-week average) 40.5 19.5 2.1
- >
T 1973-74 ( o )y e 46.0 0.0 2.3 LT tle 'oel0
* . 4 - * A
1974-75 " ) 58.5 20.1 2.9, . 2 +26. .
| 4 .
1975-76 (13-week average) 49,5 W2 2.45 -15 -17 .
’ fe, 2 .
N 1976=77 « " ) 49.3 19.4 2.5 [ + 4
L. . ~ -
977-75 ( " )’ 38.3 , 20.0 \ 1.92 . =22 -24
- -~ - ¢ , -
1973-79 ( " )" 2140 15.4 . L%, ~30 -2y
A4
1979=30 { " ) 3t.1 16.% 1.3 #15 Yo+
4 ¢
- 193081 ¢ " y ! 34,9 19.7 L1, 2 -
* Locuwsentaries, “nuws and spor'ts'pro rams agpe excluded” from this count, reducing the toeal _
. nuaber ot prime-tize hours monitored. . , * ‘
N ’
LI -
’
. » .
. . ' . -
. . .
NI s -
S . -~ .
-
.’ s - ] -
- '3 -
. . . N R -
. - * b T
«
- " o . .
- . . - - e - XDy
. . .
< oA . .
- /7
» . N e .
- . 4 'S * . . - L
” 4 . . .
A 4 N \ ’
) ' . . ' .
QO . ) . 1 U -~ §
- k4 .
ERIC : L% .
o 'S



. . . * +* on Prime-time Entertainment Televisiom*
' - . ! . :
. - . 13-Veek Sample - 1930Q-3) 5
’ . ] N . , N
N ’ * e
. . . o Average ’
‘- nuaber of vt
‘ :% .incidents ., Average R
. . : of dramatic number of AVerage
, 3 Pl viofence . . hours X rate
e per week “Der veek# - per_hour
< O - ~— - .
& D . 4
, - . . .
"Adtion" programs** _ ' - & 3.1 * 2.2 3.7
-~ . . 5 - F] . L »
. . . ~ .
Other programs*#* i 13.3 13.2 ‘ “1.0
- .
Made-for-TV and . ‘ . T ’
" .
: . feature fillmq. ) 10.6 . 5.1 . e 2.1 .
- . ' Total N ¥ 29 20.5 " 16
" - . . Lo
6 e ‘ - . .
s . “
s “Action™ programst+ 14.3 4.5 . 3.2
4 - " o ! N 4 4 -
Other programsars * 6.1 9.0 . 7
. f .y c
s Made-for-TV and . - . L
oo feature films - o 19.% . 6.4 -« 2.7 '
* Total ' 38.0 13.9 . 1.9
R Y - '
A - -
. ABC - o & -
’ “Action" programsss. 12:6 ° 2.9 D 3
Other grograms**# 11l.6 12.3 L .9 -
Hade-£or<TV and -, ‘ .
) feature films . v 10.7 4.4 2.54 .
Lo - Total . 349 13.7" 1,8 ¢ 7
- . . . d
a ! c
*Documentaries, nevwa and sporfs prograas are e.:luded from’ this count,*
reducing®he total number of prime-time hours monitored. ‘.
*sRegularly scheduled>crime, mystery, western and adventure prograns. -
a*sCeneral dracd, comgdy, variety -~ both regularly acheduled and special
~ B - - .“
. * M ) ) .
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\ . . ,
Range of Usek-to-Week Variation {n Dramatic Violenge
»

13-Veek Sumple —1980-81 °
. .

. ' -

‘Range in numbet Range in :
I of incidents of - nunber . /
= N , dramatic violence of hours
W 't e » T . 0= N -4
. , *thion prograzs ’_‘ 0-15 . ’0
oo
- - Other prograns*#* /4-26 N 9-17
’ CTet? Made-for-TV and ‘
feature filas ) 1-24 2-11
- . ! . v
- " Weekly Totalsess ° 22-46 13.5-21
"Action” pro;rau' 7 - 0-39 " 9-9 *
. .
‘ Other ‘prBaucs" 1-14 6-15
9 .
. Made-for-TV and e . . .
feature filns . " N 1-4% 1.5-14 N
Iy
Q
f Weekly Togalsaas 15-55 17-22
e , "Action” programst 0-19 -5
¥ - s M R R
Other prograns#*# o 4-24 . 11-14
s - s .
. i
i Made-for-TV and > . N R
. + feature ft)as, o ;-21 2-6 4
. .
Weekly Totalsass 29-55 - 15-5721 ,
e - ’! 5 - N
. )
2 M » .
# Regularly heduled sgim. aysgery, western and advepture programs. '
! ° % Ceneral dr , comedy, variety « both regularly scheduled and special.
» *ms Minioun and maxismum range for weekly.totals, 1nc1ud1.ng all*three program categories.
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. . : , Table 5
. . ‘ -
4 >
N ’ : Duration of.Violent Incidehts
. N B S
- . 13 Week Sample - 1976-81
° (All Three Networks Combined) .
- < <
- ] : . T )
Y
. - ¢ Average total &

. . duration 'ov‘gider‘\zs . T
. - . in ainites &.’“‘,

. ___per week

T

3

.

Ave‘tage duration
of incidents
in_minutes-

Lagat

.. ° 1 ] y 0" e
N 197€-17  '77-78 '78-79 '79-80 '80-81 1976-77 '77-78 '78-79 £ 9-80 . '80-81 .
‘e - . -
“YAction" . B e
prograns 97.5 - 55,9 ° 37.9 45.5'¢  34.1 1.3 1.0 1.1 . 1.0 1.0 . 8
Other - . . ¢ . o - -
programs 19.4 17.1 24.2 18,6 23.7 : .9 .9 ‘h‘) .7 .8
. 4 . M . \ .
Made~for-TV and . . . o T .
Feature Filss 67.3 50.1 47.6 +43.8 42.4 1.8 . J.2 L . 411 1.1 . -
. . ’ o 3 3 N
. ' °
Total 184.2 123.1 . 109.7 107.9 100.2 s 1.4 1.0 1.1 1.¢ 1.0
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TECHNICAL APPENDICES

3

I. Analysis of Violence in PrimesTime Programming
= 0

s 'Pribr té 1975-76, the Office of Social Research monitored two
sanmple weeks ¢f prime-time television a yeax. One of the two .
sample 'vgeks was monitored in the fall and the other after Feb- .
ruary 1, in order to t:;ke account of'any midseasotn program chang-

. A '
es. The sample weeks Were chosen to reflect, as closely as pos-
, ! ) e
sible, the normal prime~time schedule. WeeKs containing no or K
) s
'
few "specials’ were favored over weeks containing “several specials.

'
R
Ly

For the 1975-76, 1976-77 and 1977-78 seasons, thirteen weeks, or
' 4
- ‘alf of each seasdn, were included in the sample to reflect more

adequately the .:o:al range of programming.
5 s N «

*
N - P

Monitoring during the sample weeks covered all regular-series

4
’ . programming-and such entertainment specials as were scheduled,
as well as theatrical features and made-for-television films.'

Vews, dogmentaries and sports were excluded. .
‘ 1

s

Definition of Violence N v

Violence was Qefine‘d for the monitoring as follows: s
":h;a uge of physiial force fgains:' persons or animals‘t
the articwlated, explicit thrdat of physical force to -
. »
compel particular behavior on the part of a parson,”

- By -




7

\,’

‘ “ ' . -
- the following "Defimitions and Guidelines as Furnished to Coders?®" -

¢ .
N 1
In the implezentation of the definition , all acts intended to
cause physical harm (for exdmple, attempted murd‘er) were 1ncl\{ded,
- 4 ‘
whether they were successful or not.
&

r

Violence was counted in terms of incidents. An incidént is not

—

absolutely synonymous with an "act”. One "incident” might in- . .
.

.clude brief breaks in the action, as in a protracted <hase scene, )

interrupted by pauses for regr?uping and reloading or acts of ) B \

violence by more than one ;Lerson, as.' for e‘xample. vj.'ould g'ccur - T

in a fight scene 1nv61v1ng several ?eople. ’ * . “ .

S

Unintenfional injuries (such as §ight result from a shove perely

- !
intended to get someone out of ane's way) were not considered

«

> ‘
violent, nor were threats that were not backed up be a show of «
L3 -~ - v
force (along the lines of "I'll get you some day™), v .
’ - .;‘}\ *
~ N Toa

»

- N
A separate count was made of comic violence (e.g., the proverbial

slapetick scene of hitting someone with a custard pie). Incidents

of comic violence were few and are not included in the total counts - * >
<«

of dramatic violence shown here. . N
. ) .

Further details regarding the counC1§Ig' procedure will pe found in

' .
I . '. . 2 / - ‘
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. .
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. . 5 ., . -
¥ II\&efini:ions and‘Guidelines, as Furnished to Coders «
- Iy R Fa— - d o

- » .
. . . . \

Definition of Violent Incident
ZApRtion R SSoSA SAieel

. 4 . N -~ 2.
One sustained, dramatically continuous event involving violence,

3

v ~ -
with essen:iau): the same group of participants and with no major

« interruptions in continuity. ‘ °

° . 7 / . .
‘ . Duration of a Violent Incident - .- - .

A violent incident beg.ins with either the violent act itgelf or

with a threat of violence (as dgfined below). For example,.if a
policeman shouts "Stop, or I'l1l shoot," and then shoots at the

. L] "
. *person gl‘eeing, the incident would be counted as beginning with-

s

the initial shout.

’ \

- - &
[ < : ’
. s N - *“
Categories of Violence . s

- Ld
Physical. The use of physical force*against persons or animaIsN

whether or not it is successful. For example, if a person shoots.
] s .
at another person and missed, this is still an act éf violence

* Accidents or acts of nature are not included in this count, except
r i D
for the rare cases in which accidents are directly related to
' :
¢ ’
N 5
.. violent action, e.g. an au:omobiﬂ accident 7(u~ing a police chase.
' .
Threats of physical force. The articulated,| explicit threat of
v . s
Ny physical force used ag compulsion so as.:o reate in the person
. - \
L
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P .
threatened the fearyof bédily harm if he did not comply. However,
¢ {f threat is accowpanied by or immediately followed by physical . N '
B
injury, it d&ll not be coﬁh‘qd~separately " Do not include those &
v L N
N physical actions which are not intended to and apparently do not . ‘)
produce bodily harm (e.g., a shove” inténded only to get someone .
- v . "
out of one's way) ] ¢
. ;’ &
Results of Violence* * . -
- ’
* There are two categoties of results: / . . .
= (1) Lethal injury (death). Vo:e :hat if a persoft is shot
5 . . and falls‘down, he cannog bg' assumed to be dead unless )
L it is clearly indicated. ©fren it is only later’ in the
progranm that someone says that the person 1nvolved is
v.-'\‘ -
N
- ¢ .

«
dead, in the hospital, etcu
This* includes every 1nfliction of pain from
.

(2) Injury.
B m
a single blow to a gunshot dihd
. T

Comic Violence
An incident of "comic" violence is one {p which the violence {is
[ = .
. 1n a context which would ordina{i{*Nprdduce 1aughter and the
- . » $~
. violence is not of a serious characte?xﬂ
/ X’ -3 y / .
/ ' R ‘ - v )
*These "results of violence” data are'not included in this report.
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1I1. Dates of Monitoring .

~

. .

The following are the thirteen weeks in which prime-time televisjion programs

;

on all three networks were monitored: i :
. .
, Ogtober 27 = November 2, 1980 .
/ ) . a

November 10 - November 16, 1980 .
f November 24 - No\;wbet 30, 1980’
December 8 = ?ecembe;: 14, 1980 .
December 22 - December 28: 19,8‘0
January 5 - January 11, 1981 /
January 19 - January 25, 198’1

February 2 - February 8, 1981

February 16 =~ February 22, 1981 -
[4
March 2 - March 8, 1981 ?
March 16 - March 22, 1981
March 30 - April 5, 1981
b april 13 = april 19, 1981 .
%, S ¢ " -
< —
v .
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. ; 4
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. Iv. Statistical Notes . ) ©
[+ » - -

The uui::of"sanpling for this study was a week of television pro-
. graming. From the 26 weeks available for study, a systematic
~

sample ¢f 13 weeks was selected. In each of the selected weeks,

ald network television programs were_analyzed fqr incidents 9f , 4 &
s . . N
' N dramatic vloience according to the specifications_in the preced- >
. = ing sec;ion.) > . .
. .
A b T f { bt
The following statistical procedures can be app;ied either to . {
- " . ‘
the total output, to the output of one network, or to the output . |
) . |
for any particular type of programs. !
B A\
v ‘. N s
“ .
. “ 4 Incidents per Week® -
N Y
Let X, be' the nuzber of incidents in the itD sample week. Let n - .
. 3
be the number of weeks.in the sample -- 13 in this case. Let N be
* —
the size of the universe -- 26 in this case. Then X = £Xy/n is
the average weekly number of incidents.
\ ) .
A -
. o x =

_ éx—\_—\ . .
| -R) (B = X*)
L, X = 0% 4 i

‘ .
6-?: !

A
v '\/U;? is the standard error of the .
. mean .
' . LA
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! 1l
£ -
. .
' -~ [ Ay . -
f ¢ -
: \
» / . .
L4
- AL ’ . B .
s
¢ » .
- .
K . -
B .
L}
- \ - >
‘
. .
.
. ¢ N
0 > ¢ L M
1
. . )
s 2
i 7 '),/ . ‘.
- - A i) . . PR
~ N » =
*y
. . . . . -
Q 5 ’ - . J

ERIC - - g |

. .'g-




! . ¥
.

. o
Average Weekly Rate.Per Hour

Let Y; be the number 'of hours monitored in the 1th sample week. o ’
, Then 2; = X;/Y¥j 1s the rate per hour in the 1th sampled week. v .o
* -
° 2= £ : h//‘; is the average #eekly rate per hour N !
L} >
f Rl N . Pl
- EOY S £ 2 — » -
.Q ' J 7z = \l N / (vﬂ - r - .
2 a2 , . . :
T2 :=CFz2m ‘ R
’ - N ° .
e . di =4/ 2 is the standard error of the mean "
. s -
To_Compare Two Averages . * v ’t .
Let KA be the first mean (e.g., one network, one type of program, - v
' one year). ‘ . ¢ )
‘ . ’ ~ .
- . ) . .
Let X b’ tire other mean independently measured. .
— .
» - -t - - - -
: , Then t % (X3-Xg) e, + 0%y .-
@ - s -
- . . - . . .
. 1s “"Student's" t, to be looked up in the table of the distribution
. &
of é with (“A - 1) # (“B <~ 1) degrees of freedom. In this case, .
degrees of freedom equal 24. ) :
. e
. -, - S L
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‘ 1
- . . o . )
hd ’
Ny \ i o, . - .
: >
* - , N -
4 . ¢ . : -
.
. o -
. v - < . .
N ) 4
- « - r . - *
~ v
o .
‘\ T R4 ‘
- ; . ‘¢ .
; ™~ ’ .
Ve ) < .
- . . : ]
’ . . *
» . « * / ; -
«” ’ v .
. "
’ st e, '
. — 1 e . .
: » N - \. ) p A ‘ .
. Y -t Y .
- & 0 "‘ ¢ L
O - "

ERIC . S o
- TR ‘ . .
- ~ N v



114 v f:f& ¢ : ‘
.‘-‘"':;':. s ° '& ; '
W¢ cettainly appregiate your . -~ °

. Mr. MorrL” Thank you very much.” )
. »statement, Mr. Maber.( 2SN S

. by 5 . ‘.
Next, we wils hapr |from’ Mr. RalpirBapiels, i ‘géresident of .
NBC. Mr. Daniels? 3 A ,:. LA
R A&
" STATEMENT OF RA A

J
® 1]
“w <t
- ;

o bt LS, "

Mr. DanikLs. Thank: you, Mr. Ch irmag; 4
. In view of the time I will not read-all of #ay.PreNEr
+ which I will ask-be included into the xecord.”¥s . %,
* - I am Ralph Daniels—— R % 4 1}5”‘-
Mr. MortL. Mr. Daniels, may I impose upon yqu?r, % féi o
Letéus recess for about*2 minutes. Mr. Wirth" ViH, b bgcl} in
about 2 or '3 minutes. Then we will start up again. * 7 O SR
We rare going to try to catch this’ vote. We d?c'@g lhge“}p hegr ..
your -testimony. We will recess for about 2 minutes! Wien .Mr.

-

»

Wirth comes back, we will. reassemble the subchu Nttee at that
time. . f - b ,f { -
[Brief recess.] Y ; 8. ¢y
Mr. WirTH. Mr. Daniels, you may resume. We will continde hear-
ing from each of you. ce !
As you know, each of your statements will be submitted in ful] in
the record. ) ) , ©
Mr. DaniELs. Thank you, Mr. Chairfnan. : .
As stated earlier, I will try to shortcut these remarks and hope -
‘ that the complete remarks are.in the record. A
My name is Ralph Daniels. I a.in{he vice president of the Depart- .
* « ment of Broadcast Standards of the National-Broad ing Co. It is
) a privilege for me to testify here today regatding a after which oY
“has long been of importance to NBC." v e
. NBC is Keenly aware of the responsibility it has. as.a medium
.~ which reaches directly into the home. Thus, we believe that it is
prudent to be concerned about the depiction of violence on televi-

sion, and our _pg_qg{aming reflects that concqrn.’ Yy

I am not suggesting that NBC’s goal is to &liminate «ll action or
depiction of violence. Conflict is historically a legitimate and essen-
tial part of drama. What we strive to eliminate is gratuitous vio-
lence—violénce which is inserted merely for its shock’ yalue and
ndt because it is important to character or to plgt. - :

- Furthermore, where violence themes or sfenés ar% important to
a story, we insist that the methdd of presentation be such that it
does not glorify violence or endorse it as an acceptable solution to
human problems. ’ T

In addition, although any act may be emulated, wé careftilly
avoid detailed portrayals of any technique which.might facilitate a
violent act or the commission of a crime. . o .

Of course, these principles, which are-set forth in our code of* -
broadcast standards, are not self-executing. There is no simple ob-

\ jective test for determining whether depicition of violence'is gratu-*
itous or excessive. CeT « - i
We do not believe it is meaningful to quantify violence in ferms

of the number of punches or gunshots. R S .
Such acts must be assessed in terms of their dramatic contest,

because it is that which endows them with meaning. The task of -

A

LRIC 113,




-

N 4 <" ’ . s . ”

striking a balance-b,etwee? avioding excessive violence ‘and allow- 7, |

ing for realism requires informed su jective judgments. -
These judgments, along. with judgments in othér areas of con-

N

cern, are made at NBC by the experienced -professionals in our .
broadcast standards department. . )

Phe department which I -administer consists of more than’40

" people located in New York City and.in Burbank, Calif.
: ith is-10

Y

~

The average experience for a broadcast standards ed

years. o :

Following established procedures of progam surveillancé based

on our NBC code and the code of the National Association of
Broadcasters, the broadcast standards department, prior to broad-
cast, reviews every entertainment program, with the exception of
sports progrants, whether live, on film, or on-tape. . )

Our concerns are many. For exaraple, careful attention is paid to
avoiding sterotypes, coarse or profane lahguage or material, graph-
ic or explicit presentation of sexual matter, among other things. ~ -

Each broadcdst season, before the start of series production, I-
and dther NBC executives meet on the west coast with the produc-
ers and creative staffs of every program series to inform them of
our, policies and concerns, one of which is the avoidance of gratu-
itous-or excessive violence. . i .

Every effprt is made to assurefthat they fully understand and ap-

.preciate our concerns and’are willing and able to conform to our
requirements. ‘. v .

A broadcast standards editor is assigned to each program or
series.

- Asl ppiﬁt out on page 5, final approval of the broadcast i8 never\
given until we are satisfied that each program is acceptable under
NBC standards. ’

In the case of feature films produced for initial theatrical re-
lease, somewhat different procedures are followed.

When we believe that a program could contain sensitive material
which a family might regard as unsuitable to its own younger

‘nmembers, we air a special audience advisory.

When an advisory is considered necessary, it is presented in both

audio and video form at the start of the program, at a later point

. ih the program and, where possible, in appropriate promotiona

material in advance of the program. '
NBC has a department of social research whose k it is to
inform management about.television’s sdcial impact. hat_depart-
ment is ofie of the resources my department draws upon’ ' insure
that our decisions are consistent with what is known about
television’s effects. . B :
NBC has always tried to continue to be informed ahout the possi-

. ble impact of depictions of violence.

Even those who believe that televised violence causeswsome kinds
of e%‘gressive behavior do not claim that the evidence supports the
conclusion that depiction of violence on television causes people to
commit real life criminal violent &et. .

In any evént, regardlegs of whefher certain depictions of violence
might cause aggressive behavior, the NBC policies and precedures
which I have previously described are designed to insure that 'such
depictions are not broadcast by NBC. ' .

.,




In recent years, in response to the charging tastes and needs of
our divérse audience, the number of action-type programs have de-
clined. . .. . o

Some progtams which we found acceptable 10 years ago would,
under today’s standérds, require substantial revisions.

In all, I believe that we are acting responsibly and responsively
to the needs of our viewers. Of course, no matter, what our policies
and practices, we will 8t be able.to please everyone all of the
time. . .

Perceptions and definitions of violence differ, sometimes materi-
zfl’ly There will also always be those who feel we should ignor reali-
,ty and not depict any violence, while there will be others who will
feel that any tampering with a creative work is an affront to their

.intelligence and impinges upon their freedom as viewers to be in-

formed anhd entertained with ®a broad spectrum of different pro-

gramdypes, including those which may depict violence. .

We intend to remain informed.in this area and to continue to' im-
plement and follow policies and practices which are consistent with
our responsibilities as-a broadcaster. h ‘e .

{Mr. Daniels’ prepared statement follows:] ~

A
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STATEMENT OF RALPH DANIELS, ViCE*PRESIDENT, BROADCAST STANDARDS, NATIONAL t
. < BROADCASTING-(O., INC. -
4 N ' (A

My name is Ralph Daniels. I am the Vice President

|
’ - : |
of the Department of Broadcast Standards of jhe National :
. . . . ) |
Broadcasting Company. It is a privilege for me to testify
~ . - - ‘

today regarding. a matter which has long been of importance
’ e
to ksC. s ] . - : o

NBC Ms keenlx{awd&e of ‘the responsibility it has as a- .
‘medium which reaches difectly into the home. mhus, we

believe ‘that it is prudent to be concerned about the e

.
»

depictfion of violence on television, and our_programming

. - L . N

reflects that concern.

2 ’ . '

I am not suggestan that NBC's goal 1s to e}xmxnate

all action or depiction of violence. Conflict is historically &

- . v .
a legitimate and/essentlal part of drama. What we strive

1

4
to eliminate is gratditdus violence -= ‘violence which is . .

inserted merely for its" ghock value and not because it
. .

is important to character ornplot. Furthermore, where

S
N violence themes or scenes are* important to a stéry, we insist \ ‘
- Y |
thdt the method of presentat&on be such that 1t does not |

glorify violence or endorse it as an acbeptable sotution *
to human problems. In addxtxon, élthough any ‘act may be

emulated, we carefully avoid detailed portrayals of any

. .

‘technique which. might facilitate ayviolent act or the .

commission of a crime. R .

N . N




jbf course,\these prinsiples, whicﬁsgg? set forth
in our Code of Broadcast Standards, are not self-exdcuting.
B@here is no simple bbjecti;e test for determining whether
degictioq‘oftyi?lence is gratditou§ or excessrve% We do
not believe it is méanrng%ul to quantify violence in terms
of the number of punches or gunshots. Such acts must be
assessed in term;.of their dramatic coréext, because \
it is that which endows thém with meaning. The task of
étriking a.balance betweenyévoidzng excesslve violence
and allowing for realism requires informed\subjective‘
judgments. ' i . .

@

. These judgments --“along with judgments in other
- 4

* [N
areas of concern -~ are made at NBC by the experienced

profesgionai§ in our Broadcast Standards Department. " The =

¢
- .
department which I aéminister consists of more than 40

people located in New York City and in Bhrbank, California.
The average experience for a Broadcast Standards editor is’
1Q years. I think it is meortant to stress that %he

department reports to the Executive Vite Presxdent and .

General Counsel of NBC, and ‘\s® 1ndependent of the reportxng

lxnes of the Program or Sales Departments. The separateneSSu

of the reporting lines pmkes clear the fact that the

department is insulated from the pressureas Qf sales and .
-
ptogramming considerations.
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. coarse or profane laﬁguage or;naterial, graphic or explicit

e L. Q/ o T

Following established procedures of program ) s o

surveillance based on our NBC Code and the Code 6% the
National Association of Broadcasters, the Broadcast Standards

‘Department, prlor to broadcast, reviews every entertalnment

‘program, with the exception of sports programs, whether Fod
\ * T e, .

L
live, on film or on tape. /Our concerng are many. For LT
-

example, careful attention is pgié to avoiding stereotypes,

¢

e o

v

presentatlon of sexual matten, among other things. I

would be happy to supply the Subcommlttee with a copy of ’

*

the NBC Code, to provide you with a: better idea of the v -
":»- -

range of our copcerns. S . B

© S

Each broadcast seagon, b&fore the §targ of series . _'
production, I and other NBC executives meet on the West e
Coast Wlth the prodﬁCers and creative staffs of every program

series ‘to inform them of. our pollcles and concerns, one ;5
- & Wy, ‘

of which is- the avoidance of gratuxtous or excessive ” ,

violence. Every effort is made to assurz;that they fully

understand and appreciate our concerns a d are willing o
and able to conform to our requirements.

» . 4 + -
AﬂBroadcast\Standards editor is assigned to each

program .or seriesﬂ Ik is his® or her responsibility, from, s R %

¢

the very ingeption of production, even before an initial

IS )
script iﬁ.written; to review thestory outline and to P v
N Y : ‘ g
’ / .‘ 1




- - v
. adv1se‘thé*produceﬁbwhether €he program is acceptable \
for developmgnt. Once an outlxne is gyproved, and many
, - are not, the edltor rei;ew@ thguscrlpt, specifying the
(changes or'deletfbns Which wiﬁl be required The process
‘13 repeatedxon subsequenu drafts. where the subject
matter is especlally sensxtlve, NBC may also éngage a¥
consultant or request that the producer retain one.
ﬁ - Only after the script is approved, if it is, does”™
. Jk f 1m1ng st rt., The editor then scrutlnlées each day's
° film footage (the "dailys"), making appropriat& changes
if, é_ and,deletlons when necessary. This review process continues
througﬁ the "rough cut" stage, when all the dailys are
»a assembled through. the final cut and edltlng, to the
£1n1shed ptoduct. In the case of llve programs, the
. . effective rev1ew ends with the flnal rehearsal prior to
broadcast. Throuéhout production, the editor maintains
. a .running*dialogue with the producer in daily telephone

[y [ '

calls, memoranda and meetings, communicating his changes |

. and concerns and making certain at each step of the

~ clearance process that the developlng program contlnues,

yto-conform to NBC stapdards. N

A Sometimes 1t is obvious from the outset ‘that no

amount of revision will make a program acceptable for

brpadcast. when this happens the program is rejected and

-

.
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no further time or effort is expended on it. Sometimes,
H . despite every precaution, 1t is only when we screen the

-

rough: cut or tape that we are able to perceive that

problems remain. Even at that late date we do not hesi;ate
to fééuire changes. Final approval for broadcastiis never
given until we are entirei} satisfied that each program

is acceptable under pBC standards.

In the case of feature films produced for initial
§ theatrical release, somewhat different procedures are
i .

- followed. Prior to acquisition, the Department of Broadcast

r

Standards revxewgﬁthe film ro determine whether it is
sultable for broadcast. Sometimes a film is acceptable ‘ : N
in general theme and treatment but contains unagceptable .
scenes. If NBC determines thatathese scenes can be removed
without impairing thé film, the film.}s acquired. NBC then
works closél§ with the production company to make the
requisite changes. In some instances this may require
shooting additignal film foota;e. If NBC determines that i
the ¥ilm cannot be revised to conform to ‘our standards,
we will not acquire the film for broadcast.. The ratings

o
of the Motion Picture Association of pmerica may be referred
to in argiving at a.determination, but they do not and cannot
substitute Eor NBC's own rigorous standards and experienced j
judgments. This responsibility must remain with NBC as the

. broadcaster.

-
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When we believe that a program could coptain
sensitive material which a'gzﬁily'hight regard as.
unsuitable to its own younger members, we air a special

audience advisdry. When an advisory is considered
necessary, it is pre§énted in boéh audio and video form
; at the start of the program, at a later point in the
. ¢ - -

program, and where possible, in appropriate promotional

-
<

material in advance of the program. .

NBC has a Department of Social Research whose task
it is to inform management about felevision's squal
impact. That department is one oé the resources my
depargment draws upon, to ensure tﬁAt our decisions are
consistent wiéL what is known about télevisionks effekts.
NBC has always tried to continue to be informed about the
possible impact‘af depictions of violence.

As I understand it, baséd ¢h many discussions with
social Eciegtists both within and outside NBC, the mea:inq
of the research evidence on television violence hﬁs
alv;éys been a subject about which ;honest men may have
honest differences of opinion. Tﬁ?re aré‘those who believe

* " that Ehe evidence suppoéts the conclusiord that depiction
of violence on television is a factér ca%;inq aggregsive
behavior. There are also scholars who believe that the
evidence does not support such a donclusion. gyen those

who believe that televised violence causes some kinds of

-
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aggressive behavior do not cla?m that the evidence
N sapports:the conclusion that depiction of violence on
teleGisign causes people to commit real-life criminal
violent acts. '
In any event, regardless of whether certain o
depiction§ of violence might é;use aggréssive behavior,
.the NBC policies and procedures which I have preyiously
» ® described are designed to ensure that such depictions are | 3
not broadcast by NBC. - .
In xecent gears, in response to the changingt‘tastes
Fnd needs of our diverse audience, the number of. action- . ‘;
type programs have declined. Some programs which we found *
adceptable‘ten years ago would under today's étanda;ds
require substantial revisions. '
R Lo In al%, I believe that we ariwgcting responsibly . .
and responsively to the needs of our viewers. Of’course, \
no matter what our policies qhg practices, we wild not -
be able to }1ease éveryone all of the time.‘ Perceptions
and definitions of violence differ, sometimes materially.
5 There will also always be those who feel we should ignore ‘

reality‘and not depict any violence, while there will be #

_others who will feel that any tamperiiig with a creative

work is an affront to their intelligence and impinges

-

upon their freedom as viewers to be.informed and entertained .
with,a sro§d spectrum of different program types, R .

* including those which may depict violence. We .intend >
to remain inforﬁed'ip is area and to centinue to 3’ .
Amplement and‘follow pI:icies ahd practices which are

consistent with our resppnsibilities as a broadcaster.

. ~ L .‘ - "
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+ *Mr. WirtH. Thank you very much, Mr. Daniels.
Gentlemen, I thini going back to a reference Mr. Schneider

|

de to the previous witness, I think it might be appropriate to
gike each of ypu a couple of r‘pinutés, if you would like, to respond
to anything that you heard said in the first hour. I think that
would be in the spirit of equity and fairness, and we are concerned
about the fairness doctrine on this subcommittee. ;
_ Mr. Mater. I would like to respond.

I think Mr. Turner’s imagination is exceeded only by his mod-

8sty, but there are one or two pojnts that are worth trying to clear

Mr. Turner, I think, gave the imhpression that his motion picture
offerings were Bing Crosby films back to back. Although his service
is not available here in Washington, it is across the riyer.

The other day I looked at the Métro Cable program guide which
is distributed by 'the Arlington, Va., cable system, to see what he
really was offering. ‘\ o

The point has already JBeen made that he relies greatly on off-
network material, but he did boast about his films. ° :

I looked at this Monday’s offerings, for example. He has four
films. I went to a source book by Leonard Waltman with one-liners
about what the films are all about. He has “Five Golden Hours,”
which is.described as a comedy migh-mash wavering between satire
and slapstick as cqn man plots to utilize a ‘witch to. bedevil some
victims. .

*Then he has “Smash-Up,” one of Susan Hayward’s best perfor-
* mances in the role of an alcoholic wife.| .
He has something called “The Bliss of: Mrs. Blossom,” which is
referred to as an oddball original comedy with delicious perfor-
_mances about a wife of a brassiere manufacturer who keeps a lover
. in their attic for 5 years., £/ . )

Then he also has something called “Savage Wilderness,” which is
described as “the usual happenings inyolving a stupid cavalry com-
inander who incites Indian attack.” : )

T also looked at his Sdturddy offerings. Although he does cater to
the, younger, audience by of erin% such programs as “Vegetable
Soup” and “Romper Room,” he asjg’gaix) a pretty good fare of
movies. L/ . '

Last Saturday, for example, he offered “Seminole Uprising,”
‘(;The Missiles of October,” ‘““The Sands of Iwo Jima,” and “Ban-

ito.” | X
. Next Saturday he offers children “,il‘anlg Force,” “East of Eden,”
“Grash Dive,” and “Angels With Dirty Faces.” , ,

He, has others, “Back to Bataan,” 'Rebel Without a Cause,” and
.“Suspibiox;,.: - )

I am not troubled by Mr. Turner’s programing schedule. I really
am not. Some of those-films are gre:‘:. X ‘

T am a little bothered by his sanctiimonious approach and his ap-
parent claims to be leading this Nation down the path to some ill-
defined new righteoygness. R ’

I cited these motion pictures merely to indicaté that it isn’t Bing
Crosby back to back on his so-cglled super station. v

Thank yo . )

‘Mr. WirtH. Mr."Schneider? /
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. Mr. SeuNEiDER. I had just one commient. -

I think there was some discussion with respect to the cigarette
advertising prohibition passed by the Congress without referring to_
the first amendment or constitutionality of such a law, which was
before commtercial speech cases. . ’

Nevertheless, the law itself, since it did not restrict. cigarette ad-
vertising in other media, really was not, I think, an effective kind
of law in terms of the problem that it attempted to-reach and that
cigarette smoking has increased, is still a major problem.

I am not quite sure that that—a law of that nature 1s the solu-
tion to the problem. I think the approaches we are all trying to set
forth for this committee in the t 10 years, I think we have each
learnéd a lot in terms of the responsiveness with which the net--
works have approached an attempt to contain excessive and gratu-
itous violence in television programs by the fact that we are again

with you foday on the dialog that, you rightfully seek and by the -

fact that social researchers—eath‘of us, have brought to the table
not only dollars, but manpower and study which is outside the

whole economic problem, should indicate an intent of responsibility -

and an intent of concern and an attempt to meet the problem as
both citizens of this country and responsible broadcasters.

Mr. WirtH. Mr. Daniels? \

Mr. Danierf. No comment on Mr. Turner’s testimomy.

Mr. MorrL. Mr. Blank, you were trying to get in from CBS?

‘Mr. BLank. I had just one other comment. We have been doing
at CBS our own monitoring of depictions of television violence for
about a decade now, depictions of violence on the three television
networks. < v ’

When I heard Mr. Turner was going to be a witness, assuming I
made a good guess as to what he was going to say, I thought it
might be interesting to monitor his schedule.

We did monitor his prime time entertaiment schedule for the
week of October 7 through 13 as shownin the New York area.

His rate of violence, depictions of violence per hour, was almost
identical’ to that.of the three networks. There was no difference

P
-

whatsoever in the amount of violence on his schedule as compared

with the three network schedules. . -
Mr. WirTH. Am | hearing from“you, Mr. Mater, and Mr. Blank,

that the alleged predominant acceptance of network prograring on

Mr. Turner’s schedule, means violence on television is justified or a

" good thing? -

Mr. MATER.\I didh’t say that. . .

Mr. WirTH. You said you found that perfectly all right, what Mr.
Turner aired on his station. '

‘Mr. MatER. [ said some of the films were classics. They are.

Mr. WirTH. “Brassieres in the Attic”? . -

Mr. MaTeR. No, it wasn’t “Brassieres in the Attic.” It was “A
Lover in the Attic”” It was the wife of a brassiere manufacturer.

Mr. WirtH. The inevitable congressional shorthand.

Mr. Marks. He didn’t offer us a tdpe for that one, you know. . 7/

Mr. MATER. I noticed that, Mr. Marks. "

No, I am not attacking his schedule. I am just attacking his ap-

roach. -
p . ol &
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I object to this sanctimonious approacH that we'are evil and he is

It just isn’t so. His schedule is no different than that of any other
independent televisibn station in the Unfited States. ’
Mr. MorrL. Mr. Chairman, are they all a bunch of evils now?
Mr. WirTH. It seems to me what we are doing again ig begging
the issue.
The issue'is, what do we know about and what is the effect of .
violence on television on kids and on our society in general,
. To have one pot calling another kettle black or whatever it may .
be, seems to me continues to beg the issue. - :
Let me, if I might, see”if I ‘can shift the question to another issue
that is somewhat parallel.
A lot of broadcasters and the FCC have put forth a case for the .
repeal of the fairness doctrine. In-doing so, they say that broadcast-
ers can be relied upon to act responsibly in the absence of any kind X
of governinental regulation. We all are familiar with what the fair- ‘
, ness doctrine is and the pressue coming from the broadcasters and
.. the FCC to_repeal the fairness ddctrine for which.I don’t think
oy there is a great deal of stomach on Capitol Hill. However, if you
w~ look at the claims of broadcaster responsibility, which accompany
claims for repealing the fairness doctrine, and then look at what is
- shown on television, it seems to me you end up in something of a ,
dilemma with respect to violence on fglevision. .
~ As you pointed out, Mr. Schneider, and as all of us have pointed
. out, we have had a long discussion about this and it doesn’t seem .
to appear that, the problem has gotter very much better. We still .
have continuing complaints from people all across.the country
about the level of violence and a lot of analysis other than your
own social science aqalysis Ehat suggests this is significantly delete-
rious. . , ' . :
If the claim is made that we repeal the fairness doctrine because
broadcasters are responsible, but we look at the record as to vio-
lerice on television, what level of broadcaster responsibility is mani-
~ . fested? Based on ydur record with respect to-televised violence, how
can we be expected to assume that we should turn all responsibili- -
ty over to broadcasters in terms of the political dialog in this coun-
- try, the public affairs dialog in this country? Camnr we assume that -
there is a legitimate parallel there as to the extent to which broad-
casters will act responsibly, and that we should learn something
from the pattern you have already set in the area of violence?
I would be happy if you would ‘give me some help in understand-.
, ing that parallel.
Mr.-MATER. I am a little puzzled by the linking of the fairness -

N LS

doctrine with the violence issue. . .
Mr. Wirth. The claim is that thete, like with violence on televi- - .
sion, broadcasters act responsibily, therefore allow the. unfettered -

discretion of broadcasters to determine public affairs coverage.

We have first amendment issues raised with respect.to the.fair-
ness doctrine and the suggestion that” Congress should do some- Cy
thing to limit the broadcast of violent programs. And the Supreme
Court has said clearly that the fairness doctrine goes to fundamen-
tal first amendment rights in this country and is something that is
consistent with the first amendment.

ERIC Lo -
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Mr. MATER. As far as the fairness doctrifie is concerned, if I may
address that: briefly, I think there are good and sufficient reasons
. “ for the repeal of the fairness doctrine.
. I know this has come up befofe. I learned the meaning of fair-
ness as a newspaperman. . A
Nobody told me there was a law that said I had to L fair, but
this is what I learned. .
Mr. WirtH. That is the old argument. Come on, Mr. Mater, you *
can do better than that. :
You know of the Red Lion case. .
Mr. MaTER. | know the Red Lion case. I am not a lawyer, but I
can speak as a broadcaster. . )
If you want to link the two—— . )
- . Mr. WikTH. We are talking about the responsibility of broadcast-
_ ers..That is the fundamental issue we want to get at. .
Mr. MaTER. That is what I was about to say.
far as the fundamental responsibility of the broadcagter, I
. think ‘the broadcaster has reacted to an expressed concern regard-
ing violence and I don’t think there is any question about it. \
I think our figures, out studies, and lots of other studies—and .
+. this is one of the points I tried to make in my prepared state-
' ment—that there is no unanimity. . . ) ‘

I think it was Dr. Rubenstein who pretty much headed up the
Surgeon General’s report who commented recently: where there
used to be gray areas there are now black and white.

In other words, there are more defined issues, if you will, and

. more people who definitely believe, more social scientists who be-
lieve, there is no. cause and effect relationship between televised
violence and social behavior. -

Equally important is the fact all of us have reduced violence. The
depiction of wiolence has changed, changed dramatically. It has
changell in fls portrayal, changed and been, reduced in terms of

! numbers. g0 a3 :
' I don’t think there is any question® about.it. We have acted re-
. sponsibly. C
. Mr. WIrRTH. Mr. Schneider? ]
. Mr. ScHNEiDER. Congressman Wirth, I'don’t think that we havea
double standard. v
I think our company, Mr. Ehrlich, our senior vice president and
general counsel, has testified whether or not there is a fairness doc-
trine, the American Broadcasting Co., will still take the responsi-
‘bility of making -sure there is objectiwe-discusgion of controversial
issues of public importance and it also.raises the question of access.
-~ I think that we recognize that there are responsibilities in the
area of controversiality as there are in the area of violence. T

7

. " I'think there has been an amelioration in terms of the extent of = ~ -
incident of viclence that are portrayed and it also depends very |
much_upon the kind of program. ‘ : - = e m

I personally was involved in some of the decisions that we had to
. reach in the violence that was cbntained in “Roots.” !, 2 o

I would dare say in the presentation of that prog!jarﬁ we permit-
ged a great deal more violence than I would have permitted in
gome plain detective action programs. - <

) o 1’)‘:, 4 ‘(7
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H_\}t_hi'nk at times when we looked at that with our staff we felt,
ad we not portrayed it in the manner in which- we did, we wpuld
not have conveyed the horrendous problem of slavery as it existed

*

in our time. . . . ’
We are dealing with subjective judgments on a case-by«case basis.
The introduction of this incident classification analysis form 9 ‘
which we have tried to inject as a qualitative measure in terms of
examining when violence is appropriate and when it is not appro;
priate is something we are working on. .
We are not perfect with it. We haven’t developed it to an extent /-
yet that I can say I am satisfied. ) <.
We, indeed, are trying to be able to balance the viewers’ interest .
1n seeing programs of this'kind with the necessity to take into con- /
sideration the social responsibility with respect to programs that .
deal with conflict. . :
Mr. WirtH. Mr. Daniels? i
Mr. Daniers. The fairness doctrine is not an area in which I
work, so I won’t comment on that. . ’ y 8
To' the point of general responsibility, and responsiveness in, ~ .
broadcast standards, I'think the prepared statements of each of us
have indicated that. “
I mentioned in my own statement the fact that certain programs
10, 12 years ago, that were on the air that were brought back 4, 5, .
6, 7, years later, when we looked at those programs we took a
second look and realized there was what we at that point in state .
of the art of Broadcast Standards’ evaluation afd editing, it went °
beyond what we would then accept. )
For those that we evaluated,” we edited, for those we eventually
broadcast, they had to be edited. - : -
To the other point, Mr. Schneider's comment, about the different
kinds of praograms, certainly when we ran “Shogun” we did some
things on that mini-series that had neyer beerfione before.
In “Holocaust” we did things which we felt reflected that society, R
ime, that culture. So we have one standard, but it is apg)lied
rent ways, We do on the “Johnny Carson Show” late- at s,

* b

night ¢r on “Satdiday Night Live” is quite different from what we

do to 8 to 9 at night, or in a special series that is of particular

import&nce to the general viewership. Lt °
Mr. WiRTH. Gentlethen, I have to go to a session on another issue

r and dear to your heart, copyright retransmission con-
sent, which INknow is of passionate concern to you; perhaps of
greater concern than this hearing. . R

Let me just say that I have been involved in this for 6 years on
this subcommittee. I went back and reviewed th® transcript of the
1977 hearings on this issue in which we really were, in barricades:
From one side of the table it was almost as if there was no problem
in the outside world, and that everything ifi this society—every one
of society’s problems—were rooted in what happened on television. |

I think we have come a long way. I must say I found all of yo
presentations, and your interest and concern a sfep in the right :i?-’\
rection. N ‘ o .

We must ask from a public policy peTspective, what is that right = =
direction? Consistent with the first amendment, what ¢an we do? ‘
That is clearly the kind of discussions we are having here. -
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-] think they are very helpful. I think you have a sense of (ihe
concern of this subcommittee and its membership and the attend-
ance today is a very clear reflection of that. People, are very deeply
concerned about how we socialize our young. s

I really appreciate the direction you are taking and the com-
ments you are making. We have not solved malry of the problems
though, which we will hear about from the next:panel.

As one involved in watching this procesg over a long period, I
wanted to register that. 5

Mr. MorTL? ‘

Mr. MorrL [presiding]. I have a couple of questions for the panel.

Has the impact of the shows “Born Innocent” and “The Deer
Hunter’ affected the networks’ portrayal of violence on television?

Mr. Danikts. I will respond to part of that. .

_ “The Deer Hunter’ is a feature film that did not run—was nof
purchased by any of the networks. -

Mr. MorrL. But it was run on local television stations? &

Mr. DanikLs. Yes. I can only comment that we reviewed the film

at NBC and determined we would not—could not edit that film—
feature film, to be acceptable to your standards. .

As to the Born Innocent case, I believe that still is under consid-
eration in the court in California. .

There is no evidence that there was any cause/effect.relati nship
in what occurred there and what occurred ir a crime in Califernia.
1S{o that is in the hands of the lawyers and the courts.so far as I

Nnow. : . .Y
Mr. MotTL. It is your opinion gnd the opinion of the other mem-
bers of the netwdrks that there'is no correlation between shows
like “Born Innecent” and “The Deer Hunter” and what follows
thereafter as far as aggressive, violent behavior?

Mr® DanigLs. So far as the—the only one on television, Born In
nocent, that ,was on NBC. There is no correlation that has been
proved, and the major response we got about that program was

over 300 and some social agencies across the country, social wel-"

fare, social work, penology, all of whom congratulated us on deal-
ing with that subject of young people in an institution and how
they live and how they can be helped and in some cases not helped
and what goes on in that minisociety, a very seripus problem.

We felt we were very much on the right track and doing a re-
sponsible jobin presenting that program.

" Mr. MorTL. Anybody else like to comment on those shows?

Mr. SCHNEIDER. I think, Congressman Mott],’what you are indi-
cating is that there are certain aberrations in our society which,
whether or not—we would not accept the fact that there is a corre-
lation. certainly one can say that tgere have been a number of re-
ports ard papers that, after “The Deer Hunter” was run—and we
all turned it down for the very same reason, because of the concern
with respect to its emulatability in terms of the playing of the rou-
lette wheel. . . °

Those are- certain risks society takes, whether it be in movies,

- motion pictures, books, or on television.

Although we are confronted with the issue that yom present by
that, toiyvhat extent do you not show anything on the air and to

3 = ) ‘ - 133 -
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what extent do you take a responsible, reasonable approach in
dealing with drama in the manner in which we do.
' That is a question that concerns us all.

Mr. MaTer. If [ might just return to the question of responsibili-

-

\$y raised by Mr. Wirth, I think “The Deer Hunter” may very well

be an indicdtion of that.

Apparently, if the press reports are to be believed, we all turne*
‘it down. We all looked at it. We all felt it coundn’t be ‘edited suffi-

-

siently to meet our standards.

Each network operates independently.

I know we looked at it. We also saw an edited version and felt we
just couldn'’t air it on CBS. .

Mr. MorTL. Mr. Mater, I think you said before there is a decrease
in violence on television?

Mr. MATER. Yes, sir. .

Mr. MortL. What years did you notice the decrease in television
violence and to what degree has there been’a decrease and what
type of violence has been decreasedon television? _

Mr. Mater. Well, I refer to prime’time dramatic program vio-
lence. I refer to ‘a decline from the first year we studied until now.

I would just-as soon Dr. Blank, who was responsible for that ac-
tivity, respond to that.

Mr, MérrL. Dr. Blank? ,

Mr. BLank. We started monitoring in 1972-73 season. We are

.monitoring currently. .
The decrease is over that, roughly, a decade period the maghi- .

tude of the decrease in’about a quarter for all the networks com-
bined, slightly more than that for CBS, . . .

The decrease has been fairly steady over time, with irregulari-
ties. We don’t count them and then count up programs and sdy——

"Mr. MorrL. Whatis the gmount of decrease? .

Mr. BLANK. About’a quarter. .

Mr. MortL. Twenty-five percent? . . :

Mr. BLANK. Twenty-five percent over the decade in the amount
of depictions of violence on the networks by our standards.

Mr. MortL. This-is in prime time? .

Mr. BLANK. Prime time entertainment programing. *.

.. Aslsay, the decrease has been fairly steady over time with some *
irregularities, and we are noWw pretty close to'the low point in the

period. . .

Mr. MotTL. Is there a certain type of violence you are talking
about? How would you define it? Is there a definition? )

Mr. BLanNk. Our definition is essentially acts /of interpersonal,
physical violence or threats thereof.

We don’t categorize our violence by partfcular kind. We aggre-
gate the amount of violénce and it is that measure that I am refer-
ring to. L — .

Mr. MortL. Thank you, Mr. Blank.: *

The gentleman from Texas, do yoi have any questions of the

panel?

Mr. CorLins. I have one question. In violence, do your networks

make a conscious effort to determine whether the black hat guy is

oW he-white hat is clearly shown?
A ; .

Q . o
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In other wonds, todéy’ I get the impression when I watch those
shows that a lot of times the real thug is shown as kind of a nice

guy. . . X :
Mr. MaTer. Well, I think all of us—and I can only speak for
GBS, but our basic approach is that evil' will not prevail.

Mr. CoLLins. Do you really try to show them up as bad guys?

In the old days, when we had the old cowboy shows, I liked
“Maverick,” “Hopalong Cassidy,” all of that. oo

The difference was really clear. Today it has gotten to be kind of

a gray area. -7 4] )
- Mr. Mater. I think part of the problem is, we don’t wear hats
amy more. I am not trying to be facetious, but certainly it was true
in the cowboy shows. I do think we make it clear that evil will not
prevail.— . I ;

Mr.. CoLLiNs. On CBS there is a show <about a city called
Dallas . ‘-_-* . . e

Mr. MarteRr. Yes, sir. i .

Mr. CoiLiNs. Do you think they show the bad guys to be the
deadheads they really are? B

Mr. MaTeR. Mr. Collins, you are far mote familiar with Dallas as
a city than I am. I know the show, you know the city.

I don't think this is supposed to be'in any way a depiction of real
life in Dallas; and we don’t profess it to be that at all.

1t is pure entertainment. ’ .
<An awful 16t of people like it, but, you:know, if it were called
Houston or some place in another district, I don’t think it would
change. 1 ) )

Mr. Biank. 1 also don’t think there is any question in the
audience’s mind who wears the black hat in.“Dallas.”

Mr. CoLLINs. You don’t think it shows him as kind of a nice guy?

Mr. MaTEeR. He is the kind of man you love to hate. That .works.
It is éntertainment. . _

I don’t think there is anything really wrong with entertainment
per se. There is*no violence in “Dallas.” It is a show that a lot of
people like. An. awful lot of people like. . ‘

It is one of the most successful programs on television today.

Ms. CoLLiNs. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CoLrins. Be a pleasure to. ’

Ms. CoLLins. I just want everyone to know who is wearing the
white hat now. ; ‘ . ’

Mr. MorTL. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Scheuer?

. Mr. Scueuer. Thank you, Mr: Chairman. -

I have to make a little footnote here that don't think it is up to
the Congress to mandate to the television networks and the au-
thors that vielence has to be portrayed in forms of good guys and

bad guys -

[N

—

-

S~

If you look back through the great literature of mankind, you
find that vielence doesn’t happen that way. . N
If you look at the plays of Aeschyles and Sophocles and Euri- ,
pedes, you find a-certain ine,vitability and we are all tied up; it is
written in the stars, good people, bad people, all kinds of people get
involved in violent situations., = o T

e w
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Very gory situations, people gougfng their own eyes out, fantasiz-
ing, you remember the fables of Medea, the travels of Odysseus
that are permeated with violence. .

My goodness, the plays .of Shakespeare, where violence' is pro-
T e érayed in all kinds of circumstances. If you remember the play

- Othello,” that is indelibly written in my mind bgcause when I was
' at the Harvard Business Sehool over “four decades ago, I had to

work on the portrayal of Othello, the presentation of “Othello” in -
the Cambridge Theater with Paul Robeson. , )
I know every line of that play backward and forward. I carried a »
spear. ) .

Othello was essentially a good man. It was the people around
him who finally twisted his mind gradually and created this ven-
omous, jealousy against his wife.'He was a good man who strangled
his wife on stage. :

* You couldn’t imagine anything more gory than that, but he was -
a white hat. I think Congress better stay out of the business of tell-

ing the networks how to portray violence. I think any suggestion .,

that we think it ought to be white hats and black hats would be
totally®pappropriate. ° " )
As a matter of fact, the first amendment, I think, pretty:clearly J
keeps us out of the business of guidelines or standards. If any of
aeayou—and we have been perplexed; we hate had thése hearings
year after bloody year. Literally and figuratively. - ' T
We are concerned with the effects of violence, especially.on our
young kids, _— . N - >
I am Very concerned with the effects of television as a totality
and the.effect of the sugared cereal ads, the candy ads on infants,
+,.young kids, 2, 3, 4 years oldw their lifetime dietary habits that are
going to have a devastatin‘g,.impact on their.health outputs.

But we are fdaced with the first amendment. ) -

I would like—and we believe in the Constitution here. There is
not 8 man in this room that wouldn’t give up his er her seat in
defens}tle of the first amendment and the great Constitution that we
cherishs ’ ., <
. Mr. Coruins. Will the gentleman yield a moment? Y e

Mr. ScHEUER. Let me finish this question. . .

Can any of you give us any guidance as to what our 'role should

be in fill respect ‘of the first amendment and the constraints that
are properly placed on us by the Constitution of the United States,
how can we play and how sheuld we play a constructive role in the
mindless violence that we pefceive on _teleyision without crossing
that dangerous line of igvading first anfendment rights and impos-
ingd cgnstraints on the Constitution that we aren’t properly allowed
to (04 e ‘s N *
- Mr. DANIELS. Just to offer one thing, the reminder that- thig
meeting is talking place and others have taken place-like it since
television started is helpful as Well assthe scientists we talked to,
thé pressure groyps that talk to us, all'the interested parties repmg-
senting small or large populations, that we serve in our mass’
= medium. ) -

All of thase reminders keep our fingers to the fire as we try new
methods, techniques, develop skijlls among our professionals, keep
them, pay them more to do the job that you have described, Mr.

¢ $ . -~ - R
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Scheuer, in evaluating the impact, because I agree with you, Mr.

Collins, it is not necessdrily black and white all the time.

They are not easily identifiable. \In fact, in the old days maybe
Humphrey Bogarf and Edward G. Robinson were, én fact, heavies,
=, but were portrayed as the nice guys. ; T

Now it is.a lot greyer area. I think of “Hill Street Blues” on our
own network; It is-sometimes hard to figure out. We think more
and more the audiences are sophisticated and they have shown
théy are sophisticated about that: !

We just -have to keep working at it and develop our:skills and

' wherever science ¢an help us, as well as the creative artists com-

muhity'to work-with us to fine-tune it.

_ Betause we consider the responsibility we have a very, very
great one. oo . . . e .
*" Mr: SCHEUER. I yield to my colleague from Texas.

Mr. CoLLins. The gentleman compared television with “Othello.” 1
think it is misleadi.nE to compare great literature with television.
. Maybe 1 percent o6f {}fe people would read great literature, But tele-
. vision is watched by 100 percent of the masses.
I think there is a complete difference.
There is ardifferent impact. A
If anyone doubts the impact of television fompared to the writ-
“ten woid of literature, I think there is a big difference. -

I agree* with him about- the first amendmeni, but the impact,
your responsibility on.what you do to convey and impress the
real—it almost conveys a way of life to’America today.

3:MorTL. Thank you very much, Mr. Scheuer, Mr. Collins.

Next;the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Marks.

Mr. MARKS. Mr. Chairfnan, T think there is a'tendency unfortu-
nately in hearings like this for both the witnesses and possibly for
even us to suggest outrage to some extent, to go to extremes with
. really little concern for the remedies. . .

I fipd it unfortunate-that because of the time situation that youf
gentlemen are testifying before the next panel because the next
panel is really the panel that is going to present to us evidence of
many studies. tht "have been’ made that indicate to a very large
extent that there is a problem,.and, as I understand your testimo-

. ny, it really is that you acknowledge that there is a problem, at
least of sorts,.and up to a certain .degree you have tried to keep
that problem from getting out of hand. A ¥ '

I think in that sense we have to compliment you for trying. _

I guess the question in our minds is whether you have gone far

-

.

panel, men and‘women on this panel, gre concerned about the first
amendment, realize our obligation to preserving that first amend-
merit and, therefore, for the most part—and I remember back in
1977 when he-had these hearings also—weasuggested that you have
to bear-a very, very great burden because of the first amendment.
~ _You have to be able to Share the responsibility to.some extent.

I think, is doubtfuk S .
. I am not sure that some of the very wild statements made by our
previous witness can be backed ‘up factually, but he does make a

e,
s~

enough, particularly on the basis of t{ae fact that we all on this ,

Whether you have actually come.as far as you should have come,

poing ‘that we find, as Members of the Congress, as we go back to
. o X ' . - , -

k]
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our districts and talk to our people, believe it or not, our people, -
" though they talk to us about high interest rates and taxes and the -
€conomy and the rest, they do from time to time indicate to us con-
cerns that they have about what they have been seeing and some-
times even hearing on radio, reading in newspapers, the maga-
zines, but certainly seeipg on television.
»  They are critical of it.

I think to some extent they have a right to be. I guess there is no
one on this committee that has been’' on the committee any longer
than I to begin with—other than the chairman—who has been
more critical of programing from all three of the networks—not
necessarily pinpointed into violefice—as have I. )

I realize in being critical that you have made an attempt and are
making Some -attempt to try to remedy it. I guess one of the
other tﬁere are two areas I am concerned about. -~
. One—S: ppens to be what you haven’t done in the late night areas.

I watched a program called “Saturday Night Live.” I have to -
confess to you | am not sure which of the networks carries that.

M I'guess it is NBC. Lo

Mr. DANIELS. Yes. , :

. Mr. Marks. I watched it the other night. 1 did that because my

. children told me that is a very funny program. I watched that pro-

. gram. I noted—I didn’t laugh. It may be I don’t d'lgve a sense of
humor. . ' : -

I didn’t really laugh that night. I heard such words as “crap” used
over and over again, the advertising of the great advantages to-
become a prostitute. - :

If you gentlemen don’t think for one moment that-we don’t have
children of rather young‘years who are up after 8 o’clock, you are
wrong, and who watch those programs. . o

I am concerned about the way you depict life and language and
the rest on all of us, and then in the—on the Saturday progrms,
your children’s programs, I think it is interesting that Dr. George
Gerbner, who will testify soon, the dean of the Annenberg School
of Communications, and really a super guy—I have heard him ‘tes-

" tify before and talked with him—in his testimony today, and I am
goinrg to quote some of it to you, says, . ..

Violence in weekend daytime children’s TV programs, already the most violent on
television, rose last year on every measure and on all three major fietworks. N

The Most substdntial rise was registered in the rate of violent ipcidents per hour,

Weekend daytime programs bombard children with an average of over 25 violent
acts per hour, up from 17 the year befare, and well above the average rate in the 14
years of this project. - v ; .
. They have been doing this for 14 years. So for you to.come to us
and say that you are congerned and we appreciate that, and -you
are trying to do somneth?ng about it, I think statistics like that
must be shown a great deal mnore deference than perhaps what
you have done so far. . .

I would be pleased to hear any answers that you may have to
that, particularly in the two areas I am talkjng about, -the late
night televisionr and the weekend children’s programs.

.. Mr. Marter. If I may—I can’t talk about “Saturday Night Live.” It , -

is on past my bedtime. L - ° L
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Mr. MARKS% Isa , Mr. Mater—may I say Ijus;t used that? I didn’t *

pick our NI Believe me, your network and ABC have the same
types of prablems; at least our constituents think they do. ‘
Mr. MaTeR. Part of the problem, as far as Saturday morning, is

- concerned Mr. Marks, is you acceptéd Dr» Gerbner’s figures. We -

don’t. We don’t accept his methodology or approach.

_As far as Saturday morning is concerned, if Bugs Bunny pours a
pitcher of milk over a chiﬁmunk’s head, Dr. Gerbner says that is
an act of violence. I don’t think it ds. .

I think that is where we begin to come apart.

Some of the material that we are submitting from CBS involves
an exchange with Dr. Gerbner in terms of his approach and our
questioning the validity of that approach. When Dr. Gerbner talks
about this vast increase, he is not talking necessarily about whole
numbers. . .

He has a lot of other factors. It-is not necessarily a question of x

number of incidents of violence going up. It is wh% did what to

whom. He is interested in other things. .

Some of your-witnesses to follow, the little I have seen of their
material, indicate that they rely heavily on Dr. Belson who did
extensive study that we funded. - , ‘

Dr. Belson also pointed out that comedic violence, which is what
Saturday morning is all about, really doesn’t have that sort of
impact on people. ¢

Dr.-Gerbner, on the one hand, talks about this increase. I don’t
know it there is or not, in terms of absolute numbers, and you have
many others who say it has no impact. s

Clearly, commonsense, if nothing else, should pre%ail and indi-
cate that, as I say, if Bugs Bunny pours a pitcher of milk over a
chipmunk’s head, that is not art act of violence.

I would like—— . o ‘

Mr. Brank. I just want to comment briefly that OE,? of our many
points of disagreement with Dr. Gerbner has been with respect to
_the issue of comedic violence.. .

We have seen no evidence of any kind that satisfies us that co-
meldig: violence does have any effect on people which leads to crimi-
nality. . .. .

I think we all grew up with comedic violence.

Mr. Scueuer. What kind of violence?

Mr. Buank. Comedic violence, Bugs Bunny, humor. Not serious
violence, a serious program where people are seriously hurt.

If Bugs Bunny is run over and bounces up again; that is an act of
violence by some people’s definition. : .

Mr. MaRks. I have to apologize to you that the NBC and ABC
lights just went out over here when you were talking. *

Mr. BrLank. Basically we don’t accept that.view. If you don’t
accept that view, then the characterization of Saturday morning as
bgding the most violent time in the schedule just falls by the way
side. - " ’ ,
. Mr. MorrL. Mr. Daniels, do you have a comment?

Mr. DanieLs. Yes. We rely not only on our gcial research de-
partment, Mr. Marks, but also on a panel of four “distinguished—
now five distinguished social scientists in the field of child_psychol-
ogy and other related fields all of whom do examine our Saturday

- \
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morning programing before it goes gn the air, when it is just af a
.script level. .- -

I have had no indication of the kinds of conclusions that Dr.
Gerbner—that you quoted from him. ’ , e

On the point of “Saturday Night Live,” although it is not related
to violence, I will comment since it is on NBC that started about 6
years ago. . ‘

That program was innovative, certainly different from anything.
else that had been on the mass media before. We made a few mis-
takes along the way. I won't say we still haven’t madé them recent-
ly or won't even in the.fiture, but When you are on the edge, on

“the mérgin of dealing with humor and satire, you take some
chances. R : -

I suppose the broadcast standards department at NBC has bent
more in that program than any other.T think to the benefit of the .
viewers,in general, in terms of attacking some subjects and issues
in a humorous satiric form which I think is very healthy. . .
" For any poor language, vulgar language that may have been in

« there, I apologize for that. We feel that is a self-selecting audience
late Saturday night. It is the only place where we do run a pro-
gram of that kind. Theré’s some risk jnvolved, I grant you that. -

Mr: Schieuer. Will the witness yielén on that?. - e e

Again I don’t think Congress should be in the position of &mp-
ening? particular programs. My kids also introduced me to “Satur-

day Night Live.” I have watched it on a number of occasions. I
think it is screamingly funny. . . .

I think it is by far the most sophisticated program on television.

I wish there were a heck of a lot more programs like “Saturday
‘Night Live.” ‘ ’ S

I can’t believe that thg broad satire that might be involved in-

how great is the life of a®prostitute cduld conceivably be construed
as serious by any young woman. .« s

If you are talking about girls below |the age of }4 or 15, there is a
certain parental yesponsibility in getting them to bed by 11:30.

I think it is #/terrific program. It is the only example I know of
very funny, very sophosticated, very satirical programing. I think it

- 18 great. I think there ought to be mofe of it.

Mr‘i MorTL. Does the gentlewoman from Illinois have any ques-
tions? oo .

Ms. CoLuins. Yes, I do. , - F :

Mr. Chairman, when the previous. witness® was here, there-
seemed to be some slight discussion about the greater acceptance of

+ violence by people in the lower socioeconomic strata of our ecqno- | -

my. Therefore, I have-sbme questions abput the Neilsen ratings.
How much of your programing is influenced by Neilsen ratings?
Mr. ScHNEIDER. The Neilsen rating is gne factor that is. taken

- into copsideration in the decisionmaking process. .

numerical statistical thfng. | o

It is certainly weighted in terms df the audience acceptability of
the program, in termgzof an overall schedule; djversity is another
problem, the different typgs of programs and formats, introduction

of types of programs, - .- N
. ‘ ' -

Ms. CoLuns®Is it a hted factor?s \ _ .o
Mr. ScunEeER] I dont know if you camsay it is weighted by a, -
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You have a number of decisioimaking procej;s.

Ms. CoLLins. All of those factors are combinefl into one whole to
make you decide whickr program you are goingl to keep on the air
and which you are going to take off. .

How much, if any, direct response or acceptability of programs
do you get from John Q. Listener? Do you receive letters saying
this is a fine program, keep it on the air?

. Mr. ScunEemER. Sure. We each have audience information de~
partments which tabylate that mail and review it for management.
- Ms. CoLLINs, That goes into the whole pot of programing as well?

Mr. ScunEeiDpER. That is reviewed. .

Ms. CoLLins. On your Neilsen rating: When those statistics are
being brought about, you cover the whole spectrum geographically
and soéioeconomicaliy and so forth, don’t you? Basically there is a
ready acceptance of the programs that you put over the air, right?
- Mr. SCHNEIDER. Yes.  « . * -

. Ms. CoLriNs. Let me ask You another question relating to that: A
proposed program is sent down to your broadcast standards editor’s

officé. I8 that the guy who makes the findl decisions on what is.
. going to be shown and how various programing will hit the air?

Mr. ScunEeDER. He is involved in the everyday script review and
determination of the acceptability of a program, yes.

* There are various supervisory levels in which /appeals are made

from time to time. . .

Ms. CorLins. How many minorities are in your various network
offices of broadcast standards and so forth?”

Mr. DANIELS. In the case of NBC, I don’t know that I can count
them. . < .

As a premise, we start knowing that we &re making decisions
about programs, Variety, drama, the whole range of.kinds of pro-
grams that w? are going to show members of minorities, all minor-
ities. ’

So in our case on the west coast, where most of our prime time
programing is reviewed, we try to have' a number of women.-We

have 4 women now out of 12. g/

3

We have two Hispagics, two black. We try t. give the range.
We can’t cover all the minvrities, but those’are two primary ones

%

that concern us. Then there is a great deal of cross fertilization and

" checking within the department.

If I have a show, the “Hill Street Blues” that shows ‘bldcks, ‘are
those blacks just the perpetrators or are they the policeman? Is the
drug addict white or black? N :

We have those kinds of concerns. We share #hat within the de-
partment with the program producer and production company,

with the program executives, and then we go to outside consult-

ants, in many cases, to gef expert help.
Mr. ScHNEIDER. | would like to comment~on that too. -«
* Mr. MaTER. 1 would like to touch on the wholé basic subject.
Mr. MorrtL. Mr. Mater? -

- -Mr. MaTer. There really are at least three: factors that gol into

the mix in terms.of audience accéptance or interest in programing.
One is the mail you referred t6. At CBS we receive 250,000 let-

ters a year.‘;fEach of those letters is read, analyzed, ,lggged, and a'.,
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" report goes out'on a regular basis to a large list of executives
throughout the company, to indicate what the audience feels.
Second, a very large factor is the affiliate. Each of 3 networks
has about 200 affiliates. I am sure it is the same with the Qther
»two, but our affiliates are not at all reluctant to tell us what they
think about programs and what their local audience thinks about
programs. So thére is feedback. Indeed, there is a regular system of
reporting to a number of us their statements and complaints and
cautions and so forth. ) -
The third factor is the Nielsen rating. Surely to us it is impor-.
tant, but itis important to everyone in.a diffrent sense.
The Washington Post today. carries'-a rather long story on its
business page about the ingreased circulation of the Washington -
Post. , .
It is laudatory. They have picked up a lot of readers. It is the
same sort of thing with us. .
Unfortunately Nielsen has a negative connotation and circula-
, wew tion sounds fine. ’ - .
The ratihgs are important, becaus® all it means is are people
watching or aren’t they? . 2 .
Mr. Scuneiper.’ I think Gongreséwoman Colhins, the ratings are
clearly a factor. The basic philosophy, however, is in terms of diver-
., sifiedscheduling. .
The attempt is made to look at the‘@ckage.,as a whole and the
ratings are only one part. So far as minorities, we have two blacks,
one Asian, one Hispanic, and 50 percent of our staff on the west
coast are women, but I would like to go back to the children’s pro-
graming for a point, because I think a major learning process, we
. all know, takes place from television. .
", A number _of years ago we placed emphasis on the fact that we
would attempt to inject minozities 1n the social aspects’ of .
children’s programs. - . ’
If you look at some of the ABC daytime programs, a definite
intent and effort is made to pofftray minorities, whether they ar ’
“Indian, Asians, blacks ifi; cartoons. . - .
It was never done béfore television. They were always white-
faced animated cartoons. I think also we overlook .the fact of the
extent to which we have all injected prosocial messages. - '
We now carry 3% minutes of nutritional messages and health
messages in our daytime Saturday morning children’s program/ing.
The Heimlich maneuver, good eating habits, safety'habits. - .
Mr. ScHEUER. Three and a half minutes per what?
, Mr. ScHNEIDER. Per morning. If you take the morning—it is in-
terjected throughout the day, 30 second spots throughout the whole -
9 to 12 o’clock time<period, It was not done a number of years ago.

3

* - Mr. ScHEUER.3.5 out of 180?
© Mr. ScHNEJDER. I don’t think you take—— .- '
J Mr. ScHEUER. You have 3 hours. That is 180 minutes. -

Y ¢

Mr. ScHNEIDER. Thit is right. .
Mr. SCHEUER. You are not talking about 3.5 minutes per.Hour?
»_ Mr. SCHNEIDER. If you take 35 minutes of 30 second spots per the

3 hours, that is correct. It is a minute per hour. It is a minute per
hour., € - \ ’ .
fer \ c o /
Q - ° ) :
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That is in the overall balance, but then you also have “Scholastic
Rock,” which is a 5-minute program dealing with learning, drama,
or mathematics.

Each of us has a different formula that we use. We do not permlt
any weapons to be used. When you talk about destruction, no real
live guns, weapons, shots may be fired in any animated ‘cartoon.
We don’t permit any real live weaponry, no knives to be used.

All you see, even in the action programs are laser beams, lights,
or action-oriented kinds of cases so that agam——although we all dis-
agree with the wdy that Dr. Gerbner is counting acts of violence— "
you must go to the definition of how he determines what violence
.is and whether or not you agree with that definition in terms of
the count or whether there has been a decrease or increase in the
amount of violence. .

,Ms. CoLLINs. Mr. Schnelder I believe'in your testimony you men-

tioned that violent behavior, when portrayed, must he reasonably
related to the story line. The thought occurred to me that at the
time thdt perhaps the power of suggestion is just as great now as it
was formerly when we didnt see the direct or almost direet acts of
violence.

Is there a possrblhty that you could simply Bise effectively the
power of suggestion, rather than the attual showing of violence
and still keep your story line intact?

Mr. ScHNEIDER. A good deal of work is done making violence
" take place off camera. That is often directed by us in your notes to

the production people.

. ‘Mr. MorrL. Next we will hear from the gentleman from Louisi-
ana, Mr. Tauzin.

Mr. TauziN. I think Mr. Markey is next.

Mr. MotTL. The gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Markey

Mr. MARkEY, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

I think it probably would have been &ore helpful just in terms of
the structuring of the hearing if the next panel had been on before,
because I guess in all trials the indictment should be levied, before
the defendants sit at the witness stand. .

r. SCHNEIDER. Assuming we are defenddnts. -

Mr. MaRrkeY. Assuming in a very broad analogy. -

Mr. MARKs." After llstemng to Mre Turner if you don’t think you
are——

Mr. MATER. | thmk it is beyond the indictment stage

Mr, Magks. It probably would haye been more helpful to us just
in terms of thg elucidation of the actual charges made By Dr.
Gerbner or Dr.. Radecki and action for -children’s r&e evision ﬁ
others if the sequence had been reversed-and we probably c
have had a more«elightened, broader dialog than is pQSSlble here
since Mr. Turner does not really represent, in his views, a scientific '
or analytic presentation in the manner Dr. Gerbner and others do.

What is, I guess, at question is the—is not 50 much the right-of -
television to showsviolence. -g{,

I don’t think anyone deniés that, whether it be
“whether it be “Roots,” whether it be any program.

It is really not the questlon of the quality of the violence, 1} is
the quantity of it. . .

akespeare,
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How much it permeates the total ameunt of television progi'am-ﬁ
ing that is most dlsturbmg to people and whether, it be prime time’
television or it be children’s weekend television programmg that is
really what is at issue here.

It is the proper balance that it plays in the overall program
structure of the networks. .

No ong would object to the decision that you made on “Roots,”
you made in ‘“Sho-Gun,” you made on any other program to in-
clude perhaps more graphlcally than you would ordinarily a depic- .
tion' of a violent act, as long as it was done in_the context of a
highly professionally done program.

... [ think what people are more concerned about is the quantity of -
v1oleince thtat the general society is exposed to and, most especially, -
¢hildren. . . g

What is it that makes a Hinckley susceptlble to seeing“a Thovie
and then acting out what he has seen iy a bizarre and distorted " .
manifestation of real life reflecting art?

I guess to a certain extent, many of, us would believe it would be,
what children are exposed to, not at age 17 or 18, or if Hinckley is:

24 or 25; that is not where the real problem is.
The real problem i$ when yoy get back to chtldren who are 3, 4,
- 5, and 7 and 8. What they are seeing is a constant diet of program-
ing. Where we would, I guess, begin to wonder whether or not— ‘
whether there is some concern is when Dr. Radecki—and I will go N
js testimony because he won't have a chance of getting into
og with you—is where he says that many people continue
that cartoons, the most violent hours on telgvision, are not
harmful, this is perhaps due to desensitization and to the confusion
that kids’ stuff is nothing to worry about,

However, NCTV. has located 25 separate studies on cartoon vio-
lence. Of these, 24 of the studies clearly, show trends of proven sig-
njficant effect that thijs programmg mcreases aggression and vio- .
. lence in children viewers. -

I _guess that is'the problem that many of us have. I am not able

“in 5 minutes to address .any broader questlon but just to look at
that question of childten’s programing, look ‘at the subconscious
effect that it has upon their development, upon their attitude
toward the resolutlon of human conflict, and, what becomes ascept-

able? ’ - ! - L
T, Agam Dr. Radeckl,speakmga. . .
< There is a misconception that if the viewer enjoys a violent program, then the

viewer 8 not affected.
Programs in which the goad guy tea‘ches the bad guy a leSsxom.h\smg vloience
are often enjoyed by viewers,/These programs cause somewhat le\'ﬁ@gnxlety, but are .
s actually; hkely, to be more effective at getbing the viewer to accept and use v1olence

. in {us life. * . ot
is these prog'rams thdt the networks are pmeotmg in huge numbers at this
, moment. » o
»  That te'stlmony is repeatedyby other w1tnesses who will apf‘ar . N

before us later on this'morning.

Mr.-MortL. Mr.. Markey, can ‘they answer, the question now?
.+ . Mr MARKEY. Yes, that /’IS my concern. That is the problem that I
M have
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Dr. Gerbner’s study indicates a dramatic increase in that level of

the incidence of violence. . .

I would like you to address that question. : . ’

Merd WurtzeL. I would like to respond to two issues that you
raised. N

The first briefly is the issue of Hinckley and others like that.
That is a pathology. They are very disturbéd individuals. There are
many, many reasons for that sort of violence that preceded long
before television or books or writing or anything. I think that is an
aberration. . . '

There are so many variables in society that can contribute to vio-
lence exclusive of television. Poverty, socioeconomic status, and so
forth that I think that is something that needs to be viewed outside
the bounds of the general dialog that we are talking about. .

 What I would like to talk about——

Mr. Markey. That is where I would disagree with you. I think
there is a clear cause and relationship between his seeing that. I
think that incident is, if nothing else, is demonstrative of the sub-

4

conscious effect that the viewitig of a program can have upon the .

acting out by Individuals even though it may be only—even though
it may only be having an effect upon a condition that antedated
the discovery of television. -

What we are talking about here is an exaggeration, increase in
that kind of conduct because of the exposure to programing and
television. . -

Mr. WURTZzEL. 1-recognize what you say, Congressman, except
that an individual such as a Hinckley, a pathdlogical individual,
can find any rationale for any sort of act. - v

Whether he chose a movie or a television show or a book or a
“fictional character from a fairy tale’is not really at issue here.

What I would like to address just very briefly is the potion of the

research that Dr. Radecki and Dr. Gerbner——

 Mr. MorrL. If you could sum up? We have to get the next panel
out by noon: If you could sum up, we would appreciate it.

Mr. WUrTzEL. Very briefly, this is the problem: When you deal
in the notfon of the effects of violence, what you~are dealing with is
allarge body of research that is exceptionally technical and com-
plex. .. . . .

What happens is that quite frequently there is an attempt to boil
down complex research studies into a two-page press release or into
a brief paragraph in the consumer press. What "that does };is, it
elin¥hates the various~shades of grey that exist, and one arely
sees the very vigorous and spirited debate that is occurring in the
academic -research litepature regarding many of the studies that

_have been mentioned by*Dr. Gerbner, Dr. Radecki and others.

I think one of the key points one has to remember is the fact
that if you ate using research to create a conclusion that television
is responsible for violence, then you are beholden to evaluate and

~

-

analyze the research itself and what goes into that withoyd sub- -

scribing completely to the result of the research, with¢ut looking at
the methodojogy that went into it. .-

One other point is that the academic Jiterature only acgepts stud-
ies which prove something that the hypothesis was’ originally de-
signed to address. ) ) ’

. |
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Therefore, when you start to do counts of particular articles, you
are bound to find counts in which there may be g consistent view
such as Dr. Radecki’s suggesting that there is some sort of a corre-
lation, but again‘there are two things you have to consider: One is
the measurement of violence itself.

Second is the way in which the subjects were utilized. Fmaliy, it
is a consideration of the fact that there was a tremendous amount -
of c0mplemty in, the literature and a very spirited academic debate
that is going on that unfortunately rarely arises in these sorts of
forums or in the consumer press. N

I think it eliminates many of the shades of grey that exist in f,he
research literature.

‘Mr. MaRrkey. If I may interrupt, because I know my time is
out—— '

Mr. MorrL. Your time is up, Mr. Markey .

Mr. Tavzin. I will yield. ¢

‘Mr. Markey. There is a certain-principle in the law which is
called res ipsa loquxtur which is, the thing speaks for itself.

In 1974 there was an incident on television ip; which six|young
men doused a worhan with gasoline and burned her. In the city of
Boston the next day, after seeing it on television, the same thing

happened . LY e

" Rod Sterling pubhcly apologized after—— T

Mr. SCHNEIDER. That is not true. There wére several artlcles
after the fact that showed they had not in fact seen that event.

Mr. Markey. That would be one of hundreds of incidents. I
would just say there are many of us, regardless of ,what debate goes

* on in the-aeademic society, that genumely believe there is a casual

relationship and that there is a very real responsibility upon the
networks. to exercise.restraint and to understand that there is that
" kind of relationsHip that does exist.
Mr. MorTL. Mr. Tauzin, wbuld you yield toMr Schetier?

ornmgs on children’s

hour {(you have of" tho 3 hour Sa urda
e s” In other words

commjercials, sugar candy, &nd Su
dandy and sugared cereals?” <

. SCHNEIDER,. I can’t give S'ou tho facts \Ziould be glad o
supply them to yt »u. There.arey( %2 mi of cc ermal tlmé that
i§ presented and- it varies b pon e sepsonpt: ° °

For example, dunng the Chriptmas geason prlmarlly toys are ad-
vertised.
‘Other times there are cereals. I know what you are reachmg for,
J believe there were hearingg which did not show an ite’ cor-
¢+ relation between sugared ceréals and gn? ill or harmf effects
upon ¢hil i
~ Mr. SCHE ®. There are a lot of people who think in 111mg in
kids lifetime habits of consuming sugared products, both cereals
and candies, doessmore violence tq their hfetlme prospects than
does v1olence per sg on telev1smn

.
' ~pa

57y
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. TaUzIN. Sure. .
. Mr. 8¢ UER Mr, Schnel r yqu mentlongd before you "have 1
“ minlte o pro amin. per ur on Satti ay morning -presenting
good dietajy habits an yéu te ow many minutes per

o
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I would very much’ appreciébe information. Take some kind of
median or some kind of average on how-many minutes per hour
you have of advertisements on sugared cereal*nd candy?

Mr. SceNEIDER. Be glad to. ) . .
Mr. ScHEUER. I would like that from all of the networks.
hMr. MorTe. We ‘will have the record open for you to respond to
that. . . ) d

Mr. Tauzin? i ) ) .

Mr. Tauzin, I want to first of g associate myself with the com-
ments of Mr. Schéuer regarding the fact that in our society, we are
witnesses to violence all the time and that certainly literature de-
picting reality depicts violence &lso.

‘Like Mr. Scheuer, I also was a Shakespearian actor. I performed
Hamlet at Harvard on the Bayou. Like Mr. Scheuer, I carried a
weapon. In fact, in the duel with Laertes, the protective tip came
off and I literally stabbed my professor in the side_ when I was sdp-
posed to kill my uncle; the king. That’s true. I accept that.

However, I want to point out, like Mr. Markey, that whether the
studies can be debated or not in reference to how much violence is

an emulation of the violence witnessed on television or some Gther *

form of entertaihment, res ipsa loquitur, the thing does speak for
itself. :

Just last week my" little 3-yggr-old child watched a_popular car-
toon and watched Blutto beat Nlis way through a glass pane. Imme-
diately thereafter, he went outside'and punched his way through
the glass storm door of our house.

-.Admittedly, that was an act Qf aggression, not v%lence upon an-
gther person, but he almost blgito death becausé-of the glass in
is arm. . > :

I want to tell you I almost had to be hospitalized for that little
incident. Kids Ho emulate, kids do, I think, have some sort of reac-
tion to what they see in the diet they get of violence.

My great concern i$ this: I understand hearings such as this, that
letters and telegrams,you get, the organizational complaint about
violence, the—perhaps the studies that you read and discuss all
help sensitize both people Qwho produce programs, who program
those programs-themselves, or sensitize us perhaps as a society in
Eegard to policing our own viewing habits and those oﬁ our chil-

ren. . ‘

. All of that is occurring. Perhaps maybe not enough of it is occur-
ring to negate the positive Nielsen ratings that would encourage,
more of it on television perhaps. ’

What concerns me, however, is that whether you have emulation
of violence occurring, I think what I have seen ih my short lifetime
is a growing insensitivity to violence in our society. Peaple are not
shocked any more by, the shooting of a President like they might
. once have been. ' o7

They are alarmed by it, certainly concerned. by it, but they
weren't as shocked as they might have been.

We see so much of it, I think: and kids see so much of it that
they. are really not as concerned about violence and as sensitive to
the victim of ¥iglence as they might otherwise be were it not such
a common thing in their diet of experience. ’

~ ' 147
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I also share the view that that i a first amendment area. We
have got to be very careful and government ought not to intervene.
I share the view of Mr. Turner in his testlmony that much of the
policing against too much violence in our viewing diet must come
from ptogramers and producers and fi'cm the public and self-re-
straint.

“ 1 ask you geperally, are you satisfied thh the level of v1olence
that is constantly portrayed? Are you satisfied that the networks
themselves are sensitive epough to this growxng insensitivity to vio-
lerice in our socxety"

. Mr. MATeR. I don’t think w ar?o@mg to reach the point where
we come down to zero. As I say, the matexial that we will submit
shows that we have reduced the level of violence considerably.

I guess ] could throw_the question back, Mr. Tauzin: What is the .

appropriate level of v1olence on television? Does anybody really’
know? One of your next witnesses has badly asked for a 75-Rercent
reduction. . )

Mr. TavziN. Yes. '

Mr. MaTER. I don’t know what the 75 percent means. Why is 75
percent a magic number? Why isn’t it 85 or 63 or 28? I don’t know.

I think it is arbitrary.

Mr. TAuzIN. Answer my question: Are you satisfied as repre-
sentatives of the networks that you are doing epough to limit the
amount of violence that enters our daily viewing¥diet?

Mr. Marter. I.think we are acting very responsibly; yes, sir. 1.

thHink we are. We are.making, we have made a concerted effort. I
think everyone did this in a directed way, starting about 1972. Just
as the other two networks,.we, too, have a panel of advisers on
* children’s programing. We made a concerted effort not only to
reduce the number of viglent acts, but even the nature of th#® depic-
tion itself so it isn’t what it used to be.
Mr. TaGziN. Could you each respond to that questlon" .
Mr. MorrL. Mr. Daniels, are you satisfied? -
Mr. DANIELS. I don’t think in this job, as long,as I have it, I will
. ever be satisfied that We are doing enough; but in terms of the con-
cept that we have of how to deal with it, I think we are taking the
* right apprgach.
We are=jwe had the consideration of ?ﬁhates, of the viewers,
the audlence reactioh. We have the scholarly community to help
I don’ i think they are satisfied. They have told us that they
thlnk“‘the e may be a causal relationship. Others have said not
The injury is out there.
We continue to be worried in the standards department that it
may-be; -and on that basis, take the side of-caution in making the

that is not the gase. o
Mr. MorrL. Mr. Schneider, are youlsatisfied?

Judgments that we do. So sitting ba‘h bn our hands or our laurels -

Mr. ScuNEIDER. I think the question is certainly rhetorical No .

one is satisfied. I don’t think that we can be satisfied until our soci-
ety learns how to deal with poverty, with guns, and with the many
factors that create juvenile fproblems and " erime in this country,
and younger people commlttug more crlmes than ever before.

—
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I am satisfied that we are attempting a responsible and good-
faith effort to arrive at our part of the examination and our factot
in the overall problems of violence in society.

Mr. MorrtL. Mr. Tauzin, thank you. < .
Mr. TAUZIN\Might I have one additional question, Mr. Chair-
man. - . :
Of all of you again: Is it true—and I have heard it often alleged
and somewhat agree with it—that you pay a great deal more atten-
tion in avoiding depiction of sexual acts and you are Very careful
about that, and very careful abouf getting anybody irate about
what you might show in regard to any sort of crossing the line, in
showing too much sex on television, except for General -Hospital,
perhaps. And not nearly as sensitive to restraining the depicting of
violence? - , e

Could you commént on that relationship? .
o Mr. MaTer. I think your nesR witnesses are going to be some-
what divergent on that. One of them thinks we don't pay enough
attention to the depiction of sex and the other thinks we don’t pay
enough attention to the depiction of violence. I don’t know that we
can separate the two. .- é '

When you look at a script, for example, we don’t have one person
reading it for sexual content and another for violence. We look at
all aspects of the script. :

Mr. MortL. Mr. Daniels? . .

Mr. DanieLs. [ associate myself with Mr. Mater’s remarks.

Mr. MortL. M#. Schneider? N ;

Mr. ScunepeR. I think we pay equal attentian.to both problems.

Mr. JorTL. Thank you, Mr. Tauzin. '

The gentleman from Washington?
~ Mr. SwirFr. First ofall, my apologies-for not being here during
your testimony. I simply had to be somewhere else. It occurs to me
ever)' once in a while we create new words. I think we have a new
word spelled “s-e-x-n-v-i-o-l-e-n-c-e.” It’s called “sexnviolence” and is
all one word. It is good for us to be here talking about it. Igm not
sure what we do abouy, it. "

I am specifically not sure what we in Congress do about jt." Cer-
tainly I can’t think of any standards that we could establish that
woukdn’t virtually eliminafé the last actt of Hamlet. You knoy
some directors have some of those killings take place offstage bz
cause with~the number of bodies involved, you have to have some
Phace for Hamlet to fall. ..

Really we are®just sitting here not accomplishing very much
unless this hearing leads to what il fact can be realistically done
withiathe confines of the first amendment.

Let me ask you this king of a question: How do you, in your
standards departments, determine between gratuitous violence and
violence that is netessary for dramatic effect or to carry the story
along? Is'there a clear-cut, easily defined kind of standard you
have that we could put into law and solve this problem? ™

. Mr. DanigLs. I think the answer, Mr. Swiff, is .contairred in your
question: That is does pertain to the characteristics and develops .
the plot and isn’t simply gratwjtous, just thrown in for intrigue and
shock -effect. . T .
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Mr. Swirr. Have you been able to write that in your own codes
and standards in such a way that it is not ultimately a judgmental - *
matter of people you hire to make that judgment?
< Mr. DanieLs. We write it into policy manuals describing the

basic principle, but I think you then have to go to the judgmient
and experience of people who are making these evaludtionseday in
and day out. : :

Mr-Swirr. If we were to codify in Federal statute your stand-
ards, it would still require somebody making judgments? ,

Mr. DaNieLs. Somebody would have to reacf that script.

Mr. SwiFr. Presumably if we do that in Federal law, we have to
establish a Federal judge to make those judgmental statements; is
that correct? . <oy . . . .

Mr. DanieLs. Yes. . |« . .

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Yes. 7

Mr. Swrrr. I suppose you are the last group of people in the
world that I should ask'this of: But don’t you really think people
should make greater use of the off knob when there’s material that .
they—what responsibility does the public have to protect itself and \
its family and its children from programs that they,-those parents,
in their individual judgment don’t believe their kids should watch? -

Is there a responsibility there? . .

Mr. ScaNeiper. Congressmap Swift, I think gbout a year ago,
ABC went through its entire nighttime schedule in which it asked
that you watch together with your children and that a family
ought to watch together. ° g )

I think one of the most positive social aspects of the-kinds of
things you are suggesting is a dialog within the home, raising the
very questions about sensitivity, paranoia, fear, victimization, a]l
the problems thgt the social scientists are raising; if there is a dis-
cussiorg within the home, maybe we can contribute to that and say
you ought to talk about‘what you see a little bit, too, on television. .

Mr. MaTer. Mr. Swift, I think, too, there is tendency to look :
upon television as the third parent in the household. It isn’t.

Mr. Swirr. You are the fourth. The schools are the third.

Mr. MATER. 'I am not sure whether they are the third or the
fourth. I think there is a great reliance, a great tendency to blarme
television for everything that is wrong in society. Every day an- .
other study seems to come out blaming us from everything starting

with the weather up and down. . : -

*» I agree with you, there is an on/off button. I think people should

* use it. The question of how much television is the right arhount is‘a
whole other issue. But where do the parents and the schools and
the churches and’peer groups relate to all of this? ’ ‘
' This is one of the points I was trying to make in my prépared
statement, that we are not-alone, nor is the individial alope in"the
impact of other aspects of the environment, the school; the parents,
the church, peer groups. . e

They impact at least as much; and we seem to look only to felevi-
sibn. It is easy, because we are so pervasive. It is not new. We did ..
the same thing with radio; we did the same thing with motion pic- .
tures. We-blanred them the same way we blame television.

Mr. Swrrr. I don’t want to appear sanguine. I.think I have been
* quoted as saying Saturday morning is enough to turn your mind to

. : N B . » .
, ~ f N
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take that judgment and all tHe other programs on television I don’t
like—and.I could give a wholé list of those—how we go about devel-
oping polity that- doesn’t impose my, judgment on 220 million
people whose judgment may differ is<the serious question I think

. clay. “That’s my judgment. ;Zhat’s a personal judgment. How we

- we face'when we raise the issue, ~

I do think it fs useful to raise’the issue. I think it is useful for us
to talk about it. I think it is useful for the Government and private
segtor to understand, that it is a concern that I think is probably
fairly high in the minds of most of my-constituents. So the dialog is
very useful. I think, we need very careful study if we think we can
dgt something in law easily without any violation of the first
A%}endment that is éoing to solve the problem. T don’t think that

:cihd of panacea exists. !

« *M¥r. MortL.Thapk you, Mr. Swif;t. As we conclude this panel, one

last question: It really bothers me. I heard Mr. Schneider arl other
panelists, Mr. Mater, Mr. Daniels, agree that you give equal atten-
tion to sex and violence. Isn’t it essential we distinguish between

- violent programing and sexually oriented program.or other pro-

graming viewers may find objectionable? With sexually oriented
programing, which I find distasteful, I can t!xjn the channel and

" thus shield mysélf and family from such pro ing :

‘However, with television violence, by flippifig. the channel, al-
though I no longer have to view the programing, I am still vulner-
able to falling victim to the violence or aggressive acts-af those who -
did watch and are influenced by such programing. .

Wouldn’t you agree that this distinttion is critical/ for one to

" draw?

Mr. Danizss. Yes. I think, Mr. Mottl, physical endangerment is a
primary concern. I don’t know you can say stereotyping, language,
_sex, violence in that order or the reverse order are the priorities wa
set. I know primarily physicial endangerment, safety, and those
are—especially with children. I think we all—and that is evident
on the schedule of all threelnet/works. That is a very prilfnary,con- _
cern. . . . - ’ :
Somebody can be injured As‘fa result of this, or act out some piece -
of yiolence they ,see on television” in an interpersonal act with
n{ébpdy else. T . :

Mr. MortL. I turn the channel, but my next-door neighbor might
be watching it. That might influence me as’ far-as me getting
mugged or assaulted by thesiext-door neighbor. )

Ms. CorLins. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Schneider, I believe early on
you said that you would provide the Pbcorr;mittee with the book
that you have there. May I see that please? Are you going to send
us one like it?. 7 ’ :
Mr. ScuNEDER. We will be glad to leave it with you this after:

" noon.

Mr.-MortL. I would like to_tb\alnk this distinguished panel for ap-
pearing here this mérning with'us. You did a fine job. _ .
“We will have our next panel. Our first witness among our distin-
guished members of the third panel will be Dr. George Gerbner,
dedn_of the Annenberg School of Communications, University of
Pennyslvania, who will publicly release for the first tifhe “Violence

_ Profile No. 12,” which is the 12th in'a series of annual releases

i . o b
I » .« e !
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. which contain basi¢ data and extensive indexes on televised vio-

" lence. These'are among the leading studies in the field of research.
-We will-al#o have with us Dr.*David Pearl, chief of the Behavior- .

al Sciences Research Branch of the National Institute of -Mental

Healtls. who,,will give us a preview of the comprehensive update

conductéd on the 1972 Surgeon General’s Report on’the effects of
television' violence.” , - .

Ms. Peggy Charren, president of Action for Children’s Television
[ACT), will speak on television violence and the lack of diversity in -
?‘ T, pr%raming for children’s viewing. N \
. *Rev. Donald Wildmon, who heads the very active Coalition for
Better Television, will explain his yiews of the network’s program-

s ing. Reverend Wildmon has been referred to as one of thé most -
. feared opponents twqu programing and his actions have been
felt in the networ, ecutive offices in New York.

| Dr. Thomas Rddecki is a psychiatrist who is chairperson of the
_~\.National Coalitionof Television Violence. Dr. Radecki has made
‘substantial contributions of his personal funds to subsidize the
" goalition’s efforts and he,will cite a number of studies which corre-

) late'violence on television with a%gressive behavior in society. .
. *Did one of you have to leave? Dr. Gerbner, we welcome you this
afterneon to this distinguished" panel. We look forward to your.
statement. Your entire statements, incidentally, will be submitted
" into the record without objection. "Hopefully y6u can summarize in

a short period of time; -

STATEMENTS OF .GEORGE GERBNER, RESEARCHER, PHILADEL-
PHIA, PA; DAVID PEARL, PH. D., CHIEF, BEHAVIORAL SCI-

- ENCES RESEARCH BRANCH, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF,
HEALTH, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF. HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES; PEGGY CHARREN, PRESIDENT, ACTION
FOR CHILDREN’S TELEVISION; THOMAS RADECKI, M.D., CHAIR- _
PERSON, NATIONAL COALITION ON TELEVISION VIOLENCE;
AND REV. DONALD WILDMON, ‘COALITION FOR-BETTER TELE-

. VISION . \

N

, - Mr. GERENER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am George Gerbner,
+ professor of communications and dean of the Annenberg School of
+ Communications at the University of Pennsylvania. ‘
- I gppréciate the opportunity to testify amd share ‘pur #esearch
findings and views with your subcommittee, and am plegsed to re-
- lease today our “Violence Profile No. 12.” : .
. I appear in: the capacity-of an ‘individual researcher and not as a
; representative of our school, urtiversi%L ot any*group or organiza-
- ., tion. . s
f I would i‘ust like"to summarize our findings and'I will submit ap-.
_ proximately 10 pages of testimony with tables and charts and an
_~@dditional document that contains all the methodological detail
Hat anyone would care to read, including the methodologies of the
‘conduct of the study and the ‘definitions to.which reference was
. made earlier. -
1 would like to make three points:
FirstaI will summarize the conclusions of our project on televi-

.or f

sion yioIence during the 1980-81 season. f’r . | -,
A . . ,*,[ .
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Second, 1 will summarize our conclusions about viewer concep-
tions of social reality, that is what are the consequences of expo-
sure over a long period of tithe to violence related to television.

Third, I would like to note the fundamental structural reason®
why basic program ingredients such as violence are so prevalent
and so resistant to change. Every previous hearing has identified
some of these, but none has led to alternatives. :

Yet, without economically and politically viable alternatives, and
despite all good intentions, going through the same motions every
few years remains in my opinian an exercise in futility.

As to our findings: There has been a review of our long-running
dialog with our colleagues at the networks about our definition of
violence. Let me say our definitions are very similar. The difference
is we apply the definition to any context, including humorous,
without presuming that humorous violence is ineffective. .

Indeed, the claim that it is somewhat disingenuous. When the
networks construct their own messages like the interesting health
messages on ABC programs, they use humor because they know
that humor is an effective way to communicaté. Humor can be the
sugar coating on any pill. .

Indeed, the overw‘helm'gg number of studies on the difference be-
tween the effectiveness of humorous and serious messages show
that humorous messages are at least as-effective, if not more effec-
tivegthan so'called serious messages; and the argument is not so
mlé‘i whether it is humorous or. serious, but what’s the message.

at I would like to urge you to consider is.that violence, as a
scenario, as [ will point out in a minute, has more than a single
message. It has various messages, all of which can be.subject to
analysis and may be subject to concern. -

As has already been stated, violence in weekend daytime
children’s programs, already the most violence on television, rose
last year, on every measure and on all three major networks. -

The most substantial rise was registered in the rate of violence

, incidents per hour. Weekend daytime programs bombard children

with an average of dver 25 {fiolence acts per hour, up from 17 the

© year bef?re, and well above the average rate in th¢ 14 years of this

project. i '

What used to be the family viewing hour—8-9 p.m. e.s.t.—is no
longer a relatively low-violence zone. It became as violent as late
evening 2 years ago, and rose again last year on two of the three
networks. The third, CBS, reduced its prime time—but not week-
end daytime—violence, accounting for the overall prime time
}r:xayhem remaining at the level of almost-six violence acts per

our. .

Despite these fluctuations, ’ilowever, contrary fo some of the
claims made a,short. time ago, the overall violence index containing
a great variety of violence representations remained relatively
stable over the 14 years.that we have studied it.

. Our figures and data and 'tabulations will substantiate that.
Weekend daytime children’s programs have always been the most
violent and they still are. -

While the family hour was less violent during the mid-1970’s,
more violepce was simply shifted to the late evening haurs, balanc-
ing out the overall prime-time rate. ‘.

© - R '

-
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. Now ~violence is simply more evenly distributed i prime time, ®
and it is very close to the 14-year average. - :

i So the most impressive feature of the overall amount of violent

representations on television is its -resistance to change. .Clearly

cosmetic manipulations and casual admonitions or aYressure yield !

only marginal and fleeting results. Violence is a social scenario and )

a dramatic ingredient that may be built into.our syster of televi: -

sion, perhaps other media, but more on television for reasons that I

come to in a minute. : v . .
Before we can consider the, changes that might be contemplated, .

we must ask first what violence means, how it functions. Too much

of that has been taken for granted in much of the discussion that

preceded our testimony. s e . . N
Humans threaten to hurt or kill and actually do so—which is ba-

sically our definition of violencg—mostly to scare, to terrorize, or

otherwise impose their will upon others. Symbolic violence carries

the same njessage. It is a show of force. P *)
It is a demonstration of power. It .is the quickest and clearest

dramatic demonstration of who can get away with what .and

against whom. . ) ’

f Basically our opinion is that those are the lessons it teaches.
Who can get away with what against whom; what kind of social -
types have a chance of coming out on top; what kind of social types
have’ a greater risk in life; and indeed our study shows, that many
of these messages are conveyed to the viewer. )

Television clearly did not invent violence. There is violence in
Shakespeare, Sophocles, and the classics. Television took violence .
. from the popular media and put it on the assembly line. By chang-
ing the selective and occasional exposure, print, plays, even movies

into a seamless ritual, an everday énvironment, television has ~
brought about the virtual immersion in violence into which ouf

" children are born, which is historically totall unprecedented. :

In this violent ehvironment with the stagle patterns of power, . -

the question of what are the Jessons of violence take on an equally
unprecedented urgency. Do viewers learn the lessons of violence ;
and power? The evidence is now compelling that-they do. -
The recently completed comprehensive review’ of 10 years of sci-
entific work which Dr. Pearl is going to relate to you provides con-
. vincing support for the original conclusion ¢f the U.S. Surgeon
. General that there is a casual relationship between violence and
. aggression and the fact that this is disputed might be taken for
g:anted just as the relationship between tobacco and cancer is still
. ing disputed, the effects of pollution, and even of nuclear fallout -
are still being disputed because there are very high stakes and
strong vested interest in disputing them.. °, ¢
: “Fa.sum_up our reseafch on the cogsequeﬁces, they show the con- -
sequences of growing u;f and living in television’s violent world are *
" more complex and more far reaching that the instigation of an oc- .
cagional act of violence, no matter how disruptive and' tragic that 4
might be. . . .
Heavy viewers, according to our research have a greater sense of
insecurity, a risk of being victimized, of apprehension than do light
viewers in the same or in comparable age, sex, socioeconomic
groups. , |

*
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We find although there are group differences that are detailed in
the full testimony—on the whole, the most general and prevalent
assotiation with television viewing is a heightened sense of living
in a mean world of violence and danger, a corrosive sense of inse-
curity which- I believe not only invites aggression, but invites re-
pression Fearful people are more dependént, more easily thanipu-
lated and controlled, more susceptible te deceptively simple, strong,
tough measures and hard-line postures whether they are political |
or religious. - . ,j

That, I think, is a deeper problem of violence on television. -

There is no free marketplace in television in ‘any sense of the
. word, and what I would like to recommend is that further hearings
. be held fo explore the economic rationale, justification," even neces-

sity for using as much of this cheap ingredient as the broadcasters
can get away with. foe

¢ +. I think further heafings are needéd to ‘examine the ways it
which demot

.

cratic countries around the world manage their televi- -
Sion system. I think the subcommittee should recommend a,mecha-
nism that will finance a freer commiercial system, one that can
afford to present a fairer, more peaceful, and.more democratic and
more diversified world of television.

Thank you,Mr. Chairman. C .

[Testimony resumes on p. 171.] . //

[Mr. Gerbner’s preﬁared statement follows:]

. .
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TESTIMONY OF GEORGE GERBNER BEFQRE THE SUBCOHHITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS, ~
\
CONSWRMER PROTECTION, AND FI‘{ANCE OF THE (?HITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C. - October 21, 1981

., . .

s 3
. Mr. Chairman:
A .

2 1 am George Gerbnerv, Professor of Communications and Dean of the gniversity .

. £}

of Pennsylvania's Annenberg School of Communications. I,appreciate the oppor- ' V.

¢ ' L 4

LS

- r.unir.y to testify and share our :esearcVindings and \}ievs with your subcommir.—

tee, and an pleased to release today our Violence Profile No. 12. h

1 appéar ‘in the capacity of an individual reseax:cher and not as a representa-
¢ .

tive of gur School, Univetsity, or any group or organization. The research I am
reporting comes from the ongoing project called Cultural Indicators designed to <
1

investigate since 1967 the nature of television programming and its relationships
’ Al ;

to viewer conceptions of social reality. .

-t

We have cond;.\cr.ed the longest-running and so far still only coyéinuous and

* cumulative, research on what it means to grov up and 1{Ve with television. The -

project has been supported by funds from r.he President's Comission on the Causes .

. and Prevention of Violence, the Surgeon General s Scigntific Advisory Comittee; on

Teievis&on and Social Behavior, t;e National Institute of Hent‘a,l Health, the

White House Office_éf Teleaomunica:r.ions Policy, The American Medical A;;ociationz .
the Administration on Aging, and the National Science Foundation. It is\a tean

effort cond\icted by my colleagues Drs. Latry Gross, Michael Horgan. Nancy Signorielli

and nyself 1 alone am responsible for the views exp,ressed in this testimony.

In the limited time available I shall only sum up our findings and submit

additional documentation for the regord and the further infbémmation of those who

may be interested.! These publications, issued in connection with Violence Pro-
. »
» ~ .
1 “yiolence Profile No. 11: Trends in Network Television Drama and Vlewerfon-
ceptions of Social Reality 1967-1979." George Gerbner, Larry Gross, Michacl -
Morgan and Nancy §ignorielli. Philadelphia, PA.: Th¢ Annenberg Sch@el of Communi- *
cacions, hnivcrsity of Pennsylvania, April, 1980. / -

"The Ha(nstreaning of America: Violence Profile No. 11." George Gerbner, Larr
Gross, Michael Morgan and Mancy Signorielli. Jouraal of mmxgicntlon. Summer 1380,

/ -
, 7 '
/ - 4 / .
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file ¥o. 11, conum theyn hodologlcal and concepr.ual detail‘sunporting our

research and the r.heory of mainstreaming" to which 1 wl.ll rqfer._

“ap”

o .

First 1 will highlight the latest findings of our research on television -

violence during the 1980-8% seasong

. . <

{ Second, I will summarize the cénclusions of our project about viewer

conceptions of relevant aspects of social reality.

B

Third I w1l note the fundamehtal structural reasons why basic program

ingredients such as violence are so prevalent and resistant to change.
s .

previous heal/ing has identified some of these but none has led ,to alternatives.

Every

Yet without economically and politiéally viable alternatives, and def_pite all

good intentions, goég through the same motio;\s every few years remains an

exercise in futility.

Our measures of television violence are its prevalence on programs and

among characters and its rate per program and per hour.

combined into the Violence Index to facilitate comparisons over time and ’

across networks and program types.

in detail in the addl‘uional« documents « The analysis is focused on clcar-dxt‘ -

and unambiguous physical viqlence in any context.

(Available evidence 1nd 1-

cates that humorous and far'\r.asy violence {s at leasr. as effective in demon-
3 "

3

strating its social lessons as So-called realistic 8nmrious violence.)

¢ -~
The Violence Index meets the critical statistical and‘empirical requirements

oé an index.

are also reported in the attached Tables 1 and 2\. .

And now the findings. 2 .

" .
;
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Nevertheless,’all component indicators that make up the Index
, » X

These measures are .. ~

-
-

The methodology of monitoring is explained

+
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Violence’n Meekend daytime ghildren s )i’ograu. already the moat violent
a

'0‘0 television, roge last year on every measure, and on all three ujor networks. v

* The most substantial rise was registered in the rate of violeht anidents per

I3 -

hour/ Wegkend daytime programs bonbard thildren with an average of over 25 __ ’
violent acts per hour, up from 17 the year before, u\d well above the average ¢ .- M

/ e !

’ - % ¢ M
R rate in the 14 years of this projects® ' . .
. Ky
“&u used to be the "family vieving hour™ (8:00 < 9:00 p.m. EST) is no .
lomger a relatively lov-violence zone. It became ag violent ‘as late evening ,

i - -
two years ago, and ros€ again lask year ,on two of “the three ‘networks. The third.’ a
CBS, reduced its prize time (but not wlekend daytinfe) \}iolence. accounting for ?

X
the, overall prime [ime mayhen remaining at the level of almost sil v'iolenf acts ¢
[ 3
. ‘per hour. . ’

r
Despite these fluctuntions. hovever, /the’ overall Yiolence Index temained rela-

tively stable. Figures 1 and ﬁ show the trenﬂvsince 1967, ueekend daytime g.
cgildren 8 programs have always éien the most vtolent dand they still are.

. While the "family viewing hour”.was less vﬂ.oleﬂt through the 1975‘ , more vio~- ;
lence shiftedu to the late evenins. balancins out the overall prime time Index,

B A ; ‘ g i -
Now violence 1s more evenly dfstributed in prige‘cim, and i:lose to the l4-year ¢ o
»

- . ’ . ©
average, | . P . -

- ’l‘he most mpressive feature of the overall amount of violent represen:a- ENS -1 » s

~

. tions on television i{s its resistance to change. Clearly, cosmetic manipula- ] -

uons and casual admonitions or pressure yield only marginal and fleeting ’
results Violence 1s a sociai scénario and dramatic ingredient that may

& buile info our sys/tem of television program production and that only structural . " o

g ,

adjustmengs can change. P o - H N
’ R e » s -~ ;

- Before ue/ can meaningfully conside¥ changes in the kind and amount of [

] L3 -
- vwiolence on the screen, we must first ask what v{olence means, how' it functions, .

B .

., and why 1it. 18 such a stable feature of our entertainment. That will bring yus
- . . el -~ .
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to the second rart of our findings, viewer conceptions of social reality.

® M ) [ N 3 ~
( * Humans threaten to hurt or kill, and actually do s0, mostly to scare, B -
» terrorize, or othervise impose their will upon others. Sytbolic violence .
) carries the same message. It 1s a show of force and demonstration of power. ..
.

B It is.the qulékesr. and, clearest dramatic demonstration of yho can get away
. < °

with what against whonm.

.

On the whole,.telev'ision tends to favor majorityatype characters and

[
» “to ‘uphold the social order against ulegitlmte.transgression. TV vlolepce
depicts these r,ra‘n'sgrssslons presumably not to subvert but, on the contrary,

to cultivate the norms of the social order. -For example, our research shows
. .

-

r..har. when wolten and Tlnority types encounter violence on television, they are

, more likely to end u%) as victims than are ‘the majority types. ¢ K’
. g . i :
Violgnce is thus a scenario of socia). relationships. It has implicit e d
o -

lessons for those who may wish to exert power by physical force and for *

those who may be its victiss. The real questions that must be asked are notg

. '.juu how much violenc'q there is and why, bx{t also how fair, how just, heu'
- .

_necessary, how cffectlve', and at what price. i
Islev‘ision took violence from other popular media and put it on the a’sscm- -
. - bly 1lne. video mayhem pervades the-typical American home where the.set is on
an ave{ag; of 8ix and a ha‘lf hours a da‘y. Violence strikes at the rate of almost .
Iy { stx times per hour iIn prime time and 25 times an hou: during weekend daytime »

chi'ldren's progr.;mlng. ~By changiog the selective occasional exposure into a -

daily ritual, television has brought about a virtual immersion in violence that . {

is hlstoiically unprecedented. In thls' vlolem_:e-satura:ed symbolic environment,

s ~
.
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vith its stable pattern of power, the questidns jbout the lessons of violence

take on an equally unprecedented urgency.

) “ -
v

Do viewers learn the lessons of violénce and power? The evidefice 18 nov
compelling that they do. The recently completed comprehensive review of ten
o .
years of scientific work provides convincing-support for the origina'l conclu~

sion of the U.S. Surgeon General that there is a causal re)ationship between
N ..

violence and aggression. ) .
. N
Our own research shows that the consequences of growing up and living in
’
television's violent world are more cénplex and even more far-reaching than

the instigation of an occasional act of violenge, no mtt}ar how disruptive

and tra§1c that may be. o

"
Violence as a scenario requites the appropriate setting and cast’of char-

acters. The settfng’is what we call "mean world." In it most characters feel
N L

insecure. and fear vicr.'inizar.ion while some are algso willing or coml;elled to
oblige them by acting violent and‘ thus confirgning the fears of many.

Heavy viewers are most likely to express’r.he.feeling of living in that self
reinforcing cycle. of the "mean u:rld". Our analysis of large scale s'urveys
('reporr.ed in detail and tabulated in the addf¥ional documents submitted) indi-
cates how the cycle works. Responses to questions about chances of en$ounter1ng
vic;lence safety of neighborhoods, fear ofe crime,qte. ,“have be:n cpmbined {nto

an Index o v!mges of Violence. Table 3 and Figure 3 sho?thar.’ heavy view'ers

in every education, age, into;ne. sex, newspaper reading and neighborhood -cate~
80Ty express a greater sense. of insecurity and a;)prehension than do lzghr. vie\;crs
. + -~

in the same groups. (Previous results also showed that heavy vievers are more N

o

. 1
likely to acquire n‘cu locks, watch‘gogs and guns "for protection."”) -

The data show sizeable group 'd‘iiierences, reflect\ing inequalities of .
! b . 4 4
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¢ risk and powdr. Even though most hesvy vievers feel more at-risk than light
. 1
vievers, the most vulnerable to the "mean world" syndrome are women, older

o .
people, those with lower education and incomes those who do not read news-
papers regularlys, and those who live in large cities. "

f

However, on some questions some groups respond differently. Television

viewing may 61ur some distinctions and dbring groups closer together into what

we call the television '"mainstream.” Viewing may also leave some groups

relatively unaffected whilé making others Qremely responsive to the tele-

vision imée. . )
\ .

Figure 4 shows the "mainstreaming” implications of viewing. Th;se whoI
live in suburbs and f\on-metropolitan areas are so convinced that "crime is
l _Tising” that television adds little or nothing to that perception. But those
who live in cities (sma'li and large) express an equally near-unanimous belief
in the rising crime rate only if they are heavy viewers. @«

Similarly, high and mediun income (but not low income) respondgb‘%s over-
estimate their chances of becoming involved in violence if they are heavy
viewers. The more affluent heavy viewers share M violent "mainstrean”
with all lower income respogents. . ¢
- Pigure 5 depicts the “assoclation between television, images of violence

in large cities, imd race ar;d class. Among whites living in large cities
v there s little if any relationship for high _incone respondents, and a slight

relationship for low income resp'gnd@xtg. Among blacks living in large cities
there is an inv':“ﬁ"i _ationship: hig}; income blacks feel relatively

secure as light viewers but much less so as heavy viewers. l,ow\income

+ blacks, oi\ the other hand, feel most insecure if th;y are light viewers, and
exhib.it ‘less insecurity when heavy viewers. High and lo; income city

blacks jJofn in the felevision "Eainsﬁ'ean" from opposite directions.

R o |[HBuTa 6 _-ho;:s that feaeof crime is a most Serious personal problem
&

.
v
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. for .noawhites, and thl: televisfon, despite its prevalence ot' vlolence,

again seems to be associated with “less rather r.hanaore fean among nonuhue
. ! -
. Tespondents. Whites, hovever, fear crime much more as heavy than as light

' viewers. Agpin, whites and nonwhites blend fnto the televuicn "mainstrean”
“ .
from opposite directions. ‘ : \ . .

% Expressions of fear by residence alone show that while suburban - -
®
»
heavy v.leve‘l.'s ear crime mre than t.jﬁ'elr§light viewing counterparts,

it is big JAty heavy viewers who respoﬁﬁr'mst (what we call "resonate")
-

4 to television's violence message.®

E These group differences fllustrate the complex interplay of denmographic

° .
and teal world factors.and television viewing. They show_that for some groups,
like big city blacks, the real world may appear even more v;olent than the

. world of geleviaion; at least, vieving tends to modgrate their apprehension.

e Or.hers feel highly 1nsccure regardless of vieving. Still others live in an

. < "’,
! environment that seems relatively safe for those @}b do-not watch much televi-
sion, but extremely dangerous for those who do;} heavy viewers segm to "resonate"
to the television méssagc. On the whole, the most general and prevalent asso-

- - -
ciation with television viewing Is'a heightened sense of living in a '"mean . .

world” of violence and danger. » P

I believe that a corrosive sense of fnsecurity and mistrust invites not
~ s ’

only aggressfon but also reprebsion. Fearfdl people aré more dependent,
o o . A .
“(morg easily manipulated an# controlled, more suscep:ib&e to deceptively simple,
e & .
strong, tou‘gi_l measures and hard-line po‘stures--both political and religious.

i . -
~~ They may accept and even welcome repression {f it promises to r@.ieve their .

. : insecurities. That {s the deeper problem of vlolence-laden television. o
o .0
- ° ) 1)
- . L
In recent years we ‘have gone beyond violence in our study‘af the - ’
, -
f .
dyn;nics of living with televisSion. We have. 1nves;13ated the fmages *
.
. . .
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- and the culeivacion ot conceptions L)f sex roles and minoritles, aglng, 3

- . ’ -
.. occupstions, educational achievement “and aspiracions, science and

mcientiscs, family, sex, and health and medicine. We ;r; gurrently |

|
|
‘ /. agiudtk on the analysis of the association of television viewing with
» "M ~ -
‘ political posicion-taking,qnd viewers’ political texv\dencfes. fe find thac
) - .

. .
heavy viewers say they are "moderate” but their views tend to be conserva- -

tive on q&claféand populist on economic issues.
5

-

Our ul‘ﬁr;s and the.research of other 1‘nvesuga:ors éugges: that

. >

- television presents a relafively stable wérld of chdractets and actions.
o B

’ .
It is a world that is resistant to substantial and lasting change because -

it works so well for the institutions producing it, even if not neces-
P -

Iy

sarily for soclet.y 2s a whole, and because television is relatively
o .

e Al -
. insulated both from the ballot box and the box Qffice. -
Under the law television is a publicly licensed tx\xs\{e of the

atrvay#, opergj}ng in,the "public interest, convenfence, and necessity."

In fact, however, it is a private business- producing audiences for sale
. .

to advertisers. » .
The basic -formula that guides program production is "cost per
s

thousand.” The less costly the program ahd higher the ratiﬁé the more N .

> profitable the enterprise. " But ratings are no indicators of real

-

popglarl:yT They only show which of :he\programs aired at the same time N

. attract more viewers. As viewers watch mostly by the clock rather than

by the program, ghe total ag?l;nce at any“one time is relatively stable. °
= -

- So although there s keen competition, it is with the same type of appeal

for the same market. “- . |
! - . i |
Y 4 The market for television production, is ,not free in any sense of the
4 . i

word. A handful of production companlels create the bulk of the programs -

t “
and sell them to broadcasters, not Vviewers. The chedpest and least P
gl 1
-~ 4 -

-

N
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offensive programming is the most profitable. Violence begomes a cheap 4ndus~ |

trial ingredient in a formula-ridden, narrowly cpnceived and rigid production
¢ —

N -
v . -

9
aysten.

The system operates on a lucrative but restrictive basis of
-

sdvertising moneys. The law that makes thesec 'adver;i_sing e@cpenditure;/
. N
8 tax-deductable business expense is the ec.;monlc foundation of the

television 1n§_ustry. The cost of advertisipng-is included in the price

products we buy. Unlike other business costs, but like taxation

. . .
{without represen}xt/ion. to be sure), the cost must be paid by all

o

vhether or not they use the serv _Je. Accordtng to the annual ﬂ.mmci:zl
report compiled by Broadustlrm magazlne (Augustg 10, 1981, pp. 50-52),
the televlsion levy per household in 1980 ranged from about $90 in

Atlants to 529 in Wilkes-Barre--Scranton, Pa. In ‘my city of Philadel-

phia it was $59.36. That is what th&“dverage Philadelphia hpusehold paid
. ) R . ~ .
for television, included in the price of products they bought %ther or ~

~ . .y -
s not they watched. Net revenues for the television industry totaled $8.8 bil—
lﬁ pre-tax profits 1.6 billion. . ’

i
‘rhe only way to reduce violence and, more importantly, the price

N we pay for its inequities as well as for its saturation of the life

space of every televisien seneration. is to allocate these and perhaps

.

even additional’resources to that end. In other words, it is to .,

. -
extend the economic support for a broader view of the social and Qul-

tural mission of television. Such.a move would not infringe an First

kS
15

Anéndment rights. On the contrary, it would exfend the First Agpend- P
- - . @
' '‘ment’s prohibition of abridgement of the cultural marketplace tojalso cover
J ‘e

corporate restrigtions of control, purpose, and function.
o . :
Clearly, such institutional adjustments will take time and -study,
- 1
88 well as determined effort. The last *Subcommittee hearing that pro-\
. 4
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posed investigation of the uruc;:ure of the television ipdustry ran into . !
- k' N
L) . ~ .
fietce private pzessute. The staff membet gssisting wit :he otiginal dmf: ‘o
T -~ g
vu fired 4od the tina.Lmjotuy tepott was wa:eted' down to the usual s

plasitudes. Those vho vould want to move :elevision towatd a ‘more open ! ','

systen should know what :hey age up asains:. - o2
Nevertheless, the effort 1: in :he long-mn 1n:etest of :he 1ndustry
[ N . .
as well as of our socie:y. The rigid h:peta:ive& of television produc- "

tion will have to give vay to a freer natkecp!ace of 1deas, ptoblens, con-

fuzu, and thefir resolutions. ‘P:eedon. zine, and :alen: are needed to
S .L»
create a greater divetsi:y of Human scenarios and thus reduce violence to '

its pore legitizmate and et}ui:able dtam}ic functions. The resource base

for television will have fto be broadened to liberate the institution from s
-

total deper;dence on dh:tising cpnies, jpurposes, and tht»ings. 4 L
Further heatin‘gs are needed to examine the ways in vhich demogratic -
N *
countries sround the woyrld manage their television sxégens. The subcom-
a k d : :

mitee should recocmend a mechanism that will finance a freer cometcial

systea, one that can afford tu‘ptesen: a faite\t zore peaceful and more

K ’

, democratic world of television. ‘Ihe sechanisn should also help protect 3 I

‘dteative professiogals from both governnen:al and cotpo:al:a dictaﬁon ’ -

+Only then will TV's professionals be free to produce the divets;fied and PO
. . .
entertaining drasatictffre they know how to ptoduce but cannot. under ]
' - i .
existihg constraints and controls. .

- . - - . -
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Mr. M:)’PTL. Next is Dr. bavigl Pearl, chief of the Behavioral Sg- °
ences Research Branch of the National Institute of Mental Health.
Dr. Pearl. )

- JSTATEMENT OF DAVID PEARL, PH. D.

“ Dr. PearL. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, the Na-
. tional Ingtitute of Mental Health research’s mission is to increase
knowledge regarding factdrs and. processes which, underlie mental ,
- and behavioral disorders or which contribute to mental health. @,

Studies of the development, determinants, and maintenance of
behavior have-been one major aspect of the ‘NIMH research’ pro-
grams_ . ~ o« -.. . N~ - .

. * For thiS reason, the' Institute was selected to provide the setting

and ‘staff during the 1969-71.period when the"Surgeon General’s

S¢ientific Advisory Committee or Pelevision and Socisl Behavior -

A functioned and’published its well-known report. This assessed the
relationship of television watching and aggressive ahd violent beha’
viprs,of viewers.« .7 ‘

v @ _  FoHowidg that reffort in 1972, the Institute was gfven the lead - -

¢, ‘respomsibility within the Department of Health, Education, and

.k Welfare, now the Depargment of Health and Hum&n Services, for "

\ “further research on telev®ion’s behavioral influences. :
N he Institute since then has supported a_number of key studies *
on' media behavioral influences- ljud’ged through peer review as
being scientitically meritorious. \' .o
Lo, The 1972 report of the Surgeon Geéreral’s Committee confirmed
. . the pervasiveness of television, It facused on aggressiveness - and .
violent behaviors. Its major- conclusion: was that there was Tairly,
substantigl €xperimental evidence for a short-run causation. of ag-
gression among somes children viewing televised violence and less
* evidence fronr fiald studies regarding long-term causal effects.-
) Since then, a large numbeg‘f studies regarding media influence °
hayexbeen conducted on a 'é ad.range of beghavioral topics. Re-
sedrchers suggested in mid-1979 to the then Surgedn General, Dr. -.
Julius Richmond, that it would be worthwhile to collect, review,
.and synthesize this expandgg knowledge and determinegi.ts inmiport. .

T utgeon General agreed and encouraged the Na#ional Insti- - s
tute-of Mental Health to undertake the project. The projéct- was  “w,-
. iriitiated-in November 1979. : *

v I have directed it and have been aided by a‘small, distingujshed
" group of consultants who include child development ‘investigators,
behavioral scientists, mental health experts, and-communication
, media researchers. . T . .
v . Comprehensive and critical evaluations of thescientific_liters-
’ ﬁ:llre on numeroug;aspects of TV’s behavioral influénces were com- ¢ .,
" thissioned from 18&ding resehrchers. The update project.group then .
assessed and integrated these contributions As well as additional
\ pertinent data’ A . o - ', s
. _*. These agsesshents of the current state of knowledge are incorpo- : -

z

. ratediin an update report whith is about to go to press. .
- The unanimoys consensys ‘of the update team is thfat there is a
- general learning effect from television.viewing which is impontant
LA in the develppir/il &nd functioning of many viewers. \

s mre -
- - Y ) ‘ .8
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- The learning of aggressive behavior is one aspect of this. The
group agreed that the convergencg of findingsfrom a large body of

. literature, on bajance, 'support the inference -of a causal relation-

* ship between televised violence and later aggressive behavior.. .
+.The: conclusions reached in the -1972 -Surgeon General’s: repdrt

" thus h#% been. strengthéned by the more recent research. The

. update group concluded, too, that television’s influences or effects

< * *camera effegts which may stimulate higher pbysiologicalsand emo-
' fional arousal levels in the ¥iewer agd thus, a greater readines$ to
respond aggressively. under appropr;ge instigation er cues. + = *
| The majority of both experimental and the. more naturalistic
.. field studies.indicate that there is a significant positive correlation
- ‘between television viewing and aggressive behaviors.
. These lines of evidence are mutually supportive. Two’ comipila-
. tions which aggregated reporteétl studies indicate the overwhelming
‘evidence for &' positive relationship. Most behavioral sciéntists
agree in this regard. ~ | b .o
Early. studies suggested t}'{at it was a preference for action pro-
grams involving violence which was causally linjged to later aggres-.
' siveness. Mare recent research, however, has pointed to the critical
relationship Detween, thre éxtent of television viewing of violent pro-
- graming and aggressive behavior rather than to the- attitudinal
Jpreference for such programs. .
) Thus, persons who are heavy *viewers of such programs can be
influenced even though they do not have-an a priori preference for

violent portrayals. Beyond any consideration of télevisign’s influ-

ence on acting out behaviors, there is.a further question regarding
the possible impact of television viewing on viewer emotionality
. and fearfulness. T oLt .
" There is considerable research evidence that TV is‘influential in
the learning of behaviors other than-aggression and in the shaping
of viewer knowledge and attitudes. o g
. As one aspect, some viewers may learn to identify with portrayed’
victims. The violence profiles issued yearly by Gerbner and his co
leagues have indicated that a dispropertionafe percentage of TV-
portrayed victims are the powerless or have-not individuals in our
. society, including elder citizens.

Viewers, then, may experiente fear and apprehension on the

- basis of identilication or perceived similarity to such victims. Dr.

Gerbner -has found generally that heavy viewers tend to over esti-

. " . mate the amount of violence and danger facing them and to view

the world as a-mean and scary place. L

.. Surveys typically indicate that older viewers are heavy users of

television. Television programing which exacerbates expectations of

violence and {trauma thus could be considered|as having such un-’

wanted effects as heightenin‘%v anxiety and in¢reasing the fear of

being away from the home. With a growing number of elderly in
our population, such effécts increasingly will demand attention.

I might also mention there is the question of desensitization of

ewers, particularly those.who are heavy viewers of telewsion.

e

-

' !--’[. 4 . «
AL 0 J

° - on aggressive behaviors are not attributed solely to its program-
e _ matie content, but maff in part, be due also to the strutture or -
_ .~ ' form of the medium. Lo : )

SR These include sugh.aspects as program pace, actian level; and
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They may, in.time, come to accept the incidence of acting out as
the norm in our society. There is some question about that. The re-
search evidence there is.not yet as definitive as it is in the acting-
out area, I believe.. )

I have to conclude with a caveat. The caveat is in order regard-
ing the linkage between television viewing and subsequent violent
or aggressive behaviors. Not all such behaviors in the real world

" relate to or are caused exclusively by viewing. The causes of behav-
jor are complex and determined by multiple factors.

The viewing of televised violence is only one in a constellation of,
factors involved in behavioral expression. Under some circum-
stances, télevision may exert little or no easily discernible influenc-

—=ing of behawviors. : . n »

But with other conditions, it may play a significant role in shap-
ing behavioral style or-how violence or _aggresSiveness get ex-
pressed. It also may function as a trigger or releasing mechanism
for overt behaviors which otherwise might be inhibited. * *

{Testimony resumes on p. 188.]

[Dr_Pearl’s prepared statement follows:]
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STATEMENT TO THE HOUSE CF R.“"RESENTATIVES // . ’
. SUBOCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMINICATIONS REGARDING *
TELEVISION VIEWING AND VIOLENT OR AGGRESSIVE BE‘{AVIORS .
é N
by Dr. David Pearl . " <
L - National Institute of Mental Health .

® Io . ¢

I am a psychologist and as (hief of the Behavioral Sciences Research.Branch ,

¢ at the “.arional lnstitute of Mental health (\‘llk) for tne past decade, i hive -

of

. tx’.en zervmg as a heaith science admimistrator, RN ’ ) N
The Institute’s research mission 15 tO 1ncrease knowledge' regarding _
factors and processes whxch‘m'aerlxe menmf and be‘havxoral> disorders or .
‘ .(contrlbute to rental health. Studies of the development, determinants and
maintenance &f behavior have been omé major aspect of the NIMH programs.
. W1thin d;ls.context, t.haeq Instituté over the years”has supported reSea;ch on
\t:EIevwxon's behavioral, psychological and psydxosc:cia.l influences aild their . i,
¥ - mental he U’l aspects. The Institute provided the setting and staff during the ©
1969~19711nod when the Surgeon Ccnem}'s S‘cxentific Advisory Committee on ’ 4
Television and Social Behavior functioned apd published 1ts. well-known report (1). ’ - -
This assessed the relationship of televisiort watching and aggressive and violent

’ rd

behaviors of viewers,

.t Fol lowing that report in 1972, th&NIgH was also given the lead res-ponsxbxlxcy ’ <o
¢ * . . 1

within the Department of. Health, Educatfcn, and Welfare (HEW), now the Department Yoo
. » of Health and Human Serv;'ces (Z}HS) for further research on mlevxswn's

beh:moral influences, The Institute since tf\en has provxded research granq

- . fund.mg for various saudles of med1a mfluences Judged thrqugh peer review as

- ‘
bemg sciengifically meritorious,
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) FUEY The 197’ report of zhc Syrgen” Geneml s Conmi‘!tee confirmed the

I

P pex-vasn'éness o.;tele\nsmn It ‘ocused on aggressweﬂess and violent :
" -~

behaviors. [ts ha)or cmc!usxon with ynanrous: cpncurrence by 1ts -aenbers

was.- "'hm, uuem 15,8 ccnve*rgence of?/the fairly subst:mtml e*cpermental

eyigence for a shm't na cadsation of aggre&smn a:nong scre children bv viewing

violence on the screen and muxch less certaln evidence fror, freld Studies that”

extensiye uoﬂerce. \n.ewmg precedes some leng-nin aan1 festaticns of aggressive

beha'nor

. '.nd.s.:m.m of'a cnusal nht‘msf*‘%r but 2 good deal of 1 search remains to be

dme bexore one san have confidence in these ccnclusxms (“1) 5' s -
] . f . -

" Largely as 3 result of the efforts of the Surgeon General’s Commatzeed”
agd the polid

Y

1cn of xrs report, many behavwral scientists were attracted

o !m study E 2 wide range o: the medua's possxble effecr.s an;l 1qfluences

,Some who had been m:\isswned by the Coomttee to celfduct 5pecxf~c studies a
" expanded their research. Othets aﬁo were persuaded that telensmn had becore
a major sociallzing agency m the development and functicning of duldren also

tun‘ed their att,entxm to wnvestigating gffects and how lhcac were occurming,
-~
lppro:czs:elv 30 pem:nt of all publications of research off televxswn can be

- ?,

. .
.saxd to have appefired 1n the last decade : over 2,500 ntles.
N L I .

3 - . _.
y ~ -

Because of dus outpom'mg of'resea:c.‘\ on a broad mnge of behmnoral

tepics, 1t was syggested 1n mud-1979 to the t'ben Surgeon Gentral Dr. Julibs
ch.‘m:nd. tha

o

mos-ledge and dezz-nme s Fport.

x. weuld be worthwhile to collect,"review, and svnthesx-e this

” After consul:anm"du.:x a small growp of

P
»

??:ew.mvergenoe bf the two types o£ evidence constitute some prelimnary
l

B

~
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‘researchers on television's behavioral mfluen;es the Surgeon General

L encguraged the National Insntute of Mental Health to undertake the prOJect ) L@
The project 1tself was }mnated in \ovenhpr 1979 1 h@?g directed the ) *
project smce then, a1ded'by a colleague, Ms. Joyce La*ar, and by a stll . i
group of consultants. "The seven consultants are distinguished c,}uld develop- R
Zent mvestxéato'rs, behavioral sckentis:s, mental health experti, gnd commm- -
1cation media researchers. These consultants and l;ey ‘:}L\‘H séaff have served ¢

as the core of the update project. ) ~ 8

Coazprehensive and critical eva;ua.t'xms o]f the scxentxfiq! 'litera_tur; of
the past decade gn mmerous aspects aof television's behavioral influences and
= effec’,t';;'were cccmissioned from leading ;éo:;rcl;ers, including one report on an
' mpubl}shed i)anel study by Vat,wna,& Broadcasting Company #iocx:;l scientists *
. which centered on the topic of the medaus and aggressive and“l/}_ol'ent behavmral . :
e:fects The update project group, inm turm, assessed’a:ﬁ mtegrated these - )
contnbunors as well §s additional pertmene date. The vanm stud.xes k‘hxch
had-been reported were evaluated for their rigor and scientific merxt After."
exterm\.re d.\scussmns. t{?us group agreed as to the current state of kmwledge
and its u:port; These assessmnts are mcorporated in an update report which .
15, to be published later. This covers television's health-pran'otmg possibilities
and such aspects as:, cogrutive and emotional influences; violence and aggressiom; o
‘Prosocml behavwr, creativity, and fantasy; socx‘altzanon and coqceptmns of

soc:.al reality; televxswn and the fimly, and educational achxevanent a.nd

*
critical viewing skalls. . , v - oL
< .
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Aruntext provided by eric JiKS

-

The wnanmQus cansensus’ of the jupdate team was that there 1s a general
leammg,effect from television viewlng umLh 15 mrpomnt 1n the development
and fmctwmng of mahy viewers. As ¢ne facet, the g-goup agreed that the

convergence of findings from.a large body of 11teratute on balance, support .

the' inference of a causal relationship betweth televised violence .and later .

éggmssxv.e behavzor. The"’ cmclu.s'xgxs reachgé 1n the 1972 Surgegn Ge'neral"s .
Sc¢ientific Advisory Committee Report d:us has been strengthened'by the more
recbnt research, and thé processes by whxdx aggressive behavior 1s produced
have been examned further. The grobp alsd‘cmcluded that televisiom's
nfluences or effects cn aggressxve behaviors are not attributable solely to
1ts pmgramanc cmteﬂt but may, m part, be( due also to the structure or fom
of the medim. These include such aspects as program pace, action, level, and
carera effects which may stumilate hghe/physmlogxcal and emticnal arcusal _

1eve15 in the viewer and thus, a greater readiness to respond aggressively

- s
-_ " * *

under apprepriate msngatxm or cues ’ . ‘- o ) 1

The rehabxlxty of results from basic laboratory snfd.xes gentrally are
wellvestnbzhshed and provide mofe readily acceptable causal mferences than .
data cbtainé&d outsxde the laboratory. " They also provide scoe xpdxcancns' as to*

* those viewing cyramstances under which tilevxsx vmlence 1s most.likely to 4
mfluence behavior. Thus they indicate that aggres{sive ‘behaviors are sore )
likely to be 1nfluenced and expressed when the television depicted aggresswn

or viokence: pavs off, 1s not pmxshed 1s shmn n a justfying context,

15 socm;ly\acceptable. appears realistic rather than fictitious, appears
? . . .o :

qlo..k-r-
.
s
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r,motivated by a deliberate intent to injure, 15 expressed under conditions

. ¢
or cwes sumilar to those experienced by the viewer in has own environment or
',\ ay . .

. ‘mvolves a perpetrator who 1s similar to the viewer.

»
. 3
- . v

s

- Laborazory scudzes have ccre under $ome questioning as to thexr

other Hand are more naturalistic a:nd nealxsnc though they are Iess precise
and }ess interpretable regarding gausal relanmshxps(. The m_)ont)' of

s - * 4
observational or experimental field studies “and surveys indicate that, there
1S a significant positive correlatiom S:tween tele\nsxon newmg and 5ggressxve
' betzavmrs The strength.of this relanmshxp dxffers ba‘tween such fxeld studies

on r.‘xe basis of differences 1in sax:ples and procedures for assesnng both viewing

,‘ and aggressxve behaviors. (ne: can oohclud@ therefore that _theré is a body of

experizental and field fz.ndmgs which coalesce and are x::utmlly supportxve in a

broad sense. ’P-no conpxlatxms which aggregated Teported studies (2,3) involving
T oas many as up to 100,800 persons as Jects, sumarize the ovénd\ekmng evidence
” . .
for a positive relationship. Most beh:vxoral scientists involved.in relevant

N . [
. research agree mn-tHis regard. t ¢
4 N *
N .

Several of the earlier studies, prior to @972 reported data mdxatmg

(Y \ -

s

.that it was a preference for televisidh action programs mvolvmg nolence h'hxch«
was’ fausally bmkga to later aggressiveness. More recent resea?ch hewever has
pointed to the critical relatinship between the extent of ~te1ev15mn viewing of

violent programmg and aggressxve behanor rather than to‘the attitudinal *

5
generah.abxlfty to real life aggnessxon and violence. Field sturhes on the *

preference for, such programs. Thus, persons who are heavy viewers of such pmg;'axs'
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can be influenced evet( though they do .not have an 2 priori preference for

violent portrayals. Also, recent research in the United Statées as well as .

1n Poland and Finland (4) have indicated that this positive linkage held for

prizarv school girls as well as for boys, contrary to earlier fmg.mgs, of a . .
s ; .

relatichship _appigx\cable only for boys. ,The linkage also holds for the entire

childhood spectfum, having been reported for study Samples ranging from

preschool through adolescent ages. R

Beyond a.xgy cz'x\sxderatzqyof the mediun's mfluence on acting-out behavx‘ors,
there 1s a fur:her question regarding the possible umpact of violent or aggressxve
telensxm progra.mmg ‘on viewer fearfulness. There 1s considerable research
eyldence that television also 15 mfluennal n tﬂe learning of behavxoré other® . -
than aggression and in the shapmg of viewer knowledge and attitudes. As cne

7

aspéct, ‘some viewers may 1eam to ukntxﬁ with portrayed nctms The vxolence
profiles 1ssued ‘yearly by Gerbner 7\d his colleagues (5,6,.,8,9,/10) have mdxcated R/

that a disproporticnate percentage’ of tele\n.sxcn-ponrayed n’ctus 4are the

powerless or have-not md.lvxth.als 1n our socxecy, mchximg older citizens.

Vxe‘-e*rs then, may experience fear nd apprehensxm on the basis of 1dent1f1catmn ) .
or percened simlarity o swh victins. Gerbner has found generally that heavy
newe.rf parncu.larly.‘as centrasted to light viewers, tend to overestizate the '
aownt of violence zid danger - facmg then apd to view the world as a mean and

scary place (11j. 7o the extent that _this,1s a valid finding, 1t Yhould have

* particar pertinence for older Viewers. Surveys tygeally indicate that Pldex:
per):ms are'hca\'.'y users of television for entertainment, as time Earkexsz and for

(S 4 .
«contact with what 1s going on 1n the world. 'This, in 1argé/’measv.me, 15 d:@o .t
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their decreased phys1cal mobility and to their often restricted ncoces.
Crime statistics reveal t.hat there 15 a realistic basis’ for amu.ety concerning .
. possible vxctxm..aucn for large nuobers of older citizéns 1 mnes many
! Tl 1ng =3 ally Televxsmn programing whxfh exacerbates expeccar/{ms of
‘ vml‘ence and trax.ga thus could be ca}sxdemd as having such unwanted mental .
effec:s,;s.hexghtenmg anxiety and mcr‘easmg the fear of being away from

one's hooe.  With a grwing nmber of elderly in our pcpulation, such effects

increasingly will demami attention. .

Desensitizataon to violen;;e has been suggested as another possible effect
Qf the heavy .newing of televised vquaence. Such viewers pn‘es:.z:ﬁbly would'
learn gradually to accept a higher ]:evel of violent behavior as being the nom. '
. Two studies have been reported which are pertinent to this possxbxhty/. Cline
(12) ba,s found that boys who regularly watc'hed vmlent programs showed less

¥,

psydwphyszologxcal arousal (as measured by skm resistance and by blood-volu:e
traci-ngs) when they looked at new vm{ent prograzs. Drabman and Thomas ;13)
« _ deterained childgen's w1llingiéss to fintervene when ypunger chuldren vere
3 percetved as wnruly and assaultive in.an adjacent room. Ghildren who had
" viewed aggressive television mntent were found to wait ’sxgxufxcar;tly 1aéger to

L wntervene thtil presumably serious physical injory was oc'f:n—rmg mn contrast to
. ‘l

,
children who did not view such pmgmnfng. N

Q ) . - o,

It needs to be said that while these two.studies are suggestive ‘of

habxtmnon and’ desensxn..anm ‘oore venfzcanon is reqlured at thas time.
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A nunber pf field studies of the last decade deserve special attennm
The -1mg~.tudmal study rveporte:i by Lefkowtz, et al(14) wmn 1972 was a '<ey study
leading to the Surgecw General's Committee gonclusions. It found that preferences
of eight-year-old children for watching television violence assessed in 1960 /

. N .
contriputed to the development of aggtessive habits as measured ten years later
P . ‘

when subjects were 18 years old. . °

. at

Singer and Singer (15) 1n two short-tern longitudinal studies followed
‘uddle class and loher-socxoeconmuc-,class three and four-year-olds and assessed
both theu‘ television newmg and behanor at four different times. Multivariate
apa.lyses led the researchers to conclude 1n both StEdleS that watching violence

m televisicn was a cause of heighitened aggressiveness. 4

WCarthy and colleagues in 1975 (16)came to the same conclusion as a result
of a five-vear longithdinal study of 7 2 children. Several km(}s.of éggressxvé

L) .
behaviors. including conflict with parents, fighting, and de).u{quency proved
positivelv gssopiated Wwith amount of televisicnfviewing. < .

N

Greenberg 1n 1975 (17) fgund correlations between violence viewing and, .

- . I3 . D
aggressive benaviors mn a saiple ‘of Lenden school children to be very similar

~

o those feported for Arerican cnildren. o .

In a recent Canadian study repor:ed by Joy, Kimball and Zabrack in 1977 (18)

aggressive benaviors of primary schodl children® in a small ccrrcmxty pere assessed

&"é and- after televisicn was mtrodmed These data were cor.parved with that e

foy c..xldmn of two othér Aowns which afready’ had access to teiev.sxcn e "

) ]
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Y Increases in bot.h xZ:al and physical aggression occ!xrmd after television

»

7 was wmtroduced and sxgmfxcantly greater here /than mn ?'xe tvm conpanson

coremm ti®s, - s .

" Eren and Huesmann (4) collected longitudinal data on 758 first and third
g-raders on,' the rel;ztmn of television vxolence -viewing and peer-nomnated

g

¢ aggression! Simlar cross-cultural data on 220 Finmish children and on 237

Polish children were collected byAthexr collaborator:s « Eron and Huesmann's

. analyses revealed that zhe frequency or amount of violente- newmgwés teasured
from the children’s self reports correlated 51gn1€’1cant1y th.h aggressive

- *

behaviors. This held for g).rfs as well,as for ‘boys.

»

Adoiescents were the subjects of a stud'y reported by Hartnagel, Teevan,
/and McIntyre ‘9) . In this, they found a significant though low comlaxi?m
“ I .

bet<een violence~viewing and aggressive behaviors. N
g . .

N

A noteworthy Tesearch _pro}ect by Belson (20,21) supported bv the Columb1d
Broadcasting Corpany concerned 1650 teénage boys, 13-16 years of age. Shese
B -
boys werf evaludted for violent behavior, attitudes,, sociocultural background,

and exposure to gelevision vaolence. After being divided into two groups on

exposees »ere equated o the basxs of a sizeable nurber of perscnal characteristics

and backgromd variables. The msults strcngly supported Belsch's hypothesis
that leng-term exposure mcrea%d the degree to h'thh bovs engage in serious
W violent behav’ors such as burglary, destryction of property, nflxcncn of

perscnal injuries, attespted rape, etc. Belscn reports that bdys '«1:h beavy

. - . .

ERIC -
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the basis of a:\eunt of exposure to televised violence, the hghter and heavier ;

.
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exposure to televised violence were 47 percent more likély than boys with light

. A

exposure to ccemit the above acts, andiwere eleven percent more likely to com ¢

siolent acts in general. The reverse hypothesis’ that violent boys were morg ’
likely to watch violent television programs w3s test;d and did not hold

3elson also reports that the viewing of certain progran ty;es seeuzed mor's

11Xely than others to lead to senots behavioral offenses. These included
programs invelyving physical or v1>ual vxolence in close personal relaucnshxps,
progrz‘s with gratuitous violence not gemane to the plot, realxstxc fictional
vmlgnce‘ violence 1n a good causes; and violent wes/ternsA _He also found.that

a ccns‘xderable p.art of any increase 1n violence due \t?aw vxewmgv_was apt to be .
_"./.mplamed, wnskilled and spontaneous in character. Ig 1s.almost as 1f the
b()vs tend, throuéh heavy exposyre to television violence, to iet g0 whategver

violent tendencies are in them." (21}
A

.

in contrast, ‘Mlavsky and his colleagues at the National Broadcasting
Cc;"pan) Came to a d?‘ferent conclusxon as a result of a prospective panel study
which 13 tosoe published shortly (22) The project’s results were considered
in the update group's ccnsxderatmns. Tths smdy‘wxshed to ?etemme whether
there were real 11fe, 1ong- tem e £fects of television agg‘resémn and involved
ntensive analyses of a large amunt of information. The data was c¢ollected

at several points of time over a three-year-period for 2400 elementary schoel,

-~ v

- d(ldren and from 800 teenaged high school boys in two cities. The elementary

ERIC
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school .children gave peér nominations of aggression and t?x‘e teenagers gave
se‘lfAreportsA Roth groups veported the television programs watched, and these

then were, classified by the investigators on the” basis of vidlence. .

!
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=% The results abt:nned thmugh the use af a recently developed mode for causal i e
analysis (LISREL IV ca'nwfer program) showed that’there were small positivé e
corvelations between viewing measures and aég'msswe behavior taken at the * B ; . :‘ & "9

’ ,Same potnt n L. The mvestigators see ghese.data’as censistent with the .

. -experimental literature vhich has been pnmnly ccncemed with short- tem ) .

-; - 4arousal and modelmg effect's. The;r'data thus do not contradict ‘the exzstence(
of short-term effec‘cs Thby pomt ot however that findings for long-tem ’ N .
efﬁects were negatxve They, conclude that short-term. ef_""ects do not cmulate f ) /\\

. and pmdxce stable pa:tems of aggreséive behavmr n the real world. They state o "

e, * that "This stu—a"y d1d not fmd ewdenoe that television vxolence was causally _’ ! P

: wplicated 1n the developrmt of aggressive behayior patterns afiong duldmn and ' ) ot

o

_adolescents over the fige periods studied.”'(22)

- 4

B . L. .
! A recent fikld experiment reported by Parke, et, al (23) molved three | .
cudies of adolescent males in mnimm secur1ty Lnsututmns ux'the Uhited LA N T

» . s

. States and Belgun. These juveniles were §e1ect1vely exposed to five viewing © & V

’ days of Elthel‘ violent or neutral cmtrol %uns In both cowntries, those + ¥ “

- who Saw the more violent £ilms 'were character1zed as acting more aggresswély M :
R N . ~ .
> during the five days. There was some tendency for the boys who 1nitially were 4

\
somewlat more aggressigie to show the grefatest increase 1n aggression. . ® . &
w7’ e .-

A cav.eat 15 1n order as I conclude this sampling of mﬂ)Srtzmt research

studies . Erm‘zrical support for the lmkage between the viewing of televised - -

violence and subsequent nolent of, aggressive behavxors does not mean of course,,
t;a;g all such behavmrs n r.he real world relate to or dre caused exclv.swe Y | ) -
by television newmg The causes of’ behavmr are complex and determined R

.
f sultiple factors. The viewing o.f televised violence 15 only one in a,

.

cgnstellauon of detefminants’ mvolve;i' 1n behavioral expression. Certainly,

~ . . N
wnder some psychologzcal’, social, or environmental circumstances, telev1s‘wn‘

nay exert little or no easily discermiblé, influencing of be?}avmrs. But with .

- other cmdx.u s,.'u; may play a sigmificant role in shaping behavioral style
I: or aggmssiveneés*get expressed. It also mdy function as a

or how violen
. .

P
triggering vr!mlesmg mechinism for overt behaviors which othenhise might be -

. *

. whibited. | " , . '

B ) (X3 . .
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Mr. Morr. Next is Ms. Peggy Charren, presidé;n of Action for *
Children's Television, who will speak on televised violence and the
lack of diversity in children’s programing. ,

STATEMENT OF PEGGY CHARREN: o

Ms. CuarreN. 1 am Peggy Charren, president of Action for ,
Children's Television. I would like to thank the subcommittee for
the opportunity to testify today and for focusing on the important
issues of ¢hildren's television and for staying around to hear me.

ACT is a national grassroots organization working to encourage
‘diversity in children's programing and eliminate commercial
abuses from children’s television. ACT was begun in 1968 by a .
group of parents, teachers, physicians and fnédia professionals who
were brought together by a common concern for children and how
‘they are affected.by what they see on television. . .

There are two threshold -issues related to our concerns about

t‘e‘févisiggr violence: The pervasiveness of television and the nature

.of the’child audiénce. More than 98 percent of all American homes

- have one or more television sets; the average child spends 25 té 30

hours every week watchigg television. By the ‘time a child gradu:
ates from high school, he or she will have spent, on average, ,15,000 -

hours watching television  and ‘only 11,000 hours in the classroom.

It addition, we know that children’s perceptions of the world are
shaped by what they see on television. Young children, who, are
among the most avid and vulnerable of television audiences, lack

_-the sophistication and maturity to distinguish fantasy from reality»
and to draw inferences about motivation and consequences. . .

It is only with an awareness and understanding of the role televi-
sion pl#ys in the lives of children that we #an begin to address the
probléms it raises. ¢ Lot : . ™

In drder to &ngage the audience, regardless of age, television pro-
graming Uses- excitement, tension, and, frequently, violence. ACT
beliéves there is no malevelerice or conspirdcy involved in the prev- .
alence of, violence on_tglevision—only an overriding congérn with,
ratings and dollars. It is precisely.the ‘relationship of gratuitous
violence, the pervasivenéss of the medium, ‘and the nature of the
young audience that concerns us today.

For 13 years, ACT's asﬁi;tegy to—change and imprové children’s

television has been to ate: (1) increased age-specific program- -
ing, (2) scheduling of childjin’s programs throughout the week, and
(3) increased diversity in rh programing., s :
.While we present annW¥al awards to particularly creative new’
‘children’s programs, ACT- has never labeleds programs as the !
“best,” the “worst,” the “most objecticnable,” or even_the “most

.

violgat.” - ‘

»

) < )
JACT has over and over again disagreed with this approach fo °

. television reform, because we do not want to become television’s in-
. spector general. Because of our strong belief in the importance of
program choice, ACT has opposed the Moral Majority-backed Coali-
tion for-Better Television and has efcouraged others to speak out

+  against this organization's -efforts to control tg}l{g’visfon.' N

’
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ACT believes that the Coalition seeks to limit viewing options by
dﬁveloping TV program “hit lists” and using other forms of censor-
ship. , . - -

The foundation of a free society is an informed citizenry, and we
rely on the free ‘'speech guarantees- of the first amendment to *
insure the .free flow of information. - ‘ ) :

Thus ‘the qualifications placed ‘on the first amendment are ex-

trémely narrow and limited. In the context c)f broadcasting, free

‘speech has two dintensions: The right of the citizens to hear diverse

> . and controversial viewpoints, and the right of broadcasters to com-
municate, free from censorship and Government constraint.

We believe these first-amendment issues are paramount, even
with regard to television violence. Censorship is anathema to Con-
y gress, to broadcasters, to ACT, and to the ‘public interest, if not to
Ted -Turner. o . . '

However, the first amendment is not a barrier to eliminating de-
ceptive commercial speech, nor to promoting diversity and choice

. igl,children’s ptograming. N\ -

Let me stress that ACT’s emphasis, unlike that of other ™vV
. . reform groups that express a concern for children, is on children’s
television. The great majority of TV reform organizations fail to
make the distinction between the TV seen by children and the TV
designed for children. )
» - Children watch a great deal of television that is not designed for
them, largely because there is so little children’s television pro-
} graming provided by broadcasters, especially on weekdays.
" A study of weekday television programing for children was com-
missioned by ACT and completed last-month by Prof. F. Earle
] Barcus of Boston University. The Barcus report shows’that there is
very little regularly schedyled weekday programing for children on
commercial television: 29 percent of- 588 stations reported to the
_ FCC that, they aired no regularly scheduled programs for children
. “between the hours of 6-4.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays, and, 62 per-
cent of the stations reported carrylng no regularly scheduled af-
terschbol pr\ograms for children betv(reénﬁlp,m. and 6 p.m. ”
“Captain ‘Kanggroo” was the only.regt larly scheduled network
. program designed for young ople, %nd it represented almost 30
.+ percent of all ,weekday comMNrcial programing for children. It
“should be rotell thaj, last inonth CBS cut “Captain Kangaroo” from
1 hour. to 30 minufes, which has reduced the amount of regularly
. scheduled children’s programing even further. .
ACT’s policy of promoting TV choice for children is based on the
important assumption that- young children can and will be en”
. gaged, -stimulated, and éxcited by television sprograms’ geared to
their special needs and interests. » '
. The Barcus report demonstrates that there are extremely limited
/ viewing aptions for children. Therefore, at' least one major-reason
why children are seeing adult programs, including those that fea-
ture violence, is that there is very little else on television for them
. to watch. vl T .
- ACT beliéves that the key question this hearing should address is
how to-make responsible change in television without regulation of
program content and without censorship. > Co
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There is no single strategy that constitutes the “right way” to,

change television. ACT supports a great¥nany approaches to the
problem of how to impreve children’s television viewing experience,
and none-of them involves censorship. .

~Among the nongovernmental strategies we encourage are re-
search on how television viewing affects children, indusfry self-
regulation, and parental responsibility for children’s viewing time
and program choices. o

But these strategies, although important, are not enough. In
oder to affect what children seelon televisign without’ controlling
program content, ACT maintains jhat it is eI;Lential to provide pro-
gram diversity:. . -

This can only be.achieved through governmental and congreg-
sional involvement. .

Specifically, we recommend: . ) :

One, Congress should continue to egercise its oversight responsi-
bility in the area of telecommunications and should recommend*to
‘the Fedeéral Communications Commission that it adgpt guidelines
for children’s television programing. ,

These guidelines should address the amount of programing de-
signed for children, not its content. We maintain that the expan-
sion of viewing options designed specifically for children is the best
answer to’concerns about the effect of televised violence on chil-
dren. . ’ r

Two, Congress should support increased funding of public televi-
sion, which provides a noncommercial alternative and increases
program diversity for children. ' :

Three, .Congress should engourage the enforcement of the Equal
Employment Qpportunities Act to bring more minorities and

women into decisionmaking "positions in the television industry,

which in turn will help increase program diversity. )
‘Four, Congréss should support the development of alternative
technologies, such as cable television, videodisc, and low-power tele-

" vision, which can also increase program choices for children.

Five, Congress should encourage the FCC to retain those policies
and rules that promote_ public accountability and diversity of opin-
ion, such as ascertainment requirements, financial disclosure’ re-
quirements, limited license terms, and diversity of ownership.

Six, Congress should support mechanisms such as the Fairness
Doctrine that promote vigorous debate of controversial issues.

Seven, finally, it is essential that Congress retain the statutory
requirement that broadcasters operate in the public interest.

ACT believes that improving children’s experiences with televi-
sion is the joint responsibility of television providers—for example
broadcasters, cable operators, videodisc manufacturers—Govern-
ment officials, and televisiom viewers. . ‘
Unless all three of these groups exercise their rights and carry
dut their responsibilities, television will be no more than, at best, a
moneymaking leisure machine and, at worst, a tool for propaganda.

Working jointly—albeit on opposite sides of many fences—the
television providers, Government, and viewers can bring the
medium closest to operating in the public interest.
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From' the' television “provider’s
public interest means providing
preschool, schoolage, and young ad

f“f\&lt also means not airing promos

point of view, operating in the

a wider, choice of programing for 4

olescent viewers.
for R-rated movies in the middle

early morning cartoon shows. It means not airing deceptive ad-

“vertising targeted to young children.-

. ' .
Broadcaster Fesponsibility means providing enough informatjon-
in TV guides to help parents decide what programs their children
should or shouldn’t see; it may mean prefacing potentiagy disturb-
ing programing with warnings. But does not mean making every
program on television fit for the eyes of a 5-year-old or even a 13-
year-old. . T
That would not be ‘serving the adult public, and it would not
even be serving children, because children deserve programs espe-
~ _cially designed for them and them alone: ' . .
Only the combined efforts of parenfs, broadcasters, and the Gov-
ernment can insure that children are offered the programing they
. deserve. ‘ ‘ . e 7
We would like to thank this subcommittee for the opportunity to
testify toddy, and for focusing on the important issues of children’s
television. It is only with an awareness and understanding of the.
role that television plays in the lives of children that we ¢an begin
"to address the problems it raises. ’
{Attachments to Ms. Char\ren’s prepared statement follow:]
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) WEEKDAY, DAYTIME COMMERCIAL N
. . - TELEVISION PROGRAMMING FOR CHILOREN N .

\ ¢ by F. Earle Barcus, $h.0. )
ks . Professor of Communications Research
. [ Boston University o L : N

! September, 1981  _,
- & ¢ .
This study examined information about prdYram service for children submitted by N
588 commercial television stations to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) as
part of their license renewal applications. The primary purppse of the study was to
determine the amount of regularly scheduled commercial children's programming aifed

. on wegkdays between the hours of_6:00 a.m. and 6:G0 P.m. ’
’ . ~n !
This study did not attempt to define “children's programs.® All programs listed * ¢
as such 1n license renewal exhibits.were included 19 this study. .
. )
* The major findings of the study are: ! . . re
REGULARLY SCHEDULED WEEKDAY PROGRAMMING FOR CHILDREN ' ! .
L. A per week total of 2478 weekday hours of regularly scheduled children's program- =
ming was reported. The average was 4.2} hours per week per station - approximately o
50 minutes per day. . .
, 2. Approximately 30% of all regularly scheduled programming was network-origimdted,
the remainder being recorded, syndicated, or locally originated. . , .
“ 3. 29% of the stations reperted no regularly scheduled children's programs between -~
. 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p:m.
» 4. 45% of the stations reported no regularly scheduled ¢hildren's drograms between .
6:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. ! LI
5. 624 of the stations reported no regularly scheduled children's programs between . , \
2:00 p.m. amz 6:00 p.m. - v
6. Approximately 70% of netwdrk-affiliated stations reported no regularly scheduled
children‘s programs between 2:00 p!m. and 6:00 p.m. . . N
* » 7. “Captain Kangaroo" (CBS): ) v
\: e "Captain Kangaroo® was the only regularly schedu]sd nstwork progran.
4 ¢ “Captain Kangaroo® rgpresented 29% of ali regulaﬂy scheduled program ] o d
. e hours reported by all stations. ,
¢ "Captain Kangay0o” represented 43% of all regularly scheduled” program " PN
- hours reported by network affiliates. - N A
®, “Captain Kangaroo” represented 48% & an reguldrly scheduled prograﬁi :
hours between.6:00 a.m. and g:OO p.m. on all stations. . , i !
- "o "Captain Kangaroo" represented 71% of all regularly scheduled plogram .., A
hours reported by CBS-affiliated stations. . ,‘“;
8. 90% of CBS-affiliated stations carried one or more hours per day of regularly ™ . .
° scheduled children's programming, less than 20% of ABC- and NBC-affiliated :
. stations did so. | - . . ¢
P . 9. Independent stations (rebresenting 13% of the total number of stati.on!) prdvided :. /
32% of all regularly scheduled program hours ;epbrated.
. \ o
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Believe It or Not!

Tne averdye Arpencan family watches more *
nan snand a haf hours of televisicn a day

Chuaren watch an average of 27 hours of TV,
each week or almost four hours each day

By the ime they a'e 18 most Chidren witt have
>0€nt more hme watching TV than in school

Advertsers spend over 3600 miflion ayear
seliing to chiicren on tetevision

. P [

Over halif of the TV ads directed ta ¢hvldren are ~
for hughly sugared foods but none ol these ads  »
tell children that sugar cah cause cavives

wiiews
~onTVViewing

[y

N .
Chilgien see about 20 000 30-second

commercials each year or ahout three hours
Jof TVadvertsing each week

Most ot the prograrrs children watch were made
for aduits

Over a mition young children are stii watching
TV atmdnight

. 0

0o

Did You Ever Stop to Think That.. .

For chidren a'l television educates and
sometimes it teaches that violence 1s the
50iution to Most problems and that most
probiems can be solved in 30 minutés

] . Chitcrens TV programs could be ared as a
public service wthout adverfising supported Chidren need many thihgs television doesn t
by broadcasters profits from other shows provide love exercise creatve play
* { involvement with other children a chance
Women and minoft characters on TV-arel
« take leadershp rolez 2 Y toget acquainted with books .
.‘ . )
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Don tjust turn on television Turn on a program
and turn off the set when the program s over

Help your children choose the programs they
watch and watch with them when you can

Use the programs you and your children wateh
as a jumping-off point tor family discussions
For exampie if @ show deals with a conflict
between parent and child discuss how your
tarmly might handie the problem

.
Ask your children to list ail the food s advertised
oQ chikiren s television and then to hist ail the
foods they think they shouldheat to be heaithy
Compare the two hsts

Have your chikiren make'up a commercial for
ther favonte fruit or vegetable and act it out

List ail the kinds of programs you and your
chiltren would hike o see. Think of bapks that
would make good dramas hobbres you would
like tofearn about careers you could explore

 Compare your ksts to the local TV schedule

Spend a part of each day &xng somemmg
special vgth your farmity hke readmg aloud
playing a boardgame of baking cookiés

<

-Look At It Another Way

Set abmit on the amount of TV your children

watch When you are at work of out in the
evenings, tell the babysitter how to handie v
viewing  ° i

Check the schedule on your pubiic TV station
for creative non-commercial alternatives for
your farmity

When you dontlike what TV is teagmg turnit
off Remnember you gontrol the se

'Turn off thé Tube and React

Call the community relations department at a
local TV station and argange for your famly to
waltch a program peing made ~

Let peopte know what you think of childrens
television You and your children can wite a
farly letter to ABC NBC CBS PBS local

TV stations local cable operators toy
manufacturers cereal companies candy
makers the FTC the FCC, your Senator your .
mayor your newspaper and ACT

Form a local TV actron group You and some
friends can discuss childrens television
programs mect with local broadcasters plan
parent-teagher talks, and orgamze community
support for increasing chikirens TV choces
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.. Did You Know? .

‘~
S

LX-X-]

.

.J’iltting Cable to Work for You

‘

13

By 1985, it is tkaly that one-third of altfamikes
will have cabletelevision  ~

Cable can provide more than 50 channels to
choose from That means entire channels can
be devoted to sports of black news of
chikdren s pepgrams .

Cabie can offer public access to TV channels,

S0 children and adults can learn to make .
programs for their communities

1 your town coesn t yet have cabletelevision
fet your town counclors know that you want to
be involvéd inthe cable Iran‘chnsmg process

Parents are not the only ones with a .
resppnsibikity to the child audience [

Broadcasters have al responsibiity to
serve the public inciiding chiidren

Elected officials have a réspbns«bthty lo make
sure that the cable company segving ther
community offers special services to children

Teachers have a responsibiity to help children |
learnhow towatch TV cncally,

Doctors and denbsts have a responsibiity to let

- parent$ know what aspects of childrens

telewston are damaging to a chuld s healthr

- peopie I your-commurity

Work to ensure that your'town's cable Sontract
calls for a vangty of children s programming
produced natonally, locally, and by young
shown without
commercials .

Ask your local cable compan a sthedule
deScnting afl s programs and a lockaut device
to block oWt certain channels Then you can
plan and control your family \newmg\

v

‘

\ .
The Federal Commumications Commyssion
(FCC) has a responsibility to make sure that
broadcasters serve the child audience

The Federal Trade Commussion (FTC) has a
responsibility to ensure thay TV advemsmg g -
notdeceptive

ACT is responsibie for helping to improve
chuloren s TV viewing expenences Formore  ~
information, wnte to ACT TV TIME CHART,

46 Austin Street Newtonviie MA 02160

z
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Mr. MorrL. Next we will hear from Dr. Thomas Radegki.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS RADECKL-M.D: -* * ¢

Dr. Rapeckl. Thank you, -Mr. Mottl, members of the committee.
Right now our Nation is suffering from a violence .epidemic that is
" worse than at any time in recorded American history. Since, 1957,
rates’ of murder, rape, assault, robbery and burglary have soared—
increasing from 300 to 600 percent depending on the category.

In spite of this tremendous increasg, new records of violence con-
tinue to be set almost every year.

The most rapidly growing causes df death in the past two dec- '_
ades in our country have been from homicide, suicide, and alcohol -

abuse. . >

There are spec1ﬁc. reasons fot’ this violence epidemic. It is clear
that there are multiple causes, but that the exact percentages of
causation of each are not known. Certamly, the large increases in
alcohol consumptlon since the 1950’s plays an important role.

Increases in.durg abuse have caused a smaller proportion of this
increase, both due to the direct effects of drugs such as PCP, am-
phetammes and downers, and due to the violent climate that sur-
rounds the trafficking in and purchasing of illegal substances.

Family breakdown plays a role as may the les$ than ideal function- .

ing of other social institutions. -

However, résearch shows that the most likely, No 1 cause of .this
increase in violence is the massive amounts 61"v1olent entertain-
.ment being sold to the American public.

Television is the*No. 1 news, advertising ana soc1allzmg influence
in our society. Americans will see many times more v1olénce on TV
than from all other sources combined.

I can comfortably estimate that 25-50 percent of the viojence in.
our society is coming from_the culture of violence being taught by
our entertainment medla, most .strongly by the television and
“ movie industries. This estimate is based on solid research findings

For instance, Dr. William Belson of the London School of Eco-
nomies completed a $300,000 study, funded by CBS, of 1,600 London
adolescents. He looked at 227 possible causes of vmlence in their
lives.

He found that the amounts of TV v1olence consumed accounted
for at least 12 percent of the variance in the amount of violence
committed. He also found that film and comic book violence were
responsible for violence to lesser degrees. ?

Dr. Leonard Eron and Dr. Monroe Lefkowitz of the Um’berm%(, of
1llinois Department of Psychology completed their 10-year folloWup
study of American adolescents and found a similar percentage of
the,effect coming from the amount of TV violence seen. A cause-
effect rélationship was clearly demonstrated.

A study of middle-class adult males completed by Dr. Roderick
Gorney of UCLA found a.37-percent decrease in hurtful behavior

around the home during a single week wlen-violent programming )

was eliminated from the viewing¥iet.
In 67 studies reviewed by Dr. Scott Andison in 1976, more -than
three-fourth of them found increased violence or aggresslen due to
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violent programs. The average effect-in these studies w'as"a 25-per-

MY

Il

cent higher level of violent or aggressive behavior. ,

Many other studies pojnt to increases in fear, depression, cheat-
ing, willingness to rape; all .of these studies necessarily underesti-
mate the impart entertainment violence is having.

This is because these studies look at only the direct effectg_and

not the indirect effects. There are several dozen studies showing

" aduMs ‘re affected. Advertising affects adults. Why can’t violence

salt(els affect adults. Adults are affected 37 percent in Dr. Gorney’s
stu y. , [N

So parents become more violent, Also, there is good research evi-
dence to show that children learn'a lot of their behavior, including
violence, from their parents.-Thus, by increasing parental use ,of
aggression and because their children learn from their model, tele-
vision. indirectly teaches children to turn more readily to violence.
The same indirect patterns hold for peers, et cetera.

Scientifig studies. show' an overwhelming agreement that TV and
media violence ,is having a serious and harmful effect on society.
This research shows that all social classes, ethnic backgrounds, age
%roups, both sexes, and various education backgrounds are adverse-
y affected by the huge quantities of entertainment violence sold to

us. : ' - .

There is a myth that only a small percentage of viewers are, af-
fected. In study after study, this has been disproven. It is clear
that, especially when the massive amounts coftsumed are consid-

. ered, the majority of al] viewers are adversely influenced. This

myth exists due to desensitization, a lack of knowledge of available
information, and to the massive promotion of violence through ad-
vertising. e . :

Indeed, I would go so far as to say that probably no one who sees
the large amounts of TV violence typical of American TV can
escape at least sbme harmful influence. T :

In the area of sexual violence NCIV has found 33 studies, almost
all since the-last governmental hearings. These show that nonvio-
lent erotic films and material do not increase rape but that fre-
quent sexual violence "and 'violence found in both hard-core and
soft-core 'pornography, definitely increase the acceptance of and in-
terest in ‘committing sexual violence for the typical American of
Canadian adilt male. * : '

I would like to announce some recent research findings. We re-
cently studied Canadian television and found that Canadian televi-
sion has 75 percent less violence than our ow, American networks.
This actually means that Canadian telévisionghas already reached
our goal of a 75-percent decrease. ‘ —_ »

It is the American nefworks that are pushing violence, not only
In this country, but worldwide through extensive distribution of
violent programs. ) i ’ :

Studies show that, the amount-of violence on television actually
exceeds reality by 200-fold. That’s not 200 percent, that’s 200-fold—
20,000 percent more violence o network television and even worse,
on Saturday morning o ovie chantels.. \ .. - -

Recently television viblence has.not gone down on network TV im
the slightest, but has started to increase on television in the aver-
age home due to the effect of cable television. : .
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, HBO and other movie channels are \200 to 300 percent more vio-
. lent than the networks. , = RN
Because of this, this committee has to be concerned about
movies. The number of violent exploitation movies released this
year has jumped by 50 percent over the previous record: That’s ac-
cording to movie sourees themselves. [
The previbus record-was set last year. These are already making
their way onto cable and network television and these films fur.
* ther increase the television and real-life violence that we are likely
to see here in the future. : ?’
I can assure you we are going tq have more violence this year
* and next y&ar than in the past-in our country. The Motion Picture
Association of America makes 4 joke of their movie rating system.
NC?FV has found that the MPAA gives PG and R movie ratings to
movies of identical violence levels. .
The,only differentiating factors for MPAA is sexp language, and
gruesomeness. Amazingly, the least violent of the MPAA movie
categories is the X‘rating which is used to keep: children and ado-
vlescents out-of movies. - e
" Apparently,no amount or intensity of violence is bad enough not s
- toserve to the youth of our Natjpn. In addition, the MPAA will not
allow theaters to'publish the ¥eason- specific ratings are given.
Thus, prosocial, nonviolent movies like “Ordinary People,” and
* “Kramer vs. Kramer” are given the same rating as the “Texas
Chainsaw Massacre” and “Friday the Thirteenth” with no addi-
, tional information. . . - .
“Because of heavy cross-ownership in the media indust , the very
sources upon which the public relies for its informat'rogt{ refuse to
publicize the harm being done. D : v
" Networks have rarély,-if ever, let the American people look at
-the research evidence. ’ .. <
. The only glimpses allowed have been strongly controlled by the
networks so as not to-hurt their public image with the truth.

Clearly, there are many steps that can Pe legally taken to limit
entertainment violence, in our country and that are tally within.

- the bounds of our National Constitution. .
For example, every advertisement pro oting_ the watching of en-
. tertainment violence could and should be presented with a warning
that the Surgeon General has determined that th® viewiffg of en.
tertainment violence is-harmful to your health and that of others.

There can and should be -required advertisements telling the
viewer of the harmful effects of watcfing entert{inment violence ~
for every two ads promoting viplence.

Currently, this Government afid Congress are slashing funding of
the only low-violence network in our country—the Public Broad-
casting System. Research has found that watching PBS actually de-

* creases violence, at least in children reviews. -~
The funding of PBS is probably the most effective and least ex-
— pensive antiviolence program in our country. Instead of cutting -
funding, Congress should increase funding for, access to, and pro-
gram’ advertisemerit of PBS programing. €ongress can and should
adgl a ;%cond public network. This could conveniently,be added, to
‘cable TV. . )

—_—
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A current law can be changed that fOrbldS commercial television .
from having access to the fine low-violence cattoons producted by
ypublic moneys for PBS and now sitting in mothballs. .

These *programs can currently only be used if the broadcaster
gives up all profits for that} period of time and shows low violence
for alarge financial loss.

"+ This law exists in spite gf the public having spent $75 million to
produce these films. They should-be made available to commercial
channels for reasonable fees, somewhat lower than the prevailing
rate so as to encourage prosocial and low- violénce entertainment
for children.

The gurrent restriction exists solely to protect the proﬁts Qf the
producers and owners of h1gh-v1olence cartoon programing. If Con-

. gress is worried about’ hiArting Such poor people, it ¢ould even buy

-\ up the current high-violence cartoon programs and take them ou¢

- of circulation.

Violent programs collld and should be required to carry an ih-
audible 3ignal with television sets being required to be built with a
lock mechanism that, when set, would blank out violence program-
1n%n3t/ whatever level the famlly or viewer wished to set his TV.

] h.a proposal’ was brought up.in this committee in the 1977

p hearings along with other sensible ideds. These proposals: were de-
feated by an 8-to-7 vote at that time through a coalition formed he-

. tween conservative Congressmen and the big money forces of the
television:industry. . ‘6

The ad-vert1s1ng of violent toys on television should be outlawed

P Certainly, if it can be illegal to advertise C1garettes on television, it

", must be constitutional to outlaw the selling of violence to.children.
At NCTV we receive many complaint$ about the harmful promo-

tion of gruesomely violent films on TV. It has been openly ad- -

mitted in move industry literature that the target audience of

_these ads start with the 12-year-old age, group, even for R rated, hy-

-, . perviolent moves.

. A pubhc movie ratihg system is urgently needed a$ presently
exists in every other country in the developed free world, Such a
rating system is clearly constitutional since sever tes .Jhave
had such rating boards in the pastf as recently as last year.

With 20 times as many films being watched on telev1smn as in’
the theater, this.needs to'be a_concern ¢f this comrnittee. The con- |
sumer has'a right to know the centent of the product before he
pays his money or invests his time.

This would also allow hyperviolent programs to be placed in"a
special X:rated catégory for violence and restricted from television,
and from viewers under 18 years old irs the theater.

« It would also permit adults fo have an idea of what they are

N ~thinking about seeing and knowledge of 1ts probably harmful influ-
ence.
. . A small white dot could be requxred to be broadcast in the upper *
. left- hand corner of the screen on violent programs such as is done -
» in France. This would allow the viewer to qu1ckly know that the

program was oné of high violence and not healthy viewing.
It would allow the parent a convenient guldellne to set for their
' children and, even themselves -

/
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. . *Guvernment can continue to fund further research in the several
-areas of stUdy that are still madequately researched. These would
include the effects of viewing violent .sports contests sueh as
boxing, ice, hockey, and professional wrestling. Nine studies have °
found viewers of such high violence to be adversely affected. Foot-
ball violence shoutd=aIso be researched te ﬁnd out what'type of vio- «
lence on the field mlght be ‘harmful to the viewers. Much research
1s also rieeded to know the effects of thése sports oh the hab‘lts. of -
- the participants as well. .
Researeh could also.examine if there are ways to presant Vio- . -¢
lence that do not promote violence but rather that educate.the
viewer on the.real d) angers; . of violence Examples of this may be re-
- altsti¢ and nonsensational documentartes et cefera.
Further Tesearch or the effects of violence - -toys - ahd “games,
which are heavily promoted on TV, and on the effects of the, heavy
) positive portrayal of alcohol.co umptlon on television is needed—»
~ the average, viewer:will see alcohol cohgumed 3,000 tirmes each year
. on TV and almost alyays whth positive consequences.
* * , Several national consumer and public access chahnels should be
» .startéd with public funding. This would allow the American people
to get honest product information and, ideally, mdept}upubllt dis- .
cussion untainted by commercial ‘influences.
Municipal ownership-and.’or control of gable television .monopo~
Slies should be encouraged instead of outlawed by consetvative'and _
special mteres,t .forces as is currently bemg attempted by this Con-
gress. .- .
« [ am very pe’SSlmlSth that this Congress will do.anytﬁmg to con-
trol media violepce oY. to promote the public interest. I fully -expect
it to continue to take. steps which result.in the promotiom of vi6-
lence—cutting funding for'public TV, allowing commercialization
of public TV, banning mlimc1pal influence over «able, fostering |
media tontentratloh blocking accegs to nonviolent, publicly owned
children’s programing, et cetera.

I doubt that big money power will alLQw national consumér chan-
nels or pullic access channels, warnings of the effects-of entertain-
ment violence, reinstdtement of the research funding necessary to
get more knowledge of harmful‘influences, et cetera.

Until the strangle-hold on democracy caused by-the powerfuI in-"
fluence of special-interest groups through their political action -
committee campaign contributions is broken, I éxpect that the
American people will get little help from Congress
‘ : Only when public financing of ele¢tions is successfully passed

‘will we see Congressinen truly worried about what the average citi-

zen thinks. I fully expect the opinions of 94 percent of phys1c1ans

and 80 percent of the American people, that violent prograniing ,

needs to be decreased, to be ignored by this Congress I only hope

that I am wrong.
~~1. congratulate Congressmen Tlmothy Wirth, Edward Markey,
and Ronald Mottl for bucking the pressures of certain powerful

.broadcast and cable lobhies by having these hearings.

. If we had more leaders such as you, I am sure that we would al-
ready be living in a less violent and .yet freer‘. society than we find
" ourselves in today
[Dr. Radecki’s prepared statement and newsletter. follow:]
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. Prepared for: U S, House' of Representatives Subcommittee oOn Telecomunicacions, v
) \ , : Consuzer Protection, and Finance
“ ' Hearings on "Social Behavioral Effects of Violence on Television
. . Wednesday, Oc;ober 21, 1981 . //
e . -‘ ] . (

. Statementr 6f Br. Thomas Radecki, M.D., Xhairperson of the N;cional . N

Coalicion on Television Violence

L L]
Our nation is suffering from a violence epidmic !ha! i{s worse than p

4 at, any time:fn recorded Axerican history. Since 1957, ra!es of murder, rape. ‘ p
assault, robbery, aund burglary have soared—-lncr’afing from 30()\—63002 depending

L on the category. In spite of this tremendous increase, new records of violence

e .
. contfnue to be set almost every year.

., C .
In Central Illinofs, where I gractice psychiacry, Hyhave segn two -

- diszemberment and three axe zurders in the last year alone. In Decatur,
vherd I live, there has been a bank presideu! pay to have his girlfriend

% assassipated and a union 1e'ader s wife pay to *have her husband nurderedy > s
I find surprdsingly high levels of nari!al and faaily violence.in my practice
even in azadle© add upper class Ehouseho“ds. The most rapidly growing causes
of de.s,:h in the past twd decades in ou;' coutitry have been. from homu_:lde.o\
suicide, and cohol abuse. 9 , N -

’ There are specific reasons fo'r this violence epidemfc. It is clear .

-« that there are zultiplé causes but that the exact percentages of causation of each

¢ are not known. Certainly, the large increases in alcohol consu::p!ion.s'ince

. the 1950's plays an important role. Increases in drug abuse have caused -,

) a smaller proporcion of cl”.s increase bo!h due to the direct effects of drugs

k ] -such as PCP, a::phe!aqines, and downers, and due to the violent climhte !ha!

. surrpunds the ‘trafficking tn and purchasing of 1llegal substances. Fanily

break.dmm plays a role as uay :f\e less than ideal’functioning of o!her social

a
=

?"‘M‘: fosticutions. .~ N
' - - N
However, research shows tha® the most iikely; number one C&use of this

- ‘increase In violence 1s the massiye amounts of violent entertainment being
sold to the‘'American public. ’Television is the number one news, 'adver!ising, * .
2 and sosializing 1nfvluinqe in oux soclety. Americans will see many tizmes
N zore violenca on :IV than from all other sources, coambined. I cal coafortably
estimate ‘cﬁa:"’ZS—SOZ of the violence in our soclecy 1s coning from the Tulture
of violence being taught by our entertainment sedia, most Asu‘ongly by the e
' 'elevision and movie 1ndusﬂ!r1es. This esciaa‘ze( 1s based on solid research
findi'xgs - - .
For instance, Dr. Ullliam Belson of the kondon School of Econonics ~ .
completed a $300,000 study, fundéd by,cas, of 1600 London,adolescenzs, He -

- .
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. looked at 227 'passible causes of violence in their lives. He found that

the amounts Of TV violence consumed accounted for at least 12% of the variance
In the amount of violence cocmitted. He also found that film and comic book
violence wverg responsible for violence to lesser degrees. .
Dr. Leonard Eron and Dr. Monroe Lefkowitz of the Un}fversi:y of Illinois
Depar:men: of Psychologyccompleted their 10-year follow-up s:udy af American
adolescents and. found a similar pet‘%\ue of the ect comipg from the
adount of TV vio}ence seen. A cause-effect rela hip was clearly
demonstrated. .
Yet, both of #hese s:;:dies ate certain to und:a:es:ina:e #he influence
“ of T% violzncle since ex\ac: records of each program viewed were not possible.
Studies of shorter dt’xra:ion "..'here the actual programs seen were able to be
controlled, find greater effec:s ¢ .
. A gtudy of middle- -clasg adult aales conple:ed by Dr. Boderick Gorney
«of UCLA tsbund a 37% decrease in hur:ful behavior around the home during a
s_ingle'ueek when violent programing uas eliminated from the viewing diet.
n 67 stydles reviewed by Dr. Scott Andison in 1976, more than 3/4ths of
them found increased‘ violence or aggression due to violent programs. The
gverage effect {n these studies was a 25% higher level of vio¥ent or aggsessive
behavior,
DT, J. Bryant' of the Uniygrsity of Massachusetts recently found very -
lart‘increases in everyday a&

to w.

ety in college students u'ho..were assigned 4
ch violent TV prograds over a six-week period. Other s:udie’s peint
to anre:ases in depression, dishonesty, cheating, willingness to rape. desire
to punish, etc y . ‘ . @
Even thesé studies ne,cessarily underestimate the impact of entertainment
violence., This.is because mn’. ind§rect effects of TV violence are certain
to add to the final outcome. Fox: instance, several doZen studies on adults
find that they are just as stgongly affected by television violenc 4 3
children. Other family research shows that children ledrn a significant
proportion of .their violent habits from their parentd§” Thus, TV bncreases)‘ .
the angry and hurtful behavior of Ametigan parents ‘ix_x a major way and.
thereby, indiregrly teaches v}olence to chiléren through yet another avenue.
Other indirect effects include TV's teaching of violence to one's pee.s
vlo in turn teach violence to the person in question. TV almost certainly
teaches even our teachers to use more violencé in resoll:{ng school problens,
judges In !;andling court cases, an:i even leaders in handling in:grnacional
conflicts., It ceaghes such a tolerance for violence that we are allowing
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. tncreasingly hbrrendous amounts in'our homes, schools, and society without
taking real action to eliminate its source.
In 811 NCTV has found over 700 scientiiic studies and reports covering
.over 100,000 people, mostly done in r.he United States but also covering 16
» foreigp countries, as well. These studies show an overwhelming agreenent
- that 7TV and media violence is having a serious and hamiul effect on society.
This research shws that all social classes, ethnic backgrounds, age groups,
. both sexes, and various educational backgréunds ace adversely, aiiecr.ed by
the huge quantifies of entertainment violence sold to us. . 4
This research means that the United States television and movie industries
are also the largest prompters of violence world-wide, since by far the largest
amounts of violence seen in'Eurdpean democracies, Arab states, or even {in
{ron curtain countries like ,Poland are produced here in America. Rates of -
violence have 1ncreased in almost every free country in the past 10-20 years.'
'rhis 1s the in—sr_ world-wide epidemic of violence in hisr.ory. Ic 1s certain
that the heavy world-wide difi‘:’fbutio&x of American film and IV violence plays

an important role in this increasa.

A i g
itional Research Notes .

Wiy, -

Many people continue to think that cartoons, the most violent hours
on television, are not harmful. This {w perhaps due to desensitization and
to the confusion that "kid stuff" {s nothing to worry about. However, NCTV
has located 25 separ studies on cartoon violence. Of these, 24 of the
studies show clea: trends or proven significant effects that this programing
increases aggression and violence in chh‘ren viewers.

~  There 1s a myth that only a small percentage of viewers are aiiecr.ed.

In study after study, this has been disproven. It is clear that, especially
when the massive amounts consumed are condidered, the majority of all viewers
are adversdly influenced. .This myth exists due to desensitization, a 1ack
of knovledge of available 1r\\fomation and to the massive promotion oi .
violence through advq;r.ising. Indeed, I would Bo so far as to say that .
probably no one who sges the large amounts®of TV violence typical of
American TV can escape at Teast some ham!ul 1niluence. Even our IV al
movie nonir.ors who work “for NCTV report r.har. they, themselves, are adversely-
affected, noung {increased amounts of anxiety, irritability, etc.

The:‘% is a nisconceptiocr'\ that 1f the viewer enjoys a violent progran,

. ’
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then the viewer 1s not affected. ) Programs in which "the good guy teaches

the bad guy a lesson" by using violence, are often enjoyed by v'!.euers These

N programs cause somewhat less anxl.ezy. but are aczually likely to be more effective
at gettihg the viewer to accepz ard use violence 1n his 1ife. It is these
prograas that the networks are promoting 19 huge numgbers at this wmoment.

IS :\nozher ayth £ wéuld like to correct ls' shat true pornography, 1{.e.
violent sexual portrayals, does not result™{n rape and violent sex. NCIV
has found 33 studies, almost ali since the last governzental hearings on
thi® subject. These show that non-violenc erotic films and ma:er1a1 do
not increase rape but that the frequent sexual violence™apd violence found
in both hard-core and soft-core pornography, definite ly/ increases the
acceptance of {nterest in cozmittinyg sexuaf violence for the (yplt‘ﬂl
Aperican oF Canadian adult male. Y.

This so-calléd, "'soft-core' sexual vlolence is quite frequent on cable

television and even occurs on nezuork ™v.

Finally} many people believe rhat €omedic violence dpes not promote
violence: Although there are only a few“studies on this zype of entertainient,
chny show’an increase in dggression and the accepzance of violence in both
children,and adults. Violence i{s not a laughing matter and should not be '

taught to be one.
.

< - .
- v Vi .
. Censorship of Real-life Violence and Non-violehce by Commercial IV
Ot Re: ¢
. . Public television is not only the least violent nmetwork in this country

but public channels in every counzry‘thaz has alloued commerical television
and public TV to co-exist ilnds that the com‘céal stations always portray
more Violent programing. In addition to this problem. the violence on commercial

television 1s distorted fron reality, not for argistic reasons, but 89 as

.-
&

« not to turn-off the viewer or advertiser.
In addicion to the 200-fold lncreased leyels of vloi‘gnce on zelevlsion,
the violence actually sh&m is no where near realistic., There is a far
h!y.gher percentage of spontaneous domestic violence in real -life anzyuuch
less sqreet violence than on televislon. Guns are much Yess common/in real -
life but far more deadly. Television censors the pain and suf;ferlng that

- results fron violence especially when it comes to the long-term pain, the

Zh

famllles »
For example, in real- llfe 50% of all violence !.s committed under the
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hospital treatments, the prison sentences, the burials, and the broken . -
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- 13’ 1nf1uence\%31cohol. On TV only 1% of violenge is due to aﬂcohol. Studies .
have found that kxacionag'\g.mken violence is noc quite as, popula: as the

gracuitous viol‘gm:e that saturates the alrwaves. "“The {nfluence of the alcohol e .

advertisers dlso cannot be discounced. NCIV actually encourages an 1ncrease N

¢ in drunken violegce on Celevision acc:mpanied by laxge decreases 1n other .

types of violence.’ We are opposed to the”gotal erlninar.ion of violegce from - ¢

™. ka:hez, violence should never be used to ence:cain but only to educate

the viewez reansucally to the amounts and causes of’ real-life violence .

‘@ so that che{viewer may have'an accurate idea of the r.rue consequences of -
violence. ) ‘e - ¢ N
. .

NCTV'S goal is a 75%, decrease of violence on netwozk TV and la:ger decteases .
in the aoquat of violence preSented, on HBO and cable movie channels. .

No Evidence That Viewers Want More Violence

o . . -

. ;m ‘has. foung ten \Studies {ncluding o:e of our own on the popularity
of violent television. All of these studies show that violent prog:afﬁi’ng
E « i3 np =more popular than non—violenc'pzogzming. Qur own study found ‘no fall-
P of ¢ 1n viewezship when TV violence decreased by 15% this past November and )
“ %&Deceabe: and no increase in viewership when it was increased by 40% f:im
January to May of this year. In addition to these 10 studies, another example
is that a'lr.hough cinem violence is much Worse this year than ever before
5 ns history, theatre attendance has not gone up bur. is actually siw
[ down 1:?Bp1ce of massive increases in the TV aaverr.itling of these movies. R

Violent b:gs:ans may or may not serve a comercial function of gettidg

- cezcain age groups to tune into different programs 8o that products may be

‘4

s01g matching the {ntended audiences. Even this would be a very minox‘

difference. Repeaced opinion polls show Azericans want less not more violence

on celevtsion and in the movies. ' e R . R

'. Only through massive adverr.isiz’ pushing-the idea that watching violence

. {s harmless entertainment, can the popularity of TV and movie violenco be
maintained. NCIV has estimated thac-app/:oximcely one billion dolla/zs ]
spent each year promoting violence by the TV{and film {ndustries with
essentially no menmey speat on counter-advertising.or warning viewers of the

. - finding Of objective scientific studies ‘shohwing major and important harmful

effects on agults and children alike. - ’
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AZounts of TV and Entertainment 'Violance Increasing . ) .
Lot <> ,
IV violence was present in the early 1950°s and of concern to the first : *
congresslonal hear!ngs on this subject_in 1954. However, in 1957 it jl;mped
| by 2 in a slngle year with the ?hv’\promtlon of the adul’: western. It o

has nr.ique@z(puard and maintained its current very high levels over thé

two decades. (It 1s of interést that 1957 was the year when violence

first started to increase in our country.) ’ ~ ) ‘ *

Recently, television violence has not gone down on dewo:k TV in the
slightest, but has started to increase in very najqx: ways due fo the influence
of cable television on TV viewing in general. HBO and other movie channels
are 200-300% more violent than even the networks. Films make up 40% of the
vtolence—on network TV and a full 60% of the violence se&n in HBO homes.

Slnce twenty times as many films are seen at home as in the movie
theatres, the product that the movie industry is produclng has to be of
doncern to this cmlttee. * Zhe number of vtolenr. exploitation movles

. * released this yelr has increased By 502 over r.he previous record set in
"1980. These are already making their way onto 'cabe‘and network television.
These filas gulrantee further increases in television and real-life violence
for the™{mmedlate future., . .
TWouon Plcture Association of America(MPMA) makes a joke of violence '
with their =movie rating system. JNCTV research has found that the MPAA gives
PG and R movie ratings to movies of identical ¥iolence levels. The only
differentiating factors for MPAA s sex, language, and gr‘ue'somen’ess. Amazingly,
/the least violent'of the MPAA movie categories {s the X-rating which is used
-~ to keep children and adolescents out of movies. Apparently, ;w -amount or
intensity of violence is bad enough not to serve to the youth of our nation!
In addition, the MPAA will not allow'r.hear.res to publish the reason specific
ratings are given. Thus, pro-soclal. non-violent movies like Ordinary Pe‘ople,
and Kramer vs Kramer are given r.he saze ra\tlng as-the Texas Chainsaw Massacre
and Friday the Thtrr.eenl’.h with no addlr.lonal information. .
Begcause of heavy ctoss-ownérship in the media irdustry, the véry sourgces
upon which the public ‘relle; on for 1ts information refuse to publicize
the harm being done. Ngtworks have rarely if ever let the Anertcan peaple
look at the reﬁearch evidence, The only glimpses alloued have l‘\een strongly
controlled by the networks so as not to hurt r.helr pub11c~ image with the
“truth. K ,
Another exanple is Time-Life, ‘Inc. which owns the nation's #1 aewsmagazln'c.

‘Few people realize that over 50% of Time-Life’'s profits come from HBO. Time-

.
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Life is currently waging a powerful effort to assure that the public is not
- allowed any 1influence oyer the content of cable TV. Time magazine did not
publish any of the forty or so research studles of 1980 showing the harmful

effects of televisionvviolence but published r.he‘ only study, and a controversial .

one_at §h“' CIaiming that T\&has no lapact. . g
- The heavy promotion of dérs of the Lost Ark by the press before it «
even gor.‘r.b the theatres 1s another example. This 1s a aovie Uhic):.\t;ains
the audience to cheen murder and which averages 80 ‘violent acts per hour.

Tt vas rated. PG in the United States and yet banned in Sweden because of
1ts extreme promotion of violence. No warnings accompanied the promotion

. of this movie in maguines such as Time and Newsweek which proclagped it
as grear. fanily entertainment. PUblic inzeresr. groups are not even allowed

\/ N to see the movies befOte release so that the public can be warned even in

a small way of the harmful influences. Only those who promise to prdmote .

; the zmovies 3re allowed pre-screeninga. 4

High violence movies help establish what is acceptable entertainment, -
first for the theatre and cable, and then for network television. It s
absolutely certaln that they increase violence in our uorld t'n a major way.
it s also certain that they would be rated more severely and, Tréstricred ¥ ¥ :'y
more tightly by a public rating system. .H“'{(

. )

o
= Steps Needed to Decrease Entertainment Medla Violence =

. L)

a5 It 1s strange how muck; oy, soclety restric&' sex and yet how loose 1t
- is 1n regargs to violence, There is essentially no sex on Saturday morning -
cartoons, mconicbook_s_, or Xr'\ amusenment electronic game centers. However, . P
- these loc‘ations have the highest coneentrations of viclence in odr soclety

along ui:h our violent PG and R-rated movies. Network television carries. S~
massive amounts of explici: violence without mnuch concern. However, it 4
restricts axplicic sex nmuch more severely and 1s even decreasing ‘impljied, N

=gex 1n a major way this year. The point 1s not that there should be more

» sex, but that the proven, major haraful foects’uf video violence needs to L]
‘ be taken more Seriously. There has never been a decrease in the Q:lahtlty .
“  of network violence similar to this year's decrease in ioplied sexual references. i ~
K This did not even occur in 1977 when the American QEdICal Associatipn and
the National PTQ dmand.ed ac:!:on and‘urged their members not to Puy the

. produc;:s of high violence sponsors.
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v Clearly. there are many steps that cap be legdlly taken to limit eng‘.rcainmenc.
violance in our cpuntry and that are totally within the bounds of our national
. constitution. For example, every advertisenent promoting the watching of
entertaiment violence could and :}nould be presented with a warning that

-
c‘he Strgeon General has determined that the viewing of entertalnment violence

.

Ls hamful to your health and that of others. There can and should be one

required ad‘vertise:ent telling the viewer of the harmful effects of watghing
entertalment violenceﬁ for every twdb ads promoting violence. "
s Curtently. this governaegnt and Congress are slashing fundibng of the

. .
enly low violence network in our country--the Public Broadcasting System. .

Res®arch has {ound that watching PBS‘acu:\ally decreases viclence in society..
The funding of PBS is probably the most effective and least expensive anti-
violence program in our country: Instead of ct{tting funding, Congress should
increase. funding, access. and program advertisement of PBS programing. Congress
. can ani_i should add a second public network which could be added, at least

to cablg TV, ‘
. A current law can be cha‘nged that forbL:is commercial teledsion from

hdving access to the fine low-violence cartoons produced by public monies

for PBS and now sifring in.mothballs. These programs can c‘urrentiy only .
. be used 1f the broadcaster gives up all profits for that period of time and «
shows low viclence for a large financial loss. This law exists in spite
of the pubiic having spent 75 million dollars to produce these films. They
. should be made available to commercial channels for re;sonable fees. somewhat
lower than the prevailing rate so as go encourage pro-so'cial and low violence
entertainment for children. The current restriction exists solely to brotect
“ the profits of the producers and owners of high violence cartoon programinﬁ.,
If Congress is worried about hurting such poor people, it ¢ould cven buy
up chicurrent high‘ violence cartoon programs and take, them out of circulation

arry an 1naug1b1f.~

th a lock mechanism .

Violent programs could and should be required to

sizna 1 with television sets being required to be builc
that, when set, would blank out violence programing at whateVer level the

fanily or viewer wished to set his IV. Such a proposal was brought up in

this committee in the 1977 hearings along with other sensible ideas, These
proposalsswere defeated by an 8-7 vote at that time through a coalition formed

.
between conservative congressmen and the Big Money forces of the television

industry. A TR .. N .
. The advertising of violert tays on television should-be outlawed. Certainly.
s . LA™
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1€ %t can be illegal to adverr.ise cigarettes on television, it must be constitutianal

Mdiuonally. the advertising

At NCTV we receive many §
.

to outlaw the selling of v!.olence to children.
of violent movies should be banned from television.
complaints about the hamful promotion of gruescmely violent films on Tv.

It has been openly admitted in movie indusvry literatuxe that the target -
audi2qce of these ads start with ghe 12 year-old age group even for R-rated .
movies, - ‘ -

A public sovie rating system is u!‘gently needed as p!‘esen'tly insr_s -
+ in 'every other country in the developed free uorld Such a raunz sysr.en

{s clearly constitutional since several sl’.ates have had such rating boards
s in the' pas% as recemtly as last year. With 20 times as many films being
< watched on television as in the r.hear.re. this needs to be a concern of r.h!.s
The_consuzmer has a right to know the content of the pro‘duct‘before -

This would also allow hyper-violent programs

committee,
he pays his money or invests his time.

to be placed in a special X-rated category for‘violénce and restricted from television v

A and fron vieuers under 18 years old in the r.hear.re It would also perm
adu].r.s to have an idea of what they are thinkifg about seeing and knowlndge
of its probabke harsful influencel
. A small uhite dot could be required to be broadcast in the upper lefg- N *s
N /.& hand corper of the screen on violent programs such as is done 14 France, ’

.

 ERI

Jhis would allow the viewer ‘to quiclsl.y knpw that the program “was one of high

. violence and not f\ealr_hy viewing. It would allow-r.he parent a convenlent

guideline to‘ser_ for their ‘children and, even, themselves. . .
Governzent gan continue to fund further research {n the several argas’

of study cgac are still inadequately researched. These would.dinclude the

effects of viewing violent sports contest such as boxing, ice hockey. and A

professional wrestlin® (Nine studies have found viewers of such high

viplerce to be 3qwersely affected. Football violence should*also. be tcsearﬂhed

to find out what type of violence on the field aight be harmful to the

viewers. Much research 13 also needed to know the effects of these*sports

on the hahits of the participants as well.) Resgarch cbuld also examine ‘-‘-
“ (¢ fhere ire ways to present violence that do not promote violence but .
rather that educate the viewet on the real dangers of violence. Examples .
of thys may be realistic and non-gensational documenr.aries. el’.c Furtber ‘ . ° -

re§earch on the effecr.s of violence 10ys and games, which a!‘e heavily
progoted on TV, &nd on the effects of the heavy positive portrayal of . ,
alcohol consumption ox( television is needed(the averagg viewer will see

~
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al.cohol copsuned 3000 :mes each year;on TV and almost @ways.vi:hg%at:iye ) e © . Ca

-

conaequ&nces) . v - o &

Sever3l national cons.umEr ﬁ piblic access channely

with public’ funding. This would allov the American pedble™to get hohgs ‘@, ’ .
4 o

product {nformation and, ideally, in depth news mtaincw -, Y
{nfluences. Municipal ownership-and/or control ef cable telev ﬁ U -
should be encouraged ingtead of outlawed by conservative and R
forces as {s currently being attempted by this Congress. ) di“." H

L2
1 am very pessimistic that this Congress will do an'\hing :o - oI
nedia violenge or to promote ohe public fnterest. I fully expect i: w'..._, &N

continue to take steps which result in the promotion of violence--cut:igg\ N 2, ;*’
funding for public m, allowin'g comerCIalizatio-n of public TV, banning * Q.-,v f“é;\' . :c-"“a ¢
municipal influence over cable, fostering media concentration, blockin%«" "i:_!“!' o ,f?.‘,‘
access gp_non- violen:. qﬂ;blically—wned children's programing, gee 1 ‘:)":‘ :{";rﬂ,’ . .h""’
d?ubt th'at Big Money powers will allow national consumer channels or pub 3 g
access®channels, varnings of the effects of entertainment violence, % : 3
reinsthtenent of the research funding necessary to get more knowledge of :.T:t:’ <
hamiul {nfluences, etc. . . - &
Until the strangle-hold on democracy caused by the powerful influence o o "
'of special interest groups throush their poli:ical action committee campaign -
contributions is broken, 1 expect that the Anerican people can expect littlg N :
help from Congress. Only when public financing of electibns s successfuﬂlly . 3 .
passed, will we see Congressmen truly worried about what the average citizens | . . °
thinks. I fully expect the opipions of 94%-of physicians and 80% of the ’ -: ’ ‘». .
American people, thar vieclent programing needs to be decreased,. to be e
ignorad By this Congress. I only hope that 1 am wrong. I congratutate ,v ’ PR
Congressnan Timothy Wirth ‘and Congressaan Ronald Mottl for buck!.ng the - . . - ' ', .
pressurés of certain powerful broadcast and cable lobbies by having these e
hearin,gs. If ve had “Bore leaders such as you, I an sure that we wouldl B . : B -
a\ready be}iving in a less violent and yet freer society than we find i
oudgelves in today. . .. L . . s .
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NCTV Releases Currenti(l T
Violence Monitoring Reou.!ts

NBC & American Cyanimid Lead Adult,
CBS & General Milis Child Violence R
In responsa to continued, widespread conce,
about the levels of vidlence on television, the
. National Coalition or Televisién Violgnce was
tormed One of its projects Is the continuous
monitoring of pgime-time and Saturday morning tele-
vision Every week, one network 15 randomly
selected. This effort is a continuation and enlarge-
ment of past monitoring projects »
*  Nationat Citizens Committee tor Broadcasting
(NCCB) tirst monitored TV for violence in 1976 with
the help of funding from the Amercan Medical
Assoclation Televislon violence had reached an all-
time high 1n 1975-76 After the results were made
public, considerable pressure was brought on the -
_sponsors by PTA groups, churches, physicians,
schoos, and individuals This resulted 1 a 9%
decrease in violence in 1977 Nick Johnson, NCCB
chatrman, called it a rare victory for citizen action
Unfortunately, no further decreaseg have since
occurred Indeed, 1n 1978, violence on Saturday
morning incfeased by 30%

. Rsoseaych continues to Accumulate and leaves,
no room for doubt that tdlevision violence Is a major
factor causing real ife violence It confirms the
wornies of the AMA, numerous church groups. the
PTA, and others Starting with this release, program
and advertiser data wtil be released throughout the
-year In this way concerned citizens will be abte to
stay closely informed as to which programs are
violent and which advertisers are living up to
commitments to improve our Programming

NCTV's goalis a 75% decrease in thg amoynt of
violence on television This would return TV to the
levels befote 1957 It would be half the levei found
causing clear increases in violence in Belson’s CBS-
funded study of London Afthough at such a level
Sen EStes Kefauver expressed conce(n at the U'S
Senate heanngs on juvenile delinquency In 1954, we
expect that a 75% decrease would result in a clear
beneficial effect on our country .

Monitoring Resuits

The ‘results Show little change In the high
viotence levels found in the 1977 and.1979 monitors
of NCCB* NBC has been &learly the most violent
network since July 20, 1980 when ghe monitoring '
began All 3coemmercial networks rated very high for /
violence on Saturday morning Cchildren’s -
programming, averaging 24 wiolent acts pashour
CBS indwidually led the pack with 31 actsgiar hour
of 1 wviolent act every 90 setonds with advertise
ments subtracted out! . .
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Cartoon Violence Claarly Atfects Children

NCTV has found nine sclentific studies on the
subject of cart violence and °its «ptfects on
children These covdr ages trom 3-years-old to sixth ,
grade. All nine studles found increased vioient
behavior in the childreh after watching violent
cartoons Specific violent cartoons studiod Include
Bugs Bunny, Roadrunner, Superhsroes, Scooby-000
STomd&lJeny - .

A study by Dr Alkert Bandura shows that
cartoon violence I3 as effective at causing increased
violence as real-life modelling or fiimed vioience of
real people

TKare 13 no question that the extreme level of
violerfte on Saturday morning cartoons s havin
Bad impact on the youth of-our country Also, recnt
programming showa that non violent cartoons can
be made, are entertaining, and can even teach
positive lessons to ourchiidren s

.

. e
AQulits araas Slroﬂgly’Alloclodu Chlidren
Despite the focus of much of what has been
wnitten in the®lay press, adults are as strongly
affected By tetevision yuleoce as children Twenty
five studies have shown an average effect of 25%
more violence in the groups assigned to watch
tiolent programming Most oh the violencg n our
16ty 1s committed by Americans In their late
teens and twenties This 18 the group that can dbe
most helped by bringing the violence leveis of tele
vision down closer to reahty
Studies have shown that teievision dramaticaily
exaggerates the amount of violence in the real wortd
Television has fifteen times more taw enforcement
otficers than real-life The chances of a TV character
* teing attacked 1s 200 times that in real lite (800 times
real-lite for tartoon oharacters!) Violence ©n,
tefevision 1s more often premedyated and done by
sfrangers than 1n reat life where alcohd! and sense-
less anger between family and friends piay bigger
roles than the networks portray ,
the totai et tign of viol
We think that the tevels shouid be much d d
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TV-The Grest Americen Viclence Machine |
"Il LA7ete 10 attempt to destroy a ullor} Inter.
*, haliy, | would bralnwash that natlon Mto accepting
vio | would educat to hate and kil
and burn and destroy. | would conditlon pedple to
tolérate violence as an acceptable type of behjvior
 would present this | entertainingly-|
the form of teievision 3 Jc .
““Television provides amazingly eftdctive,
absolutely marvelous lessons-the problem i3 that
the lessons capialize on skifls of murder, arsdn, and
robbery At this point, | am worrled about
democracy it Is not that democracy has fallad, but
that 1t has been usurped by -corporata and
adgvertising control snd Watergatd style
politicrans " - LR
"The'“coverup™ Dy the networks of thé clear
resuits of researcd on TV wviolence Is dicried
13 allowed the Networks to have vetoipower
over who was picked 1or the Surgeon Geheral's
Committee and véto power over the oflicial Feport
and then control over getting the Actual or dl-'lunoJ
information to the public v
* tgfmer FCC Commissioner Niéholas
guhn;un's declaration to Sep Howard Baker °| teel
enator, there are no words 100 strbng to
describe the outrage that you ought to feel, hs ) do,
\grz what network officials ave doing, and v-veal they
ailing todo ~ rUe

Qf oner Rex Lee cox wted that
the Surgeon General and his committee made it very
Clear that there was a causal relationship,fand that

somethifg has to be done h
"As our, g pon s to

boycott the products sp 9 prog
ahd to inform the manufsclurers of the feason for
the boycott :
"Pres Leo Sihger of Miracle yVnite Ce
announced that his company would gever again
of buy spot an, 1s on; or adj
to. prografis presenting violence Féljowing his
announcement on Oct 9, 1973, [0 tné Lions Clud
International, Singer received 125,000 (etters com
ding his action H

to reflect reality, that portraying real violence does
not mean biood spurting out of bulle! hoies but
showirfg all the human sullering and tragedy caused
to the family and society due to vioience

*  The Amencap epidemic of vioience must be
reversed Almost evary year a new recondis set for
the most viotent year ever Research Shows that TV
and media violencd 13°pldying a major role 1n this
epidgmic More years of tife are lost 1n this country
each year dué to vioience than to cancet of the
breast. skin, and bones combined

US. Crimeincreases Again to Naw RecOrds

Serious crime has increased an average of 10%,
mationailyfin the firsk half of 1980 Murders are up
5%, r4pes up 12% onation wide Auto thefts
increased 4% Thus ‘violent crime s out-pacing alt
crime and both are growing much faster than the
population Chicago Crime Commission (AP)
1v21/80 :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*NABByVice President Frank Orme Quoted
letters from Proctor and Gambte, Giliette, Kinney
Shoe Co. Jack inthe Box, and Albertson Food
Centers all pledging to cease advegtising on horror
and otffer violent television programs™ Hsmy J.
Skornia, Past President ol the Nations! A 18tl
of Educstional B Pepl
Unly. of lliinols, and Endorser of NCTV, Intellect,
Aprii 1977

r3 N

-, t -

What You Can Do '

In 1977 thousands of citizens wrote the adver
tisers to express their concern This yeas, the liknols
White House Conference on Famities 203in suggests
that we "“must chailenge the FCC and the sponsors

»1 TP programs 10 provide wholesome famlly-lite”
pr ing and di ge violence " (see
NCTV Newsletter #4) The addressesof the high and
low violence advert|sars are enclosed, Writhhg
fotters Jolning NCTV will again begin the work
started In 1977. United cltizen actiop wlil bring about
lasting change * ;
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RESEARCH REVIEW * e T 3.
. As gxoecled as the chitdren got o1der during *
Film Viotence and Verbal Aggression “the yeals coOperahion interaction and teadershid
A naturahistic fieid study of the etfects ol viotent ncreased Unfortunately., So did aggression Play ful
fiims on adolescents was done using 74 boys indour ness made up of intéraction cooperation teadet "
cottaged for youtntul offenders The fwe violent ship 1maginativengsseand poSitive atfect was not
movies usedawere The Chase The Champion The related to JV viewing patterns Tiis s essenliaily the
Wild One and, Ride Beyond Vengeance Non dévelopment of the happy triendly and 1Taginative
aggressive mbvies were Thé Harlem Globetrotters chie
Beacn Blanket Bingo Boy on a Dotphin Ride the Agglession motor activity, and angor was
Wiid Surt and the Absent minded Professof One u\'cveasg.d"g\’/’ ac.ncx\ sngw“sf such as “Wonder .
him was watched each rughl foi two cottages and .‘Boman G 1"" s "ngels“.s ;‘;"::‘c"di  Hulk s ’
oniy on the last night for two cotlages Anadditional aulester Galaolica’ and x Mition Dollar Man
condition studied was the effect of harassment and Game shows charactenzed by nluch shouling and
cnticism during the actual evaiuation at the end of hysternichl activity aiso were found to be related wilth 9
the week - . increases (n this group of behaviorg JThese resuity o
Those who saw the aggvesswe/movne(s) . ware somewhat more common for the bovs and
expressed sigmificantly more inlense verbal aggres y those with fower 1Qs Heavy viewing of news and
sion than those who viewed 1he nonaggressive cartoons aiso seemed toLorielate with aggresswon
movie(s) Also those who were severaly crincized espacially for boys Elimpnating the etfeuis of 10 = %,
qunng eyaluation were more verbally aggressive social ciass sex and cuitural dackground the
than those who were not Media portrayars of results coptinue 10 show a clea correldtion of ‘
physical aggres®ion increase verbal aggression in _ aggression and_violeny, programming  Chyldren - v
the viewers 1 cah 1 C b watching more TV violence tended tu gel mure
Summer 1978 1@ 171 ¢ violant as the year wegt'on - .
v . The strong ntifence of violent carstoons ‘o ~
. b
TV & Aggression Flsid Study in Preschool Children P Ao st year'long v .
A well designed and ifiplemented hietd studf of | . v'v'oo‘:’sp.zrke"fgpssé og;)eooooguapuguo;s . “Woody ..
200 preschool ohiidren from New Haven €oanect: inflgences “Tom & YJ’"Y" " Spue O .
cut was recenjly reported by the Singors Free play | negative effects' S “Stroet” A :: had
benavior was carefully rated dunng two ten minutg ieioase mot esame ppeareg 10
Sessions three times during the year Each tamily 10\. A ’;n?doraclsmy.wmcn was thought,to be due
Kept a careful television log for two-week periods a“;o’”“epcon::r::'sdof:"(‘;”’;"g. and ;."'“:"'\‘(‘es
three times during the year as weil_Intensity with *  Uniy. Annais of Yoo A rome Singer, Yale .
which the child watched as welt as the specuhc‘ 3(;‘3'7983 s of New Yorls Academy of Science 289
shows were recorded The log bodks suppied to the . b ..
parents consisted of a day by day usting of aft < .
arograms presented by all stations Fwedty , Victent Pornography Again Shown 0 lAcredse
behaviors were recorded with excetient rehabuhity Aggression . .
Imaginativeness, positive affect perslslente Saveral studies now indicate that wiolence .
aggression motor actvity, interactions with peers & against women depicted 1n pornographs films may
adults cooperation with peers & adults jeadership, N iead to cniminal behavior Sex 1n combination with
featful angry. sad, tired moods and others violence increased tendencies toward 3ggression
- while nonvicleat erotica did not With the marked
- v ncrease of $exual violence films against women a .
> ‘Help NGTV Gather Information . tanl !::‘2% mc'.e‘ase mbv:pe ;nk1979 repoged ,bof e
pase Cli { FBI, the connettion s being taken more s€110usly
otwrpn:e on .par.bdnend any agl:(:c‘:you md. Research papers prasented at the Sept 80
Ctimes, imitated kv 1ot : Amancan Psychologrcal Association Gonvention
other anoronate medid oG oy follow Dr E9 D in (Univ Wi in) studied N
Mall them 1o our nawsietler and monitoring 120 men and found that after watchinghassexually
bifice, NCTV, B Box 647, Dacatoy, IL 62521 wiglent film, they, were much moreikely to-adyptnister °
1 NCTV St - Rob Gluck MA. Natfonat ~ amildly paintul electnc shock to female partiyparits
. g .
Monitoring Project Dlrector. Joan Pelerson, grading therr test questions and secretly making
Elien Strasma, £ Kelly Wingard rost of monitcr- Incorract grading,decisions. Mates who had watched ]
ing team.’ Newsletter Editor: Or Thomas a nonviolent saxual movie were no more likely to
Radecki MD. Volunieer Stail: Board Members, administer Shocks than those watChing a neutral talk .
Jean & Thomas Radecki, Aleeta Wernecke, shoy Mea paired with male graders showed oOnly g
Gale Alney, Mickey Cumry, Trish Bernard,, & . small Increases in aggression for both erotic and .
others. ° " . sexually vioteht fims
Information & H\Sni(zqngm . Dr Neil Malamuth & James Check of Univ of
Newsietter & Monitorng Qtfice News Release Manitoba used a questionnaire after noOnviOlent
v Informatlon . feature (ength films or alter *Swept Away"” about a
- New: . P 8 times a year Avaik violent man and a woman who 1earns to Crave sexual e
able wn:l.r::;:;belrs";:g or szgmy Bl.weekly sadism, and “The Getaway" 1n which a woman faiis
report $50, Woeekly report $150. U a infove with the man who raped hes Tested one week
Y h {continued page 6) -
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The Monitonng Results ~- | : ) .
Tbese initial MoMmtor INgresults cover four full wees for each commercial network and two Weeks for PBS
Manitoring began 7 20/80 and 1uns th:ough 10:25/80 1n this report Ail results are reported in violent acts per hour
. vased on NCTV s sconing system Current Cinema Movie (nonitornng has also begun and 1s reported below PBS
statiogs Champaign Witinois . . .
. Overall Violence Ratings & ’” N
{violen1 agls perhoun. L * . \ .
- ABC <B® NBC - PBS
o Overalt Prime time 51 49 75 23 NBC most violent In prime-timet
drama snows only w0, 52 92 4% .
T (exctuding movies) <
movies . 64 65 84 - 3
» comedy/variety 30 34 49 04" L° ’
i documentaryifeal nte 05 18 28 03 ’
Saturday AM Cartoonsg 215 311 189 - CBS mos! violént cartoons!
‘. Hy - — L
. . .
) Most Violent Prime time Programs quh Violente Cartoons Al
1 Buck Rogers NBC 258 , 1 Bugs Bunny/Roadrunner cBS 50
2 Dukes of Hazzard N CcBS 173 2 Superfriends ABC 0
3 Mrsadventures of Sheritf Lobo NBC 164 3 Johany Quest NBC 30
4 HartioHart ABC 163 4. Mighty Mouse/Heckle & Jeckle , CBS 29
5 NBC Thurs Nignt Movies NBC 158 $ PoDeve cBs 39
6% Thp Increcible Huk CBS 143 & Datfey Duck NBC, 27
- . 4 o7 Galacticd 1980 (ot 1he ain) ABG 137 7 Plasigman ABC™ 27
. 8 Charhes Argels ABC* 124 8 Tom & Jerry ¢BS 23
9+ Vegas ¢+ ABC™ 124 9 Drak Pak CBS 20
10 Shogun (based on 2episodes) NBC 122 10 Godziita/Globetrotiers NBC 19
11 Centennial ' NBC 120 11 Scooby & Scragpy Doo ABC V7
12 ABCSun Night Maviesy LABC 110 12 Batman -« NBC 14"
N ~
. \d >
Advertiser Ranking R N .
The rankings shown below hst those.advertisers who, during the study period sponsored the greatest or
{ . least amount of violence - -
. ~ -
» : Most Violent Prime Time Sponsors Least Vidlent Pnme Time Sponsory s
Rank Sponsor . Amount o Rank Sponsor Amount
1 - Amenican Cyammid 123 (63%)* 1 * Richardson MerreliCo®  » 03 (0%%)
2 Schening Piough 114 (58%) 2 Amencap Express 27 (10%)
3 Manes inc . 114 (46%) 3 Cosma, Ing 0 7%
¢ 4 Chevrolet . 96  (48%) . 4 Nabisgo 30 (19%)
. 5 Phiitips Petroleum = 90  (47%) $ General Foods N 39 (15%)
. - ~
Most Violent Saturday Morning N N Violence Ratings: - acts per hour .
v ; 1 _ Generat Mills 255 | (78%) \Low Violence 02
2 General Foods “ ® 252  (76%) - Some Violence 35
B 3 McDonald's 237 (81%) . AboveAverage Violence 69
. . High Violence . 108 over |
. O 0
. ‘percentage {%s) of advertisements piaced on consistently high violence programs, the first number represents
violent acts per hour of the average program sponsored Sponsors rank high aa both sc\)rlngs Thus, no accidents
have caused adver:Sers 1o be singled out Oniy hive, instead of the top ten sponsors-are being named &t thus time
This assures that those named are Sponsoring clearly large amounts of violence and are well above the top ten
cut-ottpoint used inthe past As more data i3 gathered. the full top ten will be reported
. vioience on 0 prog was not ted 10 advectiser scores Since those were all close to
. 2010 1t was thoudht fair 10 include these advertisers as 3ponsonng non violence This'is done to avoid news
censorship . - " *
@  Renability ratings are done on every third section of programming, Reliability ratings were 0 75 on act by-act
- agreement and 0 93 Pearson Lorrglation coefficient for program scorés Both of these arg within thg standards
accepted by scientific journals . .. -
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8lnulnlnq programs with at’ feast two episodes Benson . > ' oaBC* 0 R
monitorsd- Lou Grant - cBS 0 .
CBS wed Night Movies css 10 - Difterant Strokes NEC .0
TimConway Show * ces 10 NBCMon Night Movies NBC 0
NBC Tues Night Movies NBC 10 Facts of Life . NeC .0 .
Barnaby Jones (otf-the-ain cBs 10 WKRPin Cincinnati -.'ces 0
Nobody™s Perfect (off the ain - ABC 9 Waitons . CBS o .
CBS Sat Night Movies . cBs 8 NBC Magazine . NBC 0 R
CHIPS " NBC 8 , Trapperdohn M D M cBs 0 -
ABC Mon Night Movies © ABC 7 That's Incredible . ABC 0 .
Fintasy istand ABC 7 Eightis Enough ABC, 0
NBC Sun Night Movies NBC 6 .., ABCNewsCloseup ABC - 0
Dallas cBs 6 Barney Miller ABC 0
NBC Wed Night M .
Thee s Camaany * o P oppaton incls -
Speak Up Amenoa (of! the-aif) Nec 5 ° ple =p . .
Mork & Mindy +ABC -5 Masterpiece Theatre 1
Angie - ABC 5 . All Creatures Great & Small ¥ .
Laverne & Shirley ABC 5 . wait 2"”' Week . » 0
CBS Tues Night Movies ces ¢ Over Easy 0
#;c Fri Night Movies = égg 4 Single Episodés - 10/19-10/25
Wiute Shadow 4 Movie — "Key Largo” 15
§0Minutes “+ CBS 3 Japan.Changing Tradition 1
Disney s vyonceﬂulWond NBC 2 Superstar Protile 6
#;::-mom Egg g egamsl The Wind 4 .
reat Performances , - 4
2020 e P :Sg g Up & Coming 2 -
.
'L;;g: Hg:SZOﬂ raigre ABC te »  Lively Country, Bill Moyers Joural, Ilhnois Press
le'z Lary‘.dmg . . ces 1 Nation3l Geographic S Greqt Perf '
LoveBoat - ABC 1 Nova. The Advocates, Cosmos, Tomotrow's .
Real P?:ple NBC (1) , < Famies - . allo <y,
MAS cBS -
Flo ces' o Cartoons Without High Viclence:
Archie Buntet s Place c8s -0 + Fredd Ba'ﬂey Mest Schmoo NBC 7
One Day ataTime . €cBS , 0 FatAlbe: cBs 7 0
Atce . ces 0 The Jelsons NBC ? .
. R < Laff alympics | - ABC [
MOST VIGLENT SPONSORS ', : :
"BRECK. OLOSPICE PRODUCTS Letters to Advertisers are Effective -
fmencan gyemmd Co SATURBAY AM VIOLENCE SPONSORS ’ -
Wayne: NJ 07470 GENERALMILLS AMERICAN EXPRESS
E Robert Kinney James D Robinson HI
:gY::LL':E -Dr-GEL 7General MilIS Inc American Express Co -
Scnen:ngwu n Co: , 9200 Wayzata Bivd Amencan Express Plaza .
Gallopn?g WiAd " Mipdeapoiis, MN 55440 + NY.NY10004
Keniiwgrth, NJ 0703:! » GE NFERAL FOODS L'OREAL PRODUCTS
. od v J L Ferguson Jacques Correze
hgggséll;gDEﬁwEAR “General Foods Corp Cosmarr, Inc
Hanes Co. son . 250 North, 530 €1fth Ave
Brsate - . Wite Plains, N¥ 10625 NY. NY 10036 RN
WinstonrSalem, NC 273103 MCDAONALD ] NABISCO PRODUCTS
’ Ray A Kroc Robernt Schaeberle
g::;ﬁ‘&"s McDonald s Corp N Nab sco.inc .
Chevrolet MotorDivislon  * *  McDogalg'sPlaza dnover, NJ 07936 . .
30007 Van Dyke Oakbrook, IL 60521 \ . &
Warren, Mf4809%0 4 « LEASTVIOLENTSPONSORS ' G ENERAL FOODS
ICKS. OIL OF OLAY (lowFpr prime time, high for Sat AM)
PHILLIPS PETROLEUM mith Richardson, Jr erguson
WF Martin, , ¥ Richard3on Merrell, Inc General Foods Corp
Phillips Petroieum Co Ten Wesport Rd 250North
Bartlesville, OK 74004 Wilton, CT 06897 White Plains, NY 10625 1
- . v ,
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1ater, 1hose who had been shown the sexually violent -
movies scored higher on acceptance of the “rape
myth" and of interpersonal violence

1t was pointed out that is far more
violen! today than in 1968 Dr. Paul Sapolsky of
Florids State Unliversity noted that the current flood
of horror movies spowing extreme violence against
women are a more serious threat than many X raled
movies Dr Dolt Zitinan of indiana Univ, a
researcher said that 1t was ironic that Xrated
movies are often banned whereas the more harmiul
toreproges are not,  New York Times 980

On Prevention of Vioience

Because so many of tntmuses of tamiy
violence are deeply rooted in the nature of American
society there are numerqus changes that can and
must oecur at Yus level it we are really senious
about wanting to éhiminate violence between family
members, one of the most basic changes I8 to take
whatever steps até necessaty to reduce the amount
of violence in society as a whole This might entail,
tor exampie, stringent gun control measures. as well
as a reduction in the amount of violence shown on
{elevision, not Only to chuldren but to adults as weil
In fact, all gmedia Including the film industry,
magazines, and néwspapers, should be induced to
limit ther depiction of violance B Carison, SUNY
Albany. Prevention ot Domestic Violence' . in
Prevention In Mental Health.Sage Press, 3980

Studies In Chicago & Flnland Find Increased
Aqgroulon

The $econd year resuns of the three year
suburban and center city Chicago 'study ar¢ now
avaitable The crossiagged corralations show that
second and fourth graders have Increased violence
due lo viewing wviolent male characters, violent
female characters, and related to the totai amount 6t
viewing as well Boys and giis both show effacts
and-—there appears to be a trend towards an
increasing effect in the second year This would be
in keeping with the 1dea of cumulative as well as
immediate etfects

The study I1n Finland by Kirst) Lagerspetz has
famishel its tirst year and finds similar increasds in
ali three categones {or bolh sexes although very
weak for simple amount of viewing Both studies
found boys more violent than giris at all times
However, the most aggressive responders of all were

“high masculine ‘women
Its mled out that it s counterproductive for
parents ort pists to people to engag

Iinfan lasy mheavsal of aggressive pfoblem golvingin
the mistaken assumption that *if you work it out In
tantasy, you don't have 10 work 11 out In behavior " L.
Eron & L Huesmann. Univ of lllinols at Chicsgo
Clrcle, Annals of New York Academy of Science,
319-331, 1980

Thy Neighbot’s Tetevision

According to a study by Ellzabeth Roberts and
the Projsct on Human Sexuat Development at
Harvard University, tefevision men are picluled as
problem sotvers, aggressive and.domina: giwnllo
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television wpmen are emotional, dependent, and.
sansitive ection, love, Intimacy and mirrlage
and family are embarrassingly negtiglble on
television But then divorce 1sn't prized either
Roberts shows that much of television’s erotic
activity 1s linked with violence !nvolving women
Edwin Dlamond, Ameycan Fllm 9/80

Tetevised Hockey Fights Incrnu Aggrnslon In"
Adults - o

A study of 90 senlor high school males
randomized the students into three groups One
group watched a 10-minute televised hockey game
with fights included A second group had a 10
minute discussion aboul ice hockey, 3gnd a third
group receved no treatment The group which
watched the hockey game and fights had a clear
increase in hostility and aggmssnon as measured by
atest for hostiltty

Of the subjects in the hlm group, 44 % reported
that they liked the vioience (1¢, the fights) in a
hockey game the best However, 81% reported that
the violence in the tim actually seen caught their
interest the most and made them watch more
attentivgly "It s felt that the resuits of this study are
highly supportive of and consistent with the prior
research studies that have faund that exposcre to
violence through the Tilm media has an additive
eftect on the viewer
Mississippl, Dissertalion Abstracts International
38(10-8) 1978

CABLE NEWS

Texas ManTenth to Shoot Selt After wuchlnq
Cable “Deer Hunter™

Richard Mendoza, 24, shot himselt in the head
while watching Russian rouletta scenes in "The Deer
Hunter" and was in critical condilion in San Antanio
He was watching on Cable TY with two triends when
he suddenly unloaded the gun. spun the cylinder,
ptaced it to his teraple, said "t'm going to do it" and
pulled‘xo trigger Washington Post 10/15/80 Nlne
others this year have killed thefhselvos 1n a similar
manner after watching Deer Hunter, mostly or all on
cabfeJV NCTV Newsletter 8/8/80 -

ABC President Warns That Salf-Regulstion is
Needed onCable

Fred Plerce. ABC President, warned that having
‘one standard for networks while allowing R or X-
rated movies on cable channels threatened to causeé
a backlash that will wash over everybody In the
creative cOmmunity He warned of g'grassroots
activism as @ growing nationat trend” He said, “It's
time for cable to join the coalition of restraint~to
b part of the ongoing national debate about
what s spcially, acceplable A voluntary code is
definitely ip order " He charged a.double standard
that Is “f fiting side by side. on "the~ same’ dial,
programi g tiltered thraugh standards of restraint
and programming untouch®d by any responsible
standards " Varidty 10/22/80 .

.

MJ Celozzi, Unlv Southern A
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V. Rainbow to Push Sex & Hard “Actlon” Adult Movies
N on Cable . hd

Rainbow Productions hagannounceo tnat Lt will
vegin production of soft sex/hard actiop adult
movies for cablé It says that up to now these have
been a very 50t ell ok pay tv and will “coms out of

the Closet ' Advertising Age 10/13/80

;- FILM NEWS

-

. MP AA Movie Rating System a Joke on Public
. Widespread dissatisfaction 18 being voiced
- about the flood of extremety violent movies Showing
up at theaters and even on teievision Terror Traln,
y Dressed to KIli, Friday the 13th, Haliowssn, Mother's

Day, He Knows You're Alone, Motel Hell, Octagon,
“ Prom Night The iist goes on and on It promises to
continue 1n 1981 with the most common variety of
' movie advertised for release betng in the extreme

. ~ wyiolence category N
Although these movies are often rateq “R" {they
shouid be ‘X ). this rating 1s almost never enforced
* - A fuil 45% o the audiance is betwéen the ages of 12
and 17 Indeed the movies are made especially to'
appeal to this age group By including characters and
L] murder victims 1n this age-range Advertising IS also
oriented to this group to get their attendance (New
York Times 10:2/80) Indeed, theatre owners In
Flonda vigorousty fought a proposed state law.to
require that the movie industry's own rating system

be enforced (Vanety 6/25/80). .
N A descnption of Friday the 13th with 45% under
18 attendance by Gene Shalit of Ladies Home
Journai (Oct 1980) follows "One of this past
N summer's biggest money makers At a Summer
* camp, a dozen college age kids are strangled,
choked, chopped up, hung upside down and sliced
in gnisly closeup After every youngster has been
. barbarously murdered, Betsy Paimer's head 1s cut
oM, reveating her pulsing neck This noxious mess

wassippedanR ™

The Motion Picture Association of America
openly says that the rating system 13 a way to avoid

«independent ratings They féar enforc!
ratings might cut into their profit

ent of these
rgins Time

magazine (10/6/80) notes that the current decline in
standards really took off in 1968 when the Motion
Picture Association replaced the old PCA code with

°

s

s
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have a govemmentallysupetvised rating system
independent of the movie producers He reports that
the English system does not allow parents to make
excepijons but Instead movies are for all, for over 13,
or for over 17 years-old (regular X rating) Some
movies are so disgusting that spegial X ggrtlﬂcales
for adults Only have to be applied for by each local
municipality. o~

Me goes over four R and PG movies which in
England were rated for adulty only while all / .
American children could sge them He recommend
an independent rating board and that the ratings be
stricfly enforced

Littie Relationship MPAA Ratings and Violence .
In monitoring fecently réleased tug screen
movies NCTV has found, as 1t Suspected, very httle
relationship between the M P A A ratings and the
violent content therein The movie indudtry rating
system seems Clearly based primarily on judgments
of the sexual and lang of films
than violence To date, the ayerage Rrated movie *
monitored by NCTV Lias contained 7 6 violent acts
per hous, the average PG rated film 113 acts/hour.
and the only G rated film viewed thus far (Wait
Disney's part animated “Song of the Sjuth”) scored
an 18 9 acts/hour rating
NCTV monitors have also not
monitoring. the large percentage
under.age Moviegaers being allow
Rrated films, including the pres:
children at a local showing of the,
“Terror Train™
Some sample ratings follow
Viclent Acts perhour
Terror Train (Fox Studios) (R) 21

, dunng film
of apparently
admittance to
e of very young
tally Inappropdalg

My Bodyguard (Fox) (PG) <18

Final Countdown (United Artists) (PG) 15 .
Fiendish Plot of Fu Manchu (Orion) (PG) 10
Hopscoteh (AVCO) (PG) - 5 4
Private Benjamin (Warner Bros ) (R) 3

Middie Age Crazy (Fox) (R}
Oh God Book ll{Warner Bros } (PG)

1

0 ﬂ“"«g

Xanadu (Universal) (PG) 0 -
1]

NCTV Research Shows that 1981 Will Have Violent =
Movies °
In examining the ads in the Oct 15 Vanety Film
Marke! Review, the most common movie theme of
1981 will be extreme violence 192 Movies were able
to be rated by the theme of the ads 53y had a

the G. PG, R. and X system Not only are

. seeing this film in theatres but now 1t 18 thrust into
American living rooms by HBO and Showtime These

. movie networks are now caught up to the Big three

. networks in viewing popularity amongst Subscrbers
of their product (Advertising Age 10/13/80)

Even Fred Pierce, ABC President, warns that
putting these movies on cabile television s socially
irresponsible and should be stopped (Vanety
10/22/80) As usual though, he wants only a voluntary
code the types of which are already so widely
ignored bv motion pictures, télevision, ttsell, and

. comic bzoxs
Gene Shalit suggests that we do as England and

.
2
N . -

d’\ -
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1ol theme with the majority of those in the
extreme violence category Heavy Violence was the
next largest category with clear violence represent
ing only 9% of the viclent movies By comparison,
sex movies accounted far only 17% of the new
movies, comedy 10%, romance and love 4%, entew
1ainment 3%, prosocial 2%, and documentaries 1%
Violence is deing produced by the barrelful and
marketed world-wide .
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- Nati Coalition on Televi Violence

. To help NCTV monttor & deCrease TV viotence.
enclosed 1s my membership o 820
1 want to help even more by h

. NEWS BRIEFS )

Furor in London ovor‘l’huln Rapo

~The National Theatre production of "The
Romans in Britain” acts out & graphi¢, simuiated
homosexual rape Critics panned the show as poor
artand p are threat 9 to withd public

contnibution of . $10 L. $25 () 875 5 $100
. Other Total enclosed

.
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Cuntnbutions are Tax-deductible

vailto NCTV, 1737 DeSales St Suite 300,
wash DC 20036 -
ofto NCTV. PO Box 647, Degatur, IL 62521

2djtional Materiais .

__ targe Group N Annual S
($20 fust, & $250 each additionai-send all
addresses desired)

o
_ .. Revtew of Scientific Literature & Bibhiography
(83 00)

.. EndorsementForms v

____Additional copres of Newsletter-35¢ each

_ __ Pamphlet ' How to Change TV Viewing Habits"
(19 20¢ each, 10-50 12¢, over50 7¢ each)

Information on starting focal chapters ($1 00)
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baidy money The company faces prosecullon for
pullic obscenity, Varlety 10/22/80

The_ Natlons! PTA Board of Direcmrs recently voted
to conftnue its TV Project for another year. This

° issue was agairn identifled as one of the top member-

ship concerns More than 6,000 PTA members and

over 1, other ¥ have 0
tor¥V monllorlng ’
Vid#o Cassettes Under Engilsh Obscens Act

A court of appeal has ruled”In London that

video-cassettes come within the 1960 Obscene
Publication Act Police arrests are now going on In
Soho as part of a campaign 3 cleanup hard-core
videocassottes Variety 9/24/80
Family A About Televisi
= According to a recent Gallup Pal), television
comes Out as.a major heavy in oyr family lives On
the scale of problems, TV didn't rate as bad as
inffatidn, bus it ran neck and neck wnh unemploy
ment
cording to arecent Roper Poll, it even causes
When people were asked what husbands and
wives argued about, money was the champion But
telavisiorrwas a strong contender
Husbands and wive$” were far more hkely to
fight about television than about that old standby,
sex* |n the Galiup Poll, for example, peopte worried
most about the overemphasis on sex and viclence
Elten Goodman 7/10/80
Parents Find It Difficult to Control TV
A study by Shirtey O'Bryant and Charles Corder
BoWp has shown TV to be perhaps the most
uncontrolled force in the family home “We were
amazed by the number of parents we Interviewed
whohad good parenting skills in all othér respects
yet had not adapled those skills to thejr chitdren's
TV viewing "' Mass Media Newstetter 10/27/80

.y Non pProht Org -
- . US Postage
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Mr. MorTL. Lastf but not least as our cleanup hitter, Rev. Don
Wildmon, who is ‘very active in the Coalition for Better Television.
He will explain his views on network: programing. Reverend
Wildmon has been referred to as one of the most feared opponents
of network programing. His actions have been felt in the network
..executive offices insNew York.
We want to apologize to you for keeping you, last but we did it
- with a specific purpose in mind. We want to open and close with
our heavy hitters. o

STATEMENT OF REV. DONALD WILDMON

. _Reverend WiLbmON. I thought maybe I could leave without
v saying anything. I am out of company here. I don’t normally get

the privilege of sitting with this kind of company. = .

A few weeks ago, I was on a program with Roy Danish, head of
the Television Information Office. We were discussing some of
these problems. He told me I was a simple-minded man. He
thought he was embarrassing me, but he simply told me something

. I have known,all my life. I am rather simple.

I didn’t know that you had had hearings a few years ago, and a

few years before that; and a few years before that. I didn’t have
- .any prepared statement because I really didn’t know what the gist
"" of the whole thing was going to be. I do have some opinions. ‘
» I don’t think that you should be in the business of legislating
content of programs' on .commercial network stations. I do think
that the lady, Mrs. Collins, over there, earlier th1$ morning said
something about public anger.

Mr. Brad Butler, chairman of Procter & Gamble, made a speech
in Los Angeles a few months ago to some television people. He said
sooner or later, the public in this country does get its way. I can’t
argue about all the s{atistics here and everything. -
°> I do think sometimts, though, we can argue about—well, we can
bleed to dedth whlle arguing about whether or not we are wound-
ed. I think that is basically what is happening in this situation.

.The probleni is not sex and violence -on television. I thought it
was for a long time. That’s not the problem at all. The problem in
this whole ituation is, is television going to respond to whatever jt is
in its economlc interests to respond tfo. It is not going to improve
until it is economically feasible for it to improve.

I think if you wanted to look at something with some substance
that you-could do somethmg about, if I am not mistaken, I think re-
ligious discrimination is illegal in this country.

I think if you made a stud%' of the people who are in the decision-
making positions at the networks and in Hollywood, and who pro-

3 vide the networks with their programs and how these programs de- .

velop and how people are chosen and how the whole system works,
: ‘I think you might find something there that you could do some-
- thing about.

v Let me close by saying this: I think within a year, certainly
within 2 years, some of the sex and violence and other kinds of pro-
grams on television are going to be notlgeably absent I think the
American public is Just about fed up with'it. .

*
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While there is a 1st amendment, there is also a 13th amendment,
that says involuntary servitudé shall not exist in the United States.
Now the networks can put‘the programs on, but we don’t have to
watclf them And we don't have to pay for them.

That’s the dermocratic free enterprise system; and I think what
you are going to find within the next year tg 2 years is that system
is going to be implemented and the message is going to get to the
networks what it is to their economic interest to provide the
Américan viewing public with a better kind of programing.

Mr. M orrL. Thank you very much, Reverend. We certainly ap-
preciate your statement. ’ )

We will now start the questioning. We will adhere to the 5-
minute rule.

Certain groups have endorsed boycotting the advertising sponsors

sof violent programs as a means of exerting pressure on the broad-
cast industry to prevent the airing of programing the groups find
objectionable. -

Do you consider boycotting sponsors-a more desirable check on
responsiveness of the networks to the American public than the
imposition of direct governmerital regulation in this area?

Each one of you will respond to that, we would certainly appreci-

*+ ate it. Incidentally, before we answer that question, Dr. Pearl, has_
there been anything coming out of the Surgeon General’s Office, of-
ficial, unofficial decree saying that violence on television is bad for

_* Americans’ best intérests? :

Drs. PearL. There were hearings in 1972 following the first Sur-
geon General’s Scientific Advisory Committee report. At that time,
the then Surgeon General.did. indicate his_ opinion that the evi-
dence at that time was enough to make him conelude that there
was a mental health or public health problem; that even-if—if as
some were saying at that time, that this inflienced only a small
percentage of viewers, considering the overall number of viewers,
that small percentage influence still constituted in absolute num-
bers a considerable number- of individuals. .

So (fihat’s the only, I believe, thing tl_)at-\h\ad been said in that
regard, . - .

Mr. MorrL. Can we answer the question, then, I just proffered:
With regards to boycotting or governmental intervention? Did'you
want to answer that? :

., Dr. PearL. I am here really essentially to report on a governmen-
~ tal research activity. This being a matter of policy, I think it would
" Be inappropriate in my rele to comment on that, except that if I

were.here as a private citizen, I obviously have an opinion on that.

Mr#MorrL. What is you opinion? - ‘

‘Dr. P&E‘AR%L‘;; Concerning the matter of—— . .
Mr. Mortiz.Boycotting” or shall we have governmental interven-
tion? .

Dr. PEaRL. As a private citizen, I am verylconcerned with first
amendment rights and I think it is each citizen’s own concern as to
whether or not he or she boycotts a particular product, but again, I
would have some question as. a private citizen—I keep harking on
that—concerning the overall effectiveness and what it could accom-
plish over time. ,

Mr. MortL. Doctor? ’ : «

{‘DI, .
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Mr. GERBNER As a private c1t1zen, I don't believe those are the,
alternatives.

. Mr. MorrL. Whatever alternative you want to suggest.

Mr. GERBNER. You can have either, both, or neither. I think any
group of Americans has the right to speak or withhold speech, to
buy or withhold buying se that I just don’t thmk that that is an
issue.

Nor do I think that boycotts have been -particularly effective.
There is an entire series of industries urging us to buy.

Mr. MorrL. What do you ‘suggest, Government intervention of
some sort?

Mr. GERBNER. Government intervention is a fact of life. The in-
dustry exists on the basis of legislatiyn; so that is not even a ques-
tion. The question is what kind of i rventlon" Should it continue
to intervene as it has intervened in the past or should it intervene
in some other way. That is the real questlon

As far as the issue of censorship is concerned, censorship is what .
we have now. The gentlemerf'who spoke here before are called net-
work censors. They screen, as they discussed, .to make television en- .
tertainment the most profitable, the most productlve and the least
offensive commodity.

I think that that system operates under the set of Government
protections and Government controls. My own feeling, as Mrs.
Charren and others have stated,"is that in order to diversify televi-
" sion programing, which is the only way to reduce violence to its le-
_gltunate and dramatlcally equitable manifestations, the ecénomic
incentives for the existing censorship havé to be somehow tackled,
somehow changed.

Mr. MorrL. Thank you, Doctor.

Ms. Charren? - -

Ms. CHarreN. The kind of boycott that the Moral Majority-
backed coalition has been talking about for quite a while now is
not a violation of the first amendment, because they are not brmg-
ing the Government into it.

I am not apposed to boyéotts generally. I supported the grape
boycott. I supported the idea of a bus boycott, but I do not support"
the ided of a boycott of speech backed by a heavily funded “conserv-
ative, onesided organization with a lot of zeal that has the_ poten-
tial to encourage a kind of McCarthyism when it comes to program
content. :

Ip order to boy’gott speech, you have to make a hit-list of those
programs you want to get rid of. If that boycott is successful it
limits options for other viewers:

I think individually I don't worry about it. I.didn’t wory ‘about it
when some small, underfunded citizens group suggested-the same
kind of thing because I.didn’t think it would be effective. :

I worry a lot about a new right fundamentalist heavily funded
.effort to censor what we watch on television, and I think she
American public should stand up and say, we don’t need that kind
of protection and AC'I‘ actually organized a petltlon drive on that
subject. )

Mr. MortL. Thank you.- s “

.Reverend? ‘ '

"
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Reverend WirLpMoN. It is our basic philosophy that the networks
can show that'they want to show. The viewer can view what he
wankti to view out of the options’ made avallable to him by the net-
wor Y

It is not a question of whether or not censorshlp does éxist or is
"going to exist. Censorship has always existed except in the last 35
years it has always been in the hands of a small number of people
at the network level who have been censoring from their own per-
spectives for their own reasong_

. The advertiser can sponsor what he wants to sponsor. The con-
sumer can buy what he wants to buy. To use a Norman Lear
phrase, that's the Americair'way. -

I don’t see anything at all wrong about that. We have never
asked Congress to pass a single law and don't intend to. We don’t
have any power to enforce this. “

The only power*we have is the power "to moral persuasion. We
can’t go down the aisle and say, don't buy this brand of soup, buy
this brand. All we can do is make mformatlon available. .

. The whole program is voluntary. I think that's the American
way I think that's the way the system ought to work. The problem
with Peggy, she’s on the other broadcast side of the spectrum, but °
that's fine. That's her prerogative. This is, after all, democracy. -

If we have public support;, then we will be successful. If we don’t,
we are out of busingss. I thought that's«the way democracy works.

Is a boycott a’legitimate way? It most eertainly is. The problem
about the Nielsen polls—and I don t argue with them—is if I am
sitting in my home and there is something there that I think is
detrimentally affecting my children and other children in society,
if I push the off button, nobody knows about it but me.

. I still have to live in that society for those that don’t push the off
button. We are not a group of individuals. We are not 221 mllhon
individuals. We are 4 society. We have standards.

If our worst enemies wanted to do us harm, they could not have
done a beter job than what the networks have done in the last 10
years. I think the American people basically, the large percentage
of them are ready to say enough is enough. We want and demand
more wholesome cleanup lifting entertainment and we are going to
get it or we are not going to pay for what we get.

I think in a-free enterprige system, that's the way it works. If °
you make a General Motors product and I don’t want to buy it, I
can buy a Ford product. The same thing works throughout the free
enterprise system.

» The boycott goes back to the Boston Tea Party and to Wllhams-
burg and our earliest history. It is part of us. It is*voluntarily selec-
tive buymg just like you voluntarily select what you want.to view.

I think it is inherént to the democratic system. You take that

- away and you have violated the 13th amendment. If I don’t have
the right to follow the dictates of my conscience, then I don’t have
any right left at all. N

Mr. MorTL. Thank .you, Reverend

Doctor? - -

Dr. Rapeckl. I.think Government intervention is definitely
needed in somg ways to balance out the effects of uncontrolled
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commercialism. I would agree with a lof of the comments of the -

other panelists. .
I think boycotts are acceptable, first of all, if there is no other

attion that can be taken by the citizens. This body has certainly ,

not taken any attions in the past. I think boycotts are acceptable
when you find commercial censorship causing a distortion of reali-
ty on television, dramatically increasing the amount of violence on
television, compared to reality, and when that element is shown to
be seriously harmful to the viewer. . N .
There is not enough research for us to know exactly what types
of sexuality occur in reality and to what extent the networks dis-

tort that. A lot of people would agree there are some areas that are |

. distorted in the sexual presentation on TV. Unfortunately, there is
no research to show how thjs is affecting us. L .

*I am concerned about bdycotts that try to make television more
pure than_reality, unless there are clear harmful effects. There is
less cigarette smoking on television than in reality. I think that’s
greats ¢ . ) y

On violence, there’s 200 times more than in reality. I think that
is a very serious distortion..

. However, our citizen efforts alone are not enough. Because there
‘are important commercial influences that citizen efforts aren’t
going to be able to balance out. For instance, take the promotion of
violent toys on television. Also, the pay channels that don’t have
any. advertising. I think there needs to be an educational effort
sponsored by legislation from your committee that. requires, for
every amount of advertising pushing violence, some counteradver-
tising to warm the viewer of harmful effects. .
_Counteradvertising was effective on the cigarette-smoking issue
until was taken off of television. We had a 12-percent decrease in
cigarette smoking in.the late 1960’s. Counteradvertising will be ef-

fective for medi violencel.‘/Give the information to the public and

let them nfake the decision.
The fact is a billion dollars is spend each year convinting the

public viewing violence is fun and entertaining that there is no

harm, and yet nething is spent to counterhalance that.’

There needs to be Fegislation to let the public know what is vio-
lent. There needs to be a movie-rating ystem, these other things I
pointed out. We need to have actions to counterbalance this influ-
ence. ! :

We need to'start taking violence more seriously. It is really true
this is having a real impact on society in a major way. We need to
take it serious’lly}.l : . “ )

Mr. MorrL. The.gentleman from Texas? o

Mr. CoLLins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think you all represent the best section of the hearing. You
haye taken a penetrating approach toward what I think is a major
problem in America today. Too much television is running our civi-
lization. You mention that children watch 27 hours a week.

You said there is no children’s programming in the afternoon. I
want no-more children’s programing. Why are they even watching,
it 27 hours a week? :

. Ms. CHARREN. We couldn’t agree more than children watch too

much. %
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And 27 hours-a week is too much of any kind of television. ACT

triﬁs,tp say that. We made a game. You can put it in the record.
r. MorrL. Without objection, it will be placed in the: record.
[See p. 193] . s .

Ms. CHARREN. It helps parents determine the amount of TV their
children watch. We don’t think that's the only problem. We think
it is a fact of life that children are watching television, and it also
is a fact of life that each station is licensed in the public interest,

“ that that licerise to use the public airways for profit has a responsi-
bility that goes with it. We think that each statjon ‘should program
for children and that that should not be confined to Saturday
morning. . :

It is not really in the ‘public interest to put all your children’s
eggs in that very tiny basket and expect them to turn off the set
the rest of the week. We don’t expect that of parents. ‘ \

It wouldn’t work to have all children’s programing all week and
just adults” programing for one prime time evening, and we think
that is sort of what is happening to children. > s

The one station in the market, that independent{or UHF station ,
that serves children, plus the public -broadcasting: preschool ptro- ,
graming in the afternoon is not enough for that 2- to 11- or that 2-
to 15-year-old audiepce which includes preschoolers, elementary
school-age children and young adolescents. .

Mr. Corrins. Dr. Radecki, of-all these feports I was partfgularly
impressed with yours. You have offered a lot of specific comments I
disagree with some of them. For instance, you suggested that we
have more national public access channels and fund them with

- public money. With this country running $100 billion in debt and
- with cable providing 40 frequencies, I would be véry reluctant to
adopt that suggestion. ) ‘ ’

Right below 4t, you said that municipal ownersjyip of cable televi-
sion should be encouraged. That one is 100-perceht right. I-did not
realize laymen were getting involved in this subject, but the closer
you get to the grassroots the more people are going to be in touch

c&nments‘. I want to tell you that I am on your

MON. I am glad to know somebody is. - .

. s. I heard the rest of them get out the tar and feath-
ers. In our ch they talk about drinking whiskey and drinking
beer. Half the members listen and half of them do not, and you can

. be a deacon in our church and still drink cocktails, but they still
“ get up and talk about it. Those of them that want to get the mes-
. . sage, get the message. . ) '
N I think-this-idea of coming-ot on-the right side is the most con-
- structive that I have heard about iri television in the last 20 years.
.In other words, they dre responsive to the marketplace and you are
not passing any laws. You-are just saying that you ought to make
it the viewers’ prerogative.- . .
Unions have done that for years. If you do not like their beer
and you are not giving them the right shot they will tell everyone'
don’t drink their beer. . u : Ct
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If we can constructively come out and take a positive step to pro-
test what represents poor training material for our children-—it ab-
+ ‘solutely shakes me up what it is doing to America.

. The best thing I ever did for my family was turn off the televi-
sion'at 6 o’clock every school night, and all my children did well in
college, too. That just happened.to be a rule we had in our house.

Suppose you tell us something else about what ydd all propose to
do. This had nothing to do with the first amendment. .
~ . Rev. WiLDMON. Our approach*protects the figst amendment. The
9 networks came along crying censorship. Censorship implie$ some-
where somé governmental intervention. We are not asking for that,
never have asked for it. All in the-world we are saying is if you

. like a program, watch it. Let the advertiser know. In fact, oddly

N enough, the former ¢hairman of the FCC said the saxpe thing. He
said the only thingyou can do is not simply turn it off byt let people

- know who is responsible, that is the advertisers. |
If the masses are there, and I am convinced they: are, we will be
successful. - s
Now you asked me to tell you what we plan on doing. I cannot
'speak any farther than that. I think we Hashed that ball around
_good enough. I think you probably are aware-of what we have
planned, that is, an economic boycott. : '

The next time w& go with that we are not going to play with it

12

any more, because our patience has been integieted as weakness,

and I do not come out of that value system. When I was first start-
ing this and had only my organization involved\l did talk of some
boycotts because I knew that all I would do basically would pe to
give companies some bad PR.
There is enough involved in the coalition now, and I may he
wrong, but I am telling you what I'perceived to be the truth, I may
* be completely wrong, but I think the coalition now speaks for
enough .people that a boycott could have some very definite effect,
and it is not something that you play around with mislead people
with. It is something that you are very serious and very careful
about using. ' ) :

. Mr. Coruns. Dr, Radecki, could you just sum up in a half
minute, what is the worst thing about violence in television? What
is' the worst effect on the Amerigan people?

Mr. Rapecki. The worst thing is the tremendous amount. It is
not anyone specific show, any one specific act. It i like Mr. Marks
ointed out, the effects are multiple, especially on imitation of vio-
ence, desensitization to violence, and stimulation of fear and anxi-

. ety to the people; fear of violence. W

A recent study showed that one out of nine thought that a group of

’ college students had during .the day had to do with violent
thoughts of fear of violence. This has permeated our mind so much
that—another study showed. that there was a doubling in the
amount of anxiety among college students that were directed to
watch 26 hours of violence a week. I think that violence, desensi-
tizes so that even this subcommittee” does not take it seriously
LY _ enough. I think we need to undo that desensitization and consider
. this issue very seriously. , v ‘

‘ Mr. Wigra. Thank you very‘much, Doctor.

The gentleman from New York. .

E
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Mr Scueuer. Mr. Wildmon, 'you made some references to reli-
gious discrimiriation at some time affecting religious programing.
Could you elaborate on that and give us some specifies? .
Reverend WiLbMoN 1think what you are seeing on television is
a result of the value system of the people who are responsible for
putting it there. I have become acutely aware, when I first started

turned it off when I could not find anything on the free channel
and for 3 years, in fact after that was 3 or 4 months'agp, I was
opposed to the sex and viélence. That was the problem. I still am.
That concern was a valid concern, but it was too narrow.

As I look at television I know that there are 50 million people in
this country that regularly attend some religious house of worship,
but I rarely see that on television in a modern setting.

Now in “Little Houseton the Prairie” they do, but the farther
you go'from modern times the more you will see religion depicted
on television; the closer you get up to modern times the less it is
depicted. And the more oftén it is depicted ‘it is the weird, the
occult, like Y‘Carrie” and the “Oméh,” or “Damien 2,” the “Exor-
cist,” some of these programs. * )

Ben Stein did & couple of years’ research in Hollywood and wrote
a book called, “The View from Sunset Boulevard,” and you should

. read it He said among other things television is not only antibusi-
ness, et cetera, et cetera, but one of the chapters he had in there,
and it does not take long to figure it out, you can identify certain
mentalities by the fruits of their labor that religion did not play a
part on television. - :

Stein summed it up.’I think basically he said that at best religion

in this when 1 was watching television with my family, whén Ix
S,

is something°to be tolerated, at worst is a very dangerous thing. }
Since that time T have had some conversation with people in the

Hollywood community and they confirmed that these people, if
they are not nonreli ions, they are antireligious. K

Mr. ScHEUER. Who ‘4re these people? _

Reverend WiLpmoN. The people responsible for the programing,
the producers, the people who supply the programs. gtein said a
small number, he said in the low hundreds. I think that is right. I
would say it is langer than that..

Mr. M Arks. Would the gentleman yield?

We may have interpreted your remarks to suggest that certain. '

religion was respansible for that. .
Reverend WILDMON. No, sir, not certain religion.

: ;VIr. M ARks. It is the fact that religion is not portrayed accurate-

2o, ‘ -

Reverend WILDMON. Yes, sir, what I intended to ay is this, our
whole of society has been basically in the past pred»)‘?:ated upon the
Judeo-Christian heritage. Our whole moral culture comes out of
this, our law. I do not have any facts and figures, because this is a
whole new ball game, but from what I can see and from what I
have talked with some people who know I am led to believe that if

.2 person wanted to get into the prodjiction that supplies films to

~the networks regularly, this kind of thing with some kind of moral

" perspective behind it, value: perspecti gehind it other than what
we now see, that they would have a jvery difficult time breaking
into that circle. - T '
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Mr. ScuEuer. Well, Reverend Wildmon, I watch tebevision every
day because I work out on ah exercise bicycle every day. During
the week it is from 6:30 to 7, and on at least two of the four or five .
channels that I switch around to I find religious programs from-
6:30 to 7:00. There’s two of them at Jeast. And Sunday morning vir-
tualy all of the channels carry religious programs, fundamentalist
religious programs, including one by a very articylate black funda-
mentalist preacher every Sunday morning. It seems to me that spe-
cially fundamentalist religion is very well represented on televi-
sion. ; ’

Reverend WILDMON. You misunderstand my point, sir $was talk-
ing. about network entertainment programs. I was not talking
aboF.Lsgecially produced programs. .

r. SCHEUER. What do you mean by gpetwork entertainment?
You mean there is not enough religion in entertainment?

Reverend WiLpMon. No, sir, I am not sayingsthat. What I am
saying is the-value systems depicted in the programs. Harvard Uni-
versity did’a study that said that 70 percent of all allusions to in-

, tercourse in the network programs depicted sex between unmar- ’
ried people or involved a prostitute. I am-saying that is hot real
life, and yet we are told by the networks that what theydepict is
real life. I am saying that is not. I am saying the artist puts into

.thé work his own values. I am saying what we are seeing on_televi-_
sion are the values of the people who are responsible for it being
there. > -
- Mr. ScHEUER. Thank you, sir, '
~_ With whatever time I have left, let me direct g question to Ms.
** Charren. , ° '

We are at the brink of a communications revolution. Instead of
jl;j; a few channels we are going to have dozens, perhgps hundreds
of ‘channels. With this new diversity and with these Tiew choices
and new options are we going to get less violence or more violence?"
Are we going to get better children’s programing? Are we going to.
get more’ listenership for those programs? . - .

. For example, on Saturday morning where you have “Sesame
\\ Street” on the education channel and rather medicore programs to
put it most charitably. on a few networks, where you have the
option of a “Sesime Street” program on Saturday morning, what
percentage of young kids watch ‘‘Sesame Street” as against the
rather banal cartoons? Will more options improve the.situation Gr

will the situation deteriorate with more options?- \

Ms. CHARREN. I think that the degree to which the situation im-
proves with more options, and more options are always desirable, is
the degree_to which the FCC and Congress and the citizens who
participate in the franchising process .jn local cable franchises
cause the system to be résponsive to the needs of children, the var-
ious systems. ) .

The experts who know, more about ‘egonomics than I do say that
the marketplace does not work for chifdren or the elderly and my
work with Action for Children’s Television; our concern is.children,
but certainly tHis is true with .some other groups. ¢

Mr. ScHEUER. How ¢ould the Congress properly and ‘sensibly re-
quire the FCC to be more sensitive to the needs of children and the
elderly as we have this explosion of options in the home?
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Ms. CHARREN First ofsall, for a littleswhile at least, the television
stations that we usually see without cable are going to provide a
lot of the programing that people watch. Although cable is in 27
percent of American households now, it is mostly the very-few-
channel systems, the under-20channel systems, which means that .

‘. th&Pe is not a lot of opportunity for diversity and access yet.

Until that happens, certainly ‘the television station should be
heldyto the same standards for children as they are for adults.

ACT has filed a petition that is 10 years old now at the Federal
Communications Commission. They will probably act on it shortly.
Unfortunately with the way the Commission "is going it looks like
they are going to deregulate this issue, too. I certainly hope not,
because although they do not have to make a rule and in this cli-
mate one would not expect them to, certainly children are entitled
to the same processing guideline that present]y exists for adults.
-We have to do news and public affairs for adults on each television
station now. We suggest that the same kind of mandate for chil-
dren would be perfectly appropriate and riot content-sensitive.

I do na&'want to use up.too much time, but that is an example
. Mr Scueuer. Thank you; Ms. Charren.

Mr Chairman, the time is very late, and I would ask unanimous
consent that all members be enabled fo ask members of this panel

d the preceding panel questions that come tp mind in writing. I
would like to ask-the other members of this panel the same ques:
tion that I asked Miss Charren. I would like permission for us to
address my guestiens to the previous panel on broadcasting any
questions that were raised by this panel.

Mr. WirTH. We will hear from Mr. Marks.

» Mr. Marxks. Thank you.

I want to thank those of you today who came and prepared your--
*self with-your statements and studies that you have made. In one,
‘way or another they have all been helpful to us on an. issue that is
extremely complicated. .

Before asking a couple of questions of you, Dr. Gerbner, just to
help amplify your suggestions as to what we can do, ‘because that is
perhaps our primary concern at the moment, I would like to¥go
back to you, Reverend ‘Wildmon. I want to be sure that the state-
ment that you made to this congressional panel.in your statement
we fully uhderstand.

I tried to jot it down while you wére talking and I not get ‘it
all, unfortunately, but you said something about y Txght reli-
gious discrimination was qutlawed in. this country,* then you
went on to make some sory of a statement that we ouéht ‘to be look-
ing to see who is behind television, perhaps movies you mentioned,
programing and the like. And I thought that my colleague from
New York was getting at that, but I am not gure you answered
that even though I injected the qq.estlon =

You are’not suggesting to this congressxonal panel are you, that
any one religion,%ither Catholics or Jew5 or Protestants, are reA

“sponsible for what you claim to be excegdiveness in programmg"

Revérend «WiLpmoN. Not in the shghtest sir. I am suggesting
that the absehce of people with those views is basically the reason
that the programs are like they are. That is what Iam suggestmg,

4
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* that basically the absence.of the, Judeo-Christian value system—
that somehow it is weeded out. That is it. Am I clear now?

Mr. Magrks. I want to take it one step further. Then I think you
went on. in answer to my colleague from New Yerk’s question

.~gbout that you did not think anybody with.those qualities or those
_concerng could get into the business, I think.you told us. |

Reverend WiLbmoN. Yes, sir; P .

Mr. Marks. Did you really mean to tell us that you think that in
the communications industry either the writers or programers or
networks or cables or whatever they are will not allow people to
ﬁ(ork?in those.areas that have.the sgame ideals that you and I might

ave? ' <« ~- .

* Reverend WiLDMoN. No, sir, what I said was that at a decision-
“* “making level, that is—obviously there are séme people with those
+*values in the system. The system is big. But what'I am sayink is if
you really boil it down what.you have got is, I would imagine, and
I do not want to pull'a number, but it would be an extremely small
number of production companies supplying the networks with their
program, and you have .an extremély small number of people
making decisions. ! .

Mr. Marks.Are you telling us that the reason that you believe—
at least as far as your criticism of programing is concerned in the
industry—that this is because people who have -the same ideals

. that those of us sitting here have are not able to become writers or
produce programs that the networks will use? Is that what you are

84! 4 .

* . Reverend WiLpmon. I am saying that they are not able to'go
through the process that production companies, producers have to
go through to get tHeir material bought and sold; yes, sir. .

- Mr. MARKs. So if we take that another step, what you are sug-
gesting is that people who-have these ideals and backgrounds of
the Judec-Christian community,’that the people who are writing
and thbrefore-producing programing do hot have ‘them? Is that
what you are suggesting? - ’ .

Reverend WiLDMoN. I am saying that basically somewheré along
the way they are-not visible in the television content; yes, sir.

Mr. MaRrks-They may have them, it just does not come out in
their writirg; is that what you are saying? ‘ ‘
Reverend WIiLDMON..Let us back up and go a little further. I am
suggesting that what you see on television comes out of the value
system of the people who put it there, and I am suggesting that
much of what comes out of, television does not come out of the

Judeo-Christian perspective; yes, sir. - )

Mr. MaARks. And you relate that to the fact that the people who
have thaf® Christiann background cannot get into the areas where '
they can write .o that those programs cap.e purchdsed by tom-
mercial television; is that.what you are saying? . .

Reverend WiLpDMoN. THat.is right; yes, sir. | )

Mr. M arxs. Have you made any study of that or have any actual
figures on this? *+- - ° . :

. Reverend 'WiLbmon. No, sir, I prefaced my remarks—— ,

Mr. MARkS. That is a rather extreme indictment’ of many people

throughout the comniunications field. ’ - ‘
o )
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Reverend WILDMON I realize that. Itéyas not made casually. It ~

was made over a period-of time, and I prefaced my remarks that it
might be wise for this committee to study this.

Mr. MARKs. What would you suggest we study—the religious =

belief of the people in the commun atlons area?

Reverend WiLDMON. No,'sir, I think it would be wise for you to
study how the whole process works from beginning to end.

Mr. MARKS. Spemfically, if we were to have a hearing, who would
you suggest we call in and-ask these questions? Should we ask
them about their religious beliefs? .

Reverend WiLbMON. You can go on and on about thxs,\su' I thmk
religious beliefs are a part of our-Society just like sex and vmience
are a part of our society. I think with a givenreligious perspectlve,
Judeo-Christian perspective, you have a certain concern, a certain
value sygtem. I think when you are devq1d of that, when you look
upon religion as being something that is dangerous at worst and
something you should simply put up with at best, I thmk you have
some religious pex:spectlve there, too.

Some value systein is gomg to prevail: Now you can write that
down’. Some value system is going to prevail. What I see prevailing

- on television is not the Judeo-Christian value ‘system. It is a sacri-
lege value system. It is one that really looks down upon the really
just person.

Mr. M arks. Do you charge the heads of the networks and the
<cable companies and the writers and the programers and all those:
people who work in the communications area that, make the pro-
_graming possible -with the lack of this J udeo—Chrlstlan value
" system?

.~ Reverend WiLomoN. I am not charging anybody W1th anything,
sir, I think this is a situation that exists. Whether it is intentional-
ly or by accident I do not know, but I think if 1t is by accident it
can be corrected. .

Mr. WirtH. Thank you very much, Mr. Marks.

. Next we will hear from the gentleman from Washington, Mr
Swift, or would he defer to the lady from Illinois, Mrs. Collins?

Ms. Coruins. Thank you very much.

-Dr. Gerbnet, I think my, question is addressed to you. On page 4
of your testimony, the second testimony I saw, “On the whole, tele-
vision tends to favor majority-type characters and to further ag-
gression. TV violence depicts these transgressions présumably not
to subvert but on the contrary to cultivate the norm of the social
order.” And thenyou give an example. “Research shows that when
women and niinority types encounter violence on televxsmn they
are more likely to end up as victims than the majority types.”

Do you want to explaimithat further for me? ,

Mr. GEreNER. Well, I think you read it very well: -

‘Ms. CoLuins. Well, I would like a further explanation.

Mr., Gerener. We have stud#ed now for 14 years the kind of

, world .that entertainment and network television presents. We
have taken the. ceridus of characters, the cast of characters, we
have taken a count of actions, Success. and failtire, mcludmg v1ct1m-‘
ization and aggressmm . ) . <
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We find that on the whole, white males in the prime of life are
vastly overrepégsented compared to their proportion in the popula-
tion. : R

Young people, older people, nonwhites, and women are also cor-
respondingly underrepresented. The entire world consists of three
times as many men, three to four times as many men as women.

If and when they get into afi act of violence white males, who are
most likely to get into violence because they are the most numer-
ous, are also the most likely to come out on top. Their ration of
victimization is the lowest.

As you go into minority-type characters, starting with women,
then nonwhite women, then old women, their rate of victimization
goes up very sharply. ; .

So we fifd that one of the effects of exposure to this world is tor
generate a differential sense of fear and apprehension, which is
what leads me to one of my conclusions, that one of the deeper
?roblems of violence is the cultivation of a differentia] gense of

ear. : : =

Ms. CoLLINS. Or of aggression? A\

Mr. GersNER. Yes, which makes the majority of a certain group ™

ractically victimized before anything happens, take on the role of

he victim, which makes it very easily possible other members of

. the same group or other groups to oblige them and to perpetuate
violence. . £ P

Ms. CoLLINs. You mentioned costs further back in your testimo-
ny. You stated, “The real questions that must be asked are not just
how much violence there is, but alsc how fair, how just, how neces-
sary, .how effective, and at what price?” Are you saying that the
price to the well being of our society is much toohigh? )

Mr. GersNER. Is much too high. I would agree with almost every-
one who has thought about the subject that violence is a legitimate
artistic and informational expression. The question is not only how
miuch, but in-what proportion, what kind, and with what effect is it
being portrayed. - ’

On the whole it seems to be an anxiety cultivating if not pacify-
ing exercise. But the price in terms of inequity and in ‘terms of the
facilitation of aggression is much too high, and I do not think any
society -has ever been asked to pay that high a price for the legiti- *
mate function that the portrayal of violence often performs.

Ms. CoLuins. Thank you. . : .

Reverend Wildmon, when you were giving you testimony, I un-
derstood you to say that you theught some of the violence was-
going to go off television within the next year or two. Do you have
benchmarks of time that you are going to employ for your boycott?-

Or do you just have a strong feeling that it is going to disappear?
Reverend WiLpmoN. I think if violence becomes economically un-
attractive the networks will give us an alternative. k
‘Ms. CoLuins. Let me ask you a question about the economically
unattractiveness. Correct me if I am wrong, but I get the impres-
sion from what you have said here that because of\yarious beliefs
that people you know might have, they are.goifi to boycott the
products sold on television programs that they deem to be violent;
is that right? .
o - £y~
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Reverend WiLomon. I think the American public'has for some -
time been concerned about this thing. J.think that is indicative in

v * that this committee has been having hearings over the years. I7 _
think the’ American public is frustrated because it is a delicate ‘sit-
uation, -

Ms. CoLLINS. So are you telling them.to boycott the products of

" the commercials that are aired on programs that-you dislike for
one reason or another? ) .

Reverend WiLpMON. We have not told them that, but we are ad-,

. vocating that that is a viable, legitimate alternative.. )

' Ms. CoLuins. Is it not 4 jiable, legitimate moral alternative for
individuals to make that decision for themselves? For example, I do
not have any problem with anyone deciding for themselves what
they want to do but I do havé a problem with them saying that I
cannot watch this show on television because they think——

Reverend WILDMON. That is tather shallow thinking: Nobody can
-decide what you want to watch except yourself. !

Ms. Coruins. That.is right. : ) '

Reverend WiLDMORE. Except the networks are going to tell you
what your options are. . i

Ms. CoLLins. They give you the options, that is true. R - s

) Reverend WiLpMON. Nobody determines for” you what, you are _
*going to watch except you. - . . \

Ms. CLLiNs. That is right. And therefore, why'is it mecessary to

- have a boycott such as the kind you are advocating?

Reverend WiLbMON. Because we are concerned about the effect it |
is having on our society, and we do not ‘want you passing laws, and
this is the same reason that the blacks boycotted earlier. You see,
it is a legitimate tool or moral tool. - o

Ms. CoLLins. It is a legitimate tool, but it does not deny me the
right to make the decision on my dwn. - .

Reverend WiLpMoNn. Nobody can make the decision of what to

_ ‘watch in your home.but you. That is exactly right.” _

Ms. CoLLINs. l:;azhe public has the ultimate choice, and that is

t
.

" to turn-the televisiph set off if they do not want to watch it. .
Reverend WiiMON. Right, and they have the right to turn the
* billfold off and on. The whole program is voluntary. Nobody" is
going to tell anybody what to do. T
Ms. CoLLINns. Just suggest. i
Reverend WiLDMON. Of course. If you share this concern, here is
what you can do. ) .
Ms. CoLuins. Is the power of suggestion strong?
+ Reverénd WiLpmonN. I do not’know. That is a rhetorical question.

I do not know. R . .
Ms. CoLuins. It is not”a rhetorical question, it is one I think we
~ - ought-to think about a little bit. .

Dr. Radecki, I was_very shocked, and yet I unéergtar’fd why you
- feel as you do, when I read the last page of your testimony. You' ~
. said, “I and very pessimistic that this Congregs will do anything to
control media violence or to promote the public interest. I fully
expect it to continue to take stpes which result in the promoting of
violence”—now that is a heck of a statement. You go on. by saying , -
< - by cutting funds for pybtic-TV, allowing:commercialization of TV,
- blocking access to violence &nd so, forth: Then you say that you

~
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\n
doubt that big money powers will allow national consumer chan-
nels or public access channels to get more knowledge about this.

Why do you make such a strong statement?

Dr. Rapeckl. Well, that is the past history of this committee.~
There was a vote in 1977 that failed by 8 to 7 to indeed take some
action. And I think that even if this committee did pass by a major-
ity vote to take some action, such as voting for adjustable locks to
blank out violent programs, or a dot on the television during vio-
lent programs or any substantial action, I do not think it would
pass the House or Senate. If passed, { am sure it. would be vetoed
b¥ the President. That is just the facts. .

Ms. CoLLiNs. That the big money powers would not allow the na-
tional consumer chanhels or public access channels?

Dr. Rapeckr. If you are aware of the actions right now that the
broadcast industry is taking in the FCC to gut all the different
rules and regulations and the efforts and the billg currently in the,
hopper in this Congress to outlaw, for instance, municipalities
owning -cable stations, which would mean St. Paul, Minn. would
have to divest their ownership of a cable station, I am sure one
would have to be a pessimist. I am sure youare aware of the laws
being passed by this Congress to cut funding and to increase com-
mercialization of public broadcasting. These are definitely things
that are happening right now, ahd there is research that'shows
that viewing of public television causes a decrease in violent behav-
ior amongst the viewers.

Yes; I think that public television is the least expensive antivio-
lence program that this country has and we should not cut funding
for public broadcasting, but we should have two noncommercial
gublic broadcasting networks and not just one, such as -England

oes. ) ) -

Ms. ‘CoLLins. Thank you.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WirtH. Thank you, Ms. Collins. . :

The gentleman from Washington, Mr. Swift. N

Mr. Swirr. Thank you very much,,Mr. Chairman, and without
denigrating anyone’s testimony I would like to say that I think,
that the testimony of Mrs. Charren was absolutely superb. .

Ms, CHARREN, Thanl you very much.

Mr. SwiFr. We sit in these hearings and listen to witnesses de-
scribe the_problems endlessly and then walk away and say it is
your problem, solve it. I think pages 4, 5, and 6 of your testimony
will be some of the most useful pages in the record. I do not-agree
with all of them, but some of the things that you have recommend-
ed, your whole approach is a responsible oné and I am very im-
pressed and I want to commend you and your organization for
taking that kind of approach to this problem. ' )

I have a question. 1 hotice that Dr. Pearl’s’ testimony and com-
ments about the study were very careful~and very qualified. I
notice that the testimony of Dr. Radecki tends to make more
sweeping kinds of statements as to the conclusions of the various
studies to which you referred. I would appreciate it if either or
both of you could tell me why there is that difference in style in
terms of reporting the evidence of s¢ientific study. ¢
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* . ¢ Dr. PEarL. Well, it may be a matter of personal style«to start.

with. I do not know. But I felt it was my role to try to give forth - °

the conclusions of a‘group which had studied the entire scientific
literature, on that basis to try to represent the data and its com-

" plexity and the fact that we did arrive at a conclusion, ¢he fact
that there are some areas about which not all the evidence is yet
in and that dealing with human beings, it may be that we will
never amass sufficient certainty about some areas to satisfy every-
one.

Nevertheless, we are satisfied that there is a causal connection
in temrs of television influences. We cannot necessarily spell this
out on an individual basis. We cannot say that these influences are
going to cause any single individual to réact to televised violefice or
any other behavioral influence in a particular way.

: Mr. Swirr. I would like to make it clear that I do not think that
someone should seize upon a qualification here or a little subtle
distinction there and then wave the report around and say it does
not prove anything. I do not think that would be a responsible way |

“*to deal with it, but I did like the measured kind of way you pre-
sented the information in contrast to the kind of sweeping state-
ment. Perhaps Dr. Radeckt is here more as an advocate, and you
are here more as a reporter for a Gévernment agency. Is that a fair
distix;cgion to ake to the stylistic differences( between the presen-
tations! ,

Dr. Rapeckl. I think there is some truth to .that. ‘At the same
time I think that there is, factually, some percentage of yielence in
real life that is coming from the direct and indirect effects of tele-
vision violence.-This percentage has not been, specifically. calculat-
ed, but as I pointed out in reviewing the various studies, that there
are minimum calculations in various studies and there exists a spe-

" cific amount for society.as a whole and g different amount for each
person or subgroup in society. . . : :

What I am trying to-point out is that this is a substantial influ-
ence and this needs to be taken very seriously. The estimates I
{nakeha}re «estimates only, but they are estimates based upon the re-
Search. . ‘ . s .

Mr. SwiFrt. I would liketd conclude, Mr. Chairman, with an ob-
servation, and I do not know that there is a question or if I put a
question mark at the end of it anybody’ can really comment on it.

I have thought about this over a lot of years. I have often wons
dered if we are not fallingsfor the soda water fallacy. The guy goes*
into a bar and has eight:bourbons and soda and, has a terrible
hangover. And the next night he has scotch and soda, eight, terri-

« ble hangover. The next night he has nothing but brandy and soda,
and gets a very bad hangover. He thinks-about that and decides to
cut out soda. 4 " : ‘

In other words, are we lboking at the content of television and-
overlooking the fact that the very existence of television may be

«  what has chaftged, irrévocably; life on this Earth? -

.. I did not understand for a lot of years what Marshall McLuhan
meant about the media when he said “The medium is the mes-
sage.” T think I do now. | think if you could reduce the levels of-
anxiety' to something between Captain Kangaroo and Mr. Roberts
it still would have changed society\<:0nsiderahly. The amount of
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time we watch the damn thing. If you sit in the home with your
family there, your relationship is with the television set and their '
relationship is with the television set, not with each other. You

have TV trays designed to put your food on while you are eating so

you do not have to stop watching the television. And as long as the
television, pregraming is compelling enough to draw a massive au- .
dience whether it does that by sex or violence or any other means,
%hat may be the greatest harm that it does. And what we have
been:talking about today is, in fact, incidental to the basic problem.
Short of training ourselves to use the off button or somehow
making the technology disappear, our whole society is going to
have to learn to adapt to something that man has never had to

deal with before. . ’

) " A quick example, my wife has taught school for 20 years, and in .
that time television has really grown to.its maturity. When she
first started teaching, a child would never think of just getting up
in the middle of a presentation by the teacher and walking out of
the room. They will do that now. She thought, is this lack of disci-
pline? Are they not trained at home? They are rude. She concluded
that you get up and walk out on the television set anytime you .
want to. The idea that you are supposed to focus ghen you get to
schoel is a confusion that develops. That can occur whether you are
watching “Sesame Street” or a rerun’ of “The Unfouchables.” I do
not know where that leads up except I think some kind of a sense
that what we have been talking about is the tail of a tiger that we
have got ahold of and we should not assume it is the whdéle tiget. -

Dr. Pearl? . .

* Dr. PeaRL. I) think you have expressed it very well. That has

*been the concern of the group that I have been working with. In
our work, we reviewed a great many aspects of television’s influ-
ence and how it has changed both the individual’s functions and
aspects of our socjety. -

Just as an illustration, we plan in oursupdate repért to have 10
chapters. Only one of the chapters is-designated specifically as
dealing with the topic of this hearing, that is, with violence per se.
The other chapters mostly involve other aspects of television’s in-
fluence. So I think you have really caught, I think, the spirit of
what many people are concerned about, that television has become

—t a very potent socializing agency which has to be classed along with

Py the family and, the school as shapers of people, their behavior,
L.o¢  what they know, what they think to be appropriate and so forth.
Mr. SwirTt. And mind you that does not make this conversation

any less important, but I think it puts it in a kind-of context which

. suggests that we ought to be careful in otir frustration of what tele-

.

. vision' is doing to us that we do not take an ax to the tail of th

tiger and think we have accomplished something, We may have ac-"
, complished alittle bit, but it is the other end of that tiger that is -
: . ultimately going to get us:*

Mr. GERBNER. Mr. Chairman, may I just éu.ggest that to the .
. - extent the Congressman is correct, the more important television is
Y and the more of a change it brings about in our life, then the more
important its cbntent becomes. The question now is how are we
going to use this new national curriculum, and just as with any na-
* tional curriculum, the existence of the curriculum does not absolve -
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people from the necessity of thinking about what is it going to say
and do to whom.

Mzr. MorrL. Is it fair to say, Dr. Pearl, that in the upcoming Sur-
geon General’s report that after havmg examined the evidence
even in more detail over another decade that_there is a definite
causal relationship between violence on television and aggressive
behavior in society?

Dr. PEarf Yes. We have come to a unanimous conclusion that
there is a very definite relationship.

I need to make one correction here. This update that I have been ,
talking about was encouraged by the previous Surgeon General,
but we plan it to come out as a report from the National Institute .
of Menat] Health.

Mr. Morrr. Thank you very much. The Chair on Behalf of the
entire subcommittee would like to express its deep appreciation for
your spending your precious fime with us and sharing.with us your
information on this subject. I think it is goin§ to be extremely help-
.ful to the subcommittee. Thank you very much for being here.

[The following statement was received Yor the record:]
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. INTRODUCTION

-

o

-
Concern abgut the potentially harmful effects of viewing televised N
violence was one of she first issues to sulface during the early days of
television wm& Congressional’ investigations began i the 1950's
(e.g., Bouse ttee on Interstate and-Foreign Comerce, 1952; Senate P
Comittee on the Judiciary, 1955) and, as this hearing demonstrates, have
mnmycd for more than 25 years. . —

. One reason for this extended and extensive dialogue between legislators
and the television industry is the fact that social scientists have only
gradually developed a body of scientific evidence that can be addressed to”
. ~ the important questions raised by the public through their legi'slators.
Indeed, during one of the early hearings, an eminent communications scholar,
' Professor Pl Lazarsfeld, noted that social scientists knew little about -
: *  “the general effects of television on children and even less about the speqific -
effects of televised crime and violence on juvenile delinquency~—the focus-of =
- ' that commttée's investigation (Lazarsfeld, 1955). Howaver, duraing the past
. . 25 years almist 900 studies and reports have been published concerming the ‘
. inmpact of televised violence (Murray, 1980). Thus, it seems clear that we ) \
know considgrably more now than we did in-the 1950's and the investigatiom |
undertaked by this Subconmittee provides an opportunity to reflect on this .
. |

accumulated knowledge. .
: In this submissicn, I should like to describe the ways in which social
- . scientists have,studigd tthe lmpact of  televised violence and tm\inplications
- of this body of research for public policy and private action.
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' consistently high levels for the past 13 years (Gerbner, Gross, Morgan, .
& Signorielly, 1980). For example, in '1978, 98% of all children's prograns *
contamed some form of viplence with 25 violent acts occurring during each
“#®  hour of children's viewing. These figures declined somewhat in 1979, but L
s overall the level of violence has remained fairly steady since 1969 with about

mwolved in violence. The types of vialence portrayed on the,screen and . .
cataloged in these Content analyses range from destruction of property to .
. . Physical assaults which cause injury ang death. o

- In a typical study conceming this question, t}e investigators iggerview ®
children about their fawrite television programs or obtain aggmry of. the
programs viewed and then attenpt to relate the -child's television viewing ’
pattems to hié or her aggressive behavior as measured by a variety of scales
or observations. Thus, the central feature is the correlational nature of the
mformation, that 1s,"the investigators ask how far these two things co-relate
. or go together.

[N - The weight of evidence is fairly consistent: Viewing or preferende .for
violent television p is related to aggressive attitudes, values, and .
behavior, This t ¥as true for the studies conducted when television Y

% Robifisorr agd Jerald Bachman (1972) found a rélationship between the nugper. °
< % of howrs of television viewed and adolescent sel f-reports of inWlyement in
aggressive or antisocizl behavior. Bradley Ge€enberg and Charles HBtkins (1977)

. nt megsure of aggressivethafrior. They gave 9 to A13-year-old
-4 bofs and girls tuations” such as.the fol g: Suppose that yolf are Tiging | .
N your bitycle down the stieet and soue qtherohild comes wp' angd, pushes.you off - * g
y v . &.il‘ .. - 5o % R P .
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. your bicycle. What would you do? Hit them, call them a bad name, tell your N %

parents/teacher, or leave them? These investigators found that physical or
verbal aggressive responses were selected by 45% of heavy-tele&}on-violence .
. viewers comparedato only 21% of the light violence viewers.

~

It seems <.:lear that viewing televised violence goes with aggressive or
_ antisocia} behavior. It could be, however, that children who are more aggressive
to start with prefer the more violent programs. We need a di}ferent kind of

Study to find out which iS the cause ahd which is the effect. . 0
. < . L)
3 . Does Televised Violence Produce Aggression” . )
The major initial experimental studies of the cause and ‘effect relation’®
between television/film violence and aggressive behavior were conducted by .
Albert Bandura and his colleagues (e.g., Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1961; 1963) - - .
. working with young children, and by Leonard Berkowitz and his associates (e.g., =« .
Y Berkewitz, 1962, Berkowitz & Rawlings, 1963; Berkowitz, Corwin, & Heironuws,
-~ 1963) who studied adolescents. . N .e
. . . 4
N In a typical early study conducted'by Bandura (e.g., Bandura, Ross, &

television screen, Af -2 modeél who kicked and puliished an inflated plastic
- * doll. The child then placed in a playroom setting and the incidence of
- . aggressive behavior was recorded. The results of these early studies indicated
1 that children who had viewed the aggressive film were more aggressive in .
the playroom than those children who had not observed the aggressive model. These
early studies were criticized on the grounds that the aggressive behavior was
3 not meaningful within the social context and that the stimulus miterials were .
[ not representative of available television prografming. Subsequent studies -
have used more typical televisjon programs and more realistic measures of %
aggression but basically Bandura's early fj“lngs st1ll stand.

Ross, 1963), a y‘:zid]ud was presented with a £ilm, backprojected on a

-

A later study by Robert Liebert and Rebert Baron {1972) was addressed to
- the criticisms of earlier research by studying ydung children's willingness to
hurt another child after viewing videotapes of sections of standard tygical

- aggressive or neutral television programs. The boys and girls were two
age gfoups, 5 to 6 and 8 4b 9 years-old. aggressive program consjsted,. .
of segments of The Untouchables, while the ne\tral program featured

- race. Following viewing, the children weye pl in a setting in which they
could either facilitate or disrupt the game of lan ostensible child playing in
an adjoining room. The main findings were that the children who viewed the
aggressivé program demonstrated a greater willingness to hurt another child.
The effect was stronger for the yowunger children than the older ones: That is, N
the younger children pressed the HURT button earlier and kept it depressed for
2 longer period of time than d{d the older children.
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- of television.

\tt}e)\r peers in two other towns where -t;elev1sion was well-f;stabhs’hed.

3
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That finding may not seem surprising. The Untouchables 1s a very violent
adult program. One oould_&;sk, Does thé same effect~ bold for cartoons? The
answer seemp to be yes. Beveral studiés have demonstrated that oné exposure
to a violeny cartoon leads . increased aggression (Ellis & Sekyra, 1972,
Lotaas, 196), Mussen & Rutherford, 1961, Ross, 1972). Moreover, another
study (Hapklewagz & Roden, 1971) found that boys who had seen violent_cartoons
were less 1 "‘E‘ly to share their toys than those who had not seen the ressive
cartoon,

.

It seems clear from experumental studies that one can prodice increased
aggregsive behavior as a result of erther brief or extended exposure to tele-
tised violenee, but uestions remain about whether this heightened aggressiveness
obseryed 1n a structured setting spatls over intd daily life. One must turm
tc mpte natural se¢tings an order to assepp the seriousness of the effect.

¥hat Happens 1n Natural Settings?
5

L .

In more natural studies, the investigator evaluates the effects of
television programs viewed 1n normal setting, such as at school or home, on
behavior fat takes place 1n the real world, such as a school playground.
The investigatur controls the television diet either by arranging a special
series of programs or by studying a town before and after the introduction

" .

1
Onc wuch study was conducted by Aletha Stein and Lynette Friedfich (1972).

These 1mvestigators presented 97 preschool chaldren with a diet of either R
"antisocial,! 'prosocial,” or 'neutral" television programs during a four-week
viewing period. The antisocial diet consisted of 12 half-hour episodes of
Watman and Superman cartoons. The prosocial diet was composed of twelve

eplsodes of \roter Roger's Neighborhood. The neutral diet consisted of children's
fravelogue f1lms. The children were observed through a sine-week period which
consisted of three weeks of previewing-baseline, four weeks of television
exposure and two weeks of postggewm‘g?follow-up. All observati were

conducted in a natural setting while €he children were engaged 1in’ daily school
activities. The observers recorded various forms of behavior that could be
regarded as, prosocial (1.e., helping, sharing, cooperative play) or antisocial
-{1.e.,-pushing, arguang, breaking toys). The overall results indicated

that children who were adjudged to be initaally somewhat aggressive became
signifiuntly moreso as a result of viewing the Ba and Supermn cartoons.
Mureover, the children who had viewed the prosocial diet of Mister Roger's
Neighborhoud were less aggressive, more cooperative, and walling to share with
other children. *

This findybg, too, my not seem very surprisihg given the condition of
the heavy violence viewing 1levels 1n the agpyessive cartoons, bft one mighs
ask whether such results st1ll found when¥the variatjon in television.
diets occurs naturally rather than by special arran t. As one part of a
mpJor research program in Canada, Tanis MacBeth Williams (1979) had an opportunity
to evaluate the umpacf of televised violence on the behavior of children before
and after the introduction of television ad to campare these children with
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The three towns were called Notel (no television reception), Unitel
(receivang only the C4nadian Broadcasting Comission), and Multitel (receiving
both the Canadian and the three U.S. networks). Childven in all three towns
were evaluated when Notel dad not receive a television signa] and again two
years later when Notel had television. The children, ranging in age. from 6 to 10,
were observed on, the und in play with classmates and their behavior
ratings of aggression weYe obtained fram teachers and peers. One major result
of this study was a marked increase 1in verbal and physical aggression in children
living 1 the Notel town following the introduction of television.

o

Are All Children Affected?

¥e get a clearer picture on this score “shen we know more about the way
children watch televised violence. For example, Fkman and his associates
(Exman, Liebert, Friesen, Harrison, Zlatchin, Malmstrom, & Baron, 1972) -
found that those children whose facial expressions while viewing televised
violefice depicted the positive emotions of happiness, pleasure, interest,
or involvement were more likely to hurt another child thamthose children whose
facial expressions indicated dxsintereg or displeasure.

#Purther detalls about the nature of uutc%g emerge 1n a Swedish study by
Linne' (1971). Working with 5-to 6-year-olds, Linne' compared children who
had seen 75% or more of the regularly scheduled broadcasts of High Chaparral
with those children who had seen half or less of-the series. She found that a
hagher proportion of the "high-éxposure" groupchose an aggressive mode of
conflict resolution thah those in the "low-exposure” group. She also found
that the high-exposure children differed from the low-exposure children on a
variety of iumportant dimensions., For example, she noted that 'high-exposure"
children watched more television than the low-exposure children. Furthernmore,
those children who were more a,ggnessive were likely to be the ones who went
to bed immediately following thé viewing of High Chapparal while their peers
who chose the non-aggressive solutions were more likely to stay up and play
before going to bed.

It would seem that factors relating to individual differences in the
personality or the-home environment of children can result in varjation in
effects of television. Not every chald {nwolved in murder and mayhem
following to such mterial on teleVvision, but what of the more subtle,
longer-term effects of viewing televised viotence?

How long-Lasting Is the Effect?

/ L

*

.

The fong-term influence of jeletnsion has not been extensively investi-
gated. However, one study (Hicks, 1965) conducted in a controlled setting
deronstrated that children rememb@red the televised behavior over a six-moath
period. In another study, Monroe Lefkowitz and his colleagues (Lefkowitz,

Eron, Walder, & Hudsmn, 1972) were able to follow-up a group of children over
a ten-year period. The investigators obtained peer-rated measures of aggressive
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-behavior and preferences for various kinds of television, radio, and comic
books when the children were eight years-old. Ten years later, when the
members of the group were 18 years-old, thE investigators egain obtained
measures of ,aggressive behavior and television program preferences. Eron
(1963) had previously demoustrated a relationship between preference for violent
media and the aggressive behavior of these children at age eight. Oue question
now posed was: Would this relationship hold at later ages? The results for  *
boys indicated that, preference for television violence at age 8 was significantly
related to aggression at age 8 (r = .21) but preference for televisfon violence
at age 18 was not related to aggression at age 18 (r = .05). A second question
posed was: Could adolescent aggressiveness be predicted from our knowledge
of the youngsters viewing habits in early.childhood? The answer seems to be,
yes. The important finding in relation to this question is the significant
relationship for boys between Preference for violent media at age 8 and aggressive
behaviour at age 18 (r = .31). * Bqually important, is the lack of a relationship
in the reverse direction, that is, their preference for violent television
programs at age 18 was not produced by thpir aggressive behavior in early
childhood (r = .01). The most plausible interpretation of this pattern ot
correlations iS that early preference for violent television programming and
other media 1s ane factor in the production of aggressive and antisoctal behavigr
when the young boy becomes a young man. 3

3 \
More recently a study by William Belson. (1978) has substantiated the long-
term effects and has helped pin down which types of programs are the more harmful.
Betson interviewed a representative sample of 13-to 17-year-old boys in London.
The 1965 boys vere interviewed on several occasions coacerning the exteht of
their exposure to‘a Sample of violent television programs broadcast during the
period 1959 to 1971. The level and type of violence in these programs were
rated by members of the BBC viewing panel. Therefore, it was possible to

obtalg for each boy, a measure of both the maghitude and type of exposure to
televised violence, (e.g., realistic, fictional, etc.)s Furthermore, each boy's
level of violent behavior was determined by his own reperts of how often he had
been _inwlved in any of 53 categories of violence over the previous six months'
The degree of serioushess of the acts reported by the boys ranged from only
slightly violent aggravation to more serious and very violent behavior, such

as: "1 tried to force a gYr] to have sexual intercourse with me; I bashed a
boy's head against a wall; I threatened to kill ny father; I burmed a-boy on

the chest w:ith a ctgarette while ny mates held him down."

{
Mp%tely 501:?! the 1965 boys were not involved in any violent acts
he

during t -month period. Howgver, of those who were involved in violence,
188 (12%) were involved in ten orimore acts during the six-month period. When
Belson campared the behavior of boys who had higher vs. lower exposure to
televised violence and who had been matched on a wide variety of possible ~
contributing factors, he found that the high~violence-viewers were more
involved in serious violent behavior. N ¢

’
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. ! Belson also found,that serious interpersonal violence is increased by long-
. term exposure to (in descending order of importance): .2) plays or films 1n
i ~ “which close personal relatiocnships are a major theme and which feature verbal
" or paysical violence, b) pfograms in which violence seems .to be thrown in‘, :
+ o for its own sake or is not necessary to the plot, chprograms’ featuring fictional N
. Violence of a realistic nalure, d) programs in which the violence 1is presented
' as being’mn a good cause; and e) violent westems. On_the other hand, . .
programs wiich are remved from the mnfedaate expenence of tl{ese boys, such as . .
o science fiction, were not implicated in the production of violence in teenagers.
, Qo the basis of this research, which was undertaken at the request of and
y " suppofred by CBS, Belson made ghe following three recomendations: .
.

1. Steps.should be taken as' soon as possible for a major - «
cutback in the total amount of violence being presented on R -
television. 2. A by-product of the inquiry was evidence .
sufficient for formulating provisional guidelines for the
9 use of programers in 1déntifying the more damaging forms

. of television violence,. ...3. A regular monitoraing service ° !

¢ shopld be estabhsbeg to’ provide periodic analyses of the ampunt ! .
. and‘kmq of violence ¢bat is bemg‘pyesented through_television - .
. - ... (Belson, 1978) v S

L O

Can Telenséd Violence Ever Be Belpml? o T '

. ~ . . * .
There have been some suggestions, mostly emanating from the televasion .
® | " industry, that theviewsr by vicariously experiencing the violent emoticns

portmyeé on the screen, can be burged of hs or her aggressiviafeelings (a _

T Process often called tatMarsis), The mosteplausible and straiforward d
- anSwer. to the question “Can television violence be cathartic?"'is, no, That
s is, 6f course, a suplification, but only a slight simplification. "The first

reason for mying*"no" is the weight of thg evidence reviewed thus-far.

1 televised violence 1s so often m_cm;ai_mi_agm it 1s hard to v

that it is 1n any Significant way Wvolved in decreasing aggression,, The *

second reason is the fact that the one study claiming to find a catﬁa:szs :

effect (Feshbach & Singer, 1971) has been seriously quéstioned on ical .

gromds (Liebbrt, Davidson, & Sobol, 1972; Liebert, Sobolt, & Da dson 1972) .

and a replication pf the Feshbanh and Singe: study failed to suppon the . .

¢ notion of wtha.rsié (Wells, 1973). . - <

- - CCNCUBICNS AND IMPLICATIONS - . ‘. r LT
A -
" Although there have been a few sstudies that have failed to find a strong
relationshup between viewing violence and behaVing aggressively (esg., Feshbach
& Singer, 1971; Milavsky, Xessler, Stipp, & Rubens, 1981), the overwhelming - -
preponderance or studies reviewed in this sdﬁnission and elsevhere (e.g.,
P%rl Bouthilet, & La.za.r 1981) support tbe conclus!on that viewang .telev!sed “
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* violence gcan lead to increases <n aggressive attitudes, ;ralu‘es, and behavior.

.* " In conmenting’on the accumilated evidence, Albert Bandura, a pioneering .
researchef and former president of the American Psychologicdl Association, o
. stated, "Television serves as a powerful tutor. The evidence suggests LI
R that many ghildren are rore likely o behave aggressively when they have <
" veen exposéd to TV dggression than whin they hive not" (Murray & Loonboxg, .

1981). .\bx'eox\ar. Bandura's comnents have been ecioed 1% khe of¥icial’ .
. policy statements of psychological societies that have been asked to coment .
on the urpact df television violence wn Australia and Canada (Australian
Psychological Society, 1978, Ontarao Psychological Association, 1977).
N —

B o4
o It 1s clear that there are ample reasons for concern about the potentially (
harmgful effects of televised violence, but 1t 1s less certain what. ¢hn Qr

should be done. Certainly, public discussion of these 1Ssues, such as that
! , provaded By these hearings, can have an influence on publiG opinion through
the presentation of resdarch and comentary. And the telgylsi“on.,industry, N
from time to time, has been responsive to public expressions of concerm. .
‘For example, an Malysis e ears of sqmmercial televisién by researchers = (
atfhe University of Pennsylvditia documents a modest decline in.the level of
vidlence bloadcast during,the.1971 to 1973 seasons. This temporary decline in
the violence leveli,gs often attributed to the pressures generated by adverse
\pj.lblrc opinion resulting from the Surgeon General's investigation of television . o
. violence which began 1n 1969. However, the fact that levels of television !
violence escalated 1n 1974 and have continued to remain high, despite some
. tMctuat 1s, ver the succeedingtyears suggestS that there must be competing -
pressures on the industry to include large amounts of violence in their
R . profram schedule. The industry often .states that one of the pressures for .
continued &1ulence 1s the public's demand for suoh programming, but research
. has shown that this 1S not true-—researchers at the University ot Illigois
have shown that neither program popularity, based on the Nielsen ratings, .
nor progeam preferences gpere related to the arpunt af violences1in the program
(Dienet & DeFour, 1978). So, wwe must look elsewhere for explanations of |
the wndustry's attachment to lence. Probably one of those reasons is the
matter of economics and convenlence—it 1s suply easier for script writers
. to outline brawls, mgh-spedd car chases, and gun battle$ than to write
wntriguing dialogue or develop penetrating and moving characterizations.
And so,° public discussion alone 1s likely tp be of mnuml effectiveness. . .
#
. What are sope other ways in which.the evel of televised violence might
. be réduced” Pecently, various ‘civic and religious groups have suggegted .
boycotting the products of firms who advertise on the nore violent shows.\ -
The kx&;ott proposals have ranged from informal public awareness campaignsg,
.t . consistimg of the fublication of lists of advertisers and their association 0
. with violent programs, to more structured and elaborate gappeals for public N
participation in the boycott. These _Lactlcs? if highly brganized, might
N succeed 1n reducing the level of violence on television, but they would
ceed at a very expensive price, namely, the transfer of control of -
broddeast ing fram the telens;on ‘industry to the :).dve‘rt.'lsmg ndustry., It .
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-is questionable whether tliére is much tg be gained from substituting Proctor
& Garmble for NBC. A
Other apprcaches have proposed regulatory action, such as calls for a
, prohibition on violence during particular time periods Although regulation
did not emerge, discussions betweén the Federal Commmications Conmission
and the television industry resulted in the formulation of the 'Family Hour"
in which only prograrming suitable for family viewing would be broadcast
during specified periods on all three networks. Bom in 1975, the family
viewing period died in 1976 following a court challenge by the Writers
Guild of Arerica (Cowan, 1978). Therefore, it is unlikely that calls
for forma¥ or even informal regulatory action would be considered an .
acceptable way of bringing about chapges in the lgvel of televised violence. - ;
In the final analysis; the options for public policy and private action
are severely restricted. Given the unacceptability of public policy d
directed toward fegulatory control and tbe questionable benefits to be
derived from private action focused on boycotting sponsors' products,
one is left with private action of "innoculation' and public policy of
"persuasion.”

The options for private action mught include increased parental involvement
in establishing family vaewing patterns and increased parental/public -
involvement in the local television environment—-both broadéast and cable.
Efforts to change tbe home-based televiSion enviromment can be encouraged
throygh school.System and local chapters of citizen and consumer groups.

For example, school systems may hafggaccess to “critical viewang skills"
curricula that are desigoed to help ypung viewers cope‘with the harmful
effects while appreciating the benefits that,‘televisiog viewing can provide.
However, private action could also include attempts to chinge the community-
based television environment by participating in cable franchisi.ng discussions
and cormunity advasory committees for local television stations. R

The persuasive mnfluence of public policy might include periodic review{
of tbe levels of televised violence coupled with discussion of the indust
response to public concemn over this issue. Other components of persuasion
mght' incTude encouragement of structural changes in the broadcast )
such as those associated with cable and low-power TV, which may result in a
diversification of program production and a Simultaneous specialization
of programming for particular audiences such as children and youth.

.

EMC

(




ERI!

v [ ,20-29, .

children’s social bebaviour: A submission to the Senate Standing

Comittee on Education and the Arts by the Australian Psychological o
Society
13(3), 4X4-418.

—Sumary and recamrendation. Australian Psychologist, 1978,

Australian Psychological Society. The impact of television viewing on ‘ ‘

Bandura, A., Ross, D., & Ross, S. " Transmission of aggression through 3 .
imtation of aggressive models. Joumal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 1961, 63, 575-582. » . *

T,
{
1

Bandura, A., Ross, D., & Ross, S. Imitation of film—nediate'd aggressive
mdels. Journal of Abnonml and Social Psychology, 1963, 66, 3-11.

. £ 7N .
Belson, W. Television violefoe andMhe adolescent boy. Westmead, Englandi _
Saxon Hous&, 1978. Ry E L r

Berkowitz, L. Aggression. A soci3l psychological analysis. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1962.

Berkowitz, L., & Rawlings, E. Effects of film violence on inhibitions ) -
against -subsequent aggression. Journal of Abnorml and Social Psychiology, - '
-1963, 66(3), 405-512. ~ . ’

Berkowitz, L., Corwin, R., & Heironimis, M. Film violence and subsequent _
aggressive tendencies. Public Opinion Quarterly, 1963, 27, 217-229. -

Cowan, G. See no evil. New York* Simon & Schuster, 1978. - e

mener’%‘ .»& DeFour, D. Does television violence enhance program popularity?
Joumal- ofsPersonality and Social Psychology, 1978, 36(3), 333-341.

Exman, P., Liebert, R. M., Friefen, W., Harrison, R., Zlatchm, C.,
Malmstrom, E. V., & Baron, R. A, Facial expressions of emotion as .S
predictors of subsequent aggression. In G. A. Comstock, E. A. Rubinstean,
& J. P. Murray (Eds.), Television and social behavior. Vol. 5. Televasion's
effects: Purther exploration. -Washington, D.C.: United States Government
Printing Office, 1972. [ .

Ellls, G. T., & Sekyra, F. The effect of aggressive cartoons on the behavior -
of tirst grade children. Journal of Psychology, 1972, 81, 37-43. . .

Eron, L. Relationship with TV viewing habits and aggressive behavior in )
children’. Journal of Atnommal and Social Psychology, 1963, 67, 193-196.

. c.‘:t
Feshbach, S., & Singer, R. D. _Television and aggression: An e:q)erimentalﬂ »
. field study. San Francisco:  Jossey-Bass, 1973. DN .

- ‘ .

Gerbner, G., Gross, L., Morgan, M., & Signorielli, N. The "nr.xinstreaming"
of America: Violence Profile ¥. 11. Journal of Commmications, 1980, 30(3),
i

° - .,

Greenberg, B. S., & Atkin, C. K. Current trends in research on children
and television. Social behavior content portrayals and effects 1in the
family context. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Intermational
Communication Association, Berlin, May 1977.

- ‘ » .

1Y




HapKiewicz, Wi G., Rode:n,v A. H. The effect of aggressive cartoons on
‘. children's interpersonal play. (hild Development, 1971, 42, 1583-1585.

Hicks, D. J. Imtation and retention of film-mecratpd aggressive peer
and adult models. Journal of Personality and.Social Psychology, 1965,
2(1), 97-100. . 7 /

lazarsfeld, P. F. Why 1s so laittle known about™the effects of television
op children and what can be done® Public Qpinion Quarterdy, 1955, 19,
* 243-231. C - -

Lefowrts, H., Eron, L., Walder, L., & Huegmnn, L. R.  Television
violence and child aggression: A follow-up study. - Ip G. A. Ca.nstock,
% E. A. Rubinstemn (Eds.), Television and social behavior. Vol. 3.
Television and adolescent agyressiveness. Washington, D.C.. United
States Government Printing Office, 1973. ‘

Lievert, R."M., & Baron, R. A. Some ummediate effects of televised
violence on children’s behavior. Developmental Psychology, 1972, 6, *
469475, - = 2

< . R

Liebert, R. M., Davidson, E. S.,"& Sobpl, M. D. Catharsis of aggression
among institutionalized boys: ™ Pgn;ther discussion. In G. A. Comstock, ..
E. A. Rubwnstein, & J. P. Murray (Eds.), Television and social behavior,
Yol. 5. Television's effeéts Further explorations. Washington, D.C. ™
United States Government Printing Office, 1972. Coe

Liebert, R M,, Sobol, M. D., & Dawvidson, E. S. Catharsis of aggression
* among 1nstitutionalized boys' Fact or artifact? In G. A. Comstock,
E. A, Rubinstein, & J. P. Murray (Eds.), Television-and social behavior.
Yol. 5. Televasion's effects: Further exploration. Nashington, D.C.:
United States Government Printing Office, 1972. =+ :

Linne, O. Reactions of children to violence on TV. Stockholm’ Swedish
Broadcasting Corporation, 1971.

.

- Llowvaas, O. I. Effect of exposure to synbollc.aggxmsi on aggressive
, behavior. Child Development, 1961, 32, 37-44. :

Milaveky, J. R., Kessler, R., Stipp, H. H., & Rubens, W. §. Television and
aggression®  Results of a panel study. In D. Pearl, L. Bouthlet, & J.
Lazar (Eds.)* Television and behavior: Ten years of scientifié progress
and 1mplications for the eighties. Washington, D.C.' United States .
Government Prynting Office, 1981 (in press). ‘ : . '

-

%y. J. P. Television & Viclence Implications of the Surgeon General's
Areracan Psychologist, 1973, 28472478,

’

Al
. H. Television & youth 25 years of research & controversy.
Boys Town,\Ne.* The Boys Town Press, 1980, [

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




g
Murray, Jo P., &\prpa.x. S. From the early window to the late night show
Internaticnal\trends in the study of television's ampact on children and
Y adults. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology.
New York: Academic Press, 1979. D

-

Murray, J. P., & Lonnborg, B. Children and television...d priper for parents. *
Boys Town, Ne. The Boys Town Center, 1981. . ‘
\

Mussen, P.‘, & Rutherford, E. Effects of z;.ggressxve cartoons on children's
aggressive play. Jownal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961,'62, 461~ L4
464, )

I3 .
Ontario Psycho}ejgxcal Associations Submission on violence in the media.

In Report of the Royal Commission On Violehce “in the Conmmmications Industry i
wol. 1 Approaches, conclusions, and Tecamendations, Torontor Queen's

Printer {or Ontario, 1977. .
w

- Pedri, D., Boutmlet, L., & Lazar, J. (Eds.) Television and behavior® Ten
years of scileatif1c progress and wrplications for the eighties Washaington,
D.C.- United States Government Prainting Office, 1981 (1n press). = *

Robinson, J. P., & Bacr)mn, J. G. Television viewlng habits and aggression.
In G. A. Comstock, & E. A. Rubinstemn (Eds.), Television and social
behavior. Vol. 3. Television and adolescent aggressiveness. Washington,
/  D.C. United States Goverment Printing Office, 1972.

Ross, L. B. The effect of aggressive cartoons on the -§roup play of
children. Doctoral dissertation, Mram Univerdity, 1972.

Stein, A. H., & Friedrich, L. K. Televisipn content and young children's
behavior. InJ. P. Murray, E. A. Rubwnsten, & G. A. Jomstock (Eds.),
Television and social ‘behavior. Vol. 2. Television and social learming.
Washington, D.C.: LUnited States Government Printing Office, 1972. .

* United States Congress. House Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Cofterce. Investigation of radiosand television programs. Hearings
and report, 82nd Congress, 2nd Session, June 3-December 5, 1952.
Washx‘ngton, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1952.

1z - 1

United States Congress. Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subconmittee .
to Investigate Juvemle Delinquency. Juvenile Delinquency (television
programs}. Hearing, 84th Congress, lst Session, April 64, 1855. ¢
Washington, ©.C. .~ United States Government Printing Office, 1955.

wells, W. D. Television and aggression: Replication of an experimental
field study. Manuscript, University of Chicago, 1973. .

JFilliars, T. M. The wurpact of television: A study of three Canadian
communities. In J. P. Murray (Chair), The introduction of television®
Before and after studies of television's impact on children in Australia, -
* Canada,» and South Africa. A Symposium presented at the Biengial Meeting
of the Society for Research 1fi Child Development, San Francisco, March .
1979. : . -

‘ [Whéreupon, at 1:45 p.m/, the subcommittee was adjsurned.]

» S

\)4 . ’ /):: ,), R

ERIC “5.) o
< IR | . .




