
April 19, 1983 

Dr. C. Everett Koop 
Surgeon General 
U6 S. Public Health Servi,ce 
Room 716 G 
200 Independence Ave., 8"1 
Washington, D.C. 20201 

Dear Dr. Koop: 
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The undersigned were sen.ior sciEont..i.fi.c advisors in a. projeot 0,0 

the National Instj.tute of HentaJ. HeaJ.'l,D. thnG re.'3ult.ed in t.he 19B2 
publi.ca tj.on of .I£i)~?v·ii?-,:l .. Qn ..?.DJi };} .... E:.j}aylSlC: .J}~J,}. o;L~Q.r,,§ .()f .!'~h;:LGntJ_[ic 

..r£Qgr8::L~ liDO. l.mpliQQ.t~-LQ..E_§ for j:.bg r:.j.p;ht,j~_~J?L \18. are ur5..tlng you to 
express our strong suppor't for the conclusions c~!ld soiGntif~~c 5.ntegrity 
of that NIHH publ:ic:i.tion. As YOll knoH 1 U:la~; tHO volume- report y,'as 
prepei'cd as fl t.cn~year update to ttl\"7 19T2 Heport to the then Surgeon 
Gerl?ral, Dr.. Jesse St.einfeld. The EeH NIl>1!"! repot't h3.3 l."c:::;ently come 
under public a tt.ack by some member,s ot' the tele\rision j.ndl1stry ~ The 
substanes of that (;pi.tici.slJl? v,lhil2b He belj_ove t.o be unfolJ.nd0d~ c311·s, 
for a.n infor'med Y'e8ponse~ 

This letter' is specj.fj,cally intenc;.f;d as o.n open reply to H l1f!VIly 

published 32 page ~amphlctr widely distributed by the.American 
Bro'adca2.ting Companies: lnc~ The pampblet 1 ~IA Receareh Perspect.i. ve on 
Televisicn and Vj.olc--:nee, II purports to be a rigorotIs and obJecti ve 
refutation of the NIl'fJl-I rGPol.,t~ HOVJever', the ABC statement is neitheP 
rigorous nor objective Q Instead, it is a shallow attempt, ostADsibly 
for public consl.l.illption; to focus on only OT,S porticn of the FIYlH 
revieH~ P6hash industry attac:.ks on independent research of thE.: past ten 
years, ignore or d.istOl't both the evidence pr>E~sent.ed tn the NIMH t'sport 
and the consenSUt~ of th(; fieJ.d: and pr'f'E:.s:nt corlcl;';'3iol":s tbat nbsc,ut'e 
the JS3UOS and decej_ve the readers~ .:1.:. HDUld bEt no exaggeratton to 
compare this attempt by the television indllstry to the stubborn public 
position taken bJ' t.he tOb20«'O, indut.:",tr'y on ~he .. 8ci.t:;nt.1.f~c evidence aboiJt 
smoking and health. 

The ABC st2tement concentrate,';'. or!. four re,':':83,Y'ch j.ssucs. IIi€) deal 
Hi.th each of these in B. cr'it:i.que of tile l~FlC ()har[';es~ Our critique i~~ 

attached ;;'0 this lct.tc:.-'~ rJe in'~ite YCt;.r attention to that analy~}j.s 8.nd 
request. that yClU transmit :~t. t.o the HI~'TI "H.ld ot.her,":; ldho maJi be 
concerned 9 :for' the:l f' J.nfof'wdti on. 
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A telling indictment of the ABC position is inherent in findings 
on the effects of television that were ignored in their statement. 
Research has long since gone beyond the issue of violence. The summary 
(Volume 1) of the NIMH report devotes only nine out of 91 pages to that 
topic. Similarly, only 72 out of 362 pages of technical reports in 
Volume 2 deal <lith violence and aggression. Some other topics 
include: health-promoting possibilities; effects on cognitive and 
emoti.onal functioning; effects on imagination, creativity, and 
prosocial behavior; and effects on education and learning. These are 
all parts of a related body of data \,hich only confirms the obvious 
conclusion that television is an influential teacher of children and 
adults. It is ironic that the networks themselves have pursued and 
used the concept of positive programming in defense of some of their 
children's productions. The research on posi ti ve effects is no better 
or ,1Or-se than that on violence and aggression. Yet the industry, by 
some convenient logic, accepts the former and disputes the latter. 

I'1hat is especially distressing about ABC's effort to discredit a 
carefully developed assessment of research j.s that it only serves to 
confuse and deter the consj.derable opportunity for constructive change. 
It is nOH more than a decade since the original Surgeon General's 
Report. In testimony :'ofo1"e Sena tcr Pastore in Harch 1972, all thr'ee 
netHork P?"'esidents acknoHledged, with sorae qualification, the findings 
on televisec. violence and pledged to improve television for childrend 
(It is noteh'orthy that the most forthright and responsive statement was 
made by Elton Rule, President of ABC.) Surely the creativity, talent, 
and considerable resources of the television industry could have been 
put to better use than the renel,ed campaign of obfuscation and evasion 
after ten years of Significant scientific progress. Indeed, instead of 
a posi ti ve response to that evidence, quality programming for children 
on commel"cial television has become inoreasingly rare. 

As our appended critique indicates, the ABC argument is 
scientifically indefensibl.e. By the very manner in <lhich it \,a8 
constructed, it is only the latest example of unwarranted resistance to 
the clear policy implicatIons of over>lhelming scientific evidenoe. The 
renewed attempt to evade, undermine, and discredit the Iwrk of hundreds 
of scientists summarized in the NIEH volumes and to shape the course of 
public discussion by selective attentj.on and misrepresentaUon, is 
umwrthy of an industry that professes -- and is licensed -- to se.rve 
the public interest. 

I'1hile He realize that the Department of Health and Human 
Services has no direct regulatory responsibility for televiSion, we did 
want to bring to your attention our confidence in the validity and 
integrIty of the NIMH report, and our conviction that the research 
summarized in the report dOOllments both the dangers of ce,'tain program 
oontent and the potential for posi ti ve cbange. 
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We believe ABC should reexamine its stance on this issue. We 
believe all broadcasters should exert their considerable influence to 
serve vieHers more effectively and to use research to that end. We 
hope you Hill lend your good offices to this goal in any fashion you 
deem appropriate. 

Respectfully, 

Steven H. Chaffee 
Director 
Institute for Communication 

Research 
Stanford University 

Beat.rix A. Hamburg 
Professor of Clinical Psychiattoy 

and Pedj4atr:ics 
Mt. Sinai School of Medi.cine 

Eli A. Rubinstein 
Adjunct Research Professor 
. in Mass Communications 
University of North Carolina 

George Gerbner 
Professor of Communications 

and Dean 
Annenberg School of 

Communica tions 
University of Pennsylvania 

Chester H. Pierce 
Professor of Psychiatry 
Harvard Nedical School 

Alberta E. Siegel 
Professor of Psychology 
Stanford Uni versi ty School 

of Hedicine 

Jerome L. Singer 
Professor of Psychology 
Yale Univeristy 


