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| %%%%%%%' More than 96 percent of American homes - have at least
RE “ALMANAC, One:-television set. Television is a ‘major source of
=== information and influence in children's lives. The
average child spends more tinme watching television than in the
. elassroom. @ e e According to the Nielsen Index the- average -
" American child watches 18,000 television murders before he or
she graduates from high school. ® & @ An average child between
~the ages of 2 and 11 now views 27.3 hours of television per
. week. By age 16 he or she has watched over 20, 000 hours of
television. _ : '

%%%%%%%%"The report of the. U. s. Attorney General'e Task

"“RESEARCH, Force on. Family Violence concludes that "evidence
. SEESST=S® gs becoming overwhelming that, just as witnessing
"violence in the home may contribute- to normal adults and
children learning and acting out violent behavior, violence on
__television...may contribute to the same result "

' Drs. Leonard Eron and Rowell Huesmanvof the University of

" -I1linois-Chicago and other researchers have found that. children
~..-with aggressive tendencies tend to watch violent: progams and
are more likely to believe that TV violence mirrors real life.-

In 1982, Surgeon General c. Everett Koop reported there is a-

causal correlation between viewing violence and aggressive

behavior, The National Institute of Mental Health, which had

examined the 4ssue for the Surgeon General, provided testimony

before the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Justice in 1984 that

a "sizable number of studies did support the inference that
~there was a causal connection between the viewing of - televisedg
- violence and later aggressive behaviors.

enResearch ‘has shown three possible effects of viewing television'
"violence: (1) Children may become less sensitive to the pain
and suffering of others; (2) They may be more fearful of the
- world around them; and. (3) They may be more likely to behave in
~an aggressive or harmful way toward others. -~ John P. Murray

and Barbara Lonnberg, “Violence on TV'- Do Children Learn From
It?" -

The American Academy of Pediatriecs'. Policy Statement on
- Children, Adolescents, and Television finds that "repeated
exposure to televised violence: promotes a proclivity to

viglence and a passive response to its practice."-- June,

"In one study, children who had watched a. violent television"'
program were found to be more likely to hurt another child than

" (MORE)
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were those who had watched a nonviolent program. In non-
- laboratory settings, children have injured themselves by
imitating behaviors viewed on TV, Another study suggested that
children may learn to perceive aggresive behavior as normal and
acceptabdle.” o e o "Other studies have shown that these
findings persist even when factors such as family background
are taken into account. In a study of 158 elementary school
children from a middle-class suburb, children who watched more
violent television programs were rated by their teachers as
"less cooperative, less successful in interpersonal
relationships and less happy; these findings were statistically
significant regardless of the children's age, sex, social

-class, IQ or parents' television viewing habits." -- B, James
- Holroyd, M.D., Pediatries, Feb., 1985, - A -

"...35 young men between the ages of 8 to 31 years have kiYled
themselves playing Russian Roulette while imitating a sgcene
from the movie, 'The Deer Hunter,' which they had seen on
. television." e e e ",..the pain of victims and ariguish of

- relatives are rarely portrayed. ‘Thus; the child learns that

violence may be a quick and easy solution to conflicts while
~belng deprived of any opportunity to feel empathy for the
~victim." -~ Robert Wharton, M.D, and Frederick Mandell, M.D.,

Pediatrics, June, 1985, .~ . o AR . '

."In a conmprehensive review of the research literaturﬁ on
telvision content, Signorielli and colleauges concluded Yhat
consistenily high levels of violence and aggression have been
‘reported-in studies of television programming, regardless of
the measures used to define or assess violence, They reported
that children's television programs are six times as violent as
adults' television programs.”™ e e e "Dozens of laboratory
'studies have consistently demonstrated that-children imitate
the violence that they have Jjust watched on television.” ¢ o @
"Despite psychologists' suggestions in the 1950's that wateéhing
television violence has a cathartic effect, and thus redyces
viewers' aggressive behavior, there are no data from regent
- years to support that theory."™ e e e "A special opportunity to

assess the impact of televised violence in a community setting
occurred with the introduction of television in a small
Canadian community that had never had access to television
before. The results demonstrated that verbal and physical
aggression increased among primary school children in this
community after television became available." @ o ¢ "One of the
few studies that contradicts these findings was conducted by
researchers at the National Broadcasting Company. They fdund.
the relationship between viewing television violence .and
aggressive behavior several years later became insignificant
when social class was controlled., The study had several
important limitations. First, children's aggressive behayior
was defined strictly to include only 'physical or verbal gegs
~intended or known in advance to cause injuries to others! -ahd
did ‘not include rough play or other unintended aggressive
‘behavior." -- Diana M. Zuckerman, Ph,D., and Barry S.
Zuckerman, M.D., Pediatrics. ' -

"American viewers have more access to violent television
programming than the citizens of several other nations
(Canada, England, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, West Germany
and Spain) monitored by the Internationmal Coalition on
Television, According to TV monitoring by the 88-country
coalition, the United States also has the dubilous distinetion
of experting programs which account for 65 percent of all the
violence shown on Canadian, English, Australian and New Zealand
televisicn,” == American Family Physician, April 1984,
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) l CHECKED INTO & mitel

. zppointments in Illinois, T flipped -
. cii the room's TV set, hoping to

" - achain saw, in vivid color.

.data to support that theory, but find abun: .| /
. dant evidence of its harmful effects. The re- - |

*  ‘hecome lesa sensitive to the pain and suffer-
‘more likely to behave in aggresswe or harm- B

' “‘repeated exposure to televised violence pro-
" - response to its practice.” In 1982, U.S. Sur-
.geon “Gerieral C. Everett Koop report.ed a

" asking the National Institute of Mental

- Health to review the sizable body of research.
" nal of Medicine shows graphic depictions of

By Paul Simon

room-Jate one night a few
years ago afber a long day of .

catch the late news, Instead, 1 zaw
an actor being sawed in half with

The scene unsettled me that -

" night, I wondered what it would
do to a 10-year-old or to a 14-year-old

- When I returned. to Washington 1 aaked my
2:afT to gather studies on television violence,
They discovered nearly 3,000 acholarly articles

© - ‘and studies,
" As | dug deeper I fmmd firat, a remarknble .

consensus. in several reeea.rch fields about the

- _harm excessive TV violence does to children and

ndult.s; second, confirmation that U.8. televison

is more violent than ever before and may be the
. most violent of amy industriafized society; and :

third, sel.i'-regtﬂatmn not long ago was. an
accepted practice in the American televi-

Comln Soon An Act

That Should Reduce
Telev151on Vlolence

c!nldren, now 18, was’ what they had watched on

television when they were eight — not what their.
families did, niot what their social class was, not any
-of the other things that were measured. :

By age 16, the average American child has seen

200,000 acts of violence on TV, including 33,000
riurders. The audience under 16 numbem about 50

million. If evén one-tenth of one percent are

* harmed, wa areneedlessly impressing 50,000 young

people with this gratuitious electronic ms.yhem.

As [ digested ﬂ:eserﬁndmgs I began to ask my- ' 25 minutes of exposure to violence has no impact,

sion industry, but today it ia illegal. - :
In the 1950s, when television violence was -
tame compared. with that seen today, psy-
chologiats tended toward a theory that it had -
a cathartic effect that reduced viewers' ag-
gressive behavior, Researchers today find no

search generally identifies three problems °
connected with TV violence: Children may -

ing of others; they may becomé more fearful
of the world around t.hem, and they may be

ful ways toward others, :
The American Academy of Pedaamcs finds"

motes a proclivity to viclence and a passive .

cause-and-effect relationship between- view-
ing violence and saggressive behavior after

Data published in the New England Jour-

suicide on, television are often followed by a

. dramatic rise in teen puicides: Thirty-five - ‘
boys and young men between the ages of 8 a.nd 31
killed themselves playing Russian roulette while

imitating a scene from *“The Deer Hunter,” which

they had seen on television. And after a televised -
depiciion of the New Bedford pool hall rape was "
* shown, a 12-year-old boy. assaulted a 10-year-old
. irl on a pool table.

Researchers had a unigue before-and-after test-
in7 opportunity when TV came to a small Canadi-
an community that had never had it before. They
found verbal and physical aggression rose among
primary school children after telenslon beeame a
part of the town’s life.

- A gtudy begun ‘on & group of 8-year-olds and
pursued for 10 years by Hoctors Leonard Eron arid

Howell Huesmann of the Uaiversity of Illinois tried
to identify all causes of aggression in childhood:

exveriences and other factors. At the end of the 10
years, the single best predictor of violence in those

Sen, Paul Simon (D-1ll.)isa
former editor and publisher -
. who has written a weekly
column for 41 yrs.

-the antitrast laws it

. ‘needa to legally develop
child-rearing practices in the family, neighborhood

self tlus question: s a !'ree socxety hke OUrs ——

one that shuns government censorship and has a
commercial television industry -~ powerless to

protect -itself and its children from the harm

coused by excessive TV violence?

* After discussions with television policy makers .

and visits to the rietworks' divisions of standards

and practices, I answered tlmt question with the

Television Violence
Act, which I expect will
soon clear the Con-
gress. The hill gives the
televizion industry the
limited exemption from

veluntary guidelines on
television violence. 1

TIs a free society like ours
powerless to protect itself.
and zts chzldren ¢’

al A.eeocxatlon of Brmdcasters

grounds, The NAB settled the
“case in 1982 and scrapped the en- |
tire code fearing additional anti- .
- -trust suits based on other portions

-of the code. This change, coupled .

‘with added competitive pressures

on broadcasters, has spawned an -
" “arms race” in TV violence from
~which none will retreat for fear of
losing ratings points. As m all
"arms raee.s. zhe public is the loser.
- .1 wondered why we couldn't give the industry 2
limited exemptién from the antitrust laws so it
could solve the problem itsélf. As a Lfelong civil
libertarian, I found the antitrust approach particu- .
larly attractive, All the more 80 hecause I sit on the
Senate Judidiary Committee, wluch oversees the
antltmst laws..

"Most in the industry cormnue to dmy TV vio-

lenceisa problem at all. Ironically, they elaim that

s

w}ule 30 seconds of exposure to & commercial has

_great impact. The obvious answer is that television -

sells — whether a poht:ca.'l product, or soap, or-

vialence. .-

In writing the bill, I wanted to focus on enter-'
tainment programing only, so I wrote report lan-
guage and built a leg’xsiahve history meking clear
that the exempuon zs not aimed at the eontent of

. news programs, One
" reason is that enter-.
tainment programs
tend to glorify violence,
while news programs
donot. )
Like our politicians,
.t.elevisibn_m appeal to
“"the best in us or to our
worst instincts, Too of-

first began exploring

this approach when a network executive stressed K

in one meeting that he and his counterparts
couldn't even meet to discuss an industry-wide ap-
‘proach to the problem because the antitrust laws

_ prohibit it. His comment intrigued me.

The Justice Department filed a case in 1979
challenging the advertising sections of the Nation.

ten, television today is -

i .eom.nbutmg to a ude of wo]enee A democratic,

pluralistic society can find ways to protect itself
against excessive televised violence. It's time for
the television industry to forge a partnership with
America’s families to ecale back the atmwosphere of
violence that is erupting in our communities, on
our Main Streets, even in our schoolyards.

television code on antitrust. -
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Takmg a Glove to Telewsmn Violence
:Senate Seeks ngrammers Meetmg, Rep Edwards- Hits Censorslup’

By Llennor Rando[ph

Wahigion Post Staff Writee

Sen. Paul Simon (D-IiL) often re-

calls the evening he walked into a
motel room, turned on the televi-

sion set and witnessed’ someone

- beir'lg cut in half with a chain saw,

. "Obviously, it was not real. But it
- was real enough that it bothered me
) that night,” he-said later. -

- The chain-saw movie became the .

;genesis of a bill designed to get the
television industry to control what

Simon and others see as its aggres- -

sive tendencies. The bill passed the
Senate 91 to 0, and the House Ju-

“diciary Committee Tuesday voted

26.to 8 to send the bill to the floor,
probably for debate this summer, -

Under Simon's bilt, the nétworks, -

- cable operators and others who con=

trol television programming would.

be allowed to meet and discuss

. ways to decrease violence on tele-

vision. At present such a meeting

would violate the Sherman Anti-
trust Act. But Simon wants a three-
vear loophole to allow television .

programmers to develop guidelines

or standards for what appears on

the living‘room screen.

- “The plain fact is that violence
sells,” said Simon. “But [ strongly

believe  a democratic, - pluralistic

society like ours can find .ways to

“protect itself against undue.emplm-
- sis on televised violence.” !

“Oppanents of the bift suggest that
the legislative approdch puts Con- -

gress i the business of telling the
television industry what it should
and shouid not put on the air,

- “It's censor ship. It Is not even a
veiled threat. It'is a threat by Big
Brother, big government in Wash:
“ington, telling these film producers,
. 'You do this or else,’ " said Rep.
Don Edwards (D-Calif.), who voted
against the bl in the Judiciary
Committee, .

< *We think this is, on its face, un-
constltunonal’ said Barry Lynn

legislative counsel for the American

Civil Liberties Union here.

“It is not the business of the U.S,
Congress to try to iufluence the
.- content of television programraing,”
Lynn said. “That is absolutely for-
-bidden by the First Amendment.”

. turn it

The, Senate’ approved the bill

‘May 31 with an amendment by Sen.
Jesse Heims (R-N.C.} that- would
allow  television representatives

also to discuss ways to curb scenes .

that glorify illegal drug use and por-
tray sexually explicit material,
House backers of the hill say they

will try to keep the legislition con- -

fined to the violence issue and not
into a “Christmas  tree”
londed with complaints about tele-
vision programming.

The House Judiciary Committes,
where the bill previously died under
then-Chairman Peter W, Rodino Jr,
(D-N.J.}, passed the bilt speedily
with the support of the new chair-
-man this session, Rep. Jack Brooks
(D-Tex.). At this ‘point, the House
version allows television program-

mers to gather. to talk only about

. violence.
Rep. Dan Glickman (D-Kan.), the

key sponsor in the House, said that -

as the . father of teenagers, he
wanted “to see if we could elevate
the content of television” in a way

that does not violate First Amend- -

" constitutional

. THE WASHNGTON POST
|

ment protect:ons of free presq Jand
free speéch.

“l don’t think this bl]l h.h fany
problems, nor| o -
st constitutional scholars,” Glick-
man said. "Programiners can :get
together -to talk about this, |but
there are no mandates. They dpn’t
even have to meet. They can talk
ahout thc color af the \ky if dlmy
want to,"

Witer Wur!cl wp()ke-sm,mJ for
the National Assuciation of Brosd-
casters, gaid that beyond the Till's
First  Amendment  implications,
some in the industry have |ex-
pressed “concerns with an antt!{mt
exemption that doesn’t protect the
broadcaster from suits by the cre-
ative community.”

Congressional opponents  also
make the point that not all violence
is bad for the nation's viewers—jex-

‘plaining that they believe it isiim- -

portant for people fo see violence
such as in Vietnam or in Chisia's
Tiananmen Square. '
"I think it's good that everybpdy
sees the violence in the Holocaust,
{or example,” Edwards said.




| constant at about 40
-1 with ‘older” people an
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P I8 .
GE, violence und

“sex on telovision are the most

comuon causes of ‘complaiats ;-
from viewers. according 1o a ro-
port published yesterday, '

Cwver the past six. yoars (he
number of viewoess - gluiming o
fvave seen or heard olfensive ma- -
teriat on teiovision has temained
er cenl,

‘more lkely w be offended,
““Fhie review of research dnto
public attitwdes to taste and de-
cency by the independent Broad.
casting Rescurch Unit was com.

1 omissioned by the Broadessting
> Standaeds Council, the Govern.
| ment's new television watchdoy,
~The council is drawing up a code -
- governing standarcs of tasle

decency on {elevision, . -
The unit found that little te-;
scarch had been done Into how ,
television compared -with other:
sovial influences as u contributory -

. gause Lo anti-socisl bebaviour. In-

“shifting social atlitudes on wider

. -opiniun polls inte aste and de-’
. ecncy were' often simplistic and -

deeency on telovision, the report

formalion that was available sog-
fested that oaly one person in 10

" saw television as contribuling Lo -
- the inereuse in violent crime, - -

Public conceérn nbout fusto and .
said, wus only obc. clement of

moral -questions. -1t warned- that

women -

"R Quallty in

By Simon Midgley

‘misloading, Sex and violoneo were -
- .often lumpod togothor without
any atlempt to differontlato atti- = -

tudes to discrete srcas of socisi
concorn, Such polls could misrep-

roscnt what peopie thought and
could be dangerous if thoy formed
the basis for public poliey, .

The roport spid there wai ne

moasured,

dardi =~ Quality in Television —

which attempts to reech a broader

definition of qualisy programming

than -lovels of decenoy--or—the
amount of sox, viclence:or bad

language, The study oconcludes

that quatity broadcasting {s a innt-
.tor of varicly, range of choios snd

timing. It Is not simply u-quostion .
-of how highbrow programsmes

4

rc'

4HR; 8634 inc p&p. .,
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1 Parents

- L
S
A[:M ?
ents  with

20V

ifens

hool-age childron

turn off
* -’.- . e

My
T
et

I
37T

1 claim 10 have turncd off the tele-
- | vision or changed channcls be.
-{ cause ‘they considered 1 pro-
{ gramme unsuitable, according to0
" the British Standards Council,

Its annual report published yes-

" | tcrday ‘said: “These are not iso-

{ated incidents; over four pareats

in ton cluim thar they tura off or

| over st loast.once.a month™,

“I'he council, which published a
eele of concduet alongside the re-

| port refuscd at this stage o name |
1 programmes’ causlnt;‘ most of-
ng

‘ence. From ncxt spring it intends
taking up matiors up with telcvls
sion compamics.

The findings werc based ‘on
ot R320 responses: to & random

survery of 1,600 peepte, “Ono
~§ quarter of the population do-
clured that they had boen dis-
1 gusted by semething which the
nd watched on TV in the previs
ous month,” the report said.

* By contrast, only 3 per cont of

the population claimed 10 have

turncd off the radio bocause they
werc disgusted by an item.

Viewers were most offended by
1 badtaste and sex seénes, which In
| this research pushed awearing -

imo third pluce.” - -
The couneil, chaired by Lord
Reos-Mogg and duc to be put on

=
et a Editor” -

a statutory basis with the forth.
" coming Broadcasting BIll, s plac--
Ing spocial omphasis oft protect-
Ing children in its . code of
conduct, B
~The counsit found Ll parents
of tconago children g uncom-
fortable with the Spm watershed
< when adult viewing is dosmed to

statt, and most wanted {t moved

, 1o 10pm

' warnings about thc gontent of
progeammes, including’ warnin

s{m ¢ on programimes, el
 though tho BSC finds this{mprac-
! tical. The code also Introduces for

I tho fieat timo in Brita{ j_ht}..%

cept of a §,.30am waterght

. children can be deom

viewi::g. )

i Lord Reca-Mogg sajd the re-
. sonrch shawed the cxistng broad-

* casting codes wero not fjways fol- |

lowed, and that lapscs-dobureed,

However, he belicved PBC and
1TV had broadly got it Tight,
The code tells broadgasiers not |

o tranupit acything appg
, warns ?f uzle exira care p:&odlu's_d in
*-roporting disastcrs, cspecially

ihg?vinz_svictlms and the boreaved.

e

tolerate drug-taking, Bnd _nlm.

Television, . thﬁ .
-Libbey, 13 Smiths Yard, Sum-- . .
morley Strecl, Loodon. SWIB

g start’ [

2. 1%

‘clear understanding of what peo-
‘plo found offensive, Sox, violoncs
and bad 'language wero fogulatly
_ ut intrusive * inter-
viewing, tasteless comedy and-the =~
rirayai of women “ooaid sl
caturo as reasons why fouroutof - -
10 viewers are reguiacly offond- -
gnd. ed” o -
"< The unit also published yostor-
day a study of broadcasiing stans -

People .wanted fAr “botter |



" ETTERS TO THE EDITOR

'Electronic Media

Nov. 6, 1989

Congress has no choice but to regulate violence

ELzcTaONIC MEDIA expressed dubious _

anxieties in its editorial of Aug. 7 (Page 18)
by trying to dramatize a fictional dilemma
in choosing as its title, “Forcing *voluntary’
regulation,” a transparent oxymoron, with

its observation that the networks, cable,

-and broadcasters are being invited by the
Caongress of the United States to do some-

thing constructive about the excessive vio- .

‘lence that sometimes mars their program-
ing. o .
Who created this visible mess that now
persuades the Congress to olfer a means—

through removing antitrust barriers—by

which some modest remedial action might
take form? _ _
The network, cable, and broadcaster

programers themselves, people who will-

ingly compete in a rising escalation of vio-
lence by steadily lowering their levels of
taste, tolerance, and public responsibility.

. In a very real sense these programers con-
duct a daily verbal and visual assauit on
the ethical and moral standards that have.

served society well for generations,

Some people complain vocally. Some

write letters. Some make phone calls. Some
form pressure groups. Nothing much hap-
pens because the people who care about
the visual and audio environment in which
they and their children live have no effec-
tive means through which to register their
‘concern. Except, that is, through appeals to
their congressional representatives who
recognize the people in a different way

than the television industry does: as voters,”

“What the Congress is offering the televi-

sion industry, through which network,
cable, and a broadcaster can participate
jointly, is a means through which'a modest

. effort can be made to lessen the tonnage of

violence so casually presented as enter-
tainment. No one in government is going to
tell the industry how o bring about this

_ change—or ‘any change-the industry is

encouraged to try to do this on its own,

. to spell out some reasonable and sensible

boundaries to which all elemenu ean sub-

cribe for the general welfare.

“The author of your editorial must have
fought off a migraine fram the strain of s0
much muddled circumlocution. The only
thing that prevented the migraine from
tuming into a stroke was his predictable

~defense on smugly believing he won thé ar-

gument by wrapping himsel! in the First

- Amendment, so often the final refuge of a

lost cause, in this case the def.ense o! vio-
Jence on television.-

EM wonders whether it's “possible to set

standards for both cable and broadcast-
ing,” forgetting that the viewer sees the

product of both on the same instrument in-
_ the privacy of his home, Cable, despite the

editorialist's assertion, isn't bolder because
it exercises higher standards than broad-
casters; it's precisely because cable is re-
spoensible to no one that it literally aims to

", get away with murder, while broadcasters
still pay a modicum of respect to broadeast

in the public interest even as they stretch

_downward their own sta.ndard.s to meet the

competition of cable.

EM not only deplores the fact thaz Con- '

gress has been sulficiently aroused to do
something about violence, but also—and
this with a dose of wishful thinking—la-
ments the fact that the television industry
{cable and broadcaster) has exercised so
little seif-restraint. It's precisely because of
the industry’s failure to heed the ground-
swell of concern voiced by many responsi-
ble observers—quite apart from 3 few
pressure groups—that has convinced the
leaders of Congress to toss out a lifesaver
that will permit cable and broadcasters to
Tescue themselves from'wallowing in their
own “slime time," to use an apt phrase of

" Commissioner James Quello's,

It's almost amusing to read that while
EM opposes government “meddling' in
program content (sometliing the govern-
ment asserts it will not do) it firmly be-
lieves in “self regulation,” but not on an
industrywide basis. Again, it is precisely
because of the lailure of the television in-
dustry to do just that--self-regulate-that
the Congress leels compelled to act. In
short, violence is one area in which ele-
ments of the television industry need not
recklessly compete with each other. .

EM raises the question of what if televi-
sion’s leaders (after taking a lock at their
programing) "decided that violence wasn't
a problem”—what then? That's a hypothet-
ical supposition that no one has to take
seriously any more than they have to ac-
cept the bland assertion— unsupported- by
fact—that “the bulk of the television ine
dustry appears to maintain that violence

{Continued on Page 20)

TV created own violence mess

: {Continued from Page 10}

- isn’t a problem.” It's just because it is such
an obvious problem that Congress felt
cotnpelled, after long deliberations, to act.

Industry platitudes that no such problem

exists dre no longer persuasive,

Someone has to have concern about the
direction of television programing. Some-
one has to recognize that the television set,

_in the home, is not an adjunct of Holly-
. wood's motion picture house, or of a
- Broadway stage, or a Las Vegas nightclub.
Televisicn means home entertainment,
That's different in key aspects from the

theatrical movie, the Broadway show, the -

"Vegas act. That someone should be the m-
dustry itself.

EM expresses concern that cable pro-
gramers, basically responsible to no one,
might suffer because they would have to
meet the same standards of the three major
networks. They assert that “the loss will

probably be cable's.” They forget to note

llhat the real gain ‘will be the general pub-
ic's

The truth is that the people have long
been aroused by the lack of restraint exet-

:cised by most of those distributing enter-

tainment product into America's homes.
Advertisers, critics, and social commenta-

. tors who would like to see both cable and
_broadecaster elevate their standards have

frequently expressed their concern about
excessive violence {not to forget gratuitous
sexual themes and scenes and the grad-

"ual debasement of language) only to be dis-

missed as part of & meddling fringe of do-
gooders o nc more’ importance than the
mare highly vocalized so-called pressure
groups. The message was never taken very
seriously by the television industry.

But Congress has been listening. Finally,
and now, programers of cable, network,
and syndicated shows will have an oppor-
tunity to do as a group what each has failed
to do on'its own—set some tolerable limits
of self-restraint.

David Levy
president Wilshire Preductions
Beverly Hills, Calif.
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STUART N. BROTMAN
emember secing what looked like
the Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval or your 1elevision
screen? Those were the days when the.
tmodels-in TV commercisls didn’t lounge
. around in their underwear and when the
" cafmeras in cop dramas cul away from the
acmulm'hormofcrimc-ﬁaml of
al actually significd that the station
subscribed 10 the Television Code for-
muiated by the National Assosiation of
Broadcasters. an industry group. But in
1982, the couns agreed with the Justice
Department that the Teicvision Code. 2
~-volitntary set of guidelines on prograns
" “rning and commercial practices, violated
the antitrust laws—~which is why you
- haven't seen that distinctive graphic
" Now, however, Congress is about 10
reverse course by allowing broadcasters
" once again to develop programiming self-
mgu.d_ltion.ulustwhh respect 1o reduc- |
_ing television vielence. This summer. the
House of Represeniatives passed the

" Television Violence Act by a lopsided: -

- vote, and the Senate enacted 2 simiiar bill.
Both proposals are aimed at allowing
brosdcasters to meet coliectively to dis-
cuss how violent progamming on ele-
vision can be voluntarily curtailed. The

. Senme version would allow broadcasters

to discuss how to exent benier control over

sexually explicil programs as well as those

dhat portray illegal drug use. Within the

faw, L
The bills would waive the existing anti--

“threc years, unti} 1992, During that pe-
riod, . broadeasters would be expected 10
develop concretz plans o scale back teles
“vised violence, probably by formulating
-any sanctions for failing to meet or adopt
guidslines about televised viclence or for

probiem of televised violence, .
But just how closely will Congress and

its regulatory agency, the Federal Com-

“munications Commission, be watching?

"Reps. Don Edwards (D-Calif.} and How-
_ard Berman (D-Calif.). believe that the

will be government censorship rather than
- self-restraint. Supporters of the egislation
counter that this type
ulative at best and is the: chord usually
struck by those who séc Big Brother Turk-

. ing around every cofner.

_ Real Fears
“The legislation is a good idea, but its
supportters may be too glib about dismniss-

| ing the censorship fears. ‘Fifteen ycars

nest few weeks, the bills wilt be. recs -
onciled into s final version, which Presiv
| dent George Bush is expected to sigh into’

trust bar on broadcasicr self-regulation for -

. ormulating &
new television code, Neither bill includes

failing to enforce them. Nor do they define
‘what constitutes *violent' programming. "
in effect, broadcasiers will be empowered .
- to.do-something=—of nothing—about the
Some ‘members of Congress. including’

likely outcome of the proposed new Iaw’

of criticism is spec--

* ago. then FCC Chairman Richard Wiley,
under préssure by Congress to do some-
thing about televised violence, tolid the. li-

seif-reguistion does not work, govern-
mental action to protect the public may be
required—whether you or whether | like
it." A litiie more than 'a month after this
_spesch, representatives from the three

| newworks met 10 discuss the problem, with

‘Wiley and his staff members taking an ac-
tive role in the metting. o

The networks soon agreed to a list of
specific s t0 reduce sex and vio-

a whole. adopted these proposals through

. amendments to the Television Code.’

‘Wiley repored to Capitol Hill that,a solu-

Wiley, however, was taken 10 court.

creative community as a violation of the:
First Amendment’s prohibition. on gov--
ernment interference with freedom of

matter back to the FCC, ‘which released a.
report in Inte 1983 saying that. Wiley and’
his staff did nothing to coerce or.in-
timidate broadcasters 1o change their

WAYS. : . .
,,g;men.ﬁwémnsalsohndbmkmup
the Television Code, so that, for the
broadcasters, the point was moot.. The

linois Broadcasters Association that 'if -

Jence on television, Later. the industry as

tion had been created, and no congres-.
sional action was taken, A

‘His role in"helping the broadcssters to -

 aciopt their own guidelines was challenged” | -
“by civil libertarians and the Hollywood ' | -

“speech., The courts ultimately threw the

lesson 1o be leamned bere, though, is sim-

ple: 1f the Television Violence Act istc
effective as a law, Congress should re

-uBy tempeation (o stray.beyond the hor

abie intent the bills express, Only then -
broadeasters be able 10 begin the dialo

* again about how best to reduce telev

vivience without any hint of govemn
interference. . . ‘

. Swuart N. Brotman is a Bosion-b.

communications lawyer and manager.

consultant, He is a fellow of the

‘nenberg Washington Program in C

" munications Policy Siudies, Northwe.:

University, and the editor of The 'i
communications Dereguiation Sonrce!

{Artech House, 1987).



- Sikes urges
- formation

L

* government's help in setting content

s .+ said Mr. Sikes, who spoke at an In-

. eiety luncheon here last Wednesday.

of TV code

By ADAM BUCKMAN
. Swrf feporter

- New York—Federal Communications. Commission Chairman
- - Al Sikes, in his first major address to broadeast and cable

n.xmn...ae.mu”rmnm.._nmninmxcnwmn_:_n industry to set its own
program standards. . . )
Mr. Sikes said such standards would send a signal to legisla-

tors that broadcasters don't need the - _——

restrictions, . .

. “Freedom’s enemy is irresponsi- -
bility . ... One way Americans have
.sought to preserve freedom is by in-
itiating voluntary standards. It gives
Peer group members 2 way to mea-
sure their prospective actions and
encourages responsible conduct,”

ternational Radio and Television So-

.The luncheon was attended'by - AL SIKES
dozens of high-ranking industry ex- - FCC chief

ecutives, including the presidents of ———

-the three major TV networks. : . :
Earlier, Mr. Sikes told reporters at a pre-luncheon news con-

lerence that he felt the content issue’ would be best addiessed

by *a peer-group initiated effort" on the part of broadcast

. associations and their members. - .
" National Association of Broadeasters spokesman Bob Halla-
han said last week that NAB's executive committee discussed -

the possibility of establishing a set'of TV and radio programing
* standards at a meeting Sept. 17, the day after last month's

radio convention, S
That discussion came after Mr. Sikes made a similar call for
" program standards in an address during NAB's annual radio
¢onvention in New Orleans last month. R -
.The NAB executive committée agreed that the NAB staff

s (Continued on Page 33) .

" . programing standards. -

(Continued from Page 3}
would “assess the feasibility” of a

. study on standards, Mr. Hallahan

said. R :

-Among other things, the staff will
try to determine if thers is sufticient
support from NAB members for
such. an effort and whether siuch

- standards would satisfy mmﬂm_mSR.

he said. L
In addition, the staff will try to

determine the legality of establish-~’

ing standards, said Mr. Hallahan,
who . noted that programing codes

* . established years ago by NAB to

govern the amount of cotmercials
stations aired per hour were de-

- clared illegal by the courts in_the
_early 1980s. S
. TV network executives who heard

Mr. Sikes' speech last week
wouldn't say whether they support
an’ industrywide effort to develop

Network executives pointed out
that they aiready have programing
standards. “We're already doing it,”

ummaounnxonc:eséro ..ap:mm”oa.
-anonymity. : o

Mr. Sikes admitted at last -
‘Wednesday's news conference that

defining so-called indecent speech
*is complicated. I realize it's a slip-

- pery slope.”

‘However, in his luncheon speech,
he indicated that the commission is
studying ways to regulate so-called
adult radio and television program-

- ing by focusing on ways to relegate

such programing to specific time pe-

- riods, . ;
._"The courts have ruled that airing

of indecent programs can be limited
1o a time when there are children in
the listening or viewing audience,
for example,” he said. “So we will
be looking further into this point.™

- On other issues, Mr. Sikes told re-
- porters that the FCC is studying the

Cable Communications Act of 1984
and other regulations governing
cable TV to see if regulatory amend-

" ments need to be made in response

to the changes in the cable industry
since 1984. - )

He ‘said he expects the commis-
sion to issue a report on cable TV
regulation some time next year. #

Electronic Media Oct 2, 1989
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shot, stabbed, choked, crushed ..
~ and blown up, but somehow -

who takes 2 night's cruise

around the channels needs 3~
Cn - calaatlator to tote up the corpses &

not to menton those who are

.. Simos part company about his-
- proposed rer His pill -

rernedy.

(passed with strong bipartisan
- majonitdes by both the Senate

" were free 1o establish guidelines

‘and standards on a variety of - -
subjects, including the m_.lmbcr. .

of commercials. The Justice

" Departrnent attacked these

_ puidelines as violations of the -

- antitrust laws. The federal courts.
_ *knocked out the guidelines. This
. 'was a sad day for telévision .
viewers, because the resuft &5 .
‘more and mors commercials,” .
, .and Jess and less restraint on”
" televised violenes, Our' -

" . goverament'’s shori-sighted vncw
- i‘ms short-changed ouwr children.

All the Simon bill does is.go

- back 10 the situation asit . -

. existed prior to-our-

vernment'’s attack on

deéasters’ owngmdchncs. .

" " Dots the bill violats -
Jbroadeasters’ 1st Amendment

~ The Simon bill would allow "

" on television violenice,

- danger to our children. Unmentioned in your
* cditorial is any reference to the overwhelming

ding of the Simon

~vicwers 10 an increasing level 6
. images build ratings. Broadcasters today face .
.. unparallcled competitive pressurcs, ‘At the same. -
., Ume, earlicr sclf-restraint mechanisms have been

" Until recently, broadcasters had much wider

B 'eWay.i:t'#;aS’- ~ Voice of the people
- i e P Sty e
‘ : .qbol'{tmsrowins \l'wk'n“- )
" Chiora, you observed, “Anyone

. WASHINGTON—The Tribune and ! differ on
'+ the bill | have introduced to allow the television.

industry to develop its own voluntary guidclines

The mounting level of violenee on. television is

- morc than “appalling” and “insulting,” as The

‘Tribune describes it; it is a clear and present

rescarch evidenee now availablc that shows today’s

- levels of TV violenee are harming children and. .
th the X *-contributing (o the rising tide of violence. in
and the House) is perceived by - 3 o : '

~* The Tribune as “censorship -~

. through the back door.” -
- Tsuggestthisisa

el \
“ For many years, broadcasters

socicty. e - . C
.. The American Mcdical Association, the' .~ -
American Academy of Pediatrics, the National.
PTA and Surgeon General C. Everett Koop agree.

- Researchers at the University of ‘Pennsylvania
* - found not long ago that the carlicst prime time .
hour-—when _the most children are watching—had.

yme the most vielent hour on television. -
There's no- mystery about wh'y television exposes
violence, Violent . .

cither outlawed or discarded. The FCC has -
stepped further out of the picture through +

~ . deregulation, and the networks have severcly - .
. scaled back their in-house “standards and - - S

practices” departments. - - o
This ngw cnvironiment has spawned an “arms
race” in TV violencg from which none will retreat

for fear of losing ratings points to the -

- competition. In this racc, losing ratings points '

means losing revenuc. But as in all arms races, the
public loscs. . ' e

. self-regulatory powers than my bill. proposes, and
~they used them. prudently and with Jitde o

broadcasters, as in the past, to .

devise their own voluntary *
standards 1o elevate .

- -broadeasting.

xights] The American Civil

- Libertes Union says the bill is -

- government’s “nose under the

. ‘tent™ I would say it is taking

government’s nose out of the.
tent.

- “The Simon bill is not a magic -

ton for what zils television,
ut it & 2 sall spoonfud of
useful medicine.

-Chicago Tribune =

Aug 30, 1989

Newton R. Minow .

~and cufrent

The need for restraint on TV violence

_ 'co‘ntrovcrsy'. 1 do not recall any concem express. -

by The Tnbune, for example, about the.
“Television Code” that most stations subscribed

. to.

 Stricter interpretations of antitrust laws now
make such guidelines impossible, My bill oniy

" “restores a part of this earlier authority, for Limite

pu and 2 limited time. It grants this
augo’rity to all parts of the industry— -
broadcasters, cable and producers—and is direct. _

.. at entertainment programming only, not news
. programs.

One reason is because entertainment .

programs tend to glorify. viclence, while news

programs donot, - h :
Many in the industry still argue that violence c.

-television does no harm, despite the weight of th.

‘evidence. They claim that 25 minutes o exposur;
to violence has no impact, while 30 seconds of _

- exposure 1o a comimercial has great impact. The

obvious answer is that television sells—whether a

. political product, soap or violence.

As 2 lifelong civil libertarian, former journalist. "
airman of the Subcommittee on th

._Cohsti_rution,'l’v'e-t;a._kcn_grcal care in the four -
years I've'worked on.this bill to frame a solution
.~ that in no way restricts freedom of speech. I do ‘
‘not want government censorship. Any guidelines ‘

would be industry-written and voluntary. Pve
consulted with many of the nation’s leading

“constitutional scholars and have found agreement
- to the bill’s soundness-on 1st Amendment S

.~ Like our politicians, television can-appeal to the
L in us or to-our worst instincts. Too often;:

 television today is indirectly contributing to the
- violence in our society. A democratic, pluralistic
" .society like ours can fi
- this to protect itseif.

d unintrusive ways like _ )
- US. Sen. Paul sﬁn'onj'



works Oppose congressional -

of industry guidelines on .
E ograming; some producers think.
idea is one whose time has come

"Reacting to efforts by Congress to get the

¥ entertainment indusiry to develop a set of

guidelines addressing violence, and possi-
bly sex and drug abuse.in TV programing
(see page 69), broadcast and cable network
executives questioned the need for such
guidelines, citing the separate policies they
have in place. S .
Some producers agreed that current stan-

dards, and the give and take between pro-
gram producers and networks. provide ade-
quate checks and balances for what gets on
" the air. However, other producers applaud-
-ed Congress's attempt to force the industry
to address an issue which some see as a
growing public concern.” o
- At ABC,'a company: spokeswoman said
- the network felt “*the legislation is not nec-
essary.” The proposed legislation would
‘partially exempt networks. and producers
from antitrust jaws, o the extent that they
would be dllowed to meet and try to devel-
" op guidelines conceming the portrayal of
- violence, and possibly sex and drug abuse,
" on television. S .
:  **\We have effective standards in this area
that operate very well,”" said the ABC

" - spokeswoman, outlining the network’s po-

sition. **We don’t feel an antitrust exemp-
tion is either necessary or desirable.” |
David Levy, a Hollywood producer-writ-
er, and ¢xecutive director of the Caucus for
. Producers, Writers .and - Directors, - dis-
-agreed. Speaking of networks generally. he.

. said, **they may have miechanisms in place,
but they do .not deal with these issues ade- -

quately.. The problem js,” he’ said, "“one

EGROCASTIaG AGG 7, @87

Mixed reactions to violence standards plan

—

] TOP OF THE WEEK I

segment "of the entertainment industry
breaks through [with excessive violence,
sex or abusive language] and competitors

feel they have to martch that with their own’

titillating .action or excessive violence.™
Levy cited one exampie—an episode of
NBC's 5t. Elsewhere (canceled a year ago),

where a doctor dropped his pants, mooned -

the camera with his bare behind and told
another doctor to **kiss my ass.”” That, said
Levy, “'is a producer géting away with

murder—the murder of the English lan- '

guage, and thé murder of all these standards

the networks say they have in place.”
Levy’s comments, he said, retlected his

own feelings and not those of the Caucus
Jamie Kellner, president, Fox Broadcast-

ing Co., said there is “‘a very fine line be-

tween what gets on-the air and what does not.
You try to be as résponsible as you can; but
let ¢creative people have an outlet to demon-
strate ideas. | doubt these kinds of things can
be legislated or handled in a code. You need

responsible executives looking at these issues -

at each stage of program development, from
concept to broadcast.” S o

Statements from both NBC and CBS re-
flected a similar view—that “mechanisms
already in place are adequate checks- for
what goes on thie air.’ An executive at NBC,

wishing o remain anonymous, acknowl-
edged that in some instances, programs or |

ls:gmems have aired that perhaps should no
ave. . . -

**There were two scenes in {last season’s
‘mini-series] Favorite Son that many people
took exception to,” the source said. **And
Sexr Tapes was disgusting, although much
of the lurid behavior was referred to off-
screen. The point is, we program well over
a thousand hours of prime time programing
each year and the vast majority airs without
complaint. To us, this sounds Jike a call to
other [media outlets] to
in place.™ : . o

Indeed, cable has largely gone unregulat-
ed in this area, either by the FCC or any
sort of voluntary industry code. *They let

. films run the way they are made,” unlike

local broadcast stations that are required to
edit sexually explicit scenes or language, or

~face FCC-imposed penalties.

Last week, however, cable executives
were not clamoring to embrace Congress’s
proposed - legisiation any more than the

_broadcast networks were. **I'm not so sure

an antitrust exemption is really necessary,”
said- Henry Schleiff, chairman and chief

Ultimately, said Schleiff, **the viewer is
the censor. They have guided us in the pust
and will guide us in the future.’" Viacom's
cable networks do not have separate pro-
gram standards departments, said Schieiff.
“But viewer tastes and sensitivities are
clearly factors in each program we produce,

buy and schedule for air. We have a hearing -~

every day before 92 million houscholds.™
- Officials at NBC and ABC said they

would take parnt in industry discussions if |

Congress specifically asked them to. A
CBS spokesman said: **We don't oppose it_

{the legislation], we just don’t understand

the need for it."”

. ‘The CBS spokesman said the network’s
position had not changed since network
vice president Beth Waxman Bressan testi-

'
1
'

fied before the House Judiciary Committee -

in May on the issue. At the time, Bressan
said; **[t would certainly be more difficult

for an industry committee to deal with the -

erences than it would be for any industry

. .member to do on its own.”" - -
But some producers took issue with the

get some standards -

executive officer of the broadcast and enter-

tainment. groups at Viacom International.
which owns Showtime, The Movie Chan-
nel. MTV. Nickelodeon,. and VH-I.

‘they will go along.”

stand that the networks are doing enough.
Jim McAdams, a producer with Universal

. Television, who served as executive pro-
ducer of The Equalizer, said network ef-

forts to deal with the violence issue have
been *‘reactive and not totally responsi-

- ble."" Conaress’s approach. he said, ap-

pears *‘sensible...the key words being vol-

untary and producer participation.”
McAdams questioned whether the enter-

tainment indusiry was doing enough to

““*make a positive comment about how vio-
~ lence can be curtailed. And in a way, tele- -

vision has a-sort of parental position in all
this. It often says more to the kids than their’
parents say to them in-a lifetime.”
Other producers believe the current give
and take between producers and networks

- on content issues works well.**You come

.

to a pretty good compromise,’” sdid Zev
Braun, executive producer of CBS's. Tour
of Duty. **My criteria has always been good
taste. And if you can persuade the standards

" myriad questions of taste and audience pref- -

and practices people that certain scenes are -

there to get a point across and not for pur-.
poses ‘of titillation, it's been my experience
T -8M
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Networks Antmolence :
- bill won' t alter shows

By Kenneth R Clark
*.Chicago Tribune ~-~ .

~NEW YORK—The four nct-‘-’
: works' reaction: to a telévision- anti-‘

“4iolence -bill_now pending in Con-
?nss is’ unanimous: ‘i it becomes
aw, they'll go through the man-

_dated: motions, but: no onc¢ expects:

any substanuvc changcs in pro-
gmmmmg _
Thc bill, approvcd 399-18 la.st

: weck in thc House, would waive the -
* comes to television:
‘Bressen said. “Sever. .
when people push their r¢mote-con- - -

Sherman "Antitrust Act and permit

television' programimers ‘to develop
" universal guidelines aimed- at ¢ur-. .

.tailing violence in: story lines.
A similar measure, sponsored by
Sen. Paui Simon (D., 1IL), was

d by the Senate in May. Both:
ills now go to a. confcrence com-

:'_ _mmee

Officials of ABC, CBS, NBC and_

. Fox Broadcasting : all expressed will-

mﬂm o pamczpate in mdl.:stryI N
but all said their existing stan- -

dards-and-pmcuccs divisions do an'

. -adequate job of screening scripts for
‘excessive violence. They noted that .

‘the. proposed legislation forces them,
to’ do: nothing beyond discuss the
+ ‘subject with one another.

“Qur position is that the: Icglsla-
tion is not necessary,” said- Julie
. Hoover, vice president for corporate
- affairs at ABC, “We have effective

. .standards in ‘this area, and we don’ g”

. feel an antitrust exempuon is either

newssary or desirable.”. L
© - At one time, when CBS, NBC-

‘and ABC.commanded more than!
90 percent. -of -the. television  audi-

R ence, the networks drafted a com-

mon: standard setting voluntary.

" limits ‘on" the. ‘number of commer-

~cials that could be run. in an hour,

©. but afederal judge stnick the guide-

linés down as an antitrust viclation:

- The networks since have been:
~ barred from common action on any.

pro;cct

Beth Brcsscn, vice presrdcm “of -

_programming -practices at- CBS,
~.worried that if no sweeping univer-
-, sal standard emerges from proposed

“talks in an increasingly fragmented -
television :ndustr‘y more restnctwe'
oll

legnslauon might follow. .

“The fear with a bill of this sort is.
. “that if Congress perceives that
- nothing successful is coming. out of

. talks, theywill then. lcgislate in
some manncr that' will’ actua.lly in<
* ferpret our programming,” she smd‘

- “Onc of the main rproblcms would
b ”mu An umir Asfina cinlanas ~ed

. sponsible for con _
but he doubted if it would result in -

'_‘punch in the nose- equ:va]cnt toa -

‘murder? How do you quanufy these :
things?” - '

Pressure to curb \nolence m
gramming. recently has come

fO-'

Responsible. Teélevision, the United .
Church: of Christ, the American .

- Academy of Pediatric Medicine and -
--the U.S, Justice: Department, - )

“We have ‘a_democracy when :t'

rogramming,”
times a night,

trol buttons, they are voting. If the

-public thinks there is too much sex
.er'too much violence on television, ,
they. tum it oﬁ'and B0 somewhere' I

else.” :
But she fecls the networks rnust :
be doing something right. Last year,

she said, CBS received more than -

'600,000 letters from viewers and
_'?nly 92 of them were about vio-

Brad Turrell, senior vice prwdent o

and- spokesman for Fox Broad-
casting, said. the well-publicized
furor about viglence on TV i§ re-
ional action,

anything more restrictive thal a de-

* mand for talks among competitors. -

" “There’s a climate out there right

now that is focusing a lot of atten- '
_tion on ‘the way shows are being -
evaluated,” he said. “In that -

climate, where a number of special’

‘intérest groups are trying to censor. .
‘some ‘material, it' doesn't surprise
‘me that this bill would come before -
" Congress. now instead of two. years

2g0. But.] don't think anyone who

is a firm believer in the Constitu- - -

“tion—and certainly we would hope
“our legislators are—would be or
- strict censorship in-any way.” ,
Beth Comstock, manager of cor- . . .
. porate communications for NBC,

agreed.
“It's a very Ioosely worded picce

of legisiation, which doesn't require .
- U to come to any conclusion,” :
said. “I think it"s more or less an . .
attempt by Congress 1o senid a mes-

she -

sage. But as a nctwork, we find it

kind of troublesome whcnever Bov-

emment tries to participate in our
programming: policy and practices.”
Comstock said it was unlikely the

“industry could reach-a consensus in

this area.

- *Qur nceds are d:chrcm that
threa af tho mhlc cnmmumrv i :h.-

Tom. |
groups as diverse as Rev. Donald -
Wildmon's . Christian - Leaders for .
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Drawing Boundaries on Indecency

SUMMARY: Fed up with “shock
radio” and sex and violence on
television, consumer groups are
complaining to the FCC and -
pressuring sp of these
programs, Congress |s trying to
persuade or compel broadcasters
to regulate themselves. if they

do not, govemment regulation
may be the next step. :

ey name is Tom Leykis.-"l‘his is
Talk Radio KFi-AM 640,

boomed a familiar voice on ra--

dids throughout Los Angeles at 11 a.m.
April 8: “What's the grossest thing you ever

put in your mouth? Let’s leave genitalia out -

of the program today.” Needless to say, the

. discussion did not stay off that topic for

very long as eager fans of the show did their
best to outgross each other:
_ Other topics on the *Tom Leykis Show;”.

typical of the blue radio that has prolifer-- -
ated in the 1980s, include a woman's de-
scription of masturbating her dog, which -
gurgling noises in re-

- was said to make
sponse, and 2 tatk with Jim Boyd, founder
and president of Hung Jury, who discussed

the sizes of famous prvate parts, including
those of Warren Beatty, Milton Berle, John

E Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson.

If the intent of radio personalities like

Leykis, New York-based Howard Stern and

Doug “Greaseman” Tracht in Washington, '

who sometimes greets listeners with “at
your cervix,’ is to shock and outrage their

audiences, it scems they have succeeded. . -
Particularly among parents, worried about -

the effects of such talk on tender ears,

concemn has been growing. Last year, 3,500 - §§
of them filed complaints with the Federal .

Communications Commission, which ac-

cording to the Communications Act of -
1934 can fine a station $2,000 to $20,000

for broadcasting indecent material.

In Congress, concerm with the prevail= '

ing tendency to pander to the lowest com-

" mon denominator on radio and television - '
has promipted lawmakers to look for ways .

to compel or persuade broadcasters to aim
for higher standards, After ail, not only are
they in possession of the most powerful

means of communication devised by man, -
notes Alan Pearce, president of Informa- -

tion Age Economics, a Washington-based

telecommunications research _ firm, they
also *“‘have a higher calling than crass com- |

mercial interests. They are. licensed to
broadcast in the public interest. They are
trusted with a public resousce.”

In May, the Senate unanimously passed- .

a bill to restrict violence, sex and the glam-

 Stern shocks and outrages listeners.

far. Prime time has degenerated into sleaze

" time, and the American people are fed up,”

noted - Republican Sen. Jesse Helms of
North Carolina, who added that he was
downright embarrassed to watch television
" with his wife in the same room. A similar
bill, which restricted only viclence, passed

~'the House of Representatives last sumimer,

* and a conference that will report to Con-
- gress Jan. 23 is trying to resolve the dis-

-

_orization of drugs on television. The bill,
introduced by [inois Democrat Paul Si- .
"mon, would for three years waive antitrust
restrictions that currently forbid broadcast-
" €15 to discuss pro
‘selves so that broadcasters could regulate -

gramiming among them-

themselves.

& |
Rivera: the nomber o
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“Obviously the networks have gone too

f stations ca;rying his show has shrunk significantly.

crepancies between the two.

" Violence and indecency were also much
on the minds of the Senate Commerce,
Science and Transportation Committee

" during autumn hearings to confirm FCC

" Chairman Alred C. Sikes and two com-
.missioners, Andrew C. Barrett and Sherrie
. Marshall. The legislators questioned the
& three at length about what they planned to
& do about indecency on the airwaves and
strongly urged them to take an active role
in regulating the industry. One of Sikes's
first actions as chairman was to ask the
National Association of Broadcastérs to
find a way to curb the proliferation of the
raunchy, racy and often racist radio shows
® that have become known as “shock radio”
_and to establish a voluntary code of behav-
ior to eliminate the worst excesses of tele-
vision and radio. : _

_ Abroadcast code dealing primarily with
the allocation of commercial time existed
years ago, but it was found to violate anti-
trust laws in court in 1983. This autumn,
under Sikes’s direction, the association
canvassed its members and set up an in-
house working group to deliberate on the
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fea&blhty of establishing a codé of con-
duct, The results of their work will be -

- 'presented at a board mesting in January.
. The ‘approach of the FCC under Pres-
© - ident Bush rnarks a change of course, says
.. -Joseph J. Reilly Jr., president of the New

:. 7 York-based conservative watchdog group ..
+ " Morality in Media Inc.. The policy of Rea- -

'gan-appointed Chairmen Mark §. Fowler-

.and Dennis R, Patrick was largely charac---

" terized by a hands-off approach, by deregu-
lation rather-than regulation — though

- Fowler often speaks out in favor of reining -

- in some of the worst offenders -— that
- critics say allowed broadcasters to get away

- with' violations of existing = regulations .

agamstobscemtyandmdecency ontheair. -

“The FCC . .. had fallen asleep at the

- switch,” says Rexlly “It was quite obvious -
+ that the FCC had ceased doing what it was

supposed to do, and now under its new

* chairman it givesevery evidence of [doing. .
it again] with vigor and with insight and a-

very cogent and logical approach.”

As a npumber of broadcasters: have dxs—:.-

covered, a niew age seems t0 have dawned.
“It’s like being on the Starship Enterprise

and going through a time warp,” says Mi-

. chael Disney, vice president of WIOD-AM

* in Miami. “All of a sudden there is a dif-
ferent interpretation of the rules ‘without”

any advance waming.”.

Much to its distay; the station ¢ recewed :

- @$10,000 fine, the largest of four the com-
- mission doled out Oct. 26, for songs played

-on the late-moming “Neil Rogers Show™::

with titles like “Penis Envy” ‘and “Walk
with an Erection”” The commission also
investigated several other radio stations for

possibly broadcasting . indecerit material

durmg daytime hours, an action seen as a
wamning to all broadcasters.
On television, several factors conspu'ed

to make the 1988 season particularly gory .
‘and prurient, provoking current legislative

S:ka; asked broadcasters to adopt a voluntary code of behavlor o curb abuses

" donna. At the

efforts. The networks were facmg compen—_
tion from cable networks, which are not .
- bound by the same content réstrictions, and: -
they were forced to_sometimes desperate
- extremes to recapture audiences after the
stale fare of reruns forced by a lengthy -

writers strike, At the same time, looking

" for ways to cut costs, the networks reduced
. their standards departments. o :
The result was that the crucial Novem- -
ber 1988 ratings ““sweeps” period (when -
advertising rates are determined) developed
into a no-holds-barred cornucopia of the
“unsavory. Sirice then things have calmed
down. The most recent sweeps period was
‘unusually . subdded. - The - giant-mouthed.

Monon 'Downey Jr’s show has bitten the
dust, and the n
the less abusive,

he most unponam factor in - this
turnaroupd, according to analysts,

has been| a change in public mood -
and the press
. “The name of the game is dollars, and if

from consumer groups.:

you talk dollars,

‘Donald Wildmon, presndent of the Amer- B
‘ican Family As
-include Wildmon’s, whose SUpporters koep_

a vigilant eye on network programming,

... taping it, filing complaints with the FCC .
. and orgamzing '

of shows they say undermine Christian and
family values. *
here and what our concems are,” says Wild-
mon, whose efforts persuaded. Pepsi to
drop a'commerical featuring pop star Ma-
oment, the organization,

whichi says it has a mailing Jist of 300,000

*and more than 400 chapters nationwide, is

boycottmg Clorox Co. and Mennen Co.,
which Wildmon describes as “two leading

_sponsors of sex, viclence and profanity on

television.” Among other programs Men-

I TR T

-ent standards can
.of day. Though Congréss, in October 1988, -
‘passed legislation Tequiring the FCC:to -

‘adopt a rule against indecent broadcasts 24

 District o _
' 'plememanon last January, noting that the =

ber of stations carrying -
though no iess lurid,-
Gcraldo Rwera }las shmnk s:gmﬁcantly

EoCovo PO
fers TN

" nen sp0nsors “Tour of Duty" Clorox spon~ o
‘sors “Midnight Caller” :

A large part of the problem of regulatmg

" the airwaves is embedded in American law, -
~which prohibits both obscenity and censor- -
. ship, a conflict that has no prospect of easy

resolution, says Donald M. Gilimior, pro-

- fessor of journalism and mass communica:

» “tions at the University of Minnesota. Since -
the 1978 Supreme Court nuling in the so- -

£ called “seven dirty words” ‘case involving- - .
comedian: George Carlin, indecency has -

 been defined as “language or material that,
in context, depicts or describes, in terms
patently offensive 2s measured by conter-

or organs”” That definition, First Amend-

“ment activists argue, 1s vague and rel- P

ativistic, : o
Equally confusing s the fact that differ-
apply at different times

hours a day, the Court of Agpeals for the

"Columbia Circuit stayed im- '

rule can be applied only during daytime
hours when chlldren are likely to be in the

. audience, .

_ On top- of that, ahnostevcryUmedac
FCC acts to implement indecency regula-

“tions, the agency is sued by groups ranging
" from the American Civil Liberties Union
to. Action for Children’s Television for vio-
- lating First Amendment rights.

" However, the recent rash of protests in-

" dicates that strong sentiment exists to clean
up the industry one way or the other. For - - -

his part, Sikes advocates that broadcasters -
get together and reestablish their own code

“of regulation without interference from the

government. Many in Congress, such as
Republican Rep. Dana Rohrabacher of

“California, agree’ the broadcasters should
have first crack at drawing up guidelines.

“The main goal is to protect children from
exposure and exploitation,” the congress-
man says, “and if the industry can set its
own standards, thausthebcstwayto go.”

~ While skeptics note that in broadcastmg _
the bottom line reigns supreme and is likely
to continue to do'so, many are hoping that
broadeasters will reach the conclusion that .
self-regulation is in their best interest. They
will be closely watched. But if they fail to

“establish solid, agreeable and enforceable

standards on their own, or if the new guide-

lines do not go far enough, then this hot

issue pronuses to ignite all over again.
. T — He[!e Bering-Jensen

 porary community standards for the broad-
_cast medium, sexual or excretory activities
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| Connecting TV and Real sze Aggresszon

By Car] M. Cannon
After 13-year-old Juan Valdez
confessed to being one of two teen-
agers who ambushed the father of a
friend in his own home where they
kicked, stabbed and beat him with a
fireplace poker and then . choked
- lnmtodmthw:thadogchmn the
. cops in Manteca, Calif., stilt had cne
question.

Why, after all that police detec.

tive Jeff Boyd asked, did they pour

salt in their victim's wounds?

* “Oh 1 don't krow,” the youngster

replied with a shrug. “i just seen it

on Tv.l- . ‘ . ) s
For more than a generation, the

United States has debated the ef--
- fects—especially on. children—of -

the massive doses of television vio-
lence the nation feeds itself every
- day and every night.

During that time, Congress and
the federal government have been
paralyzed on the question of man-
dating any reductions in teievision
violence, caught between defenders
of the First Amendment and those
who put faith in the marketplace as

. the hest regulator. -

~ But the evidence on television

viclence is in. And it comes in many
forms.

It comes in studies—more than

- "We would never allow a baby

.. sitter or a-teacher or a stranger to’
_tell a story to a child about a person

who tries to blowtorch the face of
another person,” he said. “But

- somehow Wwhen this story is told

graphically o television, the people

who preduce and disseminate the -

story need not answer to anyone.”

"~ Over the years, television indus-

try executives have offered various
defenses of their programming, an
effective one being that govern-
ment’ censorship is a greater evil

_than violent television dramas.

"

“We do not believe that the dele-

gation of such broad authonty over -
- felevision programming to any or-

ganization would serve the pubhc
interest, particularly if that organi-

zation had the imprimatur of a gov--

ernment body,"” Alfred R. Schnei-
der, an ABC. vice - president,
recently told Congress.

“Daily and weekly,

on American
television, the best

_interests of our

3,000 of them—almost all of which -

show that children who watch tele-

. vision violence are more prone to

use physical aggression than those

.. 'whodon't.

It comes in somber warnings

children are bemg
sacrificed to profit.”

— professor Robert Kubey

“Howevet, other points raised by
the networks are dismissed by child
advocacy groups, none more $0

 than the networks’ denial that they

from child psychologists who can -

tell after one visit which preschool-
age children watch violent ‘televi-

. sion and which do not.
Tt comes in the configurations of
.the corpses, mutilated by disturbed
teen-agers to resemble victims in

' -ﬂashermowesthathndthelrway'

. onito television.

Finally, it comes in the emotion-
tess testimony of violenf youngsters
‘who may not realize they are imger-
ing an accomplice,

- “0Ok Ident kncw. Iﬁmm it om

TV' '

In 1989, the majority of profes-
sionals working with children be-
lieve that the time for debate on TV
viclence is over.

“Our children should not be sold
down the road to profit,” exhorted

- Robert Kubey, a Rutgers Universi-

"ty professor. “And yet, daity and-

weekly, on American television, the
best interests of our children are
being sacrificed to profit.”

" When he testified before a Senate '

subcommittee, Kubey recounted
the escapades of a show called
. “Gorgeous Ladies of Wrestling,”
featuring phony female wrestlers
~who have been known to bring

chain saws and blowtorches into the
ring with them,

show gratuitous violence: .
s The networks have maintained
that they are meeting the needs of

“the public, and that this is what

ratings are all about. However, chil-
dren’s advocates ‘say. children are
entitled to protections above and
beyond those offered by the mar-
ketplace,

» The netwnrlm have insisted that
parents can—and should-monitor .
what their children watch, Howev-
er, the PTA and other groups con-.

cede . that millions of parents -

haven’t always lived up to this re-
sponsibility. Milliens of children are
left home alone every day because
of economic necessity; in fact, many
parents rely on televxsmn to
them there. -
u Finally, the netwoﬂcs have
tained that despite a “correlati
between television violence and
creased aggressiveness in children, |
television might not be the “canse.”
To those in the scientific commu-
nity, this last contention amotnts to
an outright refusal to squarely face
up to the academic findings about
Of the 85 major studies into the
effects of television violence, only
one concluded that television vio-
lence did not cause increased ag-
gressiveness in children. It was paad
for by NBC. * :

~—

~ “The NBC ;study wés_.reviéwed

three  times. by indépendent re-.
searchers,”
official with the American Psycho-

Jogical Association, *And all three .

concluded that the network-hired
researchers misinterpreted their
own evidence and that NBC's own
data actually showed a causal rela-
tionship between television violence
and increased aggression in chil-
dren.”

The most ambitious research has
heen done by two Chicago clini-
cians, Leonard D. Eron and Rowell -

_. L. Huesman, who looked at the ~
“same children for 22 years.

They
concluded that watching violence on .
television was the single best pre-

-dictor of violent or aggressive be-
-havior—ahead of such factors as

parents’ behav:or, poverty -and
race.

Both men and women .who had
watched high fevels of television
violence at age 8 consistently had a
higher chance of committing violent
crimes at age 30, they found. In
addition, the more television vio-
lence people watched as children,
the more likely they were to engage
in child abuse and spouse abuse as |
adults,

. “The evﬂmcemmesfrom both -
the laboratory and real-life studies.
Television - viclence affects young-
sters of all ages, of both genders, at
all socioeconomic levels and alt lev-
els of intelligence,” they wrote.
“The effect is not limited to children

who are already disposed to being .

aggressive and is not restricted to
this country.”

A study in Canada showed that
after television was introduced for ..
the first time te & town, the objec-
tively measured incidents of aggres-
sion—hitting, shoving and biting—
among first and second graders in-

- creased 160 percent.

The studies date to 1956 when
24 children, aged 4, watched a
*Woody Woodpecker” cartoon with
violent action and a peaceful “Little
. Red Hen" cartoon. The children
who watched *Woody Woodpecker”
were found to be more likely to hit-
and verbally accost other children,
to break toys or engage in destruc-
tive behavior during free play. -

This same phenomenon was ob-
served and catalogued again and
again by researchers over the next
three decades. it was confirmed by
a blue-ribbon commission appointed
by the U.S. surgeon general in
1972, by the Canadian Roval Com~

said Brian Wilcox, an -



~ mission in 1976, by the National -

. had to have a final chapter, and he
couldn’t have a final chapter unless -
ke did what Jasen' did-—commit -

" Institute of Mental Health in 1982
- and by the U.S. Attorney General's

" . Task Force on Family Violence in-
© - 1984, It elso was-the conclusion of -
. bundreds’ of researchers, most of -

. them working - independently, at

"~ scores of the United States’ most.

prestigious universities,

And as the number of the oppo-

nents and the evidence from the
studies kept mounting, so did the

- bodies of the murder victims on
. prime-time television: The 8 p.m. to
9 pm slot; .once known as the

haiir” pow is the most vio~ -
: lent J all; according to University

_ of Pennsylvania researchers, By the

" time the. average -child - graduates
from high school, he or she will
have watched 18,000 simulated

_ - murders on television,

“There is. more research o thxs .
 topic thanon almost any other so- .
cial issue of our time,” said Univer- .
 sity of Kansas professor Aletha C, -

' Huston,’ co-director of the Center

" for Research on_the Infiience of
- Television on Children. “Virtually

_-all independent. scholars . , . agree.

We keep pumping . chsldren with the

messages that violence is the way
to solve their probiems——and some
of it takes hold.” -

.: Cable television -and wdeo-cw
" sette ‘recorders  have made the

problem much more dire, recent-

_research suggests, because’ the

worst kind of films for impression- .

“able young - people appear to be
“slasher films,” a genre of horror

movies in which violence is graphic,
- glorified and directed against wom-

en.

copy-cat killers.

Last year, Ange!e Regmo, 18, ot" 1

Los ‘Angeles, was convicted of a
. series of robberies and shoot-
ings—and a murder—in which he
wore a disguise identical to that of

Freddy Krueger, the sadistic killex

in the horror film “Nightmare on

Elm Street.” According to testimo-
* ny, Regino told one of his victits,
*You know who I am, don’t you? I'm
Freddy from ‘Eim Street.’ * Regino
then told the man to run, and as he
did, he fired six shots at him.

Mark Branch, 19, of Greenfield,
Mass,, killed himself after being
charged with the stabbing death of
an 18-year-old college student.
i Along with 90 horror movies, police

found a machete and a goalie mask

. like those used by one of his heroes, -

__ Jason, the grisly star of “Fnday the
13th.”
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S:mon songht an andience -with ©
various network officials, He recalls .
being told, “We air viclence because .

it selis, We'd like to cut back, but »

we can't afford to if our competition #

.- doesn’t. We can't get together with > . [
them and voluntarily do it because r )

' gntsawolauonofthefederalmtl-‘ :
| trustlaws®

‘ SoSmonproposedlegnslatmnex— :_"' ey
empting - the networks from the =

" . anti-trust laws if théy get together =

. and discuss ways to lessen televi- 2° 7
' sion violence. His bill has passed the- T~
~. Senate twice, but not the House, <

Meanwhile, the networks and the =

Ry producers have continned not only :

"..showsbﬁtalsoexporungAmenean..."

making more and more . viclent. -

B television violence to other nat:ons N

" where it has had similar effects.

“oin h|s life of actmg out. Jason. he

mutder,” . said: Greenfield “police

-chief David McCarthy.. “That's why -
- this crime was committed.” :
Representatives of the three ma-

jor networks all express dismay at

. "such material, but independent sta-
tions have adapted weekly televi-
sion shows from both of these movs

. ies, One episode of the television
. version of “Friday the 13th” deplct-

~ed a doctor’s daughter being acci-

from :a cursed sy- .

‘ringe,  which’ causes her to need.
human bicod to survive, Her dotmg.

dentally infected

dad picks wp ‘young womenand

'takestbemhomewherehemurders-'
them by draining their blood and
* brain fluid, which he gives to his.
daughter, She eventually. kills her -
father by biting him in the neck and : -

throwmg him over a balcony. -

In addition, the themes of the

siasherfiimsnlsoareprevalenton
commercial television, .. - :

Butltwastheaeeessbychﬂdren
to the original slasher movies that

_created a backlash. Tt is being led by -
Tilinois Sen. Paul Simon, who teilsa .
story of checking into a hotel one

night and turning on the television.
" “Alt of a sudden, in front of me, in

living color, “someone was ‘being
- sawed ‘in_half by a chain saw. It -
- bothered me that night. And I'won--

‘dered what happens to the. 10-

year-old whoseessonwthmghke
thls-

‘television proj

.aremhngahtofmoneyonthem,
'andtheydtdn’tchange -

In England, 'Belgium, - Finland,
Holland and .other countries, re- -

_ searchers have observed the same - -
of children becoming
: physmﬂy violent and verbally abu- .~ -
-sive after being exposed to violent " -

groms. Police from Thailand to . -
'Bmamreportedmstamesoieopy-.- '

‘by. youths who had '

cat, killings
) wadched American programming.

Unitil' recently, academics have

" ghiéd away from . estimating -how
_much of the violence in society is
due to television, primarily because -
-they have believed that other; hard- .

er-to-measure, - variables might be
mo;e impartant factors than tele\n- B

Thuhbegnnmgtochange Iww- :
ever. So mgxamed.ls violence in-

the Chmtlan Broadeasting - Net-*
wotk-owned  Family Channel ‘was -
rated the most violent network on -

ﬁeekenddaysbytheNationalCoali- o

tion on Television Violence for ita v

_schedule of cowboy shoot-em-ups. -

AlarmedFanulyChannelofﬁcials
invited. NCTV founder Thomas E. ;
Radecki to come to Virginia Beach .~
and talk. "We explained that we see -
the Westerns . . . almost as morali- .
ty -plays,” saud Family ~Channe! .
spokesman Earl Weirich, “You ;-
knuwwhothegoodguysare,you,_‘.‘

: lmowwhothebadguysare,andyou s
knowdamwellwho'sgomgtowm. ORI

the  apostles
Street with 3 six-shooter. But they "

_Many law enforcement officials :
believe thése movies prompt more

‘than Captam Kangaroo dismiss-
~ commercial TV gis “disastrous to

ful of authorities on children's
television suggest the following:
m Restrict the amount of time
_your children are allowed .to
watch TV, Studies show that, on

- 10 hours of viewing per week,

“the average child's reading and
math scores drop. -

» Watch  television with your

tive values of the sho\v

How Parents Can Help ;o

es the overall state of current i

any thoughtful person,” a hand- -
than those who watch entertain- | ¢

+ shows that interest them.

average, once children surpass™

. children and emphasize the posi-

watch educational shows learn |¢
to read faster and retain more

ment.
m Steer your ‘children to read
bocks on the same subjects as

= Avoid violent shows. Young
childrén are less likely to make
a connection between, say, a
mutder at the beginning of a
shomd the incarceration of
the Xiller at the end of the show.
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Networks
to Censors:
Take AWalk

-----------------------------------

Audience erosion from cable;
home video, pay TV a factor. -

----------------------------- e

programs per year, not counting

N BC airs more than 2;000 hours of

news or reruns, and those showsin’
turn generate about a quarter of a mil-
lion viewer letters annually on what the
network calls “regulatory’” matters—
questions of taste, propriety and fuir-
ness that might, in a more agpressive
erz in Washington, have led to hearings
on a license challenge. For that reason,
NBC and its rivals traditionally have

| employed dozens of people to oversee
" “program standards and practices.”

Starting this season, however, NBC
will have just four “editors,” two on
each coast, to review all the scripts and
finished product for those 2;000-plus
hours. In short, the era of self-censor-
ship at the networks is all but dead.
Judgments about what is fit and ready
for prime time—or any other daypart—
will be made by the producers them-
selves, and by program-department ex-
ecutives whose main function is to

“deliver better ratings.

Sums up one of NBC’s soon-to-be de-

“parted: *“There is going to be a new bot-

tom below which I don’t think anyone
could possibly fall. Mediocre shows will
be more freé to rely on locker-room lan-

. guage and gratuitous violence to hype

themselves to success. Docu-drama will

be a lot more drama than docu. And 4
- there is an inherent confliet of interest;

because the programmers who are sup-

" posed to-efifdrce standards are both en-

couraging the producers to get better
numbers and building the contacts to

get their own next jobs. How tough can .
~ somecne be with Universal when he ex-

pects to be working there in a couple of
years?”’ '

To be sure, self-censorship doesn't al-
ways work. CBS let The Atlanta Child

. Murders, with its dubious attack on the

prosecution of Wayne B. Williams and
slurs on the police and political leader-
ship of Atlanta, slip through. ABC aired
The Trial of Lee Harvey Oswakd, which
virtually endorsed any and every doubt
about the Warren Commission, no mat-
ter how mutually contradictory.

NBC is not alone in eutting censors,

. although its “downsizing” seems to be

the most sweeping yet. And the most
cynical, for its announcement was
paired with a plan to seek more in-show
promotion of specific advertisers’ goods
and services, with the producer and the
network sharing a fee when, say, Mi-
chael J. Fox is seen drinking Pepsi, That

kind of paid plug dates to the days of ra-
dic and has turned a tidy profit for’
movie studios in recent years. :
. CBS actually led the way with a series
of cuts, the latest eliminating a vice
presidency in charge of practices and
standards; the pivotal change, in the
view of insiders, was a decision some
months ago that episode-by-episode su-
pervision of content was ne lenger nee-
essary with established series. At ABC,

. studying these developments closely.”

. ment's position has “already been
= eroded. Says a longtime promotion ex-.

_priority."”

inexperienced and untalented bureau-

Commission has all but abandoned con-

the chief censor, Al Schneider, has said
only that his network “is obviously

Privately. his colleagues scotch ru-_
mors that he will quit or be pushed, but
predict sharp cuts and say the depart-

ecutive: “In the old days, we used to say
that Schneider did not even report to
Elton Rule, but only to-God. We have
new owners and a different president
now, and-his function is a much lower

g Ithough the Hol'lywood community
chafed at network censorship as
unwarranted artistic intrusion by -

crats, the purpose of the standards had
littie to do with art or, for that matter,
social responsibility. They were estab-
lished for sound economic reasons, and
are now being phased out for precisely
the same motive. Stern self-censorship
averted government intervention and
gave edgy éxecutives something con-.
structive to point to when summoned to
testify before Congress about TV's ef-
fect on decency and vaiues. Now, how-
ever, the Federal Communications -

tent supervision on the dual grounds of

First Amendment rights and increased
diversity of program sourcess Mean-
while, that diversification—through

“'syndication, cable, pay television and

video cassettes—gives a majority of

viewers the‘chance to choose racter ma-

terial than the networks would allow.
Increasingly, they have, as the ever
gloomier network Nielsen reports
show. Says an ABC executive: “Of
course this change in standards has to
do with cable. Why should we compete
with one hand tied behind our backs?”’
‘Agrees  an NBC honcho: “Bob
Wright, who is getting the company
into the cable business, asks why the
network should work under restrictions
that cable is not under.” And network

‘executives agree that once one of the

Big Three saved money and increased
its competitiveness by relaxiry stand-
-ards, the others had to follow suit. The
biggest potential losers: affiliate sta-
tions in conservative parts of the coun-
try, who may find that the new permis-
siveness actually costs rather than
gains viewers, Said the departing NBC

executive: “What it all means depends -

on whether the public really cares. 1
guess we'll find out.” :
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