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STANDARDS ON VIOLEN CE

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I ha.ve_ ?
aentioned this on the floor before, but
will give a little background of how I

ecame involved with the toplo Iam.

,bout to mention, -

1 checked into a motel 111 the State of :
dlinols, something that you and I and

all of us in the Senate do regularly, I

surned on my televiston set, and all of |
a sudden in front of me in Hving color:

someone wag being sawed In half by a

- thain saw. I-am old enough to. know it

i8 not real, but 1t bothered me. I asked
nyseif, what happens to- a 10-year-old,
A;ﬁ:t happens to & 12-year-old who sees
this?

I returned a.nd asked my sta.ft to
check whether anyone had done studies
on this. I found, to my amazement,
that there had been a serles of studies,
that the Institutes of Mental Hedlth of
NIH had issued studies saying violence
on television is causing viclence in our
poclety. The Surgeon General twice has
issued warnings on this. There have
been a whole series of studies, ‘

-1 do not belisve in Government cen-
gorship, 8o I called representatives of
the television industry to my office,
and I said here 18 an area where clearly
we have a problem and we ought. to do
gomething about it. =
- The representatives of -NBC" sa.id
“‘Well, we have a study thit shows vio-
lsnce on television -does not do any
harm.”™ = oL

I said, “You remind me of the To-
bacco Institute people who come in
lere and say they have research that
cigaretten do not do any harm. ** I gaid,
-“There j& no gueation about the harm.

“'he question ja how are we golng .to.

.deal with this problem' 1n 8 tree seci—-
ety?”

ca.nnet deal with this because t¢ get to-
gother and establih’ standards’ would ‘
Mola.te the antitrust laws.” .

- So I introduced Jegislation giving - 3—
year sxemption from the antitrust laws
g0 the industry could get together and
establish standards on violence. -

- First of all, it is interesting that we
Ila.d the resistance at least privately, if

not publicly, of :most of the television.

industry, not all-of it, to even having
&n exemption: from the antitrust laws.

.And then they sa.id to me “Well we' N

. But it finally passed, and we are not at .

‘the midpoint of thaE”B-yea.r peried. -
I think it 1s worthwhile asking what

ha.s happened in this period,';‘he honest :

answer 18 not very much.,

:The. National Associa.tien of Broad- ;

ea.sters hosted & meéting in- which its
n.ta.tement of principles weré distrib-
.ated. The three networks have pledged
‘to get together to compare standards.

The meeoting was to have occurred in-

April. It has now been postponed until
July. They are inching forward, but I

&m not gure; ‘candidiy; whether they’

sre just making motions so it looks

like they are doing something so we do

‘pot pay any attention in Congress to.
what is .occurring. And-we continue to

‘get statements from a few saying tele-

vislonviolence does not ¢o any harm. '

~It'is very interesting: You have tele-
vielon industry saying to. you that if.

you get 25 minutes of exposure of tele-.

.vislon’ violence, it’ does not do any

‘harm. But if you will ‘buy- 30 seconds’’

worth of television time, that can have.
great influence. The reality i that

those 30 seconds’ worth of television do
have an influence, and I am sure the
Presiding Officer has purchased those
10 seconds® worth of time occasionally,

‘3 1 have purchased those 30 seconds’.

rorth of time because we belleve it has

afiuence. But there is no quéstign that

5 minutes, or whatever the time pe-
od, also has influence.

Let me also say the cable. lndustry.
_here they have béen less hoatile to
s whole idea, to their credit. ha.s

‘hired Dr. George .Gerbner of the Uni-
versity of Pennaylvania, who s one of

_the ‘experts in this field, to. do some

- studies. And I hope it is not just stud- .
ies. I hope aa a result of this the indus-

- try, whether 1t is on the production

side, whether it s ‘the ‘networks,

-whether it is cable, can get. something.

done. But up to this peint 1t is not very.
significant.

= Just redently, the June 10 lssue of
the Journal of the American Medical
. Association, Mr. President, has an arti-

cle, and I ask unanimous -consent:to in-

sert 1t In the Rn:coan at’ the end of my :

remarks.
The ACTING- PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore, Without objection. 1 1& 80 or- '
'dered \ ‘

(See exhibit 1))-

Mr. SIMON, It 18- titied “'I‘eleviaien‘
‘and Violence,” written by Dr. Brandon
8. Centerwall. 'who 1§ with the Depart-.
“ment’ of . Psychiatry .and  Behavioral

Sciencee at the University of Washing-'
ton in’ Seattle, a.nd a.lso ha.e a private :

pra.ctice.

Let me juét ta.ke a. eeuple et quotes.-,
Let me quote.aleo, before I quote from.
him directly, what the American Medi--

cal Asgociation.said at thelr conven-
tion, their house of delegates. Their
house of delega.tes. and I am quotins'

. Deelares TV violence threaténs the hea.lth

. and welfare of young Americans, vommits it-

self to remedia) sotions with interedted par-
tles, and encourages cpposition.to TV.-pro-

gmms eontaming vlolenoe aud te their spon- _

801‘8 J
'rhe artlcle by Dr. Centerwall sa.ya

: thm among other things: ) :
‘Whereas infants have fnstinctive desire to

tmitate observed human behavior, they do
not possess an instinct for gauging & priort

‘whether & "behavior ‘ought to be imitated.

They will imitate anything, including behav-
fors that -most ‘adults would. rega.rd a8 de-

. 8trugtive and antiaecia.l.

- §0 Anfants ‘do- mut.atei;noz Just in-

‘ £ants. young children, and all of us to

some extent imitate. But then listen to
this."And this i3 as dramatic as any-
thing I can present to this body. Listen
%o what Dr. Centerwall has to- say in

the - America.n Medica.l Assoeiation'
Journal; -

. 'The: epidemlolegte evidence indlcatea; tha.t-

‘$f hypothetically- television technology had-
never ‘been developed, there. weuld be .10.000.
fewer ‘homicides- each .year in the United.
‘States, 70,000 fewer rapes. a.nd '100000 fe or
. injurious assaunlts.” :
‘ ,f Let.me !‘epea.t tha.t'
The epidemiologlo. evidence indicate.s‘
if. hypothetlcauy televigion technology had ..
mever: béen developed, there would ‘be 10,000
. fewer homicides each’ year.in the United
 Btates, 70,000 fower rapes, and 700.000 tewer‘
mjunous assaults, .

. Let me just make two" other quetea

: from his article:

Issues of quality and soctal responsimllty
are entirely peripheral to the 1ssue of maxi-

‘mizing audisnce size within & competltlve ;

market, and there is no formula mors tried
and true than violence for reliably generat-
ing-large audiencee that can be sold to a.dver-
tisers. .

We are ta,lklng about money. and just
as drugs do. great harm but make

- money for the people who sell them, vi-
olence on teleévision does great harm-

but ma.kes money for the people who

' sell 1. ,
Children’s exposm to televislon and’ tele- )

vision violence should become part of the

. public health agenda Along with safety seats,

‘bioyole hehnetu. lmmunmuons and: goed nu-
trigion. ; ‘ _ .

: Umted States
of America

“window ot opportunity Yo : come to-
“gether-to ‘establish ‘standards. I think
. they ought to come together-and estab-

"~ Let me quote from two other arii-
eles One {8 written by Fred Hechinger,
a long-time friend who used to be with
the New York Times editorial staff. He

has written in Fateful Choloss. Ho '

._sa.ys
An ave of 83 pemnt ol‘ all telemmn
programa contain viojent aots, and a, typ!eel
o8 5.21 such tncidents, .- -

Dmm lnel

‘He quotes' Deborah Prothrow-Stith,
-l asaistant dean of Harvard School of

. Publle Health, in which she ca!ls for—

" A7 'movement ke - that fuellng the
"sntigmoking and drunk driving campaigns.
\Television and movies should poitray : the
{J:::om mﬁernw t!ie bad outeomos ofv!o«
."Liot me just a.dd here there m puople,
who 88y, well, if you are going to take

“‘off violencs, then you are going to have

to remove Boema n-om the teieviaien

news, - .
. The’ rea.uty is. tlu.t violenee -on- the‘
news does not-glamorize violence. En-.

terta.lnment violenee glamorizee vlo-
lence.. .

“Those. with whom we 1dentiry. the he- |
. roes or heroines on television. do nqt

suffer as result of thia. .
‘Finally, Mr.

"We readily accept that chlldren leun tha

h alpbabet from ‘“Sesame ‘Street”, -why can't
. 'we Rcoapt that they learn the ABCS of mur-
:der: and mayhem’ from mtultously vlolent

‘entortainment?. .

__Violence sells. Bo deea emck ooeaine Does |
that make it O.K.7

Mr President this :le an a.rea. where

jwe have to ba sensitive. I do not want.

‘Federal, Govamment cengorship but I
think we

14sh those standards. There 18 some fc-
tivity—not encugh activity. -

Mr. President, I hope we can geb
some more constructive action on the

-part of the televiaton industry.-

- President, I wa.nt to -
. ‘quote from Dr. ‘Carole Licherman, who,
- 88 I recall, is a peychiatrist who wrots
“in the Los Angeles Times, “Violence:
- Merely . Entertaining or Mainiy Evil,""
, a.nd she has these two comments; - ‘

have to recognize that part-of

~the violeuce in our eoelety comes from
“violénce .that we seo.in our hoines on
“television, and the Industry has the op-
‘.;portunity and I think the re bil-.
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EXHIRIT 1
[From JAMA, June 10, 1932]
"FLEVISION AND VIOLENCE—THE SCALE OF THE
PRODLEM AND WHERE TO OO FROM HERE
(By Brandon 8. Centerwall, MD, MPH)

In 1875, Rothenberg's Specilal Communica-

o in JAMA, “Effect of Televizsion Violence
n Children and Yoath,” first alsrted the
adical community to the deforming effacts
he viewing of television violence has on nor-
nal child development, increasing levels of
hysical aggressiveness and violence.! In re-
ponss to physiciansg' concerns sparked by
tothenberg's communication, the 1978 Amer-
can Maedical Association (AMA) House of
delegates passed Resolution 38: “The House
eclares TV viclence threatens tha health
nd welfare of young Americans, commits 13-
olf to remedial actions with interested par-
ies, and encourages cpposition to TV pro-
rams cogtaining viclence and to their spon-
Drs. "3

Other - professfonal organmtions have
ince come to 8 similar conclusfor, including
he American Academy of Pediatrics and the
merican Psychological Association® In
‘ght of recent research findings, in 1990 the
merican Academy of Pedlatrics issued a
alicy statement: *‘Pediatrictans should ad-
ise parents to limit their children's tele-
ision viewing to 1 to 2 hours per day,"”' .

Rothenberg’'s communication was largely
sped on the findings of the 1968 National
ommission on the Causes and Prevention pf
‘folence® and the 1972 S8urgeon General’s re-
ort, “*Television and Growing Up: The Im-
act of Televizsed Violenoe."’* Thoss Nindings
+are updated and reinforced by the 1982 re-
ort of the National! Institute of Mental
{ealth, *““Television and Behavior: Ten Years
{ Scleatific Progress and Implications for
he Eighties,” again documenting a broad
©onsensus in the scientific literature that ex-
waure to tolevision violence increases chil-
iren’'s physical aggreseiveness.” Each of
nese governmental inguiries necessarily left
spen the question of whather this Increase In
‘nildren’s physical aggressiveness would
ater lead to increased rates of violence. Al-
hough thers had been dosens of laboratory
avestigations and short-term fleld studies (3
nonths or lasa), few long-term fleld studies
2 years or more) had been complated and re-
wited. Since the 1982 National Institute of
Aental Health report; long-term fiéld studies
Ave. come into thel.r own, uuma 20 having
0w been published.’

In my commentary, 1 dizcuss television's
ffacts within the context of normal child
sovelopment; give an overview of natural ex-
osure to television a8 a cause of aggression
ud violence; summarize my own research
indings on television as a cause of viclence;
nd suggest a courss of action,

TRLEVISION IN THE CONTEXT OF NORMAL CRILD
©  DEVELOPMENT

The impact of television on chudmn 18 best
nderstood. within the context of normal
hild development. Neonates ars horn with
n instinctive capacity and desire to imitate
dult human behavior. That infants can, and
o, tmitats an array of adult facial expres-
jons bas been demonstrated in neonates as
‘oung as a few hours oid, le, befors they ars
ven old encugh to know cognitively that
hey themsslves have faclal features that
orrespond with those they ure observing.*0
V18 8 most useful instinct, for the develop-

ag child must learn and master a vast rep-
rtolre of behavior in short order.

Wheoreas infants have an instinctive desire
2 imitate cbserved human behavior, they do
.ot possesa an instinct for gauging a priori
/hether a behavior ought to be imitated.
hoy will imitats anything. ™ including be-
aviors that most adults would regard as de-
tractive and sntisocial. It may give pause

ar thought, then, to learn that infants as

‘oung a8 14 months of age demonstrably ob-
arve and incorporate bahaviors seen on tele-
is5ton (Fig 1).1%¥ (Looking ahead, in two sur-
oys of young male felons imprisoned for
ommitting violent ecrimes, eg, homicide,
ape, snd assaunlt, 22 to 34 percent reported
wave consclously imitated crime techuniques
sarned from television programs, usually
uccessfully.')
fTables not reproduclble tn the RECORD.)
As of 1890, the averags American chiid aged
to 5 years was watching over 27 hours of
almélon per weel.!* This might not be bad,
f young children understood what they are
atching. However, up through ages 3 and 4
)ars, many children are unable to distin-
iish fact from f{antasy in teievision pro-
ams snd remsain unable to do po deepite
inlt coaching.’® In the minda of such young
JSldren, television is a scurce of entirely
stual information regarding how the world
asrks. Naturaily, as they get older, they
me to know better, but the earliest and
epast impressions were laid down when the
31d saw talevision as a factual source of in-
mation about & world outaide thelr homes

sere viclence iz a dafly commonplace and.

CONGRESSIONAL RE(:ORB%SENATE

the commission of violence iz generally pow-
erful, exciting, chariasmatic, and efficacious.
Serious ‘vioclence is most likely to erupt at
moments of gevere stress—and it I8 procigaly
at such moments that adolescents and adults
are most likely to revert to thefr earliest,
most visceral sense of what violence is and

what {ts role 1s in soclety. Muach of this sense -

will have come from television.

Not all laboratory experiments nnd short~
term fleld studies demonstrate. an effect of
media viclence. on children’s behavior, bat

_most do.1"14 In a recent meta-analysis of ran-
domized, case-control, short-term studies,
exposare to media violence caused, on the
average, A significant increase in children's

aggressiveness as measured by observation of .

their spontanecus, natural bnhav!or fol-

lowing exposure (P<.05).% |

NATURAL EXPOSURE TO TELEVISION AS A CAUSE
‘OF AGORESSION AND VIOLENCE .

In 1973, a small Canadian town (called
“Notel" by the investigators) acquired tele-
vision for the first tirhe. The acqulsition of
television at such a late date was due to
problems with signal reception rather than
any hostility toward television. .\}ny et al®
investigatod the impact of television on this
virgin community, using as control groups
two similar communities that slready had
television. In a double-blind research desigh,
a cohort of 45 first- and second-grade stu-
dents were observed prospectively over a pe-
riod of 2 years for rates of objectively meas-
ured mnoxious physical aggressjon (eg, hit-
ting, shoving, and bitlng). Rates of physical
aggression did not changs : significantly
among c¢hildren in the two control commu-
nities. Two years after the introduction of
television, rates .of physical aggression
among chlldren in Notel had tncreased by 160
percent (P<.001).

1n & 22-year prospective study of an ase [
hort In . a semirural US county. (N=875),

.Huesmann® observed whether boys' tele-

vislon viewing at age 8 years predicted the
soriousmess of criminal acts committed by
age 30. After controlling for the boys' base-
Hne aggressivéness, .intelligence, and socio-
economic gtatus at age 8, 1t way found that

the boys® television violence viewing at age 8
ignificantly predicted the sertousness of the
riraes for which they me conﬂcbed by age

2 (P<.06).

In & - retrospective cm-contml study,
Kruttschnitt ot al® compared 100 male fel-
ons imprisoned for violsnt orimes (og, homi-
cide, rape, and assanlt) with 65 men without
a history of viclent offenses, matching for
age, race, and oensus tract of reaidence at
ags 10 to 14 years. Aftsr controlling for
school performance, axposure to parental vi-
clence, and basellne Jevel of criminality, it
was found that the assotiation betwean adult
criminal violence and chiidhood exposure to
television violence approached - statiatical
significance (P<.10).

All Canadtan and US studies of the effect
of prolonged childhood exposure to teievigion
(2 years or more) demonstrats & positive re- |
lationship between earlier exposure to tale-
vision and later physical aggressiveness, al- | ;
though not ali studiss reach statistical sig- |
nificance.’ The critical pertod of exposures to
television is peeadolescent childhood. Later '
variations in exposure, in adolescence and .
sduithood, do not exert any additional ef-
foct. 3% However, the wmmonmmg

‘effact of exposure to television is

extending into later adoloscence and uhm;-
bood.** This implies that any interventions ;
should be designed for childien and their !
mmvmnthert.hmfort.hoconorﬂadnlt
population, - -

Thess studles confirm what ma.ny Amm-
cans already belleve on ths basis of Intui-
tion. In & national opinion poll, 43 percent of
sdult Americans affirm that tslevisjon vio-
lenca “piays 4 part in making America & vio-
lont society,” and an additional 87 percent
find the thesis at least plausible (only 16 por-
cent frankly disbelieve the proposition).®

"But how big & role doss it play? What is the

sffect of natural exposure to television on
entire populations? To address this issue, I
took advantags of an historical sxperiment—
the absence of ulmnon ln South Africa
prior to 1975.%%

TELEVISION AND nomcm: IN S8OUTH AFRICA,

CAMADA, AND THE UNITED BTATES

The South African government did not per-
mit television broadcasting prior ta 1975,
even though Bouth African whites wore.s
prosperous, indnstrislized Western. society.?
Amidst the hostile tensions botwesn the Af-
rikaner and English white communities, it

' was generally conceded that any South Afrl-

can television brosdcasting indusiry would
have to rely on British and American im-
ports to fill out its " schodule,
Afrikaner leaders folt that that would pro-
vide an unacceptable-cultural advaitags to
the English-#peaking whits South Africans.

‘Rather than pegotiate & complicated com-

promise, the - Afrikanér-controlled govern-

?
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ment chose 1o finesse the 1ssue by forbidding
television broadcasting entirely. Thus, an
entire population of 2 million whites—rich
and poor, urban and rural, educated and
ansducated-—-was ponselectively and abso-
lutely excluded from exposure to television
for & quarter century aiter the medium was
introduced into the United States. Since the
ban on television was mot based on any con-
cerns Tegarding television and violence,
there was no peli-selection bias with respect
to the hiypothesis belng testad.

To evaluate whether exposure to talevision
is & causa of viclence, 1 examined homicide
rates ln South Africa, Canada, and the Unit-
od Btates. Given that blacks in South Africa
Ilive under guite -different conditions tban
blacks in the United States, I lmited the
comparison to white homicide rates in South
Africa and the United States and the total
homicida rate in Canada (which was 87 per-

-¢ent white in 1951). Data mlyaed were from

the respective governmeat vitaﬁtatlstlcs
registries. The rellability of the homicids
data 18 discussed elsewhers.* ‘
Following the introduction of talevision
into the United States, the annnal white
homicide rats increassd by 83 percent, from
3.0 homicides per 100,000 whita population in
1946 to 5.8 per 100,000 in 1974; in Bouth Africa,
where television was banned, the white
homicide rate dacreased by 7 percent, from
2.7 homicides par 100,000 white population in
1843 through 1948 to 2.5 per 100,000 in 1974
(Fig. 3). As with US whites, following the in-
troduction of televiston into Canada the Ca-
nadian homicide rate Increased by 92 per-
cent, from 1.3 homicides,per 100,000 popu-
Jation in 1845 to 2.5 per 100,000 io 1674 (Fig. 9).
For both Canada and the United |States,

. thers was & tag of 10 to 15 years between the

introduction of television and the sub-
sequent doubling of the homicide rate (Figs
2 and 3. Given that homicids is primarfly an
adult sctivity, if television exerts its bohav-
for-modifying affects -primarily on children,
the tnitial *“‘television generation™ would

_have bad to age 10 to 15 years befors they

would have been old enough to affect the
homicids rate. If this were 80, it would be ex-
pected that, as the initial television genera-
tion grew up, rates of serious violence would
first begin to rise among children, then sev-
eral years later it wonlé begin to rise among
‘adolescents, then still later among. young
ndulr.s. and 8o on. And that s what 13 ob-
servedd -

. In the pericd immediately precadlnc the
introduction of television into Canada and
the Untted States, all three countries were
multiparty,. roprmnsnﬂvo. ‘federal - demoo-
racies with strong Christian religious influ-
ences, where poople of nonwhite races were
generally excluded from political power. Al-
though television broadcasting was prohib-
ited prior to 1975, white Soath Africa had
well-dsveloped book, newspaper, radlo, and
clnema industries. Therefore, the effect of
television could be isolated from that of
other media influences. In addition, I exam-
ined an mrray of possible confounding wari-
ablet—changes in age distribution, urbaniza-
tion, economic conditions, alcohol consump-

. tion, capital punishment, ¢lvil unrest, and
"-the availabiiity of firearms.® None provided a
"viable alternative expianation for the ob-

ssrved homicide trends. For further deuns
regarding the testing of the bypothesis, I
refer the reader to the pubmhod monograph'
and commentary.®
“A ‘comparison of South Africa wit.h ‘only
the Unitad States (Fig 2} could easily lead to
the hypothesia that US involvements in the
Vietnam War or the turbulence of the civil
rights movement. was responsible for the
doubling' of homicide rates in the United
States. The inclusion of Canada ag » control
group preciudes thess hypotheses, since Ca-.
nadiana likewise experienced a doubling of
homicide rates (Fig 3) without involvement
in the Vietnam War and without the turbu-
lence of the US civil rights movement.
" . When I published my original paper 1n 1989,
I predicted that white Bouth African homi-
cide rates would double within 10 to 15 years
after the introduction of television in 1975,
the rate having already increased 56 percent
by 1983 (the most recent year then avail-
able).* Ag of 1587, the white Bouth African
homicide rate had reached 5.8 homicldes per
100,000 white population, a 130-percent in-
crease in the homicide rate from the rate’of
2.5 per 100,000 in 1974, the Jast year before tel-
evision was fntroduced. ™ In contrast, Cansa-
dian and white US homicidé rates have not
increased since 1974, As of 1987, the Canadian
homicide rate wag 3.2 per 100,000, as com-
pared with 2.5 perlﬂu.Wmlﬂl'mlm the
US white homicide rate was 5.4 per 100,000, as
compared with 5.8 per 100,000 in 1974. (Since

Canada and the United States became satu-

rated with television by the sarly 1960s [Figs

2 and 3], 1t was expectsed that the effect of

television on rates of violence would like-

;;lu reach & anmratlon point 10 to 15 yoa.ra
tor.)



1t 1s concluded that the introduction of tel-
rision In tha 19508 caused -a subsequent dou-
ing of tha homicide rate, is, long-term
{ldhood sxposure to talevision is a causal
stor behind approximately one half of the
micides committed In the United States,
approximately 10,000 homiclides annually.
though the data are not as well developed
« pther forms of viclence, they indicate
‘& exposure to television i3 also a tausal
wor behind a major proportion—perbaps
2 half—of rapes, aasaults, and other forms
intsrpersonal violence In the United
tates? When the same analytic approach
as taken to lnvestigate the relationship be-
yoen telavision and sulctde, It was deter-
{ined that the introduction of telsvision in
18 19506 exertead no significant offect on sub-
squant salcide rates.™
To say .that childhood exposure® to tele-
isfon mnd television wiolence s a pre-
isposing factor behind half of violent acts is
ot to discount the Importance of other fac-
Jrs, Manifestly, every violent act 13 the re-
akt of an array of forces coming togethear—
overty, crime, alcohol and drug abuse,
iross—of which childbood exposure to tale-
tsion 18 just one. Nevertheless, the epl-
amiologic svidence indicates that if, hypo-
aetically, television technology had never
aon devsloped, there would today be 10,000
ywer homicides eachi year 1n the United
tates, 70,000 fewer rapes, and 0,000 fewer
jurions assanlts 33 - ]
WHERE 10 00 FROM HERE

In the war against tobacco, the tobacco in-'
astry is the last groap from whom we ex-
aCt any meaningful action. If someone were
» call on the tobacco industry to cut back
sbacco production a8 & matter of social con-
stence and out of concern for the public
salth, we would regard that person as being
t least simple-minded, if pot frankly de-
snged. Oddly enough, however, psople have
srgistently assumed that the television in-
ustry operates by s higher standard of mo-
ality than the tobacco industry—that it is
1seful to appeal to its social consclence. This
a3 true in 1950 when the National Commis-
ijon on the Causes and Prevention of Vio-
snce pablished its recommendations for the
slovision industry.® It was equally true in
989 when the U.8. Congress passed a tele-
1sion antiviclonce bill that granted tele-
1sion - Industry executives the authority to
sonfsr on the issue of television violence
rithout being in- violation of antitrust
aws.® Even before the law was fully passed,
he four networks stated that they had no
otention of using this antitrust exemption
0 any ussful end and that there would be no
ubstantive changea In programming con-
ant.™ They have beon a8 good as their word.
Ceble aside, the tslevision industry i3 not
1 the business of selling programs to audl-
nces. It iz in the -bustness of sslling audt-
aces to advertisers. Issues of “‘quality’’ and
social reaponsibility” are entirely periph-
ral to the issue of maximizing sadlencs size
tthin a Tompetitive market—and there is
o formula more tried and true than violence
ir reliably generating large audiences that
an be sold to advertisers. If public demand
# tobacco decreases by I percent, the to-
acco industry will-lose $250 million annu-
11y in revenue® Similkarly. if the television
udisnce size wers to decresss by 1 percent,
he telavision industry would stand to lose
250 million anoually in advertising reve-
e Thus, changes in’ sudience size that
\ppear trivial to you and me are regarded as

.atestrophic by the industry. For this rea-
«on, industzsy spokespersons bavs made innu-
nerable protestations of good intent, but
1othing has happened. In over 20 years of
nonitoring levels - of television violon’c'-,g_,'
Jhers has been no dovmward movement.™
I'here are no recommendations to make to
-ho telovision industry. To make sny would
sot only be fatile but create tbe falss im-
srossion that the industry might actually do

eth! constructive. .
5“:“xﬂ"ho A‘;:gerim Academy of Padiatrics rec-
smmends that pediatricians sdvise parents
0 limit their children's teloviston viewing
‘0 I to 2 hours per day.* This 1a an excellent
aoint of departurs and need not be limited to
nediatriciins. It may seem remote that a
-hild watcliing television today cant be in-
‘solved years later In violeace. A juvenile
-aking up cigarettes 1a slao remote from the
iangers of chrooic.smoking, yet those dan-
gors mre real, and it is best to intervens
sarly. The same holds trus regarding tola-
rision-viewing behavior. The instraction ls
simpie: For children, lees TV 18 beiter, sepe-
sially violent TV,

Symbolic gestursa are Important, too. The
nany thousands of physicians who gave up
moking were important role models for the
seneral public. Just as many waltlng rooms
sow have a sign saying, *“This Is & Smoke-
Trwa Ares” (or words to that effect), 8o iike-
m-mmmmmm.“rhuna
Tolavision-Froe Area.” (This is not meant to
xclude the use of instructional videotapes.)
3y sparking inquiries from parenta and chil-
iren, such & simple device provides a:low-
zay way to bring up the subject in a clinical
atting. - o

Children’s exposure to television and tele-

vision viclence should become part of the
publlc -health agenda, along with Bafety
ssats, bicycle helmets, immunizations, and
good mutrition. One-time campaigns are of
Httle value. It needs to become part of the
standard package: Less TV 15 better, espe-
ctally violent TV. Part of the public health
approach should be to promots child-care al-
ternatives to the eiectronic baby-sitter, es-

peclally’among ths poer who cannot afford:

real baby-sittars.

Parents should gulde what thelr children
watch on television and how much. This is
an old recommendation™ that can be given
new teoth with the help of modern tech-
nology. It {5 now feasible to fit & tslevision
set with an electronic lock that permits par-
ents to presat which programs, channels, and
times they wish the set to be avaliable for; if
& particular program or time of day 1is
locked, the set won't turn on for that time or
channel.® The presence of a time-channel
lock réstores and reinforces parental author-

ity, since it operates even when the parents '

are not at home, thus permitting parents to
use television to their famiily's best advan-
tage. Time-channel:locks are not mersly fea-
sible, but have already been designed and are
‘coming off the -assernbly line (eg, the Somy
XBR) - .
Closed captioning permits deaf and hard-
of-hearing persons sccess to televisign. Rec-
ognizing that market forces alone would not
make closed-captioning tachnology avallable
to more than a fraction of the deaf and hard-
of-hearing, the Telsvision Decoder Circaitry
Act was signed into law in 1990, requiripg

-that, as of 1993, all new tslevision sets (with

screens 33 om or larger, e, 96 percent of new
television seta).bs manufactured with bailt-
in closed-captioning circuitry.® A similar
law should require that eventually all new
television sots be mannfactured with bullt-in.
time-channel lock cirouitry—-and for a simi-
lar reason. Market forces alone will pot-
make thia tachnology available to more thap
& fraction of houssholds with chiliren and
will exclude poor families, the ones who suf-
fer the most from violence. If we can make
television technology available - that will
benefit 34 million dsaf apd hard-of-hearing
Americans,™ surely we caiz do no less for the
beneflt of 50 million American children3s
Unless they are provided with tnformation,
parents are ill-equipped to judge which pro-
grami# to place off-ltmits. As a final rec-
ommendstion, television programms should he
accompanied by a violenos rating so parsnts
can gauge how violent s program Is without
having to watch jt. Buch a rating system
should be quantitative and preferably nu-
merical, leaving sesthetic and social judg-
ments to the viewsrs. Exactly how the scale
ought to be quantified is legs important than
that 1t be appiied consistently. S8ach a rating
system would enjoy broad popular mupport:
In a national poll; T1 percent of adult Awmnerl-
cans favor the setablishment of a violence
rating system for television programs.*

‘It should be noted that none of thess rec-
ommendations impinges on issues of freedom
of speech. That 1a.as It ahould be. It is not
reasonable to address the problem of motor
vehicls fatalities by cailing for a ban on cars.
Instead, - we omphasizs safoty seats, good
traffic signs, and driver. education. Simi-
iarly, to address the problem of violence
caussd by sxposure to televisfon, we need to
emphasize time-channel locks, program rat-
ing systems, and education of the public re-
garding good viswing habits, o .
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December 11, 1992

To: Senator Paul Simon
From: George Gerbner

A full report of the Violence Index covering the three major
broadcast network prime time and weekend daytime (children‘’s) dramatic
programs for the 1990-91 and 1991-92 seasons will be completed early in
1993. Preliminary results prepared for Senator Paul Simon’s use follow.

The Violence Index combines three sets of observations of overt

physical violence in any context into a single indicator. The separate
~ observations measure (1) the percent of programs containing any '

violence, {2} the rate of violent scenes per program and per hour, and
(3) the percent of major characters involved in violence either as
perpetrators or as victims or both. The Violence Index is the sum of
these measures with the rates of violence and of killing weighted by a
factor of two,

The .preliminary results show that the prime~time Violence Index
fell slightly below the 25-year average. While somewhat fewer
children’s programs were violent than in most previous years, the
violent programs were more saturated with acts of violence than ever
before. ' -

Prime time violence

~ Violence in prime-time dramatic programs for the past two seasons
studied was slightly below the 25-year average. Although some of the
separate measures o violence straddled the 25-year average, the rates of
violent scenes and the percent of viclent characters fell below the 25~
year mark, making the Violence Index 141.7 for both seasons compared to
the 25-year average of 155.9.

Children’s program violehce.

As in previous years, children’s programs were much more violent
“than prime time programs. AaAlthough "only"™ about 8 out of 10 programs
were violent compared to the 25-~year average of 9 out of 10, those that
were viclent were much more saturated with violence than ever before. /
The rate of violent scenes per hour of children’s programs was 32 (an 1
all~time high) and 26.2, compared to the 25-year average of 22.1.
Consequently the Violence Index was 244.2 and 214.7, with the 25-year
average at 231.6.
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December 11, 1992

To: Senator Paul Simon
Kim Tilley

From: George Gerbner

A full report of the Violence Index covering the three major
broadcast network prime time and weekend daytime (children’s) dramatic
programs for the 1990-9%1 and 1991-92 seasons will be completed early in
1993, Preliminary results prepared for Senator Paul Simon’s use follow.

The Violence Index combines three sets of observations of overt
physical violence in any context into a single indicator. The separate
observations measure (1) the percent of programs containing any
violence, (2) the rate of violent scenes per progran and per hour, and
{3) the percent of major characters involved in violence either as
perpetrators or as victims or both. The Viclence Index is the sum of
these measures with the rates of violence and of killing weighted by a
factor of two.

The preliminary results show that the prime-time Violence Index
fell sllghtly below the 25~year average. While somewhat fewer
children’s programs were violent than in most previous years, the
violent programs were more saturated with acts of violence than ever
before. :

Prime time violence

- Violence in prime~time dramatic programs for the past two seasons
studied was slightég below the 25-year average. Although some of the
separate measures violence straddled the 25~year average, the rates of
violent scenes and the percent of viclent characters fell below the 25~
year mark, making the Violence Index 141.7 for both seasons compared to
‘the 25-year average of 155.9.

Children’s program violence.

As in previous years, children’s programs were much more violent
‘than prime time programs. Although "only"™ about 8 out of 10 programs
were violent compared to the 25-year average of 9 out of 10, those that
were violent were much more saturated with violence than ever bhefore.
The rate of violent scenes per hour of children’s prograns was 32 (an
~all-time high) and 26.2, compared to the 25-year average of 22.1.
Consequently the Violence Index was 244.2 and 214 ‘7, with the 25#year
average at 231.86. .



