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OVBR 100 MRMB1iI'DJI 0'" CONQRJilSS tlR<DI FCC
TO DBPSND TBJi INTBRJiISTS OF CBILDRlilN

WABBINaTON, DC -- Over 100 members of Congress today wrote
to the five commissioners of the FCC urging them to adopt a
clear, unambiguous 3-hour per week standard for children's
educational television. The letter expresses concern that
Wthe Commission may succumb to the pleas of some that
I quality' , not 'quantity' , be the only test • of a
broadcasters' legal obligations under the Children's
Television Act of 1990.

To: FCC

·We urge you to defend the rights of children in this
rulemaking, and to reject arguments against setting a clear,
unambiguous 3-hour threshhold for broadcasters to meet in
return for reneal of a license to use the public airwaves,·
the legislators said.
Without such a standard, ·unscrupulous broadcasters will
rush in to undercut those who have worked to increase their
commitment to children's educational programming. The
result will be even less quality programming than we now
have.·

Rep. Ed Markey (D-MA), lead signatory of the letter and
an author of the Childrens Television Act of 1990, noted
that wif we do not take this Act seriously, we are not
taking the future of our children seriously. Broadcasters
have 120 hours of programming per week to devote to
maximizing advertising revenues. They also have a legal
obligation to serve the educational needs of kids. What we
are proposing with this letter is a ' 2.St solution' -- set a
minimum of three hours per week for maximizing the education
of children. This is a bargain that any good broadcaster
should be proud to strike.-

The FCC has under consideration a proposed rule that
would require that broadcasters meet or exceed a threshhold
of 3 hours per week of children's educational programming in
order to qualify for renewal of a broadcast license. The
FCC proposed this rule in April 1995 to strengthen
enforcement of the Childrens Television Act. Public
interest groups, activists and educators found that
broadcasters were getting their licenses renewed with little
regard to the accuracy, quality or quantity of programming
aired to meet the educational and informational needs of
children. But intense pressure from broadcast interests has
prevented its adoption. Instead, broadcasters are seeking a
weaker rule that would allow renewal no matter how miniscule
the commitment to children's educational programming.
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The Hcmorabl.1lttcl Hundt,C~
'fhe Honmable Jame. Quello I, .
The Honorable· SUIIJ1 Nell : i
The Honorable RaeheUe Choq I
The Federal CommunicatioDJ iCqmmI.lion
1919 M Street. NW ' I
Wa.,hi"aton, DC 2U554 '

DeIr Commissioners:
I

We arewritina in response to. t prell reports that tbe FCC may, It the rtql*t ofclrtliD
broadcuun, abandon its effmlt increue the quantity ofpI'OIrIIIUDiq dttipld to educate our
nation's c:hildreft:. Thil wouldlbe a very Wlfortunate outcome ofyour childml'. tllevilioD
rulema1dnl and open to ftmher q .on what remaiM oftbt public iAterest ill bfoIdoutiq'
UCenMI. We want the Comm~1 :on to,know bow JtronI1)' we feel aboUt this rulam",I. W.
are concerned that the passion~ relOurees devoted to thiJ iswe by tho.. with a commercial
ItIke in the outCOme iA eaUlin, fCommiliiOD to 10.. itl foeUJ OIl th~ mi.lion ofeft'ecti.V.lY
implementinl the Children's 'Itel 'sion Act (CTA) of 1990.

I

W... penfcularl, concemed b,at the Commissioll may lUCCumb to the pleu of tome tbIt
"cr-UtY", not "quantity", be;& nly test at compJimee with the CTA. It it unqUlttioubly
lmporwrc 10 ellminate deftDiti ,ambiauity. Moreover, the Commiuion it correct to suUnt
that proll'lD1l1'11nl aired before 7 ,should not qualify. But if the C9JDIDis1i0ll aivet up itt
attempt to 11*1&• minimum unt necessary tn,aumntee renewal ofa broadcut liceDle" .
\llllCNPV!OUl broldCllllrl in 10 undercut those who hive WOIXed to mcreue thtir
commtcmem 10 ch1ldml's ed proarammins. The result will be,eYeDl"l quality
propmuufnl than we now hi .

And what we now have fs c1eJ1y~le. The Commiuion recoanized this reality when it
oriaiDalb propolCd a minim~or 3 hours per week ofqualifyin. prol"lJ"minl be uled u a

, pride to lWOmplimC'l with the QTA. Tbls Is an extremely low standard. particularly when
COIIIl)IIInd to the rouahlY 140 hou#i that a tYPical StldonlJrl durinl the week. Indeed, the
Natioaal Association OfBNadwbeUevel that thea..... broIdcuter already exCHdl this
miaimum, and Westinahoux II lodged to meet or exceed this m1nJmum Oil CBS. Sadly, the
3-hour standard is still several 0 more thaD many broldcaste:s 1ft currently aiMI despite the
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We urie you to defend the ria~tslof children in thiuulemakina. and to reject araumentJ aaain!!
settina I clear, unambiauous 3rbOur threIhold for all broldcuters to meet in return for reftewa1 of
a license to use the publfc ~vts. Molt broadcuterl will iladly meet this standard. and the
public will be grateful that a nUnfmum Standard hu finally been "et.
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WFXL-TV

Commissioner James Quello
Federal Communication Commission
1919M St. NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear: Commissioner James Quello

I have a growing concern about the children's programming and the amount of burden that is continuously
placed on the broadcaster. The broadcaster has continued to rally to the commissions demand in children's
programming and we have significantly increased children's education and information programming.

The playing field has been continuously decreased in size for the broadcaster and more and more demands
are placed on its shoulders. The current FCC rules are working and to increase this programming and new
rules are not needed.

Broadcasters understand the current definition of "educational and informational children's programming",
which needs no change I feel that the broadcaster accepts there responsibility very seriously.

When rules quantifYing ( quotas ) the amount are unnecessary --- broadcasters are responding to the Act and
the unquantified obligation in the current rules with more and better educational and informational
programming for children

Many short segment programming is important for kids and should get credit. The above directs me to
strongly oppose the FCC docket number ,( MMDOCKET No 93-48)

~
i Iy ~

_rley. E. Pley~..-T... ;C7p/ )

1211 NORTH SlAPPEY BOULEVARD
P,O. BOX 4050
ALBANY, GEORGIA 31706
912-435-3100
FAX 912-435-0485
FAX SALES 912-889-8966

A SGA ASSOCIATES, INC. STATION
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WALl-TV

Box 3130 • Albany

DOCKET [Il;E'l'~(1DV nRini'tAir ..;1 I '" i!'''' II I. L

; 706-3130 • 912-883-0154 • Fax 912-434-8768

August 21, 1995

Commissioner James QueUo
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Quello:

Re: MM Docket No 93-48
Proposed Rule Making
Children's Television Act

I am a broadcaster by profession and a parent of five and grand parent of two by
elective, so I deal with children's issues with experience from both perspectives.

Broadcasters have significantly increased children's educational and
informational programming on TV as a result of the Children's Television Act
and current FCC rules. This increase is both quantitative and qualitative. And
the improvement continues.

We DO understand the current definitions of educational and informational
programming and are working hard to meet or exceed them. We do NOT need
rules which impose numerical "quotas". We do NOT need "tightening" of the
definitions. Broadcasters are both responsible and responsive to improving our
children's programming under the current Act and with the unquantified
obligation in the current rules.

I ask that you strongly oppose any change that will impose numerical "quotas"
for children's educational and informational programming on our stations!.

I ask that you strongly oppose changing current definitions of that programming!

~I~.....---.-___

Jere L. Pigu
President a General Manager o
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Commissioner James Quello
Federal COlmnunications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: 1111 Docket No. 93-48

Dear Commissioner Quello:

The Califomia Broadcasters Association is very strongly opposed to the proposed
"tightening" of the Children's Television Act.

The primary reason new proposed rules are not needed is because we are happy to
report broadcasters have already significantly increased educational and ~
informational programming. Additionally, such programming is going to be
increased even more.

Implementing a "quota" system flies in the face of the public's control of the
airwaves through their needs and desires as consumers.

Also, short segment programming should get credit because it is:
1. Important
2. Has more impact because of a child's attention span

Broadcasters understand the importance of the Children's Television Act. That's
why we are responding so well. The Children's Television Act will do the job ifit
is allowed to do so. No further .oules arc nceded. Th,mk you.

---_._-----

-~~~~-- ~(~
~l Statham
Executive Director

1127 11th Street, Suite 730
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 444-2237 FAX: (916) 444-2043
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KTIV~I
.. 3135 Floyd Blvd.
•• Sioux City, IA51105 (712) 239-4100

August 24, 1995

Commissioner James Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Quello:

PARTE OFi LATE FILED

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

James L. DeSchepper
VICe President & General Manager

The Notice of Proposed Rule Making to adjust rules implementing the Children's
Television Act as part of MM Docket No. 93-48 is distressing to this broadcaster for
several reasons.

In response to FCC action KTIV-TV has significantly increased children's
educational and informational programming. In addition to hundreds of hours of
approved, syndicated programming, KTIV-TV air dozens of hours of local
children's program under the Four Siouxland's Children campaign.

One of our on-going projects for children is to have groups plan, produce and air on
KTIV-TV their own public service announcements. This projects takes hundreds of
staff hours a year but we do not get credit as the announcements are not program
length.

Rules quantifying the amount are unnecessary. Quality is the question, not.

Ja . DeSchepper
Vice President & General Manager
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Commissioner James Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington, DC 20554

Philip A Jones

August 24, 1995

Dear Jim: RE: MM Docket No. 93-48

I strongly urge you to not put in place additional
regulations in the children's programming area. We,
Meredith Broadcasting, have three CBS Affiliates, two FOX
Affiliates and one NBC Affiliate. We have always had a
commitment to be responsible in our children's
programming. We do that out of a sense of responsibility
to our audience and their needs, not because of
regulations.

The current FCC rules are working and as a matter of
fact children's educational/informational programming has
been on the increase. I'm sure broadcasters understand
the desires of the commission and I see no reason why the
rules should be changed.

I strongly oppose quotas for any form of
programming. Quotas do not necessitate good programming
nor does it cause the viewer to watch more of a
particular format. This is particularly true as it
applies to children. I've always felt the best way to
deal with children's programming is through the creative
process which is not as simple as stating that more is
coapelling to young children. I feel that a good way to
reach chilaren is through the short segment programming
and broadcasters are doing a good job with vignettes that
are in the educational/informational area for children.

Again, hopefully when you address MM Docket Number
93-48, you will determine that the present act is working
and take no further action. Thanks for your
consideration of this.

Best re..~rds,
...,

/~/~,{

Philip A. Jones

cc Eddie Fritts
Jeff Baumann
Chuck Sherman

o
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EWYORK, NY 10115 (212) 870-3222MORALITY IN MEDIA, INC. 475 RIVERSIDE DRIVE,

FOUNDER

REV. MORTON A. HILL, S.J.
(1917-1985)

CHAIRMAN EMERITUS

RABBI DR. JULIUS G. NEUMANN

OFFICERS

ROBERT L. CAHILL, JR.
Chairman of the Board

ROBERT W. PETERS, ESQ.
President

EVELYN DUKOVIC
Executive Vice-President

REV. ROBERT E. WILTENBURG
Vice-President

VICTOR SAYEGH
Treasurer

Hon. James Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Quello:

August 25, 1995

o
._----.-.---

r'r)C'd---

Sincerely,

~:;r::!:!~
General Counsel

We are sure you had a good reason, but would like to
know what that was.

We noticed that you voted against the Children's TV
Programming Requirements proposed by Mr. Hundt.

PJM/tp

PAUL J. McGEADY, ESQ.
General Counsel

DIRECTORS

KEVIN M. BEATTIE, ESQ.
ROBERT L. CAHILL, JR.

SOPHIA CASEY
THOMAS J. DONNELLY, ESQ.

EVELYN DUKOVIC
REV. JOHN E. FISK

MONSIGNOR PAUL J. HAYES
Vice-Chairman

DAVID O. HOPKINS
RICHARD HUGHES

MONSIGNOR JAMES P. L1SANTE
PAULJ. McGEADY, ESQ.

PAUL M. McGLINCHEY
REV. DEMETRIOS MOSKOVITES

ROBERT W. PETERS, ESQ.
RABBI DR. MORTON B. POMERANTZ

JOHN J. REILLY
GRACE M. RINALDI

FRANK J. RUSSO, JR.
Vice-Chairman

VICTOR SAYEGH
JOHN J. WALSH, ESQ.

KATHLEEN REILLY ZAWACKI

NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD

ARNOLD R. DEUTSCH
President

Friends of Young Musicians

FRANCIS J. DUNLEAVY
Ret. Vice-Chairman

Intemational Telephone and
Telegraph Corporation

REV. DR. MILTIADES B. EFTHIMIOU
Dir., Dept. of Church &Society

Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of N.&S. America

THOMAS J. FLATLEY
CEO, The Flatley Company

WELLINGTON T. MARA
President

New York Football Giants, Inc.

THOMAS A. MURPHY
Ret. Chairman

General Motors Corporation

JOSEPH J. REILLY, JR.
Execulive Director

Mass. Citizens for Life

HON. WILLIAM E. SIMON
Chairman, Simon & Sons

EDWARD L. STEINIGER
Ret Chairman, Sinclair Oil Corp.

EMMET E. TRACY
Chairman &President

Alma Products, Inc.
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Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Quello:

I am enclosing a new report, Children and Television Violence, which was published in
the current issue ofthe Kansas Journal ofLaw & Public Policy.

Ifyou would like additional information on the topic of TV violence, you can visit our
new world wide web site (http://www.ksu.edulhumec/tele.htm) devoted to this issue.

Finally, this law review commentary served as the basis for the development of a
one-hour video program on television violence. The video was produced for the Great
Plains University Consortium (Kansas State, Iowa State, North Dakota State,
Oklahoma State, Minnesota, Missouri, and Nebraska) and will be part ofa satellite
telecourse, to be broadcast later this year. Ifyou would like a free copy of the video,
please send a message via voice-mail (l-500-FOR-JOHN) or e-mail
(JPM@KSUVM.KSU.EDU).

Sincerely yours,

John P. Murray, Ph.D.
Professor and Director

JPM:reb

enclosure
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1. The Developing Child
in a Multimedia Society

JOHN P. MURRAY

To suggest that children growing up in the 1990s live in a very
different workl thiln the one their parents or grilndparents expe­

rienced as childn-n is not only to state the obvious but tn lIIrders/ale

the obvious Although milny of the parents of young children in this
lilst decillte of the 20th century grew up with television, some of these
pilrents-ilnd almost illl of the grandparents-lived in a world with­
out television ilS a source of information and entertilimnent.

There ilre, of course, other changes in the information environment
in which children live today. The current media ecology of child­
hood includes computers and video games, VCRs ilnd laser discs,
ilnd ever-changing iludio systems with computer interfaces thilt
col/ld enhilnce the integriltion of both education and entertainment
in il rnu ltimediil society. However, thilt integriltion hilS not yet occurred
ilnd ils potential remains a miltter of some conjecture. Still, it is not
illl eXil!;geriltion to suggest thilt television is one of the core compo­
nents of il multinwdiil society thilt hilS drilmilticaJly il!tereel the nillure
of childhood ilnd the development of children.

The centrill role thilt television plays in a multimeeli<l environ­
I11cnt for children results frolll the filcl lhilt television-unlike illl
other mediil before or sincc--rcilches children ill a much eilrlier ilge
illHI with il gn'ilter intensity. This enhilnced potentiill for influencing
1\ 11' hIlI '11"1'1 \ \ill al \II I'n H,I illl \;\ I,ll 'VI' \0l'l1ll'lll11f yllllllg v il'IVI' IS i~; si 111111·
1.1I\('\lw;ly I"!l-vi:;illll'." /;1(',1((':;[ 1'lUllIisl' IIlld gll',II('~;1 di:;;'1 ' l'oiIlIIlH'1l1
TIll' hislory of thl'sl' gn',l1 (':'-l'l'l"Ialiolls fill kh'"isillil .lIltl 11ll' I'lllS

pl'( Is fOl II\(' flllllll' SI'IVI' <IS 11\l' loclis of lilis II'vil'V>.' of 11ll' d,-vI,lop

ill!', child ill <l 11l\lllillll'di<l SIH"il'ly.

"



I believe television is going 10 be the test of the l1lodern world, ilnd
in this new opportunity to sec beyond the rilnge of our vision. we
shill! discover either il new ilnd unbearable disturbance of the general
peace or il saving rildiilnce in the sky. We shall stand or filII by televi­
si on-of tha t I am guite sure. (Whi Ie, 1938. cited in Boyer, 1991. p. 79)

lelevision had its debut in North America in 1939 as an object of
curiosity at a world's fair exhibition. During the half century since
this officii'll debut, television has contributed to major illter"lions in
the life-styles and information environments of children. One of the
first social commentators to offer a prediction Oil the impact of tele­
vision was the essayist E. 13. While, who previewed a demonstration
of television in 1938. Writing in lIarper's Magazil/f' in that year, White
noted:

And so it was that television, at its birth, gave rise to premonitions
of conflict over its potential for benefit or h;nnl.

This concern about the positive and negative influences of tele­
vision has driven most of the research and public discussion con­
cerning the development of this medium and the development of
children over the past half century. The official starting date for
television broadcasting in the United States isJuly 1, 1941, when the
Federal Communications Commission (rcC) licensed and approved
the full operation of the first commercial television stations. How­
ever, the development of television broadcasting was limited by
World \oVal' II and full-scale broadcasting did not resume until 1946,
when stations were once again required to broadcast a minimum of
12 hours of programming each week, with a gradual increase in
broildcilsting up to a minimum of 28 hours weekly by the end of the
first 3 years of the broadcasting license (Andreasen, 1990; Comstock,
1989).

Despite the slow start to television broadcasting, this medium
was quickly adopted and it diffused through the population at an
accelerated pace. For example, in 1945 there were about 10,000 televi­
sion sets in use, but that figure jumped to about 7 million sets 5 years
later in 1950. By 1955, almost 65% of U.S. households had at least
one television set, and by 1960 that figure had jumped to 90'Yo of U.S.

11

Whcnlelevision is good, nothing-notlhe theatre, nollhe magazines
or newsp"pers-n(;lhing is beller. But when tclevision is bad, nothing
is worsc. I invite yOIl 10 sit down in front of your television set when
your stillion goes on the ilir and stay there wilhoul il book, magazine.
newsp"per, profit-and-Ioss shed. or rating book to distract you-and
ke... p YOllr ('yes glued to thaI set until the stiltion signs off. I Ciln ilssure
you thai you will (lbserve a vast wasteland. You will see il procession
of gil1l1C shows. \·jolence. audiellce participation shows, formulil
cOllwdics "bolll lol"lly unbclievilble families, blood ilnd lhunder,
lllilylH'lll, violence, s"disll1, Illurder. western bad ll1en. western good
111('11, l'rival\' e\,,'s. g;lIlgslcrs. nH)I(' vjolene.... illld e;nloons. Al1d. end­
Ic.ssly. C()llllll('Jcials-- ll1ill1y SU('illllillg. Gljolil1g. ill1d offcnding.

Thirty years later, the now former chair of the FCC, speaking on the
30th anniversary of the "vast wasteland" speech, observed: "In 1961
I worried that my children would not benefit much from television,
but in ]991, I worry that my grandchildren will actually be harmed
by it" (Minow, 1991,. p. 12).

The "vast wasteland" speech had a galvanizing effect on public
discussion of the potential of television to influence young viewers
for good or ill. Three decades later we are still attempting to sort out
the costs and benefits of this medium of long-distilnce sight ilnd

The Developing Child in a Multimedia Society

households. Currently, 98';1" of households have a TV, with only 2%
of households choosing not to purchase a television set.

Similarly. the amount of time spent watching television has in­
crea:owd over the years from about 4.5 hours per day in 1950 to 7.5
hours each day in Ihel4S()s and IlJ911s. To give som(' reference for
this magnitude of viewing, if you multiply 7.5 hours per day in the
typical household by the number of households with television sets
in use, you find tl1o1t in I year Americans collectively spend ilbout
,'10 million years of human experience watching television. This is a
consicler;lble amount of time to spend with television each year, and
Oil(' might rcasonaldy ask what effect this extensive viewing has on
us. society.

To give a flavor of the range ilncl depth of concern about televi­
sion. onc might reflect on the observations of a fonner chairman of
the Federal Communications Commission, Newton Minow, who is
best remembered for his "inaugural address" to the Niltional Asso­
ciation of Broadcasters in 1%] in which he said:

Expecta tions

TELEVISION AND TilE DEVELOPING CHILD
]()



12 TELEVISION AND THE DEVELOPING CHILD The Developing Chilo in a Multimedi<l Society 13

sound. The controversies continue to rage about the most beneficial
uses of television in all its forms and the difficulties of drawing the
fine line between commercial profit and commercial exploitation.
For example, concerns have surfaced around proposals to provide
commercial television news services in schools, such as those pro­
moted by Whittle Communications's Ch<lnnel One (Murray, 1991;
Pool, 1992). And yet, there are clearly great benefits to be derived
from the effective use of television as an educational force in the lives
of young viewers (Boyer, 1991; Palmer, 1988). So, what do we know
about television's influence on the developing child and when did
we know it?

Debates

The first official debates about television occurred ill congres
sional hearings during the early 1950s (US. Congress, llouse Com­
mittee on lnterst<lte and Foreign Commerce, 1952; U.s Congress,
Senate Committee of the Judiciary, Subcolllmittee to Investig<lfe
Juvenile Delinquency, 1955). These inaugurill congressiollill inves­
tigations were focused on the impact of televised violence on chil­
clren and youth and set the stage for subsequent commissions and
committees. Forexample, the landmark reviews follOWing the 1950s
hearings include the National Commission on the Causes and Pre­
vention of Violence (Baker & Ball, 1969), the Surgeon General's report
on television violence (U.S. Surgeon General's Scientific Advisory
Committee on Television ilnd Sociill Behilvior, 1972), the r('port on
television ilnd bel1;lvior from the Nationiliinslitute of Mentilll !eillth
(1982; Feilrl, 130uthilel, & LilZ;U, 1982), <lnd the American Psycho
logical AssociatiOl1 n'vil'W of h'll'visiol1 ;J11l1 sotil'll' (1111,';1011 (,t ;11,
1
1
)112). J.:ach o( Ihl'Sl' invl'sliga!iol1s began with I"lsic '/IlCSIiOIlS a!Jout

the impact of television on yOllng viewers ;lIHI ('Olell Iws adl/(>d
il1cl(~"ll'''tOllly to ollr underslOlnding of the pro('('ssl'S by which chil­
<In'll develop ill ol medilltcd sociely

Questions llbout the irnpilct of televisioll Oil children and adults
have occupied the time and tillents of hundreds of social scientists
and educators over the past 40 yeilrs. Consequ('nlly, there have been
Over 4,000 books, articles, reports, and papers published on this
topic since the mid-/950s (Huston et aI., 1992; Mu rray, 1980). The major
concerns expressed about television have been focused on its ill1pacl

on young viewers in relation to the influence of televised violence,
the portrayal of the rules of men and women and various social and
ethnic groups, and the influence of television viewing on school per­
formance ilnd general intellectual and emotional development in
children.

Violence

As we noted eilrlier, one of the first concerns that surfilced in
relation to the medium of television in the 1950s WilS a concern
about the impact of televised violence on the behavior of young
viewers. This WilS the principal focus of the congressional hearings
in 1952 and 1955 and continued to be iln issue in the violence commis­
sion in 1969, the SlIrgeon Cenerill's report in 1972, <lnd in various
other reports Ihrough 1992. The reasons (or concern about violence,
both then ilild now, include the fact thilt there has been a consistently
high level of violence on television throughout much of its history
and thilt children are considered more vulnerable to thesp violent
portrayals bec<luse they are in the e<lrly stages of developing behav­
ior patterns, a!litudes, and values about sociill interaction. How­
ever, this is not to deny that milny reports and studies have ad­
d ressed the impact of telev ised violence on ad ults as well as child ren
for many of the same reasons. The earliest studies in this reg<Hd
turned on the work of Albert l3andura who studied preschool chil­
dren ilt Stanford University (l3andura, D. Ross, & S. Ross, 1961) and
the work of Leonard Berkowitz at the University of Wisconsin, con­
dUeling studies Oil the impacl of film violence on college studellts
(Uerkowitz, 1(62) Thes(' ('mly bbor<llory-based <lnd rel'llively fo­
cused investigations g;1Ve rise 10 Ilw conclusion thatllwdia Vi01eIH,(,

('oldd 1";111 to ~;()III(' .,;llIlIt 1I'Inl \'11:1111;(',0; ill :l1'.1',n's·;ivl' lwh,lvitll' ,llll!
allilutlr-s on tilt' Jl:lrl \If chilLln'1I :llltl yoUIlf', 'llhdts.

SlIbs('ql Will sf lid i('s ;lIld II'V il'WS, SII(I1 as 1\ \l' work 0 r1\ 1('1 Iia llll~; ton
and lll'rcol!eagucs (Frir'dlichCofr'r & I fusion, J<JH(,;Stl'in ,\, Friedrich,
1972) l'xp"ndcd these stud ies a Ild conclusions to ta ke account o(
ilggressive behilvior occurring in more convention"l or typical be­
hilvior settings. For example, one study conducted in the early 1970s
(Stein & Friedrich, 1972) <lssessed the effects of viewing a diet of
B"tm<ln and Superman c<li·toons on the <lggressive beh<lvior of pre­
schoolers in the more natural setting of their c1ilssroom and play­
grounds. One of the main conclusions (rom this study is thilt the

I
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youngsters who had watched the Batman and Superman cartoons
were much more likely to get into minor confrontations in the class­
room ilnd on the plilyground, were more active in these settings,
ilnd played less well and less cooperatively with their peers. On the
other hilnd, the youngsters who had wiltched the diet of Mr. [\ogCls'
NeigllborllOOd were more likely to plilY cooperatively, offer to help
other children ilnd teachers, share toys <lnd equipment, and express
concern about others' emotional well-being. One of the interesting
features of this research is the suggestion that television can have
either beneficial or harmful effects on viewers' behavior and th<lt
the nature of the effects depends upon the nilture of the progr<llll­
ming viewed. To be sure, there are many other f<lctors that affect
these relationships and there has been considerable debilte about
the nature of these influences and the extent of concern abollt tele­
vised violence (Comstock & Paik, 1991; Donnerstein, Linz, & Pen­
rod, 1987; Freedman, 1984, 1986; Friedrich-Cofer & Iluston, 1986;
Huesmilnn & Eron, 1986; Huston et a!., 1992; Murmy, 1980; Nationil!
Institute of Mental Health, 1982; US. Surgeon Generill's Scientific
Advisory Committee on Television and Social Behilvior, FIn) Never­
theless, it is cleilr thilt there is a considerable amount of violence on
television and that this violence on the small screen may trilnslate
into changes of attitudes, values, or behavior on the part of heavy
viewers. For example, studies by George Gerbner and his colle<lgues
CIt the University of Pennsylvania (Gerbner & Signorielli, 1990) h<lve
shown that on ilverage over the past 20 years, 1 hour of "prime­
time" evening television programming contains5 violent acts whpreCls
I hour of SaturdClY morning children's progmmming contClins <In
ilvelClge of 20-25 violent ilctS. These figures and levels of violence
hilve f1uctuilted somewhat over the past quarter of a century of
detailed content ilnalyses, but the ilverage child watching an aver­
Clge ilmount of television will see ilbout 20,000 murders ill1d RO,OOO
ilssaults in his or her formative years. That's about 100,000 violent
ilets before a youngster becomes a teenager. Some of the violence
will be seen on reillistic programs and some will be seen on cilrtoons,
but we know from various studies thilt all forms of violent progrilm­
ming milY hilve possible harmful effects on viewers.

Three possible effects have been the focus of most concern Clbollt
TV violence: Children mily become less sensitive to the pilin and
suffering of others; youngsters may be more fearful of the world
mound them; and children may be more willing to behave in aggres-

',-* ......hi4#ld

sive or harmful ways toward others. Although the effects of televi­
sion violence are not simple and straightforward, meta-analyses and
reviews of a large body of research (Huston et aI., 1992; Wood, Wong,
& Chilchere, 1991) suggest thilt there are clearly reasons for concern
and caution in reJiltion to the impact of televised violence.

Roles

Content ilnalyses of television programming over the pilst 20-30
yeilrs hilve consistently indicilted that the portrayal of the roles of
mell and women and vilrious social or ethnic groups bear little reli1­
tionship to the life circumstilnces of these individuals beyond the
smilll screen (Berry, 1988; Cerbner & Signorielli, 1990; Greenberg,
1980; M. Williams & Condry, 1989; Withey & Abeles, 1980). Although
the portmyill of ethnic minorities ilnd the roles of men and women
hilve chilnged over the years as a result of increasing sensitivity to
these issues on the part of both broadcasters and viewers, there
remain cleM limitiltions on opportunities for diverse role presenta­
tions for these groups. For example, following civil rights demon­
strations during the 1960s, there were increases in the number of
programs featuring Blilcks in miljor roles on television. However,
this trend begiln to reverse in the 1980s, when Blacks declined to
about R'Yo, which is considerilbly below the percentage of macks in
the u.s. population. So too, there were clear limitations on other ethnic
groups. For example, Hispanics (3.5%), Asians (2.5'1c,), and Native
AmericClns (under 1%) (Berry, 1980; Greenberg, 1986).

In other ilreas, such as the portrayal of families on television, we
know that there have been wide vClriiltions in the nature of filrnilies
that dominilte television ilt various periods in its history. One recent
content ilnillysis of over 900 television series broadcClst between
1947 Clnd 1992 suggeslthilt there are some unusual peaks in particu­
lar types of fillllilies on televisions (MurrilY, 1992). For example, in
the early days of television--from the Jilte 1940s th rough the 1950s--­
the typical family consisted of one of two types: A mother and father
with two or three children or husband and wife who were newly­
weds just estilblishing their marriage and family relationships. How­
evel~ in the lilte 1950s ilml throughout the 1960s, there was il sudden
rise in the number of single-pilrent families portrayed on television.
One might suspect that this was a response to a rising divorce rate
in the United Stiltes ilml the consequent increase in single-parent
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current affairs prograll1s. Conversely, those who watch large amounts
of television often report that they use television to "escape the
boredom of everyday life" or to relax and to be entertained and,
indeed, watch a wide variety of television programs with no par­
ticular preferences evident in their viewing patterns.

With regard to the direct contributions of television to education
and intellectual development in children, the pattern is somewhat
mixed. We know that television is a window on the world; that
programming can take viewers to places they might never see and
offer experiences they might never feel or encounter in their daily
life. With regard to children, we know that television is indeed a
"special medium for a speci,d audience" because it transcends the
boundaries of time and space (Dorr, 1986). In addition, particular
programs have been ~hown to have very special beneficial effects.
One need only think of Sesnme Slreet and Mister Rogers' Neighborhood
to tap into a large body of research on the effectiveness of planned,
carefully designed programming (Comstock & Paik, 1991; DOlT, 1986;
Huston et aI., 1992; Murray, 1980). On a more anecdotal level, it has
been reported that programs such as [<endil/g [<nil/bow have stimu­
lated intense interest in the books featured on the programs, ilnd an
episode of Ilnppy DIlYs in which the Fonz acquired a library card
prompted a rush on libraries (Charren & Sandler, I YR3; Comstock,
lY89; llustoll et aI., 1992).

011 the other hand, television has been identified as a hindrance
to education in the sense that television viewing is an activity that
may "steal" time from other activities more directly related to
success in school. For example, studies of the introductioll of televi­
sion in a sm,,11 Canadian community have shown that television
availability is associated with a decrease in reading ability or read­
ing skills components (T. M. Williams, 1986). However, the evidence
from other studies is somewhat mixed (Anderson & Collins, 1988;
BrYi1nt & Anderson, 1983). We do know that the outlook is not as
bleak as Winn (1987) might believe, but it seems clear that we have
not been IJ<1 rt icularl y successful in using television to its full poten­
lial in the educ"tioll of our youngest citizens (Boyer, 1'191; Kunkel
& Mmmy, 1991; 1'"lnwr, 1988). Moreover, we "Iso know thattelevi­
~,IOIl (";\1\ Ill' hol1l \'lIll'rlaillill)', alld edllratiollnl ·n Lll"! ohsl'rv\'d ill
~hldie~ of public broadcasling programs rallging from Mis/I'r Rosas
to /{('(ldilJ,'-: /{oilJl/OII' 10 S,·~",,,/(' Sln'/'tIEi/'elrie COlliI'll/lyle/lOs I Wrilcr hut
nlso ohserved ill COllll1\('ITial le!l'vision offl'rillgs such as it sel of
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families. In the U.S. population during the 1960s and 1970s, and
continuing through today, most of the single-parent households
are female headed. However, on television during the 1960s and
1970s, most of the single-parent households were male headed.
Moreover, this overrepresentation of male-headed households con­
tinues through the 1980s and 1990s. The reasons for this odd circum­
stance are difficult to detect, but they seem to derive from an expedient
formula in entertainment television. Nevertheless, it would be help­
ful to encourage broader representation of the diverse structures of
families on television, because we know that young viewers are
affected by the families they see on the small screen (DOlT, Kovaric,
& Doubleday, 1990).

Clearly, it is important to think about the WilyS in which various
social roles and groups are portrayed on television, because they
can have an important influence in shaping children's views of the
world. Consider, for example, the role of police officers 011 television
and children's conceptions of police officers. all the small screen, most
police officers are seen in highly active, violent situations: shoot­
ings, beatings, high-speed chases. If you ask children about their
understanding of what police officers do, you will find that most
young children readily report that police officers chase people and
arrest them and shoot guns and drive fast cars. On the other hand,
if you ask police officers on urban or rural police forces, you will
find that most of their daily activities consist of filling out forms and
writing reports. Indeed, many career veterans of police departments
around the country report that they have rarely or never fired their
guns at lawbreakers.

Education

One of the strongly held beliefs about television is the notion that
it is simply designed for entertainment. And yet, when viewers are
asked about how they use television-how often they view, what
they view, and why they view-they frequently demonstrate that they
lIse television for many purposes beyond mere entertainment. For
example, studies of <1udience members in the context of "uses and
gmlificilliollS" IIwory (Murr"y &. Kippax, I (n!)) hav!' shown lila!
SUlll\' Vil'Wl'rS use lelevisioll in a very thoughtful and direclivl' 1ll;lIlIH'r.
Illdividu"ls who report th"t they walch lell'visioll 10 kl"'p ahrensl
of \"11111'111 I'vI',lIs do, ill f"d, w"tch 1110((' 11l'WS, d(ll'IIlIl('lllaril'~;'al1d
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series developed by CBS in the mid-1970s: USA ofArchie, ISIS, and
Fat Albert alld file Cosby Kids; along with the 30-year performance of
<l commercial/ public swing program, Captain Kallgaroo.

And yet, these educational programs represent only a small por­
tion of the programs broadc<lst on our public and commercial tele­
vision stations. True, cable television adds several channels and a
different program mix, but this is still a relatively small and isolated
attempt to use television for broad educational purposes. The his­
tory of television program development, as Turow (1981) noted, is one
of economic enhancement at the expense of education. The more
recent entry of a commerci<ll news service for high school students
developed by Whittle Communications is an example of one of the
lTlore problematic entrepreneurial activities (Murray, 1991; Pool,
1992). And yet, we know that the provision of news <lnd current
events through television programming designed for young view­
ers can le<ld to incre<lse in aW<lreness of import<lnt issues (Burkart,
Rockman, & Ittelson, 1992). The policy question turns on whether
noncollllnercial programming such as CNN NeUJSIOO/ll is a better aller
native to the commercial progmmming of Chmmel One. And there
are other policy-related concerns about the control~loc<l1 versus na­
tional--of the content of current affairs information in the d<lssroOIll.

Clearly, television can play <l m<ljor role in the education of young
viewers Part of that role has been defined by a range of Public
Broadc<lsting System television programs <lnd some cable television
channels. However, the commercial television networks have an
important role to play in this process, and the Children's Television
Act of 1990 has helped to define the nature of this role through the
provision of broadly defined educational programming as a com­
ponent of license renewal. As a nation, we can do more to enhance
the eclucationaluses of television.

Hopes

The expectations and debates about television's potential for benefit
or h<lrm h<l\'e been great and heated but we have not achieved the
goal of integration of television and other components of a multi­
Tlledi<l society in the service of the developing child. Nevertheless,
hope springs eternal and there are many changes on the horizon.
For example, the 1992 decision by the FCC to <llIow telephone cOl11pa-

'J.,.. ;"su"w. 0_

nies to compete with cable television systems in the delivery of tele­
vision programming to the home--the "video dial tone" concept­
portends a revolution in the range of services and greatly expanded
opportunities for integration of voice, data, and video.

Other significant ch;mges affecting the future of children's televi­
sion include the Children's Television Act of 1990, which was born
of frustration over the systematic failure of the FCC to regulate in
the public interest (Kunkel & Murray, 1991; Kunkel & Watkins, 1987;
Levin, 1980; Minow, 1991). The 1990 act reintroduced limits on the
amount of advertising contained in each hour of children's television,
encouraged commercial television stations to broadcast some edu­
cational programming (bro<ldly defined) for children, and established
the framework for a national endowment for the development of
children's television programs. This is an important development
in the struggle to convince both the television industry and the view­
ing public to take television seriously, but it is only the beginning

Wh<lt is most needed to ensurp <ldeCluate support for the devel­
oping child in a multilllPdia society is a colbborative effort among
rese<lrchers, educ<ltors, bro<ldcasters, <lnd public policy specialists
(Boye,~ 1991; Fbgg, 1990; I Iuston et a\., 1992; Palmer, 1988) to develop
a nationaltelecol11municatiolls plan that will ensure a broad range
of television progr<lms targeted to the needs of children <It various
ages and stages of development. These programs would differ in
their scope and theme, but they would share the char<lcteristics of
thoughtful, purposeful programming. We need to develop more
programming for children that is both entertaining and educational.
In short, we need to take television seriously without being too serious.
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August 24, 1995

Commissioner James Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St. NW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: MM Docket No. 93-48

Dear Commissioner Quello,

I am concerned about the Notice of Proposed Rule Making to
tighten the rules on children's programming, including
"quotas".

KIMT-TV is the children's station in our DMA. We have a
very popular Kid's Club with thousands of members. They get
newsletters which contain educational information.

I really don't believe quotas are necessary. We understand
the current rules and follow them to the letter.

We seek out projects to educate children and teens via short
segment stories and announcements which praise them for
their efforts.

Broadcasters have responded to the Children's Act by major
increases in educational and other related programming.

Sincerely yours,

er

112 North Pennsylvania Ave, Mason City, IA 50401, 515-423-2540, Fax: 1-515-423-7960
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Commissioner James Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St., NW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: MM Docket No. 93-48

Dear Mr. Quello,

In response to the "Children's Television Act" broadcasters have significantly increased
children1s educational and informational programming. This Act and current FCC rules~
Forking to increase the amount and quality of this programming. Therefore, new rules are not
needed.

Broadcasters understand the current definition of "educational and informational childrer/s
programming, If and no changes should be implemented

Rules quantifying, (quotas), the amount of Children1s programming are absolutely
unnecessary as broadcasters are responding to the current Act in place and the unquantified
obligation in the current rules with more and better educational and informational programming
for children. Quantification will set the maximum as well as the minimum, thus hindering the
potential growth this programming to future generations

Thank you for your consideration of these points

Respectfully,

mcw1(){~~
Mark Winslow
General Manager

KWHDlV-53
P.O. Box 5321 • Englewood, CO 80155 • Phone (303' 773-9953 • Fax (303) 773-9960


