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OVER 100 MEMBERS OF CONGRESS URGE FCC
TO DEFEND THB INTERESTS OF CHILDREN W
WASHINGTON, DC -- Over 100 members of Congress today wrote /

to the five commiseioners 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
“the Commission may succumb to the pleas of some that
''quality’ , not ' quantity’', be the only test * of a
broadcasters’ legal obligations under the Children's
Television Act of 1990.

“We urge you to defend the rights of children in this
rulemaking, and to reject arguments against setting a c¢lear,
unambiguous 3-hour threshhold for broadcasters toc 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 N
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 “if we do not take this Act seriocusly, we are not
taking the future of our children sericusly. 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 '2.5% 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 houre 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 Childrene Television Act. Public
interest groups, activists and educators found that
broadcasters were getting their licenseas 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, brocadcasters 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 Honorable Reed Hundt, e
The Honorable James Quello | o
The Honorable Susan Ness | | |
The Honorable Rachells Chorg
The Federal Communications C ssion
1919 M Street. NW ]

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioners:

licenses. We want the Cornm}s jon to-know how strongly we feel about this mlctmkmgl Wo
are concerned that the passion ; andl resources devoted o this issus by those with a commercial
stake in the outcome is causing the Commission to lose its focus on the mission of effectively
implementing the Children's T“?el ision Act (CTA) of 1990.

We are particularly concerned that the Commission may succumb to the pleas of some that

nly test of compliance with the CTA. It is unquestionably

| ambiguity. Moreover, the Commission is correct to suggest
should not qualify. But if the Commission gives up its

in to undercut those who have worked to increase their
programming. The result will be.even less quality

And what we now have is c! ly Lam«puble. The Commission recognized this reality when it
originally proposed a minim 3 hours per week of qualifying programming be used as a

~ guide to compliance with the G This is an extremely low standard, particularly when
compared to the roughly 140 hy u.ﬂs that a typical station airs during the week. Indeed, the
National Association of Broad believes that the average broadcaster already exceeds this
minimurn, and Westinghouse hay pledged to meet or exceed this minimum on CBS. Sadly, the
3-hour standard is still several hoyrs more than many broadcasters are currently airing despite the
law.
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We urge you to defend the rig tsfof children in this.rulemaking, and to reject arguments against
setting a clear, unambiguous 3-hdur threshold for all broadcasters to meet in return for renewal of

a license to use the public airwaves, Most broadcasters will gladly meet this standard, and the
public will be grateful that a minimum standard has finally been set.

I
i
\
: v

; Sincerely,

Gt Wb, e
7y ol L\

& /ﬁ&?éﬂ/vb 77"

Pl i
Ga“/ﬁé‘@g— ’;’/}" Cbogiﬁ

"':}y n
Lo . Dekaunv -'; /.

el Hillimed

¢
s /
a4 . all
!
|

Yoy
'/ .

/ ) 4
5‘ .




bons ‘5/4"?%9 o fl My 32

/mé/ Al

M

v‘fﬁ I | /é-,#;/ .
- o / 5

’ ///m 'j" 23 ' |
/y',,m‘m

"“,) . /774///// W
% Zﬁ»ﬂ‘(/
LT M/%S

AT TR | ! /
. E ’
Y4 2
oM ~Bevil/ o olN [oVi's

— - 574 GARZATYE OL AIWNYW 03 o438 ¥d SEiE T8, 2 ddv



'. -,// Doz, Jemre
Z\ - _ elE°
0 - ' v
e ’ﬁé #
/ STPNOALE
Q < é——&wxﬂa’ Colmar’




“ Z%gm Coste/s

O Yohe

” !uvé '5@9957:;.‘
Z<, AL At ilies
Z ., - ( é;:' g) Q;M//MW%
e — = ' | ey
Lot Ve i Jb




Wmﬂp

D] Boweok
/ ﬁm/ Cppen!”

ot Sospit TOAKI

Q—J‘Niw ﬁ-ww —Lgne EVANS

W’f‘ Moen's

L'd SOB2SIYPE OL ATNMTL O A3TIM Ma QT a8 I .



/Fﬂx S RARTE (R LATE FILED

WEXL-TV "Ry

Commissioner James Quello e < g ' ‘
Federal Communication Commission o y,%’
1919 M St. N\W

Washington DC 20554

Dear: Commissioner James Quello

[ 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)

1211 NORTH SLAPPEY BOULEVARD
P.O. BOX 4050

ALBANY, GEORGIA 31706 Pri oo
912-435-3100 LS

FAX 912-435-0485

FAX SALES 912-889-8966 e e

A SGA ASSOCIATES, INC. STATION



DOCKET FILE CORY GRigivaL

&"5 “ 0 Box 3130 « Albany. aecrgia “1706-3130 ¢ 912-883-0154 ¢ Fax 912-434-8768
WALB-TV
Au ) | n
gust 21, 1995 Myy ) |
Commissioner James Quello o o

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

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

Dear Commissioner Quello:

| am a broadcaster by profession and a parent of five and grand parent of two by
elective, so | 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.

| ask that you strongly oppose any change that will impose numerical “gquotas”
for children’s educational and informational programming on our stations!.

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

Jere L. Pigu
President and General Manager
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Commissioner James Quello

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: MM Docket No. 93-48
Dear Commissioner Quello:

The California 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 if it
is allowed to do so. No further rules are needed. Thank you.

Sincerely, / ;
- ' | 2 Statham

President Executive Director

Fos rc«c’ﬁ____‘g____

. fNaoor ('}(}p
1127 11th Street, Suite 730 Lizt ARCOE

Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 444-2237 FAX: (916) 444-2043 R = —ee
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K I Ivc I James L. DeSchepper
Vice President & General Manager

3135 Floyd Bivd.
Sioux City, IA51105 (712) 239-4100

August 24, 1995 P
Commissioner James Quello ”4)’ 0 e
Federal Communications Commission / /1090,

1919 M Street NW Gy i
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Quello:

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

Vice President & General Manager
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R August 24, 1995

Commissioner James Quello

| Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW

Washington, DC 20554

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
reqgulations.

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. 1I'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
compelling 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 rggerds,

Philip A. Jones
cc Eddie Fritts

Jeff Baumann
Chuck Sherman
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REV. MORTON A. HILL, S.J. August 25’ 1995
(1917-1985)

CHAIRMAN EMERITUS

RABBI DR. JULIUS G. NEUMANN

OFFICERS

ROBERT L. CAHILL, JR.

Chairman of the Board HOI] James QUCHO

ROBERT W. PETERS, ESQ. . . ..
President Federal Communications Commission

EVELYN DUKOVIC 1919 M Street
Executive Vice-President Washington, D.C 205 5 4

REV. ROBERT E. WILTENBURG
Vice-President

VICTOR SAYEGH Dear Mr. Quello:

Treasurer
PAUL J. McGEADY, ESQ. . . .
General Counsel We noticed that you voted against the Children’s TV
DIRECTORS Programming Requirements proposed by Mr. Hundt.

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

SOPHIA CASEY We are sure you had a good reason, but would like to
THOMAS J. DONNELLY, ESQ.
EVELYN DUKOVIC know what that was.

REV. JOHN E.FISK
MONSIGNOR PAUL J. HAYES
Vice-Chairman
DAVID 0. HOPKINS
RICHARD HUGHES
MONSIGNOR JAMES P. LISANTE
PAUL J. 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 ZAWACK! SlIlCCl'Cly,

NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD c
ARNOLD R. DEUTSCH MW
President
Friends of Young Musicians )
Paul J. McGeady

FRANCIS J. DUNLEAVY
Ret. Vice-Chaimman .
Intemational Telephone and PIM/tp General Counsel
Telegraph Corporation

REV. DR. MILTIADES B. EFTHIMIOU
Dir., Dept. of Church & Society
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of N.&S. America

THOMAS J. FLATLEY
CEOQ, The Flatley Company

WELLINGTON T. MARA
President
New York Football Giants, Inc.

THOMAS A. MURPHY
Ret. Chairman
General Motors Corporation

JOSEPH J. REILLY, JR.
Exacutive Director
Mass. Citizens for Life

HON. WILLIAM E. SIMON
Chairman, Simon & Sons

EDWARD L. STEINIGER
Ret. Chairman, Sinclair Oil Corp. L 0
EMMET E. TRAGY ToUT Thes rgerg
Chairman & President N IR ——

Alma Produgcts, Inc.
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3 July 1995

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 of the Kansas Journal of Law & Public Policy.

If you would like additional information on the topic of TV violence, you can visit our
new world wide web site (http://www.ksu.edu/humec/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, lowa State, North Dakota State,
Oklahoma State, Minnesota, Missouri, and Nebraska) and will be part of a satellite
telecourse, to be broadcast later this year. If you would like a free copy of the video,
please send a message via voice-mail (1-500-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

o suggest that children growing up in the 1990s live in a very

different world than the one their parents or grandparents expe-
rienced as children is not only to state the obvious but to understate
the obvious. Although many of the parents of young children in this
last decade of the 20th century grew up with television, some of these
parents—and almost all of the grandparents—lived in a world with-
out television as a source of information and entertainment.

There are, 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 and laser discs,
and ever-changing audio systems with computer interfaces that
could enhance the integration of both education and entertainment
ina multimedia society. However, thatinlegration has not yetoccurred
and ils potential remains a matter of some conjecture. Still, it is not
an exapgeration to suggest that television is one of the core compo-
nents of a multimedia society that has dramatically altered the nature
of childhood and the development of children.

The central role that television plays in a multimedia environ-
ment for children results from the fact that television—unlike all
other media before or since—reaches children ata much earlier age
and with a greater intensity. This enhanced potential for influencing
the intellectualand emotional development of young, viewers issimul-
tancously television’s greatest promise and greatest disappointiment,
The history of these preat expectations for television and the pros
pects for the future sevve as the focus of this review of the develop
ing child ina multimedia society.
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Expectations

. {_ele.\;lsmn had its debut in North America in 1939 as an object of
t]‘i:?;:’jy' altcz; v[;/otrld ]s fair exhibition. During the half century since
‘ craldebut, television has contributed j io
e ) ' : § €O ed to major alterations in
1e life-styles and information environments of children. One of the

first socia
| commentators to offer a prediction on the impact of tele-

vision was the essayist [5 i i
yistE. B. White, who previewed a demonstration

of television in 1938, Writine i ‘ver’ e
o 0. Writing in Harper's Magazine in that year, White

I believe television is going to be the te

in this new opportunit
shall discover either

st of the modern world, and
y to see beyond the range of our vision we

anew and unbearable dist
' sturbance of the
peace ar a saving radi l \

sion—of that |

: general
ance in the sky. We shall stand or fall by televi-

am quite sure. (White, 1938, cited in Boyer, 1991 p-79)

i\fllcj)i([xlilétv:;«:rzﬁl;?gt t)((z)ltevlf.lolnf, at its bi.rth, gave rise to premonitions
Ty corover 1b}) tet-ln ia ().r_benefxt or harm,.
vision o drivecn ;:lmtlsfle(:ilile\/se anji ne%ative influences of tele-
1o S > research and public discussio -
cel'nmg the development of this medium "mréi the develo n(r\lel*xcon
oo : it of
::[1813::;11(21C(:1£:1£ }t)'ast 'half cent};ry. :Fho. official starting‘date for
Federal Comnfmngcsa :1)%1:nCt(})]Ii\g:;;leodns(t;ng_ ]SIJ et e the
(t)lz,e futlll operation of the first commercial te)]el\f;l;f)idsct':tci‘(;})sprk(l):fvd
Wfrrid \1/\9, (.lflelvelopxnent of television ‘br(mdcasting was limiledrby
o gh(?.r and full-scale bF()adcastlng did not resume until 1946
s hm.lr; g;ns _were onc‘c again required to broadcast a minimum 0;
programming each week, with a gradual increase in

bmadcastmg up to a minimum of 28 hours

' 5 weekly by tl doftl
first3 years of tf . . weekly by the end of the
1989),}’ of the broadcasting license (Andreasen, 1990; Comstock,

‘v128;£:iiltlledsl<)wdstart to television broadcasting this medium
as Y adopted and it diffused throug] pulati

‘ gh the population at a
:ic;eler?t(?d pace. For example, in 1945 there were ab}())u}t)l() O()(Onte’lle\n/‘iIT
iﬂe\rs.e 511; use, but that hgurejumped to about 7 million s:etSS years
ater in 1950. By 1955, almost 65% of U.S. households had k

one television set, and by 1960 th g

atfigure had jumped to 90% of U S,
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households. Currently, 98% 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-
creased over the years from about 4.5 hours per day in 1950 to 7.5
hours each day in the 1980s and 1990s. To give some reference for
this magnitude of viewing, if you multiply 7.5 hours per day in the
ty pical household by the number of households with television sets
in use, you find that in 1 year Americans collectively spend about
30 million years of human experience watching television. Thisisa
considerable amount of time to spend with television each year, and
one might reasonably ask what effect this extensive viewing has on
U.5. society.

To give a flavor of the range and depth of concern about televi-
sion, one might reflect on the observations of a former chairman of
the Federal Communications Commission, Newton Minow, who is
best remembered for his “inaugural address” to the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters in 1961 in which he said:

When television is good, nothing—not the theatre, not the magazines
or newspapers—nothing is better. But when televisionis bad, nothing
is worse. Linvite you lo sit down in front of your television set when
your station goes on the air and stay there without a book, magazine,
newspaper, profit-and-loss shect, or rating book to distract you—and
keep your eyes glued to that set until the stationsigns off. [ can assure
you that you will cbscrve a vast wasteland. You will sec a procession
of game shows, violence, audience participation shows, formula
comedics about totally unbelievable families, blood and thunder,
mayhem, violence, sadism, murder, western bad men, western good
men, private eyes, gangslers, more violence, and cartoons. And, end-
lessly, commercials— many screaming, cajoling, and offending,.

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,
butin 1991, | worry that my grandchildren will actually be harmed
by it” (Minow, 1991, p. 12).

The “vast wasteland” specch 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-distance sight and
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sound. The controversies continue to rage
uses of television in all its forms and the d
fine line between commercial profit
For example, concerns have surfaced
commercial television news services i
moted by Whittle Communications’s
Pool, 1992). And yet, there are cle
from the effective use of television

about the most beneficial
ifficulties of drawing the
and commercial exploitation.
around proposals to provide
n schools, such as those pro-
Channel One (Murray, 1991;
arly great benefits to be derived
as an educational i i

of young viewers (Boyer, 1991; Palmer, 1988). So, »vﬁ(;rtcfj(‘)nvil(;eklr]\g(;sr

ab()U! teleVlSIOH S lHﬂUEllCE’ on the de\/f’l() mn (hlld an 1 lle“ dld
we kl]()W 1t7 P g o

Debates

' The first official debates about television occurred in congres.
spnal hearings during the early 1950s (U.5. Congress, House (t? m«
l}\ltt(’(’ on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 1952'& U S (‘;m >r(e<:
Senat(.? Committee of the Judiciary, Subrommitte;' t(.)\ il\;/esi,i 1!9
J},lvefule Delinquency, 1955). These inaugural congressional in§;9~
tigations were focused on the impact of televised vioimwce on ch?l—
dren a-nd youth and set the stage for subsequent Comrﬁiqsions and
committees. For example, the landmark reviews followin‘ the 1950s
hear'mgs include the National Commission on the Caqus and Pr )
vention (?f Violence (Baker & Ball, 1969), the Surgeon Cen;eral"; re oi(
on tele'vxsion violence (U.S. Surgeon General’s Scientific A;ivifor
Com_mllttee on Television and Social Behavior, 1972), the re w();t m)w/
television and behavior from the National Institute of ’M(?l;lalll Tealth
(19{52; Pear], Bouthilet, & Lazar, 1982), and the American s f;"llo
fopical Association review of television and sociely (I llf‘lmg )'l !
1992). Liach of these investigations bey, jons abou,
the impact of television on young, ,
im‘r(:mvnmlly to our undurst:\n(lin;:
dren develop in a mediated sociclyﬁ

Questions about the impact of tele
have occupied the time and talents of hundreds of social scientists
and educators over the pastd0 years. Consequently, there have bc‘e|‘1
over 4,000 books, articles, reports, and papers published on thvis

topicsince the mid-1950s (Huston etal., 1992; Murray, 1980). The n
concerns expressed about television have beg

an with basjc questions about
viewers and each has added
of the processes by which chil-

vision on children and adults

ajor
n focused on its impact
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on young viewers in relation to the influence of televised violence,
the portrayal of the roles of men and women and various social and
ethnic groups, and the influence of television viewing on school per-
formance and general intellectual and emotional development in
children.

Violence

As we noted earlier, one of the first concerns that surfaced in
relation to the medium of television in the 1950s was a concern
about the impact of televised violence on the behavior of young
viewers. This was the principal focus of the congressional hearings
in 1952 and 1955 and continued to be an issue in the violence commis-
sion in 1969, the Surgeon General’s report in 1972, and in various
other reports through 1992. The reasons for concern about violence,
both then and now, include the fact that there has been a consistently
high level of violence on television throughout much of its history
and that children are considered more vulnerable to these violent
portrayals because they are in the early stages of developing behav-
ior patterns, attitudes, and values about social interaction. How-
ever, this is not to deny that many reports and studies have ad-
dressed the impact of televised violence on adults as well as children
for many of the same reasons. The earliest studies in this regard
turned on the work of Albert Bandura who studied preschool chil-
dren at Stanford University (Bandura, D. Ross, & 5. Ross, 1961) and
the work of Leonard Berkowitz at the University of Wisconsin, con-
ducting studies on the impact of film violence on college students
(Berkowitz, 1962). Thesc early laboratory-based and relatively fo-
cused investigations gave rise to the conclusion that media violence
cottld lead to some short term chanpes i apgressive behavior and
attitudes on the part of childrenand young, adults,

Subsequent stadies and reviews, suchas the work of Aletha THuston
and hercolleagues (Fricdrich -Cofer & Huston, 1980; Stein & Fricdrich,
1972) expanded these studies and conclusions to take account of
aggressive behavior occurring in more conventional or typical be-
havior settings. For example, one study conducted in the early 1970s
(Stein & Friedrich, 1972) assessed the effects of viewing a diet of
Batiman and Superman cairtoons on the aggressive behavior of pre-
schoolers in the more natural setting of their classroom and play-
grounds. One of the main conclusions from this study is that the
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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 and on the playground, were more active in these settings
and played less well and less cooperatively with their pecr; On t%ml
oth.er hand, the youngsters who had watched the diet of Mz Rogers’
Neighborlood were more likely to play cooperatively, ()ﬂer' to f\él\v
other children and teachers, share toys and equipmen/t and ex ')1‘é }
concern about others’ emotional wall~being. One of lh’e intere}stinss
I?atures of this research is the suggestion that television mn“havg
either beneficial or harmful effects on viewers’ behavior ;1(11(1 th*:
th'e natgre of the effects depends upon the nature of the pro mn;-
ming, v1ew‘ed. To be sure, there are many other factors tlntgwf(fe t
these relationships and there has been considerablé débwtl) ';lﬂct
tl'm natn.lre of these influences and the extent of concern ai)()ﬂl(t l;lu—
vised violence (Comstock & Paik, 1991; Donnersteiﬁv Linz, & ]”e:iv
rod, 1987; Freedman, 1984, 1986; Friedrich-Cofer & ilust&x 1986:
Huc.’smann & Eron, 1986; Huston et al, 1992; Murray, 198()- N';tiorﬁ)i
Insh'tute o{ Mental Health, 1982; US. Surgeon Gex%;’r;wl.'qléci(enlif" -
Ad'vlsor.y Committee on Television and Social Behavidr 19;2‘) Nev 'f
thele'ss., it is clear that there is a considerable amount ,of viol.en :e o
‘tele\rlsmn and that this violence on the small screen ma tr"m:I Otn
u?to changes of attitudes, values, or behavior on the par); uf( h;ﬂa\fe
viewers. F'or example, studies by George Gerbnerand his collea ‘(ue};
atthe University of Pennsylvania (Gerbner & Signorielli 159()) l%1vk
s'hov:/,n tha't on average over the past 20 years, 1 hourl()f ” vril(nee—E
time evening television programuming contains 5 violent acts wﬁwrenv
I hour of Saturday morning children’s programmin co‘nhin’s 1(”
average of 20-25 violent acts. These figures and levezlgs of vci()len( )
lmvg fluctuated somewhat over the p;ast quarter of a centur f)(;
detailed content analyses, but the average child watching an az//er—
age amount of television will see about 20,000 murders a%rld 80,000
assaults in his or her formative years. That's about 10(; 000 vi()iont
acts before a youngster becomes a teenager. Some of tile vi()lm{c
will be seen on realistic programs and some will be seen on cart();)n':e
bl}t we know from various studies thatall forms of violent pro r'm;:
ming may have possible harmful effects on viewers. PR

N /Th ree possi?le. effects have been the focus of most concern about
IV vlfvlence: Children may become less sensitive to the pain and
suffering of others; youngsters may be more fearful of tl}\}; W(()l‘] i
around them; and children may be more willing to behave in aggre:—
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sive or harmful ways toward others. Although the effects of televi-
sion violence are not simple and straightforward, meta-analyses and
reviews of alarge body of research (Huston et al., 1992; Wood, Wong,
& Chachere, 1991) suggest that there are clearly reasons for concern
and caution in relation to the impact of televised violence.

Roles

Content analyses of television programming over the past 20-30
years have consistently indicated that the portrayal of the roles of
men and women and various social or ethnic groups bear little rela-
tionship to the life circumstances of these individuals beyond the
small screen (Berry, 1988; Gerbner & Signorielli, 1990; Greenberg,
1980; M. Williams & Condry, 1989; Withey & Abeles, 1980). Although
the portrayal of ethnic minorities and the roles of men and women
have changed over the years as a result of increasing sensitivity to
these issues on the part of both broadcasters and viewers, there
remain clear limitations 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 Blacks in major roles on television. However,
this trend began to reverse in the 1980s, when Blacks declined to
about 8%, which is considerably below the percentage of Blacks in

the U.S. population. 50 too, there were clear limitations on other ethnic
groups. For example, Hispanics {3.5%), Asians {2.5%), and Native
Americans (under 1%) {Berry, 1980; Greenberg, 1986).

In other areas, such as the portrayal of families on television, we
know that there have been wide variations in the nature of {amilies
that dominate television at various periods in its history. One recent
content analysis of over 900 television series broadcast between
1947 and 1992 suggest that there are some unusual peaks in particu-
lar types of families on televisions (Murray, 1992). For example, in
the early days of television-—from the late 1940s through the 1950s-—
the typical family consisted of one of two types: Amother and father
with two or three children or husband and wife who were newly-
weds just establishing their marriage and family relationships. How-
ever, in the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s, there was a sudden
rise in the number of single-parent families portrayed on television.
One might suspect that this was a response to a rising divorce rate
in the United States and the consequent increase in single-parent
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families. In the US. popul

. ation during the 1960
continuing through today, g the s and 1970s, and

most of the single-parent households
are female headed. However, on televisiongdurr)ing the 19605 a:(‘;
1970s, most of the single-parent households were male headed
Moreover, this overrepresentation of male-headed householdg con-.
tinues through the 1980s and 1990s. The reasons for this odd circum-
stance arfz difficult to detect, but they seem to derive fron{ anex edie::t
;olrmula mentertainment television. Nevertheless, it would Epﬂhel -
ru t‘o.encourage l?rpader fepresentation of the diverse structures };f
amilies on television, because we know that young viewers ar
affected by the families they see on the small screen (Dorr< K : ric.
& Doubleday, 1990). S

L.lear]y, itis important to think about the w
social roles and groups are portr
can have an important influence
world. Consider, for example, the

ays in which various
ayed on television, because they
n Ishafping children’s views of the
‘ role of police offi isi
anq chlldr‘en’s conceptions of police officerrz;, On tllif;ii;ﬁ](gé:::,f\v:ig);:
Pohcebo[h'cers ar.e seen in highly active, violent situations: ghnot—
ings, eatmgs, high-speed chases. If you ask children about their
understal.\dmg of what police officers do, you will find thatr most
young children readily report that police officers chase people an\d
arrest them and shoot guns and drive fast cars. On the other hand
l.f you ask police officers on urban or rural police forces ()ucw'li
fm‘d'that most of their daily activities consist of filling out‘f,o)r,ms anld
writing reports. Indeed, many career veterans of police departl{xents

around the country report that th
ey have rarel i ir
e at e pountry y Y or never fired their

Education

One of the strongly held beliefs

_ One about television is the notion tl
ttis simply designed for entert e

ok abiy de , a:p{nent. And yet, when viewers are
| About how they use television-—how often they view, what
they view, a‘nd why they view—they frequently demonstrate that they
use television for many purposes beyond mere entertainment. For
example, studies of audience members in the conlext of * .
pratifications” theory (Murray & Kippax, 1979)
some viewers use television ina ve
Individuals

“uses and
have shown that
vy thoughtful and directive manner
who report that they watch television to kee .

vid : » abreast
of current evenls do, in fact, watch mope !

news, (l(n'um(v-m;n'i(-r;, and
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current affairs programs. Conversely, those who watch Jarge 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 special audience” because it transcends the
boundaries of time and space (Dorr, 1986). In addition, particular
programs have been shown to have very special beneficial effects.
One need only think of Sesame Street and Mister Rogers” Neighborlood
to tap into a large body of research on the effectiveness of planned,
carefully desighed programming (Comstock & Paik, 1991; Dorr, 1986;
Huston et al., 1992; Murray, 1980). On a more anecdotal level, it has
been reported that programs such as Reading Rainbow have stimu-
lated intense interest in the books featured on the programs, and an
episode of Happy Days in which the Fonz acquired a library card
prompted a rush on libraries (Charren & Sandler, 1983; Comstock,
1989; Huston et al., 1992).

On 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 introduction of televi-
sion in a small 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;
Bryant & 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 particularly successful in using television to its full poten-
tial in the education of our youngest citizens (Boyer, 1991; Kunkel
& Murray, 1991; Palmer, 1988). Moreover, we also know that televi-
ston can be both entertaining, and educational - fact observed in
studies of public broadeasting programs ranging fvom Mister Rogers
to Reading Rainbourto Sesanie Street Electric Company /Ghost Writer but
also observed in commercial television offerings such as a set of
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series developed by CBS in the mid-1970s: USA of Archie, ISIS, and
Fat Albert and the Cosby Kids; along with the 30-year perfo’rman,ce of
a commercial/public swing program, Captain Kangaroo.
; Anc; );et, these educational programs represent only a small por-
on o he.programs broadcast 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 i;(;lwte;i
attempt to use television for broad educational purposes T:he(hisv
tory of tele\_nsxon program development, as Turow (1981) not.ed is on?-
of economic enhancement at the expense of education The/' ;noré
recent entry of a commercial news service for high sclrm-ol -;tudenté
developed by Whittle Communications is an example of o;w of lh‘
more problematic entrepreneurial activities {(Murray, 1991. P le
1992). And yet, we know that the Y and cunront

provision of news and current
events through television programi

ming designed for young vi
o . : ‘ ng view-
can lead to increase in awareness of important issues (Burkart

Rockman, & Ittelson, 1992). The policy question turns on whether
11()1?c0x11|nercial programming such as CNN Newsroom is a better alt x
native to the commercial pr(;gramming of Channel Oxle And (th e‘ A
are other policy-related concerns about the C()xltr‘()l%l(vral. versus l(:'e
tl(n}al —-of the content of current affairs information in tl%e rla';;ro(ma\‘
.Uearly, television can play a major role in the education ()\f‘ oun ;
viewers. I?art of that role has been defined by a range of {’ublit
Broadcasting System television programs and some cable television
Fhannels. However, the commercial television ne>tw0rk5 havé ('n
Important role to play in this process, and the Children’s Televisi( \
Act (?f‘l 990 has helped to define the nature of this role {hr0|1 h rﬁ:
provision of broadly defined educational programming as agcom:

. . .
;io 1ent of ]'1cense renewal. As a nation, we can do more to enthance
the educational uses of television.

Hopes

The expectations and debates about television’s potential for benefit
or harm have been great and heated but we have not achieved th
g(ml.of integration of television and other components of a mul:f
media so'ciety in the service of the developing child. Nevertheless
hope springs eternal and there are many changes on the hori?OLnl
For example, the 1992 decision by the FCC to allow telephone con;pa;
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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 changes 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 (broadly 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.

What is most needed to ensure adequate support for the devel-
oping child in a mullimedia society is a collaborative effort among
researchers, educators, broadcasters, and public policy specialists
(Boyer, 1991; Flagg, 1990; Huston et al., 1992; Palmer, 1988) to develop
a national telecommunications plan that will ensure a broad range
of television programs targeted to the needs of children at various
ages and stages of development. These programs would differ in
their scope and theme, but they would share the characteristics of
thoughtful, purposeful programming. We need to develop more
programming for children thatis both entertaining and educational.
Inshort, weneed to take television seriously withoutbeing 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 informatiom.

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,

John Shine
General Manager

112 North Pennsylvania Ave, Mason City, 1A 50401, 515-423-2540, Fax: 1-515-423-7960
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Commissioner James Quello B Hy Vo,
Federal Communications Commission R <« 7 75323»
. TAvy

1919 M St., NW
Washington, DC 20554

Ke: MM Docket No. 93-48

Dear Mr. Quello,

In response to the "Children’s Television Act" broadcasters have significantly increased
children's educational and informational programming. This Act and current FCC rules are
working 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
prograraming,” and no changes should be implemented.

Rules quantifyving, (quotas), the amount of Children's 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,

Mark Winslow
Generai Manager

KWHD TV-53
P.O. Box 5321 e Englewood, CO 80155 e Phone (303! 773-9953 e  Fax (303) 773-9960



