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| have a friend who seeks my advice on a potehtiainess venture. It seems he has an
extraordinary opportunity to start a businesssgithe highest quality televisions at the
lowest possible prices. He is offered an unlimgedntity of the TVs and his cost will

be but a fraction of what other retailers must paiie picture and sound quality on these
TVs are comparable to others sold elsewhere suklfrahe believes, he could dominate
the market and become a wealthy man.

Low costs, high profit, great volume. It seemsigegecipe for success.

There is just one problem with these televisioltss apparently well known that they
emit an electronic ray that ... causes viewers teid@nce to their neighbors, causes
sexual aggressiveness, nightmares and sleep d@distteb, anxiety, depression, and a host
of other ills.

| have advised my friend that he will do quite wielancially in this business venture,
despite the great damage the televisions will cemgamilies that purchase them. Why?
Because the public just does not care about suatiigmns. And governments will do
nothing to prevent the damage.

How do I know this? It's simple. Common sense tiedgreat weight of numerous
studies on the effects of television, already iatés is that much TV programming,
especially of sex and violence, two dominant prograng themes, causes significant
harmful effects but that has not harmed salesapathetic public and inattentive
governments have assured that profits from telewisontinue to skyrocket.
Therefore, my friend should do well.

| am being facetious, of course. Yet, | am ser@lgs. We now know that violent and
sexually explicit television programming is a magontributing factor to many of
society’s worst ills. So, why hasn’t more beenaltm stop it?



INTRODUCTION

Few inventions of the Twentieth Century were mamarkable, more powerful, or more
influential in the daily lives of citizens througliothe world than television. That
influence grows daily as more and more areas oivtbréd have access to television and
the number of televisions per household increa$ég average American household has
the television set turned on 8 hours and 14 mindaélg." For many children, Television
has become the second parent, and to some, moexfpband influential even than their
real life parents. The average time American cbildspend watching TV each day is
two to four hour$. Depending on their age, one to two thirds of Aio®s children have
televisions in their bedroonisWhat goes into our children’s minds during theeeeral
hours each day is of vital importance to the futafrthe world.

To say that television programming has a profowuiad impact is a great
understatement. Television can be a source of goedil. At its best, it is educational
and entertaining. At worst, it is prurient andyfriening. It can be provocative, but it can
also be mind numbings well.

Harm from television programming is hotly debatedome quarters. The question of
whether television programming harms, and thatgeestion with which the world is
wrestling now, is, in my judgment, really a questad whether television programming
influences Common sense tells us that it does. Shows tiegiciolence, sex, and
profanityinfluence Television shapes the attitudes, outlook, ancatitg of its viewers.
This is not mere conjecture; advertisers know dinig are willing to pay vast sums of
money because of it.

Available at
http://www.nielsenmedia.com/nc/portal/site/Public/menuitencb5d4a7d5adff3f65936147a062a0/?vgne
xtoid=4156527aacccd010VgnVCM100000ac0a260aRCRD

2 |d. Other researchers have found that children agew@t¢h an average of one hour of
television a day SeeKaiser Family Foundatiorzero to Six: Electronic Media in the
Lives of Infants, Toddlers, and Preschool@fall 2003) (Kaiser Kids and Media
Report) at 7, available athttp://www.kff.org/entmedia/upload/Zero-to-Six-Eteonic-
Media-in-the-Lives-of-Infants-Toddlers-and-Presdeo®-PDF.pdfsee alspHarris
Interactive Born to Be Wired: A New Media Landscape Comes efa@gilable at
http://us.il.yimg.com/us.yimg.com/i/promo/btbw_2@08Bw_execsum.pdf (finding that
13-24 year olds watch, on average, 13.6 hourdefitgon per week).

% See, e.g., Kaiser Kids and Media Reur¥ (stating that 30% of children 0-3 years old
have a television in their bedroom and 43% of childd-6 have a television in their
bedroom);d. at 20; Knowledge Networks/SRHiow Children Use Media Technology
(2003),available at http://www.sri.knowledgenetworks.com (finding tfgabut of 10 8-
17-year-old children had televisions in their bexning, and 1 out of 3 of the same group
have cable television).



An observer of a television audience watching arghian soccer game will note that, so
long as the audience is composed of partisansajdime, what is depicted on the
television screen will move or influence the audenA goal scored might lead part of
the audience to jump up and scream in delight wth#geother part of the audience might
groan or throw the remote control and other objectisgust. Personally, | am not a fan
of soccer so | might not be moved at all by théoaatlepicted on the TV. | would be
completely indifferent to whether one team or aeoftores. However, if | were
observing the action and the audience, | would haw®nclude that television
influences.

An excessively violent murder movie or a documenteith actual battle scenes of a war
might have little influence or impact on a life-jpmurder detective or a hardened soldier
who are used to such scenes in daily life. Yehill or young adult viewing such
material might be scarred for life. An unstablelagiewing such material might try to
imitate such scenes and perpetrate a “copycat’ecrim the United States, we have
witnessed this many times over.

A pornographic movie broadcast on television mightence a man to have sexual
relations with his wife — or with a prostitute ishwife is not available. The same
programming might lead a child to experiment withvelest other children.

One does not need a study to tell us that suclgghane true. Common sense and our
powers of observation tell us so and we shouldegtersuaded to put aside such
faculties as unuseful or unscientific. As citizef®ur respective countries and as
parents of children, we need to use these facutirethe good of society and especially
for the good of our families.

| am not a social scientist and thus | have notbinginal to contribute scientifically to
the worldwide debate on the potential harms olvislen programming. Yet, | am a
lawyer and a parent and | know the power of cirdamt$al evidence. When | have sat
up nights with my children after they have watchgdat was for them, a frightening
television show, | have observed that it was theshgw rather than the evening’s meal
that caused nightmares. As our respective sosibgeome more violent and sexualized,
we rightly observe that the dominance of televisiothe lives of our citizens is having a
marked influence. In addition, there are numesmisntific studies that confirm our own
observations regarding the effects of televisibwould like to share some of the data on
this to arm you with the knowledge and tools tipheake society and your family safe
from the bad side of television.

First, let us look at effects of pornography.



THE CASE AGAINST DESTRUCTIVE TELEVISION PROGRAMMING
A. Pornography Programming

Pornography is now widely available on televisiorchildren and adults, in the Middle
East, Europe, America, and much of the rest ofntbwd. | have been involved in
various efforts to curb access to pornographyvienty-two years, as a federal
prosecutor charging the purveyors of pornographi wiimes under United States law,
and now as an activist against pornography. rityobservation, after my more than 20
years of service to this cause, that there is ol gchatsoever that comes from watching
pornography — for adults but especially for chifdre

| believe | have now heard every argument in fansfggornography but have yet to hear
even one convincing argument. Those who arguaviorfof access to pornography say
that it is an effective marital aid, provides gaskual education, and prevents rape and
other illicit acts. | say that it leads to adwtén fact and in mind, tortures perceptions of
sexual love, and fuels unquenchable fires that eadore and more rape and sexual
molestation.

Pornography tears one away from Almighty God bytiadiing one’s mind with

shameful thoughts that oppose God’s will. Pornplgyaalienates a man from his spouse
by substituting her in his mind with the glamorizad unrealistic images of those seen in
sex films. Pornography stunts the developmentatfild’s mind by ripping the child

away from useful family and educational pursuiteving instead dominating mental
images that darkly color his view of reality. These my observations but the scientists
agree.

Psychologist, Dr. Victor B. Cline has describeddtiservations of pornography’s
negative effects after years of treating sexuaésibes: “In over 25 years | have treated
approximately 350 males afflicted with sexual atldits (or sometimes referred to as
sexual compulsions). In about 94% of the caskayé found that pornography was a
contributor, facilitator, or direct causal agenthe acquiring of these sexual illnesses. |
note that Patrick Carnes, the leading U.S. reseainlthis area, reports similar findings.
In his research on nearly 1000 sex addicts, agtexpm hisDon't Call it Love: Recovery
from Sexual AddictiondBantam Books, 1991): ‘Among all addicts surve98&o of the
men and 77% of the women reported pornographygasfisant to their addiction.’ |
found that nearly all of my adult sexual addicteljpems started with porn exposure in
childhood or adolescence (8 years and older). tiffieal pattern was exposure to mild
porn early with increasing frequency of exposuré eventual later addiction. This was
nearly always accompanied by masturbation. Thisfe#iowed by an increasing
desensitization of the materials' pathology, esicaddo increasingly aberrant and varied
kinds of materials, and eventually to acting oet $exual fantasies they were exposed to.
While this did on occasion include incest, childlestation, and rape, most of the
damage was through compulsive infidelity (ofterecting the wife with Herpes or other



venereal diseases) and a destruction of truseimirital bond which in many cases led
to divorce and a breaking up of the famify.”

Dr. Mary Anne Layden, co-director of the Sexualuima and Psychopathology Program
at the University of Pennsylvania's Center for Gvga Therapy, has shown that
pornography is extremely harmful to those who camsit on a regular basis. Layden
said there is a correlation between viewing porapgy and sexual behavior among
individuals. Viewing pornography leads to, what Dayden calls, "permission-giving
beliefs,” which she describes as beliefs that cldenaction the person is doing is
normal, does not hurt anyone and that everyoneirggdhem. The individual involved,
she notes, does not think they need to changelibkavior. She cites the following
examples of such beliefs: that sex is a consumanuadity that can be bought, sold or
stolen at anytime; sex is a male entitlement; realaiality is viciously narcissistic,
predatory and out of control; women enjoy degradieg and women's bodies are just
sexual entertainment for men. She notes thatgmktudents who continue to watch
pornography can adapt these beliefs, which leagweloping a pattern of unhealthy
sexual relationships and dangerous sexual behavisolonged exposure to
pornography, Layden says, can even lead to a tkglihlood to commit rape.

Studies conducted by researchers Dolf Zillman amohihgs Bryant also demonstrated
similar, alarming results: Massive exposure tcmpgraphy made rape appear a mere
trivial offense, they found. Intensive pornograpiigwing led to beliefs that unusual
sexual acts are far more common than they readl§ &rolonged exposure to
pornography impacts the individual's sexual andspeal happiness, increasing distrust
and dissatisfaction with one’s partner, increasiogeptance of infidelity and male-
dominated relationships, and decreasing the desirarry or raise a famil{.

My own observations over twenty years have ledenenderstand that pornography and
prostitution go hand in hand. The former creatderaand for the later. Eventually,
many who are steady consumers of pornography dupnastitutes, both adult and child
prostitutes. Researchers in Scotland found suppothis observation, showing in a

* Victor B. Cline, Treatment and Healing of Sexual and Pornographidiétibns(1999),
available athttp://www.moralityinmedia.org/index.htm?pornsEff®@bctreat.htm.

®> Quoted inGerrick Lewis,Porn Leads to Aggressive Behayi®HE LANTERN, Nov. 26,
2007,available at
http://media.www.thelantern.com/media/storage/pa@&inews/2007/11/26/Campus/Por
n-Leads.To.Aggressive.Behavior-3115192.shtml.

® DOLF ZILLMAN & JENNINGSBRYANT, Effects of Massive Exposure to Pornograpghy
PORNOGRAPHY ANDSEXUAL AGGRESSION115 (Neil Malamuth and Edward Donnerstein
eds., 1984).

" Dolf Zillman & Jennings Bryan€Effects of Prolonged Consumption of Pornography
9(5) DURNAL OFFAMILY ISSUES 518 (1988)Pornography's Impact on Sexual
Satisfaction18(5)JOURNAL OF APPLIED SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY, 438 (1988).



study that the most frequent users of pornograpbyre most frequent users of women
in prostitution®

In another study, it was demonstrated that porrmaygras “integral to prostitution®” In
nine countries of the study, 49% of prostitutesiviewed told researchers that
pornography was made of them while they were irsigxgion. Forty-seven percent
reported being upset by men’s attempts to make ttemhat they had previously seen
in pornography.

Prostitution goes hand in hand with sexual traffigk The demand for prostitutes in
many parts of the world, including the United S¢ateso great that criminals can earn
enormous sums of money by forcing girls and wonmém prostitution to meet the
demand. Dr. Mary Anne Layden has noted that tiimection to sex trafficking is that
increased use of pornography leads to increasedrmtifor prostitution. When demand
outstripped supply of local prostitutes, women ahidren were brought in from
overseas, often against their whl.

There is evidence that pornography’s harms evdondeanurder. In his introduction to a
reprint of theFinal Report of the Attorney General's CommissinrPornography
columnist Michael McManus noted that, “The FBI viewed two dozen sex murderers
in prison who had killed multiple numbers of timeSome eighty-one percent said their
biggest sexual interest was in reading pornogragihey acted out sex fantasies on real
people. For example, American Arthur Gary Bishopwcted of sexually abusing and
killing five young boys said, "If pornographic matd would have been unavailable to
me in my early states, it is most probable thatsewual activities would not have
escalated to the degree they did." He said poapiy's impact on him was "devastating.

8 Jan Macleod, Melissa Farley, Lynn Anderson & Jatige Golding Challenging
Men’s Demand for Prostitution in Scotlaidomen’s Support Project (April 2008),
available at
http://www.rapecrisisscotland.org.uk/documents/@&majing_Men%27s_Demand.pdf.

® MELISSAFARLEY, Renting an Organ for Ten Minutes: What Tricks TsllAbout
Prostitution, Pornography, and Traffickingppn PORNOGRAPHY. DRIVING THE DEMAND IN
INTERNATIONAL SEX TRAFFICKING 145(David E. Guinn and Julie DiCaro, eds., 2007).

9 Online Porn Addiction Turns Our Kids into victimsdapredators SYDNEY SUN-
HERALD, Aug. 14, 2005available athttp://www.smh.com.au/news/miranda-
devine/online-porn-addiction-turns-our-kids-int@¥ns-and-
predators/2005/08/13/1123353539758.html.



. I am a homosexual pedophile convicted ofdaurand pornography was a
determining factor in my downfalf*

The viewing of pornography by children may have hftering and devastating
consequences. This fact is highlighted by authmmria Rice Hughes, who, quoting
studies, notes that during certain critical perioflshildhood, a child's brain is being
programmed for sexual orientation. During this@&rthe mind appears to be
developing a "hardwire" for what the person willdreused by or attracted to. Exposure
to healthy sexual norms and attitudes during thigal period can result in the child
developing a healthy sexual orientation. In castfrifithere is exposure to pornography
during this period, sexual deviance may becomeiirtga on the child's "hard drive" and
become a permanent part of his or her sexual atient

Evidence suggests that exposure to pornographprcenpt children to act out sexually
against younger, smaller, and more vulnerable aild Some experts in the field of
childhood sexual abuse report that any prematweas@ctivity in children always
suggests two possible stimulants: experience apdsexe. This means that the sexually
deviant child may have been molested or simply sgddo sexuality through
pornography® Pornography short-circuits and/or distorts thema personality
development process and supplies misinformatiomitadahild’'s sexuality, sense of self,
and body that leave the child confused, changetidamaged?

How many children are permanently scarred eaclbglagxposure to pornography on
television throughout the world? Surely all thed®e are responsible for pornography
prominence on television have much to answer Tdrey are destroyers of lives.

B. LessExplicit Sexual Programming

While many would agree that putting pornographyome time TV would not be good
for children, there is less clarity when it comeshows that — while not actually
depicting the nude participants in a sexual adamgrize sex between teens as constant
and without consequence. In fact, in Americanvisien today, non-explicit sexual
scenes, explicit sexual talk, and sexual innuemd@ataple of television programming.

1 UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL' S COMMISSION ONPORNOGRAPHY, FINAL REPORT
OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL'S COMMISSION ONPORNOGRAPHY(Michael J. McManus ed.,
1986).

12 STEPHENJ. KAVANAGH , PROTECTINGCHILDREN IN CYBERSPACES8-9 (1998).

Bd.

1 Interview with Ann Burgess, Professor of Nursibijversity of Pennsylvania, Jan. 15
1997,in Pornography - Victims and PerpetratoiSrMPOSIuUM ONMEDIA VIOLENCE &
PORNOGRAPHY, PROCEEDINGS RESOURCEBOOK AND RESEARCHGUIDE 18 (D. Scott, ed.
1984),available athttp://www.protectkids.com/effects/harms.htm.



Children today are being bombarded by sex on Tdrnthas followed. Pediatrician
Victor Strasburger, M.D., notes that, “The mediaeéharguably become the leading sex
educator in America today. That's not good newssitlering the fact that more than 75
percen"gL 5of primetime shows contain sexual contahbhly 11 percent discuss the risks
of sex.’

The number of sexual scenes on American televisaennearly doubled since 1998,
according td&Sex on TV 4a biennial study released in 2005 by the Kaisanify
Foundation® The study found that 70 percent of all showsLidelsome sexual content,
and that these shows average 5.0 sexual scenkeyrecompared to 56 percent and 3.2
scenes per hour respectively in 1998, and 64% ahdogénes per hour in 2002. The
study said that the increases combined represaniyrierice as many scenes of sexual
content on TV since 1998 (going from 1,930 to 3,386nes in the program sample
totaling a 96 percent increase between 1998 anfl)200@hat does television in your
country include in this regard? Moreover, whattaeeeffects of such programming?

Though references to sexual intercourse on Ametarision have increased and have
become much more explicit, many of the "messagasam relatively unchanged.
Sexual behavior still typically takes place betwaea adults who are not married to
each other. The potential consequences of sexigatourse are rarely addressed;
pregnancy, contraception, and sexually transmiditseases are generally absent from
character dialogue and portray&isThis cannot be a healthy development and the
American public is concerned.

In one national survey, 62 percent of respondaitsthat sex on TV shows and movies
influences kids to have sex when they are too youkgo, 77 percent said that there is
too much sex before marriage on televisidrin another national opinion poll conducted
for Common Sense Media, 64 percent of parents atiteast one child between the ages
of 2 and 17 believed media products in general wexppropriate for their families.

Only one in five parents 'fully trusted' the indystontrolled rating systents.

15 Victor Strasburger‘Clueless”: Why Do Pediatricians Underestimate thiedia’s
Influence on Children and Adolescents?7(4) EDIATRICS 1427, 142{Apr. 2006).
16 Available athttp://www.kff.org/entmedia/entmedial10905nr.cfm.

17 Aletha C. Huston, Ellen Wartella, & Edward Donrteits, Measuring the Effects of
Sexual Content in Media: A Report to the Kaiser Bafoundation7 (May 1998),
available at
http://www.kff.org/entmedia/loader.cfm?url=/commeog/security/getfile.cfm&PagelD
=14624.

18 Sex, Violence, and Profanity in the Media Facte3h&V Statisticsavailable at
http://www.parentstv.org/ptc/facts/mediafacts.dapt(visited Nov. 5, 2008).

19 Jim RutenbergNew Attempt to Monitor Media Conteft,Y. TiMES, May 21, 2003,
available at



Sadly, teens are recognizing the reality arounthth8lightly more than half of
American teenagers ages 15 to 19 have engagedlirex, with females and males
reporting similar levels of experience, accordin@t2005 survey by the National Center
for Health Statistic&

To connect the dots here, one has to ask if thestefio are becoming sexually active
are, in fact, the same teens who have had a letefision exposure to programs
featuring casual and early age sex? A Rand sthily762 adolescents ages 12-17 gives
the answer. Youths who watched more sexual comteate more likely to initiate
intercourse and progress to more advanced nonseialal activities in the year
following the beginning of the study. Youths iretB0th percentile of TV sex viewing
had a predicted probability of intercourse inibatihat was approximately double that of
youths in the 10th percentile. The study indicdted kids with higher exposure to sex
on TV were almost twice as likely as kids with lovexposure to initiate sexual
intercours&* Apparently, with television awash in sex, a cliitdyoung adult is made to
believe that unmarried sex is more common thatamong peers and this affects
behavior.

Parents are demanding that something be done #imptoblem of sex on television. In
a British survey, 86 percent of respondents agtiegictheir government should step in to
regulate sexually explicit television and magazimages aimed at children, according to
a BBC poll of more than 1,000 people. While thersgjest support came from 55- to 64-
year-olds (92 percent), a surprising 78 perceni8sfto 24-year-olds also believe tougher
restrictions are necessary to discourage adolesegnt

In a recent 2005 Time Magazine Poll, 53 percemegpondents said that they think the
FCC should place stricter controls on broadcasiveleshows depicting sex and
violence. A significant majority, 68 percent, sthdt they believe the entertainment
industry has lost touch with viewers' moral staddarA majority, 58 percent, said there
was too much cursing and 50 percent said themistuch sexual content on T¥.

The Parents Television Council of Los Angeles, fGatia, a non-partisan education
organization advocating responsible entertainntead,closely monitored American

http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9EBB6113EF932A15756 COA9659C
8B63&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=all.

20 Laura Sessions StepBtudy: Half of All Teens Have Had Oral S#¥ASHINGTON

PosT, Sept. 16, 2005, at AO7.

! Rebecca L. Collins, Marc N. Elliott, Sandra H. BeDavid E. Kanouse, Dale Kunkel,
Sarah B. Hunter, & Angela MiWatching Sex on Television Predicts Adolescent
Initiation of Sexual Behaviol,14(3)PEDIATRICS €280, €280 (Sept. 2004).

22 parents Television Council: Media Educatiavailable at
http://www.parentstv.org/PTC/mediaeducation/maim @ast visited Nov. 6, 2008).



television programming for more than a decade amak\w found should cause alarm in
any parent anywhere in the world where such progriaug is available. | am frankly
ashamed of what we are exporting from American Dhe of the more popular exports
is MTV, which is a wildly popular network in theg@és, but also overseas.

The Parents Television Council taped and studied/MToverage 24-hours a day for the
week of March 20, 2004 to March 27, 2084Analysts recorded instances of sexual
content, foul language, and violence into the PTGfeputerized Entertainment Tracking
System (ETS). One hundred and seventy-one hoygfamming were analyzed and
the results are alarming. PTC analysts found 1se48al scenes containing 3,056
depictions of sex or various forms of nudity an8i&4, verbal sexual references. That
means that children watching MTV are viewing anrage of nine sexual scenes per
hour with approximately 18 sexual depictions andrnkfances of sexual dialogue or
innuendo. Analysts recorded 1,518 uses of uneébi@danguage and an additional
3,127 bleeped profanities on MTV programming. Tinaans that the young children
watching MTV are subjected to roughly 8.9 un-blekpeofanities per hour, and an
additional 18.3 bleeped profanities per hour.

In America, MTV is the most recognized network aggoung adults ages 12 to 34. It
is watched by 73% of boys and 78% of girls age®o1®. Boys watch for an average of
6.6 hours per week and girls watch for an averdge2ohours per wee¥.

The MTV network has a powerful influence on yoummgple according to the research.
At least two experiments show that watching MTVutessin more permissive attitudes
about sex. One experiment showed that collegestadvho were assigned to watch
MTV developed more liberal attitudes toward prem@isex than their peers who did not
watch MTV as part of the study. The second found that seventh and ninth graders w
more likely to approve of premarital sex after viétg MTV for one houf®

Televised pornography and less explicit sexual yanmgning are changing the world in a
very negative way. Governments and concerned tsanemst agree to do something to

23 Casey WilliamsMTV Smut Peddlers: Targeting Kids with Sex, Drugs Alcohol
(Mar. 20, 2004-Mar. 27, 20043yvailable at
http://www.parentstv.org/PTC/publications/reports/a005/main.asp.

?* Michael Rich, Elizabeth R. Woods, Elizabeth Goodn Jean Emans, & Robert H.
DuRant,Aggressors or Victims: Gender and Race in Musievidiolencel101(4)
PEDIATRICS 669,669-70(Apr. 1998).

% calfin, M. S., Carroll, J. L., & Schmidt, Jjewing Music-Video Tapes Before Taking
a Test of Premarital Sexual Attitudé® PsYCHOLOGICAL REPORTS475, 475-81 (1993).

%6 Larry E. Greeson & Rose Ann WilliamSpcial Implications of Music Videos on

Youth: An Analysis of the Content and Effects 8¥M.8(2) YOUTH AND SOCIETY 177,
177-89 (1986).
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halt the moral slide caused by these factors. Wpand ignorance of the ill effects of
sexual television programs must be challenged bemgonents and by those parents and
parental groups thaecognize what television is doing to societies.

C. Violence

The pervasive violence on television is anotheraiypdegrading factor in the decline of
societies. So much of the violence depicted avision is directed at our children.

A Parents Television Council 2006 study, “WolvesSimeep’s Clothing: A Content
Analysis of Children’s Televisioff,a study of programming directed to 5-10 year-old
children, revealed shocking findings: “In the Z&1Bours of children's programming
analyzed by the PTC there were 3488 instancesotdnge -- an average of 7.86 violent
incidents per hour. Even when the innocent, "canyd violence most of us grew-up
with (e.g.an anvil falling onwile E. Coyote's head) is extracted, there wele25t94
instances of violence for an average of 6.30 vidleridents per hour. To put this figure
in perspective, consider that in 2002 the six bcaatinetworks combined averaged only
4.71 instances of violence per hour of prime timegpamming. Thus there is more
violence aimed directly at young children thandiiles on television today.”

Though some have argued that violence has always firesent on TV, from cowboy
and Indian shows and slapstick cartoons in TV $§yedays, with little evidence of harm,
the PTC notes that what has changed is that tledetvte today is ubiquitous, often
sinister, and in many cases, frighteningly realistilt notes that parents often take it for
granted that children's programs are, by definjtaimid-friendly. The study, however,
definitively demonstrates that such is not alwdsdase. Parents are advised by PTC to
“not let their guard down and allow their childrenwatch television unsupervised.”
“Young children are especially impressionable, ey learn social norms and
behaviors as readily from television as from tipeiers or parents,” the PTC notes. The
"Wolves in Sheep's Clothing" report documents thhiidren's television” is no safe
haven for children and parents must be extremegjjavit as to what their children are
watching.

A second study by the Parents Television Couneilyamng TV violence during
primetime viewing hours from 1998 to 20@ying to Entertairf® found that the
television season that began in the fall of 2005 wr@e of the most violent in recent
history. Programming averaged 4.41 instancesaénce per hour during prime time --
an increase of 75% since the 1998 television seagmience has also increased in

*’Kristen Fyfe (Mar. 2, 2006jvailable at
http://www.parentstv.org/PTC/publications/reportsltrensstudy/main.asp.

28 Caroline Schulenburgyailable at
http://www.parentstv.org/PTC/publications/reporisliencestudy/exsummary.asp.
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every time slot since 1998. Violence during th@08our has increased by 45%; during
the 9:00 hour it increased by 92%; and during i@ hour it increased by 167%.
Violent scenes increasingly include a sexual elém@me program,.aw and Order:
Special Victims Uniis devoted exclusively to sex crimes, and audieget the double
whammy of sex and violence as rapists, sexual poexjaand fetishists are regular fare.
During the last TV season, nearly half (49%) ofegisodes contained at least one
instance of violence. The study demonstrated368&& of all violence on prime time
network television during the 2005-2006 season pesison-on-person violence and 54%
of violence scenes contained either a depictiaheath (13%) or an implied death
(41%).

Thus, what is viewed in primetime in recent yearghildren and adults is not at all
comparable to that viewed less than a generation gnsequences from such viewing
must necessarily be greater, in my opinion. Th€ Biudy concludes that, violence on
television continues unabated despite the overwihglevidence pointing to a direct and
causal relationship between violent entertainmendippcts and aggressive behavior in
children.

In 2000, during testimony before a United Statesdfessional Committee, the
American Academy of Pediatrics, Ameriddedical Association, the American
Academy of Child and Adolescepsychiatry, and the American Psychological
Association issued a "Joint Statement on the ImpBEntertainmen¥iolence on
Children." The statement said that the conclusiathe public health community, based
on over 30 years of research, is that, “viewingegatnment violence can lead to
increases in aggressive attitudes, values, ands/lmehparticularly in children. Its effects
are measurable and long lasting. Moreover, prcddngewing of media violence can
lead to emotional desensitization toward violemceeal life.’

The statement noted that the effect of entertainwiefence on children is complex and
variable. “Some children will be affected morertlahers. But while duration,
intensity, and extent of the impact may vary, themeseveral measurable negative
effects of children's exposure to violent entertent. These effects take several forms.
1.) Children who see a lot of violence are more likelywiew violence as an effective
way of settling conflicts. Children exposed toleitce are more likely to assume that
acts of violence are acceptable behavior; 2.) Vfigwiolence can lead to emotional
desensitization towards violence in real lifecdh decrease the likelihood that one will
take action on behalf of a victim when violencews¢ 3.) Entertainment violence feeds
a perception that the world is a violent and mdang Viewing violence increases fear
of becoming a victim of violence, with a resultarmtrease in self-protective behaviors
and a mistrust of others; 4.) Viewing violence ntead to real life violence. Children
exposed to violent programming at a young age havigher tendency for violent and
aggressive behavior later in life than children vaine not so exposed.”

29 American Academy of Pediatrics (July 26, 20G8)gilable at
http://www.aap.org/advocacy/releases/jstmtevc.htm.
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The phenomenon of “copycat violence” has made heaslfor years in America and its
courts. One movie, produced and directed by OBtene, “National Born Killers” has a
long stream of violence attached to it. In the38®vie, theplot revolves around a
young couple who become celebrities as they golalirag spree across the country.
Following that show, here are some of the terrdalpycat crimes that ensued:

* 1994: Sarah Edmondson and Ben Darras, both 1 aime, spend the evening
taking LSD and watching the movie "Natural Bornl&it" over and over again.
The next day they went cross country to Mississigpere Darras killed William
Savage, shooting him twice in the head. Then, theyt to Louisiana where
Edmondson shoot a store cashier, wife, and moth&roochildren.

* 1994: A 1l4-year-old Texas boy is accused of deatipg a 13-year-old girl.
Police report that the boy told them he "wantedeédamous like the natural born
killers."

» 1995: After watching the movie 19 times, four pledp their twenties from
Georgia are accused of killing a truck driver.

* 1995: A Massachusetts killing makes national headlwhen one of the accused
reportedly boasts to a girlfriend that he and bislefendants are "natural born
killers."

In the first case, where the couple killed a maah left a cashier a quadriplegic, the
family of the cashier sued Warner Brothers Pictaras Oliver Stone fdidistributing a
film they knew, or should have known would cause espire people to commit
crimes". They argued there was a direct "causkl letween the movie and the murders
and that the artist should be required to shagoresbility.” In response, Time Warner
and Stone argued that film-makers have the righte® speech under the First
Amendment, and that nothing in the film advocatethoited viewers to commit
violence, according to Warner Bros. Because thiddyuof proof requires that the
accusedntendedo incite violence, the courts did not rule agathst movie makers.
This standard of proof — combined with Hollywoodlamour, money, and free speech
claims, has routinely absolved them of responsybili culpability for what they produce
for children®

An older study, The National Television Violencei®t, analyzed programming over
three consecutive TV seasons from 1994 to 199Among the findingsViolence was
found to be more prevalent in children’s programgmi@9 percent) than in other types of

% Freedomforum.orgliver Stone and Natural Born Killers Timeline
http://www.freedomforum.org/templates/document.dsg@mentlD=3962 (last visited
Nov. 6, 2008).

31 Center for Communication and Social Policy, Unsigrof California, Santa Barbara
(UCSB), NaTIONAL TELEVISION VIOLENCE STUDY, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Vol. 3 1998)
(Commissioned by the National Cable Television Agsiton, the study analyzed almost
10,000 hours of broadcast and cable programmindpraly selected from 23 channels
over the course of three TV seasons from 1994 &7)19
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programming (57 percent). In a typical hour of programming, children’s st
featured more than twice as many violent incid€i¥g than other types of
programming®® The average child who watches 2 hours of cartactsy may see

nearly 10,000 violent incidents each y&aiThe number of prime-time programs with
violence increased over the three years of theystuoim 53 percent to 67 percent on
broadcast television and from 54 percent to 64grgran basic cable. Premium cable
networks have the highest percentage of showswwatance, averaging 92 percent since
1994% The study indicated that more than half the ssefeiolence depicted would be
lethal if they occurred in real life. In the faoskesuch findings, what parent can leave
their children to watch television unsupervised?

Violent television is especially harmful to younigildren. Children younger than 8
“cannot uniformly discriminate between real lifeddiantasy/entertainment. They
quickly learn that violence is an acceptable sotutd resolving even complex problems,
particularly if the aggressor is the her8.”

Yet, despite these facts, by the time a child reac@ge 8, he or she will have witnessed
20,000 acts of violence on televisigh“By age eight, children are more likely to be
sensitive to important moderating influences aévtedion content, and will not become
more aggressive themselves if the violence theysspertrayed as evil, as causing
human suffering, or as resulting in punishmentisapproval. However, they are
especially likely to show increased aggression fraaching violent television if they
believe the violence reflects real life, if theyidify with a violent hero (as boys often
do), or if they engage in aggressive fantastesOne study pointed out that, television
violence is so often inconsequential, effectivel ewarded. “Both the heroes and

32 Barbara Wilson et alViolence in Children’s Television Programming: Assiag the
Risks 52 DURNAL OF COMMUNICATION, 5, 5-35 (2002).

*1d.
34 Center for Communication and Social Polisypranote 31, at 33-34.
%1d. at 32.

3% Committee on Communications, American Academyexfigrics Media Violence
95(6) FEDIATRICS949,949(June 1995).

37 Eugene V. Beresin, M.DErom Video Column to Media Column: A New Name and a
New Direction23(2) ACADEMIC PSYCHIATRY 110,112 (1999).

3 Department of Canadian Heritagelevision Violence: A Review of the Effects on
Children of Different Age@~eb. 1995)available athttp://www.media-
awareness.ca/english/resources/research_docureents&/violence/tv_violence_child.c
fm.
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villains on television use violence to finish coci$ quickly. The idea of pain and
consequence is usually not introduced, whetheg fitiysical or psychologicaf® This is
not the modeling behavior that most parents wousthvior their children.

This inability of the young to process reality dadtasy was is exemplified in a terrible
case in Liverpool, England. In 1993, two-10-yekt{moys watched “A Child’s Play 3”
featuring “Chucky” a doll that goes on rampagekilihg. Afterwards, the boys were in
a small neighborhood supermarket and video suavrei# cameras show them taking
Jamie, a two-year-old child out the door. The bk Jamie to the railway tracks, beat
him with bricks, an iron rod, splashed him withdlpaint — which was also used by
“Chucky” in the movie—and left him across the radd tracks. The boy was found two
days later, run over and dead. The case wentghroumerous layers of trial and the
two boys were convicted and served time.

Violent television programming has been a mattagreft concern in the United States
dating back to the time of television’s populani@aat The U.S. Surgeon General issued a
report in 1972 warning of the effects of televisidalence?® A host of studies
demonstrating similar concerns followed. The Naidnstituteof Mental Health issued
a comprehensive review of the reseaetmedia violence in 1982; followed eleven
years later by thamerican Psychological Associatiéh.According to the American
Academy of Pediatrics, “(I) t is not violence itfskelit the context in which it is portrayed
that can make the difference between learning aliolgénceand learning to be violent.
Serious explorations of violenceptays likeMacbethand films likeSaving Private Ryan
treat violencas what it is-a human behavior that causes suffering, losssadidess to
victims and perpetrators. In this context, vieweasn the danger and harm of violence
by vicariously experiencinigs outcomes. Unfortunately, most entertainmealevice is
usedor immediate visceral thrills without portrayingyahuman cost. Sophisticated
special effects, with increasingly graphic depictiof mayhem, make virtual violence
more believable and appealin.”

39 Beresinsupranote 37, at 112.

40 US SURGEONGENERAL'S SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TELEVISION AND
SocIAL BEHAVIOR, TELEVISION AND GROWING UP: THE IMPACT OF TELEVISED VIOLENCE:;
REPORT TO THESURGEONGENERAL, USPUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE (1972).

41 TELEVISION AND BEHAVIOR. TEN YEARS OFSCIENTIFIC PROGRESS ANDIMPLICATIONS
FOR THEEIGHTIESVOL II: TECHNICAL REVIEWS (David Pearl, et al. eds., National
Institute of Mental Health 1982).

42 AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, SUMMARY REPORT OF THEAMERICAN
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATIONCOMMISSION ONVIOLENCE AND YOUTH (1993).

3 Committee on Public Education, American Academpediatrics, 108(5)#DIATRICS
November 1222, 1223 (2001).
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The Academy warns that, “titillating violence irxs@l contexts and comic violence are
particularly dangerous, because they associatdys#elingswith hurting others,”
according to several studid8.

Neither the public nor the government has had nadfect in curbing TV violence in the
U.S. or elsewhere. In recent years, however, pwaoincern in America has been so great
that in 2004, Members of the United States Congegsested the United States Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) study the problémialent television
programming’®> Nor was this the first time Congress expresseddhcern.”® The

2004 request resulted in a report from the FCC loalmg that, “there is strong evidence
that exposure to violence in the media can incraggeessive behavior in children, at
least in the short term’* Such a conclusion was hardly earthshaking amigeid many
following the work of the Commission had hopedrmore. However, the report helped
to focus public attention the problem of violerletésion by highlighting and
summarizing the available relevant scientific stsdand lending another authoritative
voice calling for a curb on television violence.

All parents know enough to keep their children framience. If the local playground is
inhabited by older children who are bullies, pasdwdep their children away. Schools
with high incidences of violence are avoided. Rereefrain from traveling to violent
war torn countries with family. Nevertheless, m@ayents do not seem to fear their
child's constant exposure to television violenBerhaps it is apathy or ignorance
regarding the ill effects of violent television gramming; but whatever it is, it must be
combated vigorously.

Perhaps parents assume that children understaingtibathey see is not real. We know
that Spiderman cannot jump from one high buildm@nother tethered by a string of
spider web. Should they assume their children ktiosvas well? Maybe some parents
do not contemplate what their child may or maythotk about such a program. It seems

*I1d.; see alsoD.G. Linz, E. Donnerstein, & S. Penrdeffects of Long-term Exposure to
Violent and Sexually Degrading Depictions of Wom8&(5) JPERS Soc. PSYCHOL.

758 (1988); Victor C. Strasburger & Edward DonnairstChildren, Adolescents, and the
Media in the 21st Centuyyl1(1) ADoLESC MED. 51 (2000); e GROSSMAN, ON

KILLING : THE PSYCHOLOGICAL COST OFLEARNING TOKILL IN WAR AND SOCIETY (1996).

%5 Letter from Hon. Joe Barton, Chairman, U.S. HoofsRepresentatives Committee on
Energy and Commerce, et.,ab Hon. Michael K. Powell, Chairman, FCC (Mar. 5,
2004) (“House Commerce Committee Letter”).

“®Seee.g, U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate=aneign Commerce,
Investigation of Radio and Television Progra®2nd Cong., 2d Sess. (1952).

*"In the Matter of Violent Television Programming dtsllmpact On Childrenat 3, MB

Docket No. 04-261 (Adopted April 6, 2008yailable at
http://hraunfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatCigfo7-50A1.pdf.
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logical to assume that a child’s age, maturityjaland economic status, family history,
level of education, intelligence, exposure to lidalviolence and sex, exposure to
television and the nature of television programmfagnily structure, home country
residence, and an endless number of other factaysdetermine what the child thinks or
feels as well as his or her reactions to what ir@ged on the TV screen.

Maybe it is true that parents exposing their cleifidto unsupervised television make
faulty conclusions about program offerings andrtbéiect on children. What kind of
parent -- knowing of the Parents Television Coufuedings that there are nearly eight
incidences of violence per hour on programmingesed to children -- would expose
their unsupervised child to such programming? Wesupervised television viewing by
children seems to be the norm rather than the ¢éocem@t least in America.

Testifying before the United States Congress in7200. Dale Kunkel, of the University
of Arizona, stated that most violence on televis®presented in a manner that increases
its risk of harmful effects on child-viewers. Thatbecause, he testified, violence on
television follows a highly formulaic pattern thatboth sanitized and glamorized. “By
sanitized, | mean that portrayals fail to showisti@l harm to victims, both from a short
and long-term perspective. Immediate pain ancesuff by victims of violence is
included in less than half of all scenes of viokndlore than a third of violent
interactions depict unrealistically mild harm t@tuns, grossly understating the severity
of injury that would occur from such actions in tleal world. In sum, most depictions
sanitize violence by making it appear to be mush f@inful and less harmful than it
really is. By glamorized, | mean that violence@éformed by attractive role models who
are often justified for acting aggressively and wghffer no remorse, criticism, or penalty
for their violent behavior. More than a third dif\daolence is committed by attractive
characters, and more than two-thirds of the viddathey commit occurs without any
signs of punishment.” Dr. Kunkel notes that viaenhat is presented as sanitized or
glamorized poses a much greater risk of adversetsfbn children than violence that is
presented with negative outcomes such as painwdfetiag for its victims or negative
consequences for its perpetratdfs.

Apparently, television producers do not care whatdonsequences of programming are.
How many parents would entrust the care of thaldsm to complete strangers? Yet, it
seems nearly all would entrust the emotional, &ilj and intellectual development of
their children to Hollywood producers, actors, actresses, whom they have never met.
More and more, television is becoming a replacerfa@rgports, playground, and

reading. As itis, what is becoming of our childPe What is becoming of us?

Hollywood suffers from a lack of creativity. Viglee and sex are easy thrillers.
Producing comedy and drama without gratuitous seixvéolence requires more

8 The Effects of Television Violence on Children: titeabefore the U.S. Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportatitdth Cong. at 4 (June 26, 2007)
(testimony of Dr. Dale Kunkelpgvailable at
http://commerce.senate.gov/public/_files/DaleKunke& tsmy 607.doc.
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resourcefulness. Governments and parents camger@fford to suffer from a lack of
creativity. They must act now.

EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS

What content studies on violence and sex in tal@visrogramming demonstrate is that,

if left to their own, programmers will take the gasleazy path to entertainment and load
programs with sex and violence. Unbridled prograrsvare a threat to societies because
of the now well known consequences of sex and nadeon television. Programmers
claim that they are just giving the public whatants, and the numbers of viewers seem
to back them up. However, when sex and violeneeapervasive, there is little choice
of what to watch.

Television programmers, as well as all involvedimging television into homes, are
well aware of the studies linking TV viewing to i8ace, increased illicit sex, and a host
of other ills. They must bear greater responsybibr the consequences to public health.
They must not be given a free hand to control weatvatch. Governments and
consumers should be in charge.

Pornography should be banned outright from telewisiThere are no positives to
pornography but only great harm to children anddolts who are exposed to it.
Significant penalties should be attached to anydamnning pornography from television,
including lengthy jail terms, high fines, and fatéee of equipment used in the
production and distribution of such material. Whevas with the U.S. Department of
Justice, in charge of federal criminal prosecutiagainst pornographers, we
demonstrated that stiff penalties for productiod distribution of pornography were a
substantial deterrent to those in such businesgktodhose contemplating entering
pornography business. At the time, | was in chafg&rosecuting pornographers, cable
companies were not engaged in the distributiorooh@graphy. However, there was one
company distributing illegal pornography via satelin the U.S. Once an investigation
began against the pornographer, the company owhegatellite used for distribution
pulled the plug on the pornography. This was aftezalization that under U.S. law, all
individuals and companies involved in the illegaitdbution could be charged with
crimes and jail terms and large penalties woultbfola conviction.

Television and the Internet have made for converdelivery systems for pornography.
At one time, a man wishing to obtain pornographwlddave to locate a pornography
shop. Many men would not humiliate themselvesadngo such a shop. Yet today,
every home can be a pornography shop. Who coudsliiply argue that society is better
for this development? As we view the substantiadadtation from pornography, it is
time to call a halt to its spread. Governmentstrtale a strong stand against
pornography. | encourage you to review the lawgooir country and to ban distribution
of pornography from television.
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Sexual fare that is less explicit than pornogragiyuld also be controlled by law. In the
U.S. such indecent material is prohibited on nekwelevision between the hours of 6
AM and 10 PM. U.S. law does not, however, prohsbith material at any time on cable
television. This, | would argue, is a quirk in tlagv that should not be copied by other
jurisdictions. During the normal hours when cleldrare in the viewing audience,
indecent, sexual material should be off limits.

One of the most effective means of cleaning upectddevision is to put consumers in
charge of what is allowed into their homes. Pashbuld be able to subscribe to only
those channels they wish to have in their homdss i§ called the “Cable Choice” or a la
carte solution and it is a sound solution. Itigidguished from the current system of
most countries in which the cable companies dindt programs will be allowed into
homes by “bundling” channels and consumers must plag for many channels that they
do not want. Why should cable operators be allotwetlimp pornography and violence
into our homes against our will? That is NOT cansuchoice. For too long,

Hollywood and the cable operators have been thekgapers of our homes. This must
change.

With Cable Choice or a la carte, the consumer tele@dvance only those programs he
believes are suitable. All others are blockedis Blgstem empowers parents to protect
their children. It also allows those adults wha@htibe tempted to view morally
degrading programs, such as pornography, to presusfit material from reaching their
homes and thus eliminate the temptation.

It has the added advantage of forcing the produfarslecent or violent programming

to fund their own raunchy material. What is likedythat the implementation of an a la
carte alternative to programming would force mahthe producers of raunch and
violence to either go out of business or cleanhair programming. It would require
programmers to compete for consumer cable moneyrasg write programming

directed at the perceived wants of the consumée clirrent system allows programmers
to write programs that they want us to watch buictvimost parents may not subscribe to
if given a choice. One form of a la carte woulahgly require the cable or satellite
operator to reimburse consumers for the channeisrémuest to have blocked.

The U.S. Federal Communications Commission releasezhcouraging report in 2006
on a la carte programmirig. The report found that consumers would save asiraad.3
percent on their cable bills if they could buy otilg channels they wanted instead of
being forced to pay for hundreds of them. The reglso found that there is no reason to
believe that viewers would watch less video progrémg than they do today simply
because they could choose the channels they firsd imeresting. The FCC’s Chairman,
Kevin Martin, noted that an average cable subscribthe U.S. was paying for 85

9 Federal Communications Commissifurther Report On the Packaging and Sale of
Video Programming Services To the Pubiebruary 9, 200&vailable at
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatc@®0-263740A1.pdf.

19



channels when in reality that consumer only watct@¥ Cable Choice or a la cart
programming is successful in various countriesablytHong Kong, Britain, India, and
Canada. Hollywood claims that it is only givingxsomers what they want; if so, then
consumer choice should not threaten them.

The United States Congress and Hollywood haveragtiundertaken efforts designed to
help parent’s control television programming. C@sg mandated that all television sets
13 inches or larger manufactured after Januar@Q0 2nust have so-called V-Chip
technology to block the display of television praaming based upon its rating. This
program has been a failure. The Parents TeleviSmmcil has said that the ratings
system is a sham meant to keep Congress at bag Wblilywood continues to pump
more and more of its toxic content into homes. rélveere no guidelines established
dictating how ratings should be applied and eat¢Work rates its own programs.
Therefore, the ratings are almost completely uabéti. Few parents therefore use the V-
Chip. Cable and satellite companies in America alkbw consumers to block channels
based on the ratings but again, with unreliablegat consumers are at a disadvantage.
Hollywood desires prevail. This is untenable. dPés and governments must take a
strong role.

It has been said that parents are the first lindeéénse in their home. Surely, that is true.
However, at this point in time, they are gettirtgdito no help from governments or the
cable and satellite industry. While parents wdikie to know what their children are
watching at all times, most all of us would agreat this is often impractical, particularly
as children get older.

Apathy towards and ignorance of rampant sex anénee on television must be targets
of concerned governments and parents. Educatiwogtams sponsored by governments
and parent groups should be considered. Advests&wyuld have a key role in curbing
sex and violence in programming. They, too, atpatle in the harm that is cause by
programming and so citizen groups should also tardeertisers and encourage them to
be responsibleoward the youth in the audience. Groups likeRheents Television
CounciP* and American Family Associatitfiearry on very effective campaigns aimed at
advertisers and have succeeded in getting larg@rations to pull ads supporting racy
programs.

% Quoted byPC Magazine Staff, PCMAG.CONECC’s Martin Supports ‘A La Carte’
Cable PlangAug. 22, 2007)available at
http://www.pcmag.com/article2/0,1759,2174261,00.asp

®1 SeeParents Television Council, http://www.parentstg/BiT C/grassroots/main.asp
(last visited Nov. 8, 2008).

®2 SeeAmerican Family Association, http://afa.net/ (laistited Nov. 8, 2008).
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Broadcast affiliates, too, can play a role by prpeng excessively violent programs and
refusing to air violent programs in syndicationidgrtimes of day when children are
watching TV.

Television programming must be controlled for tl@d of society. | must control the
programming coming into the several televisionsmiinhome and, to the extent allowed
under the law, | must insist that my governmenticdnvhat is allowed to be sent into
my home. Beyond the law of my home, of which liancharge, and the laws of my
country, of which I may influence, | have a rigbtinsist on a level of responsibility for
those who write and fund television programs. &ely, the lifestyles, values, and social
agenda of many Hollywood celebrities — which afeected in their creative endeavors —
are not compatible with the values | am raisingahydren to hold dear. In fact, |
believe that if allowed to re-write the social nerof our culture, their agenda would
change my country in ways that are immoral and sawi

My guard is up and | encourage yours to be up dls Wencourage you to use your
common sense and your powers of observation twvkatis happening to the world as a
result of television programming — the good andithd — and act accordingly with all
due speed and with all resources at your disposal.
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