














































































































THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release June 26, 1995

REMARKS BY THE FIRST LADY HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON
AT PBS PANEL DISCUSSION
THE WHITE HOUSE

MRS. CLINTON: Good morning. And welcome, everyone, to
the White House for this very important meeting. I am delighted that
vou could all be with us, and I want particularly to recognize a few
Jeople who were able to join us this morning. We have Representative
"im Moran from across the river in Virginia, and Representative
.leanor Holmes Norton from here in the District of Columbia.

We are also delighted that Richard Carlson, the
President of the Corporation for Public Broadcasting; Ervin
Duggan, the President of the Public Broadcasting Service; Delano
Lewis, the President of National Public Radio; and Larry Irving, the
Secretary for Communications in the Department of Commerce are also

all here with us.

This 1is a meeting about a very important subject. It is
about the role that television plays in the lives of our children
and, particularly, the role of public broadcasting. I think that it
is very important in our country today to acknowledge and admit that
television is a pervasive influence in our lives and has a
particularly significant impact on the development of our children.

There are some who have engaged in a long discussion --
even an argument -- over the last decades about what television means
in our lives, what the role of violence, for example, in television
is. But I would like to focus today on an issue that we are now
finding more about, and that I hope will influence the debate about
the role of public broadcasting and its contribution to children’s
development as we struggle with and argue over the proper role of

government.

MORE






especially on low-income children who often do not have the
educational opportunities, the intellectual stimulation, the academic
preparation that many of us try to provide for our own children.

I am sure anyone who has followed our national
discussion about television knows of the woman I am about to
introduce. She is someone who, for many years, has been, in effect,
sounding the alarm about the impact of television. I wish that alarm
were heard in every family more loudly than it sometimes is, as well
as in the board rooms and legislative chambers of our country because
she has pointed out, time and time again, that children are shaped by
what they see, by what they hear, by what they are taught.

And the constant, pervasive presence of television in
most of our homes is a challenge for parents who will have to learn
and be willing to accept responsibility for monitoring more closely
the television-watching of their children. But it is also a
challenge for the larger society.

And so it gives me great pleasure to introduce Peggy
Charren. She is the founder of Action for Children’s Television and
is currently serving as a visiting scholar at Harvard, continuing t3
examine and accumulate and analyze evidence about the impact of
television on our children’s lives.

* * * * *

MS. CHARREN: There’s time for a few questions, and I
tnough that, given that we have the First Lady with us, we would let
the First Lady ask the questions today instead of the audience.

MRS. CLINTON: Well, the one thought that kept running
through my mind after what we’ve heard is, can you imagine any child
rushing home from the first day of school and trying to tell the
Power Rangers that she’d gone to school? (Laughter and applause.)
You know, there’s just sort of a disconnect there.

Well, I really find everything that each of you has said
to be born out in our common experience. Really, it is common sense.
But let’s see if we can maybe take it one step further for people wro
are still saying to themselves, well, if this is so important,
commercial television will pick up the slack; if this is so
significant in the lives of our children, there will be a market for
it, so all of what you are saying can be understood and accepted, but
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commercial television, for them to fulfill a nurturing developmental
responsibility when that is not, as they clearly understand, their

bottom line.

So part of what we have to do as a society is to assign
different roles and responsibilities to different sectors of our
society. And commercial television has a different role and
responsibility, particularly as it pertains to children, than public

broadcasting.

And I think without that kind of choice, it is very
difficult for parents, even those trying hard to be conscientious
ones, Joan, to do what they believe they should do. I mean, teaching
values to children in between commercials on Saturday morning
cartoons is a lot harder, believe me, than watching "Sesame Street"
or "Mr. Rogers" or "Barney" or something like that with your child.

So it’s not an either/or. And that’s what I think we
have to keep trying to emphasize. It is not an either/or where it’s
only commercial television or it’s only public broadcasting. It is
both. And we have to see the responsibilities, particularly for
child rearing, in a much broader way so that each sector of our
society, starting with parents, but expanding far beyond just the
nuclear family, understands they have a role in determining how well
our children turn out.

And that’s really what your research has shown is that
we know children are going to watch television. What we have to do
is provide the best possible choices. But if we don’t have the
choice, then we’ve already made the decision, haven’t we? And that’s
what we’re trying to avoid in this discussion about what happens with
the future of public television.

MR. WRIGHT: I’d like to add a parenting anecdote
because I think you did bring in parents and you did bring in
teachers, and they are going to be critical in the future of kids’

understanding and use of media.

And I’d just like to tell a very quick story. I have
four grandchildren, two more on the way. And these four kids love to
watch television. They watch lots of television. But none of then,
as yet, know that there is such a thing as commercial broadcast
entertainment television. I’m not even sure about PBS. And the
reason is that television for them is something that you take off the
shelf in a little box and put it in a machine and play it. And on
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broadcasting but are, instead, watching the 25 minutes of commercial
television without much parental supervision or mediation as to what

they are seeing.

It is absolutely true that not every child who watches
hundreds of hours of violent television becomes violent. But most of
the reason for that rests in the home and the neighborhood that are
structured and coherent enough that the child’s experience of
watching television is mediated. But in the absence of that
mediation, and in the absence of the other factors that help a child
separate reality from fantasy, that help a child learn empathy and
sensitivity, it is absolutely clear that the television-watching
habits of vulnerable children will affect both their own violent
behavior and their response to violence that they see around them.

It has a desensitizing impact.

So this is an issue that we think goes far beyond the
narrow concerns of the group of us who are arguing strongly to
preserve public television and, particularly, educational and
children’s programming. It is also a plea to all programmers of
television, including commercial television, to think about the

impact of your decisions.

The bottom line can be described in many ways. Only one
of those descriptions concerns profitability and the dollars that
come in. There’s a bottom line to society as well. And we think
that bottom line is better served by having better television
programming for our children

Thank you all very much for being with us. (Applause.)
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HEADLINE: PRESIDENTIAL ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION
REGARDING TELEVISION VIOLENCE

WITH PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON

FIRST LADY HILLARY CLINTON

VICE PRESIDENT AND MRS. GORE

AND COMMUNITY MEMBERS

THE OLD EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING

BODY:

VICE PRESIDENT GORE: Well, ladies and gentlemen, the president and the first
lady and my wife, Tipper, and I would like to welcome you here to this office.
And traditionally this has been the office of the vice president since way back,
since this became the Executive Office Building. And these families with their
children have been invited here this morning for a discussion with the president
and us here about the historic turning point in the relationship between
families and the mass media.

As you know, President Clinton fought for, got passed in the Congress and then
signed into law a real breakthrough measure called the V-chip, which makes it
possible for parents to exercise more control over what their young children see
on the television set.

Then yesterday, in response to President Clinton's invitation, the leaders of
the entire entertainment industry came to the White House, and after a two-hour
discussion with the president, announced their unanimous agreement to put in
place a voluntary rating system for every program that appears on television,
whether it's broadcast or cable, and to electronically encode that program with
a signal that will interact with this electronic device called the V-chip, which
will enable parents to say this particular kind of programming is not
appropriate for my children in my judgment, and so when I'm not there, they're
not going to be able to watch that.

Some of the parents who are gathered here today, and some of the children, too,
have been thinking about this issue and this particular solution, in some cases
for quite some time. Some of them participated in the family conference that
Tipper and I host each year, and that the president spoke at last summer. Some
of them have been featured in the first lady's book about what families can do,
"It Takes a Village." And this discussion this morning we hope will shed some
more light on the importance of the turning point yesterday.

And, of course, to lead the discussion and to explain why this is so important
for our country, the president of our country, President Clinton.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Thank you very much, Mr. Vice President. And I might say,
aren't we all glad to be in this big, beautiful office here? (Laughter.) I love
to come over here.

I want to thank all of you for coming, and to say to you and to the members of
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tool as the children especially get older. Just Michael's age now, I'll leave
him alone for a couple of hours and it's wonderful to be able to have that
technology to enforce what I would be enforcing if I were home. And I, by the
way, am home more than most parents because I don't work full-time. But I

can't be with my children by their side at every moment guarding what they watch
on TV, and nor would I want to. I think it's terrific and I really applaud the
industry for doing a big turnaround.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Latonya (sp)? - 4
LATONYA JONES (sp): I'm Latonya Jones (sp) and I am the mother of a
three-year-old and a soon-to-be. And I work with a group in Maryland called
Advocates for Children and Youth. We have something called the Maryland
Campaign For Kids TV, so I know firsthand that there are a lot of parents who
are very concerned about the issue of television. And I applaud not only the
industry but this administration for the support that you've given for the
Children's Television Act, for Public Broadcasting, and also for the V-chip. I
see the V-chip, though, as really just the first step, because I think that
parents not only need negative control over blocking the things that are coming
into their homes that they think aren't good, but we need to continue to
encourage the industry to produce good programming and to produce the kind of
programming that we can become involved in helping our kids make good choices.
One of the things that we always talk about is that television is such a
wonderful educational tool.

And unfortunately, the V-chip and the recent developments are really because a
lot of what's being produced is not really using the potential that television
has to educate and enlighten. So I'd like to see the V-chip and this industry
coming together as the first step, to taking it to where they can talk about
pooling resources to produce better children's programming. And we're hopeful
that the V-chip will be the beginning of that.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: I want to talk about the better programming in a minute, but
-- and -- because I think that's a big part of (that announcement ?), especially
when I asked the young people about it. But I want to give the parents who are
here a chance to say anything they'd like to say about the V-chip and the
ratings issue. And then I want to come back and talk about the V-chip with you.
I want you to tell you're story. (Laughter.)

Q I'm Jim Murphy (sp). I'm here with my family today. I've been involved for a
number of years through the Virginia PTA of the national PTA advocating for
children and children's issues.

And I've long seen the impact that television has on our families and how we
raise our children, and the environment that our children are living in today.
The V-chip in our home is going to be an aid, a tool. Particularly when you
look at diversity of ages of my children, ranging from 10 to 17, their viewing
habits and what they should be viewing is vastly different.

I applaud the industry for the fact that -- and I applaud you -- for the fact
that you have brought the industry to the rating scheme. I believe that the
technology of what we're going to be doing with the V-chip is actually going to
assist and aid the industry in refining and defining that ratings system.

I don't want to -- I want to make the judgment, along with my wife, as to what
is good quality programming for my children. But I do not want to take that
same standard to say that that has to be the industry standards. Those are the
professionals. Let them worry about that. I'm worried about what's in my home.
I do think that that V-chip is going to define for us now what has previously
been defined by the industry, and that's the family hour or the family time,
because I think people will actually vote -- since most of our airways are
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father of a 16 and l14-year-old daughters and 7 and S5-year-old sons. And in that
broad spectrum, I have seen some remarkable differences in attitude and
behaviors towards what they see on television and what they listen to, only
within that generational gap in my own family.

These are powerful influences. Television is an extraordinary media, one that
we should be very, very pleased that we have access to that technology, because
children have learned enormous things and have benefitted greatly. But with

the good side of technology there is the potential risk, and it is that risk
that I and the scientific community have become particularly concerned about
because we know without balancing that risk, without paying attention to the
ways in which children learn, the kinds of violent images that sometimes are
seen on television in which violent acts go unpunished, in which violence may be
masked in humor in which there is no pain -- you know I evaluated someone in a
hospital down south not too long ago who looked at me from his bedside, having
been involved in a homicide in which he was shot, and he said to me, "Doc, I
never realized it was going to hurt to be shot."

These are powerful statements coming from our children. And these are the kinds
of images that we, as parents, at the very least need some help in making
determinations as to what children are exposed to, at what age, and what
frequency. What my 16 and l4-year- old watch may be quite different from what I
think my 7 and S5-year-old ought to watch.

And I think what the two of you have done has really helped facilitate the
industry and parents to work together on creating a stronger and more healthy
environment in which children can use television in a productive and useful way.
PRESIDENT CLINTON: Hillary, do you want to comment on that based on what you
said --

MRS. CLINTON: No, that was incredible. I mean, I think that if we could get
every parent to hear that and understand it, then the rating system and the
V-chip would be even more effective because, of course, one of our challenges is
to convince parents to use the rating system and to take the time and energy
that will be required to implement it in their own homes, and then when the
V-chip comes along, to be ready to use that as well.

And the information they can get, such as the doctor is explaining, about what
we know is the linkage between what they see on television and how they behave,
I think the more willing parents will be to act.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: I want to get to this -- to the young people here. But let
me tell you it's okay if you disagree with us about this. (Laughter.) We want
to hear what you really think. But I want to ask the doctor one more question.
Before I had this job -- as I used to say, back when I had a life -- (laughter)
~— I -- I used to -- I was a governor of my state, when I ran a big prison
system and a big criminal justice system, obviously. And then I was attorney
general. And before that, I taught criminal law. So I've been following issues
of crime and violence closely, from that perspective, for more than 20 years
now.

For most of my time, it was an article of (faith ?) that 75 percent of all the
violence crimes in America were created by people between the ages of 17 and 26,
and that there was almost a hormonal problem. If you could, literally, just get
violent people and put them somewhere until they were 27, you could let them out
~- (chuckling) -- and they would not do that again; that there really almost
seemed to be sea changes.

Now we see an astonishing thing, with the crime rate going down among people 18
and over -- and I might add, with drug use going down among people over 18 --
and violence going up among people under 18 and -- (well ?) as well as casual
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drug use. And I think there are plainly other reasons for increasing violent
behavior among young people, including the lives that many of them have to live,
virtually raising themselves on some of the meanest streets in America.

But I gather from what you said, that you really believe that the sort of
cumulative, almost deadening, impact of all this media- generated violence is,
at least partly, the explanation for rising rates of violence among juveniles.
DR. PHILLIP: I don't think there's any question, Mr. President.

And you're right. If you look at the recent data that was released by the
Justice Department, you see this rather unusual trend; a very positive trend
that crime rates, overall, in this country are going down, except there has been
an extraordinary explosion of crime among juvenile offenders, those individuals
who are under the age of 18. MORE

The use of handguns by juveniles in this country has increased in the last six
years by 144 percent, so that in the last year there were close to 2,000 murders
committed by children under the age of 18, and whom the victims were other
children under the age of 18.

Now, it would be foolish to suggest that the television set and the broadcast
industry is responsible for that. It is a multi- factorial problem. But what
is true, that something has radically changed from when you and I grew up on
Long Island to the way in which people are growing up on Long Island and other
places in this country now. And one of the things that I think scientifically
helps explain the phenomenon is what we talked about in Nashville, and I think
that is one of the powerful, negative effects of repeated exposure to gratuitous
violence, whether it is through the ear or whether it is through the eyes and
the eras combined, and that is the concept of desensitization. And I gave an
example in Nashville, and if I can have a moment, I'll give it again.

Most of us probably remember the rather horrific image, that was captured quite
accidentally by video cameras, of Rodney King being beaten in the streets of Los
Angeles. And the first time you saw that image you probably were repelled by
it. But quite honestly, by the 5th, 10th, 12th or 20th time, you did what most
of my male colleagues in this room do, since we do have the remote controls, and
that is to reach over -- there's a little joke that we've had in the room for
the last few minutes that it was a male thing -- you reach for that remote
control and you change the channel. And it's at the point that you change that
channel that I think you demonstrated your desensitization to the cumulative
effects of violent exposure.

In fact, if you think about the ways in which we have used desensitization
scientifically, the more you show someone an image, the less impacted they are
by that image, and they are then able to move on to the next step. This is part
of what's happening in our society with our young. Because of the way young
brains are hard- wired, because if you use misogynistic and violent language in
musical lyrics and you listen to that, it becomes easier then to use that
language and convey those attitudes when you interact with others.

I think these are the kinds of things that substantively contribute to some of
the data that you referenced, Mr. President. But we°'ve got to be very careful
not to presume that the answer is in the television or that the blame lays with
the broadcast industry, because that's summarily incorrect, and we have to
remember that it is this very same industry that is responsible for
substantively increasing the literacy rate in this country, and by reaching out
and capturing the minds of children who are visual learners and learn better by
visual and auditory images than print images. And so we have to accept both the
good with the bad, but recognize that we have a responsibility when we identify
something that could be problematic to try and deal with or create a safety net
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worry about them; they'll get ready for bed,” and turn on the TV. And (then ?)
it's 9:00; send them to bed. And I'd go over there at 5:00 in the evening,
they'd literally turn on the television at 6:00 and just sit there for three
hours. And you know, I think, "It's a baby-sitting job, okay?" But you know,
when it finally got to me and (really ?) thinking about it, these kinds could be
reading in books or, you know —-- (laughing) -- doing their homework possibly,
you know. Something has got to be -- there's got to be a line between where
television is useful and informative, and where it's just mindless activity.
PRESIDENT CLINTON: (To another participant.) Do you watch television a lot?
YOUNG BOY: I don't watch it as much as most of my peers because I'm somewhat
busy, considering my age, because I play two sports. I do street hockey with my
friends, and I fence, and I spend a lot of time in a creek near our house. But
I do watch some news. I watch the news, one or two cartoons, and sometimes I
watch "ER."

But I know a lot of my friends basically base their lives on TV. (Scattered
chuckles.)

PRESIDENT CLINTON: They do?

YOUNG BOY: That's all it is. They go home, turn on the tube, and at 10:00 they
go to bed. That's it.

And then, during school, that's all they talk about, and they base their lives
on it. And they think everything they see on TV is perfectly fine and it's how
they should act, and a lot of it isn't. A lot of it is the exact opposite of
how they should be acting, yet they base --

PRESIDENT CLINTON: But you've actually seen that in your friends who believe
that --

YOUNG BOY: Yeah.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: -- that they -- (they're active ?); they model what they do
based on what they see on television? YOUNG BOY: Yeah, they model themselves
after Will Smith or Bart Simpson, and they act just like them. And they end up
getting in a lot of trouble, too. And they never realize it, because they
figure, "Oh, well, it's okay because I see it on TV every night."

And I like the V-chip because it doesn't automatically do anything, but it gives
you the power, it gives the parents the power to control it so that kids won't
do that. And what I'm hoping is that they can block out the bad programming,
and if nobody's watching it, then they're liable to put good programming in
there because they have to get their income somehow. So --

PRESIDENT CLINTON: (To another participant.) What about you? (Laughter, cross
talk.) (Inaudible) -- you're 11, right?

YOUNG BOY: Yeah.

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Okay.

YOUNG BOY: And I -- my sister watches TV sort of like -- she'll sneak away when
she's done with her homework and watch TV, but I hardly ever watch TV.

I like the computer much better than the TV. I play on the computer for hours
and hours. I like =--

MS. : Is there going to be a V-chip for a computer? (Laughter.)

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Well, (many have ?) thought about that because that's going
to be a big issue.

VICE PRESIDENT GORE: Yeah, let me interject -- (inaudible) -- on that. The
industry group and the computer industry that has put together this system for
rating computer games just made an announcement yesterday that they're coming up
with their own industry- based approach to give parents the ability to screen
the Internet to prevent material that's inappropriate for young children to come
into home computers on the Internet. Now, some of the online providers, like
America On Line, already do that, but there needs to be this industry-wide

































(page 279) Tum the television off: "There is another option parents might consider: Just
turn the televisions, video games, and VCRs off -- for an evening, a week, a regular day each
week. When I made this suggestion in an interview with Woman's Day, readers responded
enthusiastically. Some parents, fed up with not only depictions of violence but the excessive
influence of television in general, wrote to say they had already tried out the idea."

Positive examples

(page 278) The Cable Industry and the PTA: "A publication entitled "Taking Charge of
Your TV: A Guide to Critical Viewing for Parents and Children" is available from the
Family and Community Critical Viewing Project, and initiative sponsored by the National
PTA and the cable industry to teach television viewing skills to parents, teachers and children.
It suggests ways parents can talk to kids about what they are watching, which not only makes
television a less passive pastime but transforms it into a learning tool."

(page 279 - 280) Parents: "Here and there, parents are banding together and discovering
their collective strength. The South Florida Preschool PTA monitors children's programming
on the Miami television stations, with members volunteening to watch programming for one-
or-two-week blocks to determine whether the stations are complying with the law."

(pages 283) The Media: "When he was a news director at WCCO-TV in Minneapolis, John
Lansing realized that the more his station's news coverage resembled an entertainment
program, the weaker its connections to its community were becoming. He decided to convene
town meetings to allow the station to reacquaint itself with the expectations of its viewers.

As a result, the news operation dropped its tabloid-style coverage, and WCCO became a
pioneer in "family-sensitive viewing," reducing or elimination descriptions and images of
violence during designated early evening hours. Even so, WCCO has managed to maintain its
first-place market share."

(page 284) "Television could take a cue from the several newspapers that have developed
children's beats and long-term reporting projects focusing on family issues. The Cleveland
Plain Dealer, for instance, has added a new "family section" that runs every Saturday. So far,
it has run stories on children's television viewing habits (along with tips on how to make TV
watching a more constructive activity), on ways grandparents and grandchildren can spend
more time together, and on building stronger families (accompanied by personal stories about
people in the region.) The section also includes a regular family finance column, with
information on everything from the cost of buying a family pet to how to take a family
vacation without breaking the bank."

The Children's Television Act and the Federal Communications Commussion

(page 280) "The Children's Television Act of 1990 limits the amount of time the networks
can devote to commercials during children's programming. It also directs the FCC more
broadly to review, as part of the licensing procedures, whether stations air shows that "serve
the educational and informational needs of children."
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again increased, and program-length commercials—
shows that revolve around toy-based characters—ex-
ploded.

The Children’s Television Act passed by Congress in
1990 again set limits on commercial time during chil-
dren’s programming, but compliance has not always been
strictly enforced, although the FCC is trying. “Kids
today,” observes FCC chairman Reed Hundt, “can iden-
tify more cereals than Presidents.” Nor is the drumbeat
to buy, buy, buy confined to commercials; advertising
permeates children’s lives. Even their sports heroes have
become walking (and slam-dunking) advertisements for
everything from Nikes to Pepsis to Big Macs.

Mass consumerism and “adver-teasing” have parents
competing with multinational corporations not only for
their children’s values and beliefs but for their health.
According to one study, Joe Camel, the cartoon mascot
of Camel cigarettes, is now as recognizable to six-year-
olds as Mickey Mouse. Cigarette brand names have be-
come affixed to virtually every professional sport, from
soccer to skiing to sailing. If you doubt that tobacco
companies target children as prospective consumers, ask
yourself what gets three thousand American children to
start smoking on any given day, or talk to Dave Goerlitz,
an actor who appeared in commercials for Winston cig-
arettes for seven years, until he became so disgusted by
the company's blatant attempts to lure children that he
left the business and joined an antismoking crusade. Or
take a look at the previously secret documents from
Philip Morris, which produces two out of every three
cigarettes American children smoke, that U.S. Represen-
tative Henry Waxman of California read into the Con-
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gressional Record in July 1995. Among the revelations was
that the company, as Waxman put it, “studies third-
graders to determine if hyperactive children are a poten-
tial market for cigarettes.”

In cases where children are directly and seriously en-
dangered by products, the government can and should
step in, as the President has done in his proposal to have
the Food and Drug Administration restrict children's ac-
cess to cigarettes and smokeless tobacco, curtail cigarette
advertising that appeals to them, and require tobacco
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companies to fund an educational campaign designed to
counter the message that smoking is “cool.” (Predictably,
the tobacco companies are spending millions of dollars
to fight the proposal through legal action in the courts
and through an advertising campaign against “govern-
ment bureaucrats.”)

But government is a partner to, not a substitute for,
adult leadership and good citizenship. Parents must be-
come more willing to stand up to consumer pressures
from advertisers and from their own children. They can
resist the impulse to “prove” their love by showering chil-
dren with things they do not need and give them pre-
cious time and attention instead. They can make a moral
statement to their children and to manufacturers by re-
fusing to buy products that promote gratuitous violence,
sexual degradation, or plain bad taste. In the summer of
1995, clothing designer Calvin Klein withdrew an ad-
vertising campaign targeted at teenagers that featured
young models in sexually suggestive poses after con-
sumers objected.

If parents do not take a stand, how can we expect chil-
dren to resist the consumer culture’s message that style is
more important than substance? We can measure its po-
tential for destruction in the young lives already lost to
murder over a ski jacket or a set of fancy new hubcaps.
Parents need help from the village to counteract and to
curtail the force of this message. The broadcasters and
publishers who provide time and space to advertisers
must exercise greater restraint and better judgment.
Business must work with government and families to
find ways of balancing the interests of industry with the
interests of children.

IT TAKES A VILLAGE o’

THE consumer culture’s assault on values adds to the
pressures families are under in today’s fast-changing
economy. Most of us remember a time when business
was an anchor in our communities. After World War 11,
when America had about 40 percent of the world’s
wealth and only 6 percent of its population, our nation
enjoyed an economic boom in which businesses were ex-
pected to produce goods and services of high quality, not
only for the purpose of bringing in profits for stockhold-
ers but also to create the jobs and higher incomes that
would build the middle class. After all, if no one had jobs
or incomes, who would buy the goods and services that
businesses were producing?

In recent years, however, long-established expecta-
tions about doing business have given way under the
pressures of the modern economy. Too many companies,
especially large ones, are driven more and more narrowly
by the need to ensure that investors get good quarterly
returns and to justify executives high salaries. Too often,
this means that they view most employees as costs, not
investments, and that they expend less and less concern
on job training, employee profit sharing, family-friendly
policies, shared decision making, or even fair pay raises
that share with workers—not to mention their families
and communities—gains from productivity and profits.
Even workers’ jobs may be sacrificed as executives seek
short-term profits by “downsizing” or “outsourcing”
(farming out to independent contractors work previ-
ously done in-house) or moving production to countries
where wages are lower and environmental and other reg-
ulations less stringent. Instead of “We're all in this to-
gether,” the message from the top is frequently “You're
on your own.”
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REMARKS OF THE FIRST LADY
VIA SATELLITE TO CHILDREN NOW CONFERENCE,
VIA SATELLITE

Thank you all very much. I want to thank Dr. Kennedy and
Mr. Steyer, for helping organize this conference and for
inviting me to be a part of it.

It is an honor to speak to such this gathering that-
includes child advocates, academics, journalists, and
educators, as Geoff already said. I know that many of you
have traveled across the country to participate in the panels
over the next few days, and I want to thank you for your
willingness to tackle a subject as complicated, controversial
and important as children and the news media. I’m only sorry
I can’‘t be there to join your discussions in person.

As you know so well, we live in an age of great
promise -- and great peril -- for our children. While we
have made considerable strides in improving the health,
education, and job opportunities of our young people, our
children continue to shoulder burdens never encountered by
children in any other civilized society before this time.

To be sure, our children today have advantages that
even those of us my age didn’t know: things like computers
and global information networks, in some ways a more united
world, and the absence of Cold War tensions. But they also
have disadvantages -- disadvantages that inject cynicisnm,
anxiety, and fear into their young lives.

Oon the eve of the 21st century, American children
are growing up in a world where competition for jobs is more
intense than ever, where health care in our country is too
costly, where college tuitions get higher and higher, and
where poverty and neglect are increasing instead of
decreasing.

And now, adding to those burdens, comes a plague of
violence, both in reality and through the perceptions that
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are promoted by the media, that is claiming, in realistic
terms, far too many lives, but is also engendering a climate
of fear because of what children see and hear every day.

American children are immersed in a culture of
violence. They see violence on television. They see
violence in movie theaters. They see it on the streets where
they live. They see it in their schools. They see it in
their homes.

In too many neighborhoods, gunfire has become a
daily ritual of life. An Uzi has become a badge of honor. A
bullet wound has become an emblem of adulthood. Just this
last week, on Monday, I was across the country, in New York,
where I visited a very large hospital in Brooklyn, a hospital
that treats gunshot wounds and knife wounds every hour.

And the doctors there told me that the most
discouraging part of their work is that the age of the
victims gets younger and younger, and that after they finish
patching up a 13 or 14-year old from a gang shooting or a
drive-by shooting, or a knife fight, they anticipate they
will see that same young person in just a few months or years
again.

In Washington, our nation’s capital, a young four-
year-old girl was shot in the head when young men opened fire
on an elementary school playground as a crowd watched a
pickup football game.

Last summer, again in Washington, gunshots rang out
at a pool as children sought relief from 90-degree heat. A
young mother is dragged by the side of her car during a car
jacking that had the child in the car and the mother being
killed trying to hang on to the car.

I could tell you many, many stories like that, but
I think you know what happens every day in every
neighborhood. This horrible chronicle of malicious violence
goes on and on, every day and every week, every month, across
the nation.

The reason we know about these tragic incidents --
the murders, the car jackings, the kidnappings, the beatings,
the rapes -- is because the news media reports about them.
And I'm sure that everyone in this audience today would agree
that reporting about these sorts of incidents is part of the
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news media‘’s job.

I think we all agree that the public needs to know
about crime and violence. I’m sure that, to some degree,
news coverage of crime has heightened public support for
deterrents such as gun control. And it might also help this
Adnministration and this President get a crime bill with real
possible hope for change this year.

At the same time, we have to stop and ask ourselves
some very important guestions:

. First, has the exhaustive -- and perhaps
excessive -- coverage of violence contributed to increasing
alienation and dysfunctional behavior on the part of our
children and youth?

And second, does the news coverage engender so much
cynicism and distrust among young people that they grow up
with no faith in any of our institutions and little
motivation to make something of their own lives?

These are questions I hope you will explore and
that I think we must answer.

Over the past few years, a lot of attention has
been paid to violence in movies and in television
programming, and in the records that young people listen to.
And on that score, things are beginning to improve. As the
President said earlier this week, the entertainment industry
has -- as a result of public concerns -- become much more
involved in efforts to reduce violence in network
programming. Their willingness to set up a voluntary
monitoring system is a step in the right direction.

In the meantime, we’re only now beginning to focus
on the issue of violence and the news media, and it’s a very
tricky issue, given that information today comes from so many
different sources -- newspapers, radio, local television,
network television, television tabloids. This is an issue
that must be addressed, even as we recognize that these
different news media sometimes go about their jobs in
different ways.

Just yesterday I read about the results of a new
survey put out by the Center for Media and Public Affairs.
It showed that network news coverage of murder and violence
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had doubled last year ~- even though the nation’s overall
crime rate had remained the same.

Some of the coverage was a result of unusual cases,
like the Branch Davidians, the World Trade Center bombing,
the Menendez brothers’ trial, the Polly Klass case, and the
murders of tourists in Florida.

But what about the rest? Were the stories really
newsworthy? Or were they part of a troubling pattern of
sensationalism that threatens to desensitize viewers --
particularly children -- to the point where violence is
considered a normal, accepted part of life?

Children Now’s recent survey reports that young
people are deeply affected by news stories they read or see
on television. More than half the children surveyed said
they felt angry or depressed after watching or reading the
news. And about 60 percent of kids between the ages of 11
and 16 said the news too often conveyed negative images of
young people.

The fact is that we all want to stop violence. We
all want our children to experience their childhoods without
being afraid, without being vulnerable, and without being
insecure.

We want them to be able to be children -- to feel
safe in school, to enjoy sports and recreation, to develop
extracurricular interests, and to build healthy
relationships.

But those kinds of positive childhood experiences
seem less and less real to children who are routinely
bombarded with words and pictures that seldom portray young
people living that way. Saturating children with
increasingly graphic and sensational stories of violence
prevents them from developing the emotional and psychological
tools they need to deal with violence.

One of the biggest dangers of excessive coverage of
violence is that, in a child’s eye, the stories validate,
sometimes even glamorize, dysfunctional behavior. Violence
becomes normal -- and, in an odd way, even painless. It
becomes harder for a child to distinguish between fact and
fiction. The latest drive-by shooting on the evening news
looks a lot like the Terminator blowing his fictional enemy
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And during your conference here, I hope you will continue to
celebrate your achievements. Since the turn of the century, the
national PTA has been at the forefront of our country’s efforts
to create a better world for all children. Child labor laws,
complusary public education, the national health service, special
education, juvenile justice issues, all that we have addressed as
a nation in the past hundred years -- in these and many issues,
we have seen the strong role that the PTA has played, both at the
national level and in countless communities across our country.

And I know that as we prepare for a new century, and for a
new millennium, all of us can count on your being there again.
Oon behalf of the President, I want to thank you for helping to
put the well-being of our children first in the recent budget
negotiations. The PTA was one on the first organizations that
realized that threats to programs like school lunches were
threats to the well-being of all our children. Your rallies on
the Hill and your participation in an active education coalition
were key to our efforts to honor America’s historic commitment to
education, and to providing all children in this country with the
knowledge and skills they will need to fulfill their own god-
given potential.

And I am so pleased that your priorities and initiatives for
the next years will also address these important issues --
protecting children from violence, AIDS education, reaching out
to preschool parents, working with schools of education at
colleges and universities to make it possible for more parents to
be encouraged to participate in their children’s education.
Parental involvement is the key to how well our children will do.

Some of you know that I do think it takes a village to raise
a child, but it takes strong parents who are committed to being
their children’s first teachers, to make sure those children get
a good start in life, and to make sure the village lives up to
our responsibilities as well. But despite all of the work you
have done and the stands you have taken, we cannot let down our
guard. We must stand very firmly on the side of public education
and we need an even louder chorus of parental voices in the
upcoming fights over the budgets to come. Because, even as
teachers and schools prepare to welcome record numbers of
students, some fifty-two million this September, and we know that
our classrooms will be filled with more children than there were
even in the baby-boom generation. And these children will need
the time and attention of more teachers. They will need text
books, they will need school buildings that are not falling down
around their ears.

And yet there are some in congress who are proposing to
freeze the education budget in the face of this new generation of
students who need the same support that I could expect when I was
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WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON CHILDREN’S TV |
(DRAFT) e i

(VR INTRO'S POTUS AT PODISM-

POTUS STATEMENT AT PODIUM — ALL SIT

POTUS INTRO’S FLOTUS

Zwin-FLOTUS STATEMENT ON INFLUENCE OF TELEVISION ON CHILDREN
Wn Hat~ hoo ae cm‘oo Bt A m |
FLOTUS CALLS ON ALETHA HUSTON

(INTRO STATEMENT FROM SKILA)
FLOTUS: Next | would like to call on Kathleen Hall Jamieson from the Annenberg
School of Communications. Dr. Jamieson recently announced the creation of a blue
ribbon group to review programs designed for children and to identify those that do
the best job.

KATHLEEN HALL JAMIESON
FLOTUS: Mr. President, after the announcement of the mdustry decision to develop
a ratings system for television shows, we discussed the V chip with a few families
from the Washington area. Dr. Robert Phillips from the American Pediatric
Association attended that meeting. | was struck by his insights into the power of
television on children and i would like to call on him now for a few comments.-

DR. ROBERT PHILLIPS
FLOTUS: Network television will play a major role in developing new educational -
programs for children. | would like to ask Margaret Loesch of FOX television to
speeak about her view of the influence of televusion on children and how it hads

guided her wor Wawe g==b ot v
Lok N\W&T/Léesw

FLOTUS OPENS FLOOR FOR DISCUSSION
DR. ALVIN POUISSANT

POTUS ENDS FIRST DISCUSSION & CALLS ON MEG

MEG STATEMENT ON “WHAT CONSTITUTES QUALITY":

Parents want their children to be able to watch television, but they want to know
their children are visiting a safe place. There are safe places every parent knows their
children can visit for television. Today we've invited people who represent those safe
places. We want to learn from them how they blend education with entertainment,
how they increase rather than decrease children’s imagination and desire to learn.

One person -- or should | say two people -- we invited to diosucss the secret of
their success were Sherri Lewis and Lamb Chop. While they couldn’t make it today
they did send a letter. Let me read you a portion:
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LINDA ELLERBEE
VP: We're pleased to have today Jamie Kellner, the CEO of Warner Bros. Television
Network. Mr. Kellner and Warner Bros are actively pursuing the children’'s educational
market -- and something tells me they're not doing it to lose money or viewers.

JAMIE KELLNER
VP: Just in the last week J.P. Kids announced a major deal with the National
Assocaition of Broadcasters to produce a 30 minute children’s magazine show. |
would like to ask James Steyer, Founder and CEO to discuss how this came about

JIM STEYER ¢

VP OPENS DISCUSSION

VP WRAPS UP DISCUSSION, INTROS POTUS FOR CLOSING

POTUS MAKES CLOSING REMARKS











































































